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A

 

BSTRACT

 

This study will put the EU policy of the Republican People’s Party (CHP) under
scrutiny by focusing on two main determinants, namely the attitude of the EU towards Turkey
and the EU policy of the Justice and Development Party (AKP). Through analysis of the reac-
tions of party officials to the EU harmonization process, the main EU documents such as the
progress report of the European Commission in 2004, and the results of a survey of CHP
deputies regarding their views on the EU, whether the CHP adopts a Euro-skeptic policy
understanding pertinent to its EU policy will be determined.

 

Introduction

 

Turkey’s aspirations to be part of the European integration process have been alive
since the early 1960s. As a policy, this objective has always populated the main
foreign-policy agenda of Turkish politics. Presently, the Justice and Development
Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, AKP) government declared membership of the
European Union (EU) as the primary goal of its foreign policy and currently pursues
policies to this end.

The Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi, CHP), the main opposi-
tion party in Turkish parliament, has also expressed its willingness for Turkey to join
the EU. CHP officials base their membership policy on the Association Agreement,
which started Turkey’s European process in 1963. It was 

 

[IDOT  ]

 

smet 

 

[IDOT  ]

 

nönü, the CHP leader
and the prime minister at the time, who signed the agreement. 

 

[IDOT  ]

 

nönü declared that
they had signed a treaty that would tie Turkey with Europe forever and that this would
be the most valuable legacy to new generations.

 

1

 

 The CHP of today claims that they
have always been in favor of Turkish membership, ever since signing the Association
Agreement.
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 The CHP asserts that it is the legitimate right of Turkey to become an
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EU member,

 

3

 

 and this issue is the primary concern for Turkey.

 

4

 

 Yet in the party
program, Turkey’s full membership is supported only as long as national interests are
protected.

 

5

 

 Concomitantly, CHP officials have raised criticism against both the AKP
and the EU. Accordingly, the CHP claims that the mentalities of both the AKP govern-
ment and the EU will hamper Turkey’s chances for full membership. In this respect,
the question arises: does the CHP adopt Euro-skepticism? Hence, this study will
analyze the EU policy of the main opposition party in Turkey and discuss whether
the CHP pursues a Euro-skeptic policy while at the same time declaring itself in favor
of Turkish membership of the EU. Since academic research on Euro-skepticism in
the present candidate countries is limited,

 

6

 

 this article aims to contribute to the
academic literature by highlighting the Euro-skepticism of the opposition party in
Turkey. Accordingly, after a concise theoretical analysis of Euro-skepticism, the
CHP’s EU policy will be scrutinized with reference to the core documents of the EU
and the survey on the views of CHP deputies concerning Turkey’s EU membership.

 

Definition and Classification of Euro-skepticism

 

Paul Taggart’s definition

 

7

 

 of Euro-skepticism “expresses the idea of contingent or
qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition
to the process of European integration.” In this regard, Paul Taggart and Aleks
Szczerbiak divide Euro-skepticism into two categories, namely, hard and soft Euro-
skepticisms. Accordingly, hard Euro-skepticism means the “outright” and “unquali-
fied” rejection of European integration both in economic and political terms. Hence,
hard Euro-skepticism is against the very idea of European integration.

 

8

 

 On the other
hand, soft Euro-skepticism implies “contingent and qualified opposition to European
integration.” This means that those adopting soft Euro-skepticism oppose a certain
policy within the integration process, for instance, opposition to the Economic and
Monetary Union (EMU).

 

9

 

 Likewise, soft Euro-skeptic policies could also be pursued
by exerting opposition with the motivation of preserving the national interest while
generally in favor of European integration.

 

10

 

 For example, since the candidate coun-
tries experience very difficult negotiations during the accession process, opposition
within these countries might arise with the aim of preserving national interests.

 

11

 

Finding hard and soft Euro-skepticisms to be too broad as terms, Petr Kopecky and
Cas Mudde suggest a different classification. In this respect, they argue that there are
two dimensions determining the extent of support for and opposition against Euro-
pean integration. The first dimension foresees the separation between Europhiles and
Europhobes. In this regard, while Europhiles represent support for European integra-
tion, Europhobes indicate opposition to the idea of integration.

 

12

 

 The second dimen-
sion is the separation between Euro-optimists and Euro-pessimists. Accordingly,
Euro-optimists are confident and optimistic about the future of European integration
while Euro-pessimists “are pessimistic about the [current and/or future] direction of
its development.”

 

13

 

 Regarding all these concepts, Kopecky and Mudde define Euro-
skepticism as the combination of Europhiles and Euro-pessimists. Accordingly,
“Euro-skeptics are not against what they see as realistic advantageous cooperation
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among various groups of European states for greater peace and prosperity.”

 

14

 

However, they are pessimistic about the current and/or future direction towards
which European integration is heading. Furthermore, Kopecky and Mudde differen-
tiate Euro-skepticism from the “hard” Euro-skepticism concept of Taggart and
Szczerbiak and attribute a different name to it, calling it Euro-rejects, the combina-
tion of Europhobes and Euro-pessimists. The reason behind this assertion is that,
according to Kopecky and Mudde, all Euro-skeptics are in fact Europhiles favoring
the idea of the European integration.

 

15

 

 Hence, outright rejection of European political
and economic integration will imply a different concept, namely Euro-rejects.

Concerning political parties, Euro-skepticism is mostly seen as an opposition party
phenomenon in order to gain ground against governments,

 

16

 

 though not only periph-
eral parties but also mainstream parties might pursue Euro-skeptic policies, as the
British Conservative Party does.

 

17

 

 On the other hand, according to Taggart and
Szczerbiak, the position of parties along the left-right spectrum is not related to their
adoption of Euro-skepticism.

 

18

 

 Accordingly, a leftist or communist party might adopt
Euro-skepticism just as a far right party does. For instance, in the Czech Republic the
Republican Party of Czechoslovakia is a far right party, while the Communist Party
of Bohemia and Moravia is a communist party and the Civic Democratic Party is a
liberal conservative party; yet all of them are deemed Euro-skeptic.

 

19

 

 Moreover, in
Latvia, the Latvian Social Democratic Alliance is a social democratic party, and it
pursues Euro-skeptic policies too.

 

20

 

The Harmonization Process and the Reactions of the CHP

 

Right after the Copenhagen European Council Summit in December 2002 Turkey
was given a roadmap in order to comply with the 

 

acquis communautaire

 

. In this
regard, the task was to adjust Turkey to the political and legal standards of the EU.
Thus, over the course of two years the Grand National Assembly of Turkey
(Türkiye Büyük Millet Meclisi, TBMM) discussed and adopted harmonization
packages consisting of legislative and constitutional reforms. Numerous laws were
enacted and amended with the joint initiative of all the parties in parliament.

The harmonization of the penal code and the civil code to EU standards were
crucial for the Turkish legal system. Moreover, the political role of the Turkish
Armed Forces (TSK) was one of the main concerns raised by the EU, and Turkey
took steps to decrease the role of the military in administrative affairs. For example,
the number of civilian members of the National Security Council was increased. A
civilian bureaucrat was for the first time appointed as the Council’s secretary
general. Moreover, military representatives in civilian bodies such as the High
Education Board (YÖK) and the High Audio-Visual Board (RTÜK) were removed.

Although the harmonization process was supported by the CHP, party officials
criticized the government on certain issues. The CHP accused the governing party
of attempting to use the excuse of EU harmonization to redefine the secularism
principle and bolster the domination of a religious way of life over Turkish society.
CHP leader Deniz Baykal claimed that some proposals for the amendment of the
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laws were being introduced by the AKP as if they were the obligations dictated by
the EU. However, these proposals had nothing to do with the actual packages.

 

21

 

Baykal gave the example of a proposal foreseeing the opening of small mosques in
apartments. He stated that only after the CHP’s strong reaction did the AKP pull the
proposal out of the package. Another example is the discussion of the admittance of
female students who wear the headscarf onto university campuses. Favoring an
amendment in the Constitution for lifting the headscarf ban, Ali Babacan, the minis-
ter of foreign affairs, asserted that Turkey would dismiss the ban in order to comply
with EU norms.

 

22

 

 However, EU officials replied that they had not recommended
that the Turkish government lift the headscarf ban since the applications of the head-
scarf issue vary from one member state to another.

 

23

 

The discussion of the AKP’s policies pertaining to religion intensified with the
adultery issue in the new Turkish penal code. According to Islam, adultery is a
major offense, and in accordance with Shari’a law, the punishment is the death
penalty. In the Turkish penal code, adultery used to be a criminal act until the
Constitutional Court repealed it in 1996. While preparing the new penal code, the
AKP introduced a proposal for recriminalizing adultery. The intriguing thing was
that the CHP did not oppose this proposal at first. The AKP committee visited
Baykal and his aides at CHP headquarters, and they negotiated the new penal code
along with the adultery issue. The AKP officials stated that they had hundreds of
letters from the public urging for adultery to be recriminalized.

 

24

 

 Baykal, the CHP
leader, did not reject the proposal for an amendment on adultery but declared that
the idea and the responsibility belonged to the AKP.

 

25

 

On the other hand, the reactions of the European officials played a determining
role in the withdrawal of the proposal. Günther Verheugen, the commissioner in
charge of European enlargement, stated that he found the adultery issue as a
“very worrying development.”

 

26

 

 Jack Straw, the British minister of foreign affairs
of the time, who was in favor of Turkish membership, argued that adoption of the
proposal would create difficulties for Turkey’s membership.

 

27

 

 Upon these reactions,
the AKP withdrew the proposal.

The second aspect of the CHP’s reaction to the AKP was the claim raised by CHP
officials that the AKP was inclined to accept all the provisions of the EU without
scrutinizing them in detail. Prime Minister Erdo

 

[GBREVE]

 

an’s comment concerning the EU
Commission’s progress report on October 6, 2004, as “balanced and positive” was
an important example according to the CHP. The report was 187 pages long, and
Erdo

 

[GBREVE]

 

an made the speech only couple of hours after its release, so practically it was
almost impossible to have evaluated the report comprehensively. According to
Baykal, Erdogan’s statement implied consent for the report without a thorough anal-
ysis, and hence Turkey would lose its bargaining power when it would come to
change some parts of the report in Turkey’s favor afterwards.

 

28

 

To conclude, during the harmonization process the CHP has generally criticized
the EU policy of the AKP government in terms of two aspects. First, according to
the CHP, the AKP government tends to use the excuse of EU harmonization to
liberalize the secularism principle and foster the domination of a religious way of
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life over Turkish society. Second, the CHP claims that the AKP is too enthusiastic to
attain membership without paying sufficient attention to the EU documents, thus
jeopardizing Turkey’s national interests. In this regard, the CHP’s expostulations
against the AKP could be understood in two terms. First, these critiques might indi-
cate the CHP’s willingness for Turkish membership to the EU. It could be argued
that the CHP reflects concerns that the EU policy of the AKP might be harmful to
Turkey’s accession. Second, it could be also claimed that the CHP, as an opposition
party, exploits the EU membership issue in order to gain ground against the govern-
ment, stressing concerns over national interests.

In the following sections, the study will discuss core documents, such as the
progress report and the negotiating framework document, and dwell on the objections
raised by the CHP over them.

 

The EU Commission’s Progress Report

 

The EU Commission’s Progress Report of 2004

 

29

 

 was composed of three main
documents. The first part was the progress report itself (186 pages). The second was
the paper on “Issues Arising from Turkey’s Membership Perspective” (52 pages).
The final document was the “Recommendation of the European Commission on
Turkey’s Progress towards Accession” (18 pages). The report welcomed the reforms
that had been made by Turkey, mostly with the cooperation of both the AKP and
the CHP. The Commission congratulated Turkey for adopting 261 new laws from
October 2003 to July 2004. It was stated that with the adoption of the reform pack-
ages, a remarkable improvement was observed in fundamental rights and freedoms.
The abolishment of both the death penalty and the State Security Courts were appre-
ciated. According to the report, however, the implementation of the reforms was not
at a desired level. For example, it was stated that physical and psychological
violence against women continued to be at a concerning level, as were the continued
“honor killings.” The report also claimed that ill-treatment was still widespread, and
religious freedoms, especially those of non-Muslims, were not provided sufficiently.
According to the report, Alevis and Kurds were still not recognized as minorities. It
also stated that corruption continued in the country, and the military’s autonomy and
influence in civil affairs still existed.

Regarding economic policy, the report noted that Turkey worked hard to reach a
functioning market economy. Accordingly, important steps had been taken for
achieving economic stability since the 2001 crisis. However, implementation was
yet to be seen, as was the case for the political issues.

On foreign policy matters, the report welcomed the efforts taken by Turkey, espe-
cially regarding the resolution of the Cyprus problem. That was because Turkey
supported the Annan Plan, which favored a unified island and the improvement of
relations with Greece. Moreover, it was stated that Turkey complied with its
commitment to the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR), especially by paying
compensation to Ms. Loizidou

 

30

 

 and releasing the former pro-Kurdish deputy Leyla
Zana and her friends.

 

31
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In the second document, the possible future effects of Turkey’s accession to the
EU were discussed. Thus, the report evaluated that the effects of Turkish member-
ship on the EU would be considerable. Given the size of Turkey’s population, the
report stated that there would be a considerable economic cost to the EU once
Turkey became an EU member.

The recommendation document was the most critical one. First of all, the docu-
ment reflected the willingness of the EU to open accession negotiations with Turkey.
On the other hand, in the document there were expressions that were considered,
especially by the CHP, as unacceptable. First, the negotiation process was stated to
be open-ended, which meant it would not necessarily have to end in full membership.
Whatever the result of the negotiations, it urged that Turkey be deeply anchored in
the EU. Second, it was specified that in certain areas, such as structural policies and
agriculture, permanent safeguards could be applied. These measures were interpreted
to be against the free movement of Turkish workers within the EU in order to avoid
serious difficulties for the EU labor market. Third, it was remarked that the Union
had an absorption capacity for EU enlargement. Thus, according to the document,
this would also be a significant factor affecting the outcome of the accession process
for Turkey. Finally, in the case of a permanent breach of rule of law, democracy, or
human rights, the Commission would recommend a suspension of the negotiations,
which would be decided by qualified majority voting.

 

The CHP’s Concerns with the Progress Report

 

While the report was perceived as a positive development for Turkey’s EU member-
ship process by the AKP, the main opposition party criticized certain aspects of the
report. According to CHP officials, the progress report contained unacceptable
terms that had never been introduced to any other candidates. According to Baykal,
the expression of “an open-ended process” and the statement that negotiations could
be suspended by a qualified majority vote while negotiations would only start with a
unanimous vote might mean that the membership prospects of Turkey was not
clear.

 

31

 

 Concerning permanent safeguards, he stressed that the free movement of
labor was a founding principle of the EU project. Hence, in his argument, these limi-
tations would drive Turkey onto a different path from EU membership. By the same
token, Onur Öymen, vice chairman of the CHP, asserted that the permanent prohibi-
tion of the free movement of Turkish labor would mean something short of full
membership. He argued that Turkey should not accept such an inferior position.

 

32

 

Another unacceptable term in the report was about the way the term “minority”
had been used. Baykal criticized that the EU named people as minorities although
they refused to be recognized as such. He claimed that in Turkey, almost every
family was mixed with at least one different ethnic root, since the Ottomans had
gathered numerous ethnic groups under one umbrella. Thus, he argued that almost
everybody in Turkey could demand recognition of minority rights, which was prac-
tically impossible.

 

33

 

 According to Öymen, the terms in the report concerning minor-
ities were against the provisions of the Lausanne Treaty, the founding treaty of the
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Turkish Republic. Moreover, he argued that these people did not accept being
labeled as a minority.

 

34

 

The absorption capacity of the EU was another main concern of the CHP.
According to Baykal, this meant that even if Turkey successfully finished the nego-
tiations, the EU could reject Turkey’s accession to the Union. He asserted that this
was against the provisions of the Helsinki Summit. He recalled the decision of the
summit, which stated that once Turkey fulfilled the Copenhagen criteria, it would
become a member of the Union, as had been the case for all other members.

 

35

 

 In
addition, he pointed out the constitutional amendment in France that would submit
EU enlargement to a referendum.

 

36

 

 Baykal metaphorically claimed that Turkey
would rescue the princess kept as prisoner in a giant’s house, which was on the
seventh floor of a cave on the highest mountain and get through all the traps to climb
down. However, at that point the EU would say: “Let’s ask what the French people
think.”

 

37

 

 Moreover, Onur Öymen demanded to know why France did not implement
such legislation before accepting 10 other countries as members in 2004. Finally, he
asked why they did not extend this referendum issue to Bulgaria and Romania,
whose accessions were scheduled for 2007, but only to Turkey.

 

38

 

Finally, the CHP criticized the section of the EU Commission Progress report
regarding issues raised by Turkey’s membership: 

A key issue in the region is access to water for development and irrigation.
Water in the Middle East will increasingly become a strategic issue in the years
to come, and with Turkey’s accession one could expect international manage-
ment of water resources and infrastructures (dams and irrigation schemes in the
Euphrates and Tigris river basins, cross border water cooperation between
Israel and its neighboring countries) to become a major issue for the EU.

 

39

 

The CHP claimed that this expression meant international management of the
Euphrates and Tigris river basins, which would jeopardize Turkey’s national sover-
eignty.

 

40

 

 The AKP, on the other hand, argued that the CHP was wrong in its inter-
pretation,

 

41

 

 and Abdullah Gül, the minister of foreign affairs at the time, accused the
CHP of giving incorrect information to the public.

 

42

 

Regarding the criticism raised by party officials concerning the progress report, it
could be argued that the CHP has mostly opposed the conditions put forward by the
EU that, according to the CHP, will jeopardize Turkey’s EU membership and hence
are against Turkey’s national interests.

 

Negotiating the Framework Document to Open Negotiations and the Reactions 
of the CHP

 

On October 3, 2005, the EU states, in spite of Austria’s objection, agreed to start
negotiations with Turkey. Jack Straw, the British foreign minister, happily declared
that they were making history.

 

43

 

 The EU issued a negotiating framework, determin-
ing the ultimate details of the negotiation process. The framework document
included almost all the conditions that had been previously debated. Technically, the
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document laid out the 35 chapters of the negotiations. There would be a shift from
one chapter to the next before finishing the first, and the Council would unani-
mously decide when to close one chapter in order to open another.

The CHP again expressed its discontent with the results. Baykal stated that there
was no reason for him to be pleased about the adopted document.

 

44

 

 He criticized the
government for not consulting with the CHP concerning the provisions in the docu-
ment.

 

45

 

 Baykal blamed the government of inflicting a 

 

fait accompli

 

 to Turkish people
about one of the most critical issues for their future. Regarding the framework docu-
ment, Baykal argued that it was much worse than the previous documents in terms of
its provisions for Turkey.

 

46

 

 In his view, all the debated expressions remained along
with more unacceptable conditions. He argued that even if the expression “privileged
partnership” did not appear, it was still implied. According to him, with all the
expressions ranging from “open-ended process” to “permanent safeguards,” the
“privileged partnership” perspective was already present in the document.

In Article 10 of the negotiating framework, the acquis that would be implemented
by Turkey upon accession were outlined. The part Baykal criticized was the imple-
mentation of acts within the framework of the EU no matter if they were legally
binding or not. These acts were written as “interinstitutional agreements, resolu-
tions, statements, recommendations, and guidelines.” Baykal claimed that with
these expressions Turkey would be bound by the resolutions and recommendations
of the European Parliament, which were not legally binding. All in all, according to
his argument, the EU would render Turkey an eternal EU candidate.

 

47

 

 For the EU,
he claimed, the best Turkey was candidate Turkey.

 

48

 

Article 11 of the document urged Turkey as a member state to terminate all its bilat-
eral or multilateral agreements that were “incompatible with the obligations of
membership.” Öymen claimed that the London and Zurich treaties that had estab-
lished the Republic of Cyprus in 1960 would be treated in accordance with this article.
He also argued that the Lausanne Treaty, the founding document of Turkish Republic,
would fall within the scope of this article, since some provisions of the Lausanne
Treaty, such as the minority issue, had been criticized in the progress report.

 

49

 

In addition, Onur Öymen was of the opinion that the AKP tried to manage the EU
process alone.

 

50

 

 He claimed that all member states had brought the membership
issue to their parliaments. According to Öymen, both the opposition and the govern-
ing parties discussed and came up with joint decisions during the EU membership
process of previous candidate countries. However, according to Öymen, the AKP
government bypassed parliament during this process.

 

51

 

The Views of the CHP Deputies

 

Concerning EU–Turkey relations, Baykal and Öymen specifically expressed the
views of the CHP. Furthermore, the author conducted a questionnaire experiment on
CHP deputies, asking their preferences concerning the European Union.

 

52

 

 The main
motivation behind the survey was to discover whether the views of the deputies
were similar with or different from the views of the top officials. Accordingly, from
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November 2005 to May 2006, questionnaire sheets were handed out to the deputies
and then collected. Regarding the 42 deputies who did not want to answer the ques-
tionnaire, the author conducted personal interviews and asked the very same ques-
tions directly. Consequently, 102 out of 154 CHP deputies answered the questions.
The respondents were free to give more than one answer to the questions; thus, for
some questions the total sum of answers exceeds 100 percent.

The respondents were asked six questions. First, the respondents were asked to
which cultural identity Turkey was closest. In this respect, as a 2006 study presents,
the identity of Turkey as European is questioned in Europe.

 

53

 

 Furthermore, the
French president, Nicolas Sarkozy, and the German chancellor, Angela Merkel, are
resolutely against Turkey’s EU membership. In this regard, the questionnaire sought
to find out whether the CHP deputies perceived Turkey as a European country or not.
Accordingly, 55 percent of the respondents answered that Turkey was closer to a
European cultural identity, while 46 percent replied Western, 42 percent Eurasian,
and 26 percent Islamic, and 23 percent responded that Turkey was closer to a Middle
Eastern cultural identity. In this respect, it could be argued that according to the CHP
deputies, European and Western values play an important role in Turkish cultural
identity, since half the CHP deputies believe that Turkey is European and Western
and at the same time Eurasian. On the other hand, the respondents did not deny the
effect of Islamic and Middle Eastern culture on Turkey’s cultural identity. In this
regard, a quarter of the deputies responded that Turkey was closer to Islamic and
Middle Eastern culture. Consequently, the belief in European identity might indicate
an inclination towards being Europhile, as pointed out by Kopecky and Mudde.

 

54

 

Pertinent to the second question, the respondents were asked to outline the
reasons behind the rejection of the EU Constitution in France and Holland in 2005.
This question was crucial, since the popular rejection of the Constitution in the two
member states started a discussion in academic circles regarding whether or not the
integration of Europe would be in question.

 

55

 

 Moreover, according to some observ-
ers, these rejections of the Constitution might imply the EU’s incapacity to absorb
Turkey as a full member.
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 Hence, the purpose of putting forward this question was
an attempt to reveal the perceptions of the CHP deputies with regard to the rejection
of the Constitution. Accordingly, 53 percent of the respondents answered that by
rejecting the EU Constitution, France and Holland rejected the EU’s enlargement
process, and 50 percent replied that the rejection was against Turkey’s EU member-
ship. On the other hand, 38 percent responded that it was the rejection of the EU’s
political integration, and 30 percent stated that the rejection indicated discomfort
with the EU’s economic integration. Finally, 20 percent asserted that it was against
the EU’s deepening process. Thus, it might be suggested that most of the CHP depu-
ties have a tendency to conceive the rejection of the Constitution as a refusal of the
EU enlargement in a broader sense and of Turkey’s EU membership in particular.
This belief shared by the CHP deputies might be adopted as an example of the Euro-
pessimism defined by Kopecky and Mudde.
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Concerning the third question, the CHP deputies were asked to define the term
“honorable EU membership,” which was mostly used by the CHP itself. Accordingly,
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82 percent defined the term as not experiencing a process different from other candi-
date countries. Sixty-eight percent responded that it means having equal rights with
other EU members. In this respect, it could be stated that CHP deputies mostly define
“honorable membership” as being treated equally both during the membership
process and also after becoming an EU member. Hence, it could be implied that they
would like to be treated equally by the EU. On the other hand, 45 percent defined the
concept as becoming an EU member by preserving the unitary structure of the country
and without having to consult with the EU. Seventeen percent defined it as becoming
an EU member but with an economic policy free from EU interference. In this respect
it could also be inferred that the CHP deputies also tend to perceive the “honorable
EU membership” as becoming a member, preserving total political and economic
freedom. However, the logic of European integration foresees a certain degree of dele-
gation of member state powers to the institutions of the EU.
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 As the party program
also indicates, the CHP’s understanding of EU membership tends to maintain national
sovereignty, which is parallel to the “soft” Euro-skepticism principle raised by
Taggart and Szczerbiak.
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 Hence, the CHP’s understanding of EU membership might
be taken as a source of Euro-skepticism within the party.

Regarding the fourth question, the CHP deputies were asked to express their views
on the AKP’s foreign policy. Accordingly, 74 percent of the respondents claimed that
the AKP government made irreversible concessions for the sake of the EU member-
ship perspective. Thirty-nine percent asserted that the AKP government greatly
damaged Turkey’s stability and prestige by making radical changes in all areas of
Turkish foreign policy. On the other hand, 19 percent believe that with the support of
the CHP, the government made great progress, particularly towards EU membership.
Hence, the overwhelming majority of the CHP deputies share the official view of the
party, which is that the AKP is undermining national interests for the sake of obtaining
EU membership. On the other hand, one-fifth of the respondents believe that the AKP
has been successful in its EU policy. This might imply that there are people within
the party who do not share the official view in terms of Turkey–EU relations.

With regard to the fifth question, the respondents were asked whether Turkey should
become an EU member. Seventy-one percent of the deputies answered that Turkey
should be a member, while 26 percent replied that Turkey definitely should be an EU
member. Hence, only three percent of the respondents claimed that Turkey should not
be an EU member, while 97 percent responded that Turkey should or definitely should
become an EU member. This result might indicate the willingness of the CHP to favor
Turkey’s EU membership and supports the Europhile concept of Kopecky and Mudde.
On the other hand, the concept of Euro-pessimism put forward by Kopecky and Mudde
might have limits, when the result of the last question in the survey is analyzed.

Accordingly, the CHP deputies were asked to state whether Turkey will become
an EU member. Fifty-two percent responded that Turkey will probably become
an EU member, and 13 percent stated that it will definitely become one. On the
other hand, 28 percent claimed that it probably will not be able to become a
member, and four percent said Turkey definitely will not be able to become a
member. Thus, 65 percent of the CHP deputies are optimistic about Turkey’s
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accession to the EU. This result does not support the claim of Kopecky and Mudde
stating that Euro-pessimists are pessimistic about the future of the European integra-
tion.
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 Hence, although CHP deputies show signs of pessimism concerning Turkey–
EU relations, being mostly optimistic about Turkey’s EU membership, the CHP
deputies do not conform to the Euro-pessimism concept of Kopecky and Mudde.

Regarding the results of the survey in general, in one sense it might be stated that
the views of the CHP deputies are mostly not detached from the official EU policy
of the CHP. Accordingly, most of the deputies are in favor of Turkey’s EU member-
ship and share the reservations of the party concerning the mentality of the EU and
the AKP during Turkey’s membership process. In another sense, it could be argued
that there are diverse opinions within the party, since one-fifth of the deputies
believe that the EU policy of the AKP is instrumental to Turkey’s membership
process. Moreover, the majority of the CHP deputies reflect an optimism concerning
Turkey’s EU membership, although party officials assert that the policies of the EU
and the AKP will hamper Turkish membership of the EU.

 

Conclusion

 

According to Maurice Duverger, opposition parties who remain too much in the
opposition tend to act more violently and extravagantly.
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 Indeed, the CHP has not
been the actual ruling power since the late 1970s, and in the present case, the EU
policy of the party could be deemed as reactive and dissident. In this respect, the party
officials first criticized the EU because of the uneven negotiation process inflicted
upon Turkey by the EU. The CHP argued that this inequality would prevent Turkey
from becoming a full EU member. Second, the CHP criticized the EU policy of the
AKP government since, according to the party officials, the AKP was too eager for
membership, adopting the core documents without paying sufficient attention to
them at the expense of Turkish national interests. In the CHP’s view, the government
also used the excuse of EU harmonization to liberalize the secularism principle and
support the domination of a religious way of life over Turkish society.

In order to conceptualize this policy stance, Euro-skepticism might be instrumental.
Accordingly, the CHP could be regarded as “soft Euro-skeptic,” a concept conceived
by Taggart and Szczerbiak. In this respect, it could be stated that the CHP raises
concerns about Turkey’s national interests with the pretext of being treated unequally
by the EU while claiming to be in favor of Turkey’s EU membership. It could also
be argued that the CHP has a precondition for becoming an EU member and it is contro-
versial, since both the party program and the opinions of the deputies of the party
reflect the fact that the CHP supports EU membership on the condition of preserving
Turkey’s full national sovereignty. However, the member states are supposed to dele-
gate a degree of national sovereignty to the EU. Hence, the CHP’s membership percep-
tion could be deemed as a major source of Euro-skepticism in its policies.

The EU policy of the CHP also conforms to the Euro-skepticism concept of
Kopecky and Mudde, comprising “Europhile” and “Euro-pessimist” concepts.62

Accordingly, the party might be assumed to be Europhile, as it supports Turkey’s EU
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membership. Regarding the survey, the deputies of the party mostly consider them-
selves to be European, and a majority of them support Turkish membership to the EU.
Moreover, the CHP could be presumed to be Euro-pessimist, since party officials are
concerned about uneven conditions imposed on Turkey by the EU, which would
hamper Turkey’s membership. Furthermore, the survey results suggest that CHP
deputies are mostly of the opinion that the rejection of the constitutional referendums
in France and Holland might mean the rejection of Turkey as an EU member by the
electorate in those countries. However, Euro-pessimism may have limits at the indi-
vidual level, if not at the official level, since most of the CHP deputies are optimistic
regarding Turkey’s chances for becoming an EU member. This optimism might also
imply a divergence from the official policy of the party, since the official statements
appear more pessimistic about the outcome of the Turkish accession process.
Moreover, one-fifth of the deputies consider the EU policy of the AKP to have been
successful. This reflects a clear detachment from the official stance of the party.

The criticism by the CHP directed against the EU policy of the AKP might uphold
the assumption that Euro-skepticism is embraced by opposition parties in order to
gain ground against governments. Moreover, the claim that mainstream parties as
well as periphery parties might adopt a Euro-skeptic attitude could be adjusted to the
case of the CHP. Accordingly, the CHP might be counted as a mainstream party,
having obtained 20.85 percent of the total votes in 2007 general elections, which
makes it the second major party in Turkish parliament. Finally, the CHP case also
confirms the view that not only far right parties but also parties on the left of the
spectrum might be Euro-skeptic. The party is a member of the Socialist International,
a worldwide organization composed of social democrat and labor parties.

In the present agenda, however, the success of the Euro-skeptic policy adopted by
the CHP is open to debate, since according to the results of the 2007 elections the
CHP could only retain its main opposition position while the AKP increased its
votes to 46.66 percent and achieved a landslide victory again.
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