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SAMMANFATTNING 

 

Idag har den Europeiska Unionen 27 medlemsländer. Varje utvidgningsomgång har lett till 

en debatt inom Unionen, om och hur den skall genomföras. Hur stort kan EU bli? En 

uppsättning medlemskrav, Köpenhamnskriterierna, måste uppfyllas för att ett land ska få bli 

del av den europeiska gemenskapen. Turkiet tog sitt första steg mot medlemskap i EU när de 

utsågs till kandidatland 1999. Efter detta började Turkiet, som inte ansågs respektera de 

mänskliga rättigheterna i tillräckligt stor utsträckning (ett av kriterierna), att reformera sitt 

land för att få gå vidare med de riktiga förhandlingarna. Prospektet att Turkiet skall bli en del 

av den Europeiska Union har väckt en livlig debatt. Varför känner vissa aktörer inom den 

europeiska unionen en oro inför ett turkiskt medlemskap medan andra känner tillförsikt? 

Syftet med uppsatsen var att utreda och kartlägga vilka diskurser som existerar inom EU 

vad gäller Turkiet som medlem i Unionen. Syftet uppfylldes genom en diskursteoretisk 

analys som utgick från tre noder: demokrati, mänskliga rättigheter och politik. Informationen 

inhämtades från de partigrupper som är aktiva i det europeiska parlamentet. 

Några slutsatser kunde dras: (1) I studien fanns fem olika åsikter rörande Turkiet och 

EUs förhållande till varandra, alla förespråkade olika lösningar; fullt medlemskap, fullt 

medlemskap på lång sikt, privilegierat partnerskap, strategiskt medlemskap samt motstånd 

till turkiskt medlemskap. De som förespråkar ett medlemskap ser störst nytta med ett sådant 

för bägge parter. Deras övergripande diskursen domineras av åsikten att Turkiet kan anpassa 

sig och kommer att fungera som en brygga mellan den europeiska och muslimska världen. 

Därigenom ses EU som en organisation som inte är begränsad till ett specifikt territorium 

eller vissa folk, alla som uppfyller kraven kan bli medlemmar. De som förespråkar endast 

partnerskap eller är motståndare till medlemskap anser att Turkiet inte kan bli en del av EU 

på grund av det omvända resonemanget, EU liksom en nationsstat begränsas till ett visst 

territorium och vissa folk som delar samma kultur, religion och historia.; (2) Läget idag visar  

att en majoritet för medlemskap skulle bli väldigt knapp, det existerar således inte någon 

normbildande diskurs, det finns för många okända variabler. Alla diskurserna existerar i det 

så kallade diskursiva fältet och slåss om att bli den normbildande. Dock råder det konsensus 

inom deldiskurserna demokrati och mänskliga rättigheter om att dessa inte är acceptabla i 

Turkiet idag. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

Today the European Union have 27 member states. Each enlargement has led to a fierce 

debate in the union if and how the enlargement is supposed to be done. How big can the 

union become? A set of criteria, the Copenhagen criteria, has to bed fulfilled for a country to 

be a full member of the union. Turkey took its first steps toward accession when they became 

a candidate for accession in the year of 1999. Turkey did not fulfil the obligation for respect 

of the Human. They started reforming their political system and legislation. The prospect of 

Turkish accession to the EU has started a debate. Why do some fear the prospect when others 

see it as an opportunity? 

 The purpose of the essay was to explore and analyse which discourses are presently 

exists in the EU concerning the relationship with Turkey. The purpose was met by a 

discourse analysis made from three nodal points (sub discourses): democracy, human rights 

and politics. The information was gathered from the political groups which are at present  

represented in the European parliament.  

 Some conclusions could be made: (1) five different discourses concerning Turkey and 

the EUs relationship where found, each making a unique viewpoint; full membership, 

eventual membership, privileged partnership, strategic partnership and  objection to Turkish 

membership. Those who want a Turkish accession to the EU see the greatest good coming 

from such an arrangement, for both parties. The overall discourse put focus on the fact that 

Turkey can adapt to the European way and Turkeys potential role as a bridge between the 

European and Muslim world  is the dominant argument. The EU is viewed as a trans national 

organisation rather than an entity that is limited to a specific territory (Europe). Those who 

oppose Turkish accession or propose partnership has an opposite view. They think that the 

EU shares characteristics with the nation-state that has its base in a specific territory and 

peoples who share the same history, culture and religion.; (2) At this juncture a potential 

majority for Turkish accession would be very small, there are to many unknown variables. It 

does not exist a dominant discourse. The discourses are fighting for dominance and who is 

going to be the winner is not clear. All the discourses can therebye said to exist in the 

discursive field. Though there is unity in the sub discourses democracy and human rights. 

The common view is that these are not at an acceptable level in Turkey today.    
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

 

In 1957 the cooperation that is today known as the European Union started when the original 

six1 signed the EEG treaty (Tallberg 2004, 26).  Today the original six have grown to 27 

member states through a series of enlargements. Each enlargement has started a fierce debate 

within the union. Should it be made? If so, how? How big can the European Union get? 

After the collapse of the Soviet Union applications for membership in the EU increased. 

The large quantity of applications led to the ”Copenhagen criteria” which was accepted in 

1993, the countries that want to become a part of the European Union have to fulfil a list of 

requirements to gain access to the European community. The applicant country needs to 

prove they have stabile political institutions which ensure democracy, law and order, respect 

for the human rights and protection of the minorities. The second demand makes it clear that 

the applicant country must have a functioning market based economy. The third part of the 

criteria is that the applicant country must be able to implement all of the European Unions 

legislation at once. To become a member of the European Union the applicant has to go 

through three stages; first the appointment to candidate status (sometimes mentioned as pre 

accession negotiations). If the country is successful with the pre negotiations they get to 

move on to the real negotiation, and if these negotiations are successful the country can 

become a full member of the European Union (Tallberg 2004, 31). 

  During the 1990:s 13 countries where chosen from the bulk of applicants and promoted 

to candidate status. Today all of these countries are members of the European Union , with 

one exception, Turkey. Turkey took its first steps towards accession when they where 

promoted to candidate status in 19992. The reason Turkey did not get to move on to member 

negotiations earlier was the fact that they were not considered respecting the human rights at 

such level that they could pass the first demand of the “Copenhagen criteria”. Turkey 

however, strengthened by the fact they where promoted to candidate status, started reforming 
                                                 
1 Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands 
2 The European council makes the decision to start negotiations. The commission leads the 
negotiations and the final decision is made with a legislative process were several institutions have 
a say (Tallberg 2004,33, 150,)  
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its institutions in order to fulfil all of the demands set forth by the ”Copenhagen criteria” and 

eventually joining the EU. Capital punishment was abolished, torture was banned and reform 

were made to strengthen women’s rights. After five years of hard work the commission could 

recommend that Turkey should be promoted from candidate status to member negotiations. 

The European Parliament voted in favour and Turkey’s promotion became a reality in 

October of 2005 (Häggström 2006, 11). The “Ankara Protocol” was constructed to act as a 

blueprint for the changes which Turkey had to undertake to gain full membership of the EU. 

The protocol maps out 35 areas in which Turkey has to improve to meet the standards of the 

“Copenhagen criteria”. Some of the crucial points of the protocol stipulated that Turkey had 

to acknowledge Cyprus as a European country and decrease the armed forces influence in the 

Turkish political system. 

The prospect of Turkish accession to the EU has started a debate in the current member 

states as well as between them. France and Germany has taken a though stance on the 

negotiations and wants to make harder demands on Turkey. They have even talked about 

bringing the negotiations to an end. At the other side of the debate we have Great Britain and 

Sweden who have been in favour of Turkish membership. Their view is that the negotiations 

in itself will change Turkey to the better (internet 1, Hedström). The debate is a hot topic and 

has proven itself to play a big part of European politics. Some analysts say that Angela 

Merkel won the German elections in 2005 because she promoted only  ”privileged 

membership” for Turkey while the socialists were in favour of full accession (internet 2, 

Hall).  

 What is the debate really about? Why do some political actors fear Turkish accession to 

the European Union when others feel confidence in the effects of such an event? 

 

Purpose  
The purpose of this essay is to examine and map out which discourses are presented in the 

European Union concerning its relationship with Turkey. This purpose implies an analysis of   

what the different discourses in fact contain and which world view that content is based on.  

The aim is to clarify which world views are presently being advocated and thereby being 

understood as the truth. Through this aim valuable information can be discovered which can 
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tell us which direction the European community will take in the future. The aim narrows 

down in two questions which will be answered in the essay:  

 

- Which views presently exist in the European Parliament concerning its relationship with     

Turkey and which discourses are the grounds for these views?    

- Is there any dominant discourse that constitutes a standard? 

 
 

Demarcation 
Turkeys prospective membership in the EU is as mentioned earlier politically relevant from 

at least two perspectives, the political discussions within the member states as well as the 

discussion between political actors within the EU for example in the European Parliament. 

Some demarcation must be done due to the nature of the essay. To examine how the debate 

has been portrayed in the individual member states would have been interesting as well as 

important although it would have been a far to vast assignment for this essay. A selection of 

states would have to bee done and still no conclusions which are important for all Europeans 

would have been made. The choice was made to examine the debate at EU level. Even after 

this demarcation other choices have to be made concerning the scope of the study, at EU 

level which institutions are to be examined to show a fair picture of the presented discourses?  

In the case of Turkish accession to the EU at least three institutions are relevant to examine 

due to their involvement in the process: the European Council, the Commission and the 

Parliament. The institution which was chosen to examine was  the European Parliament. 

Through this choice multiple goals are reached. The Parliament is made up by the 

representatives from the same political parties which are represented in the parliaments in the 

individual member states. In the parliament a debate is carried out openly making it easy to 

access information from it. It might have been harder to access such information from the 

Commission or European Council because their work is not as public in character as the 

parliaments. The Parliament is also the only trans national institution which has its members 

elected directly by the citizens of Europe in public elections. It could therefore also be an 

argument that a wider array of views are represented in the parliament than in the other trans 

national institutions were the members are not elected by the people directly.  
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At which level should the point of views be gathered? The most thorough gathering 

would be accounting for every single individual Member of Parliament (MEP), such a 

gathering would lead to a number of study objects equal to 785 (n=785). That is a to 

thorough level therebye another level must be chosen. If the study would have been made in 

a national parliament the natural level of information gathering would have been the political 

parties but at the European level even this would lead to an unmanageable amount of objects 

for the study. To reduce the numbers of n the views and discourses presented by the political 

groups will be the actual level of the study. This gives an n=8, a very manageable number 

still with the opportunity  to gather 8 different views. 

 It should also be mentioned that the purpose of the essay is not to account for the 

political groups points of view, they are rather a mean to gather information about the general 

points of views existing. The actual aim is to expose the views and discourses that lay behind 

the political groups official points of views. 

 

 

Methodological framework and material 
The methodological and theoretic part of this essay will be based on literature which concern 

postmodernism and discourse analysis. The main books used is Bergströms Textens mening 

och makt (The Meaning and Power of Texts), Alvesson och Deetz, Kritisk 

samhällsvetenskaplig metod (Critical Social Scientific Methodology), Alvessons 

Postmodernism och samhällsforskning (Postmodernism and Societal Research) and 

Jörgensen och Louise Phillips  Diskursanalys som teori och metod (Discourse Analysis as 

Theory and Methodology). More specific the method which will be used is discourse analysis 

as described by  Marianne Winther Jörgensen och Louise Phillips. As the name of their book 

suggests discourse analysis is in their view both a methodological approach as well as a 

theoretic tool. The difference between methodology and theory is tougher to make out than in 

other cases. The following quote illustrates their intertwined relationship:  

 
Even if discourse analysis can be used in all sorts of different areas it cannot be put in just any 

theoretical framework. It is important to not use discourse analysis as an analytical tool if you not 

use both the theoretical and methodological ground. The discourse analyses which we present are 
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not just means of analysing information but a theoretical and methodological entity – a combined 

solution (Translated from Jörgensen och Phillips 2000, 10). 

 
With this point made it can be stated that not all methodology will be accounted for in this 

part of the thesis, it would have been impossible without also accounting for most of the 

theory. This is the motivation to why this part only handles the overall methodology some 

methodology will be saved for the next chapter. The differences in what is mentioned in this 

passage and in the coming chapter can be described as that the analytical methodology 

(which is intertwined with the theory) is spared for the next chapter while the basic overall 

methodology which can be understood without greater knowledge of the theory is presented 

here. 

For now the only theoretical understanding we need of discourse analysis is that a 

discourse is a certain way of interpreting the world and arguing for that view ( Jörgensen och 

Phillips 2000, 16).  

Postmodernism uses the discourse as a tool to show that it is not an objective reality “out 

there” or even peoples own experiences that can show us the truth about something, but 

rather the discourse. The discourse constitutes the social reality in which we actually live; 

there can be different views on what is the truth so thereby it is the discourse that should be 

studied because it can show us the different social realities.  The point is that the language 

and how it is used is an important part to find the world view that constitutes a discourse 

(Alvesson 2003, 41). The language constitutes the reality. For a physical action in the 

material world to actually mean something it has to be given meaning with the language. The 

language does not work as a fixed measuring stick but rather a system of relative differences. 

By analysing the language a discourse can be found and examined. This tells us that 

discourse analysis is a good tool to use in this thesis to fulfil the aim that was set forth in the 

introduction. To be able to answer my questions some material must be found to show the 

language which is used to argue for a certain view of the world. After this material is found it 

can be analysed. The bulk of the material will be gathered from the European Parliaments 

official web site, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/, and the political group’s official web 

pages. The types of material that will be used is protocols and publications which are from 

debates and meetings which have concerned Turkey and its relationship with the EU. At the 

political groups web pages press releases and statements will be gathered and used. All the 
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material is gathered from official sources so it can be considered to have a high level of 

credibility. In the cases where information is gathered from the political groups there is a risk 

of obtaining skewed information which chose to underline a certain point of view due to 

ideological reasons (or for other reasons such as gaining power or legitimacy by telling a 

certain truth). This is however not a problem in this thesis because skewed information that 

portrays the world in a certain manner is in fact what is needed to fulfil the aim. 

 

 

Disposition 
The second chapter presents the theory which will be used in the analysis. This type of 

analysis differs from other types of analysis in the sence that theory and methodology is 

merged in a fusion. The disposition of this particular chapter will take us from an 

understanding of the abstract theory to the formation of a specifik modell which will be used 

in this study to analyse the empirical material.  

In the third chapter a short introduction to the European Parliament is given. After this 

introduction the empirical data which has been collected from the political group’s web 

pages is accounted for according to political group.   

In the fourth chapter the different points of views which were identified in the empirical 

material will be compiled in accordance with their stance towards the EU:s relationship with 

Turkey. The systematic compilation of information this way will give a compiled picture of 

the conceptions which give the nodes democracy, human rights and politics meaning. The 

compilation gives us the opportunity to trace the world views that is the foundation of the  

registered views. 

 In the fifth chapter a closing discussion is carried out and conclusions are made. 
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2. DISCOURSE ANALYSIS AS THEORY AND METHODOLOGY 

 
 
 
In this chapter the theory is the base of the analysis is accounted for. This type of analysis 

differs from other types of analysis in the sense that theory and methodology is merged in a 

fusion. The disposition of this particular chapter will take us from an understanding of the 

abstract theory to the formation of a specific model which will be used in this study to 

analyse the empirical material.  

 

Social constructionism and its basic assumptions  
Discourse analysis is part of a science theoretical school known as social constructionism. 

This school like other theoretical schools is abstract (M, Alvesson and S,Deetz 2000, 43).  

Social constructionism is a conclusive term for a series of theories concerning society and 

culture. The discourse analysis can be said to be a part of this school. They share some 

common characteristics.  Vivien Burr has concluded the basic assumption that is the ground 

for social constructionism. 1.) A critical attitude towards knowledge.  What we believe to 

know to be true can not per definition be thought of as the only truth. Our images of the 

world are no reflections of reality but a projection of our own way of categorising the world. 

2.) Historical and cultural specifics. We as humans are mainly cultural beings and our view 

of knowledge is always coloured by historical and cultural happenings. In fact our world 

view and identity could have been different if we had a different cultural starting point. 3.) 

Correlation between knowledge and social processes. Our truth is created and upheld by 

social processes in the society. Different arguments are being put forth in discussions and 

fight against each other to become dominant . The winning arguments become the truth. 4. ) 

Correlation between knowledge and social action. In a set world view some actions become 

natural and some cannot be carried out due to norms and social pressure (Burr 1995, 2ff, 

2004).  
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Postmodernism and the roots of discourse analysis 
Postmodernism is a school in the social sciences that has developed by putting the language 

in focus. The relationship between social constructionism and postmodernism is not entirely 

easy to describe. The interpretation which has been chosen  is to see postmodernism as a part 

of the socialconstructionism. Postmodernism can be viewed as a third way in the social 

sciences. Postmodernism differs from the positivists that try to make predictions about nature 

and humans as well as it differs from the humanism which say that humans have a free will 

that are based on our own experience. By putting focus on the language as a creator of the 

truth a lot of new doors are opened to understanding our world and the actions that take place 

in it. It is the discourse that can tell us the truth (Alvesson 2003, 41).  

The conclusion is that the meaning behind the language is interesting to study because 

humans in fact live in this ”social world” rather than in an objective world (Alvesson 2003, 

41). The language constitutes the reality in a sense. For a material action to mean something 

it has to be given meaning with the language. Furthermore the language is not a static system 

of reference like a standard but a contingent system of relative differences. Discourse 

analysis is a tool to measure these relative differences.   

 The discourse has been around for quite a while but has increased in popularity during 

the later years. Ulf Mörkenstam for example used the discourse to examine the conception of 

"Samishness" in Swedish minority politics (Mörkenstam 1999). To mention one who has  

used discourse analysis in the European context, Kerstin Jacobsson examined aspects of 

democracy in the debate concerning the European Union (Jacobsson 1997). 

 Discourse as a term has been used in a multitude of ways, one way is to define it vaguely 

so a lot can be found within the term, the other way is to use a more specific definition. The 

ambition is that at the end of this chapter a more specific understanding of the term discourse 

will have been reached, a more specific definition will have been established. To reach this 

point however we have to start with a vaguer definition, so for now a discourse is “a certain 

way to speak of and understand the world or a specific portion of the world”  (Jörgensen och 

Phillips 2000 , 7).  
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From discourse analysis to discourse theory 
Discourse analysis has developed over the years and today the common view is that several 

discourses can exist parallel to each other. In each discourse power is being won by 

promoting some views while not mentioning others.  The analysis purpose is to show which 

views that in fact constitutes a certain discourse and how this discourse fight for achieving 

dominance. If you understand this process you also can understand how some discourses 

become so dominant that they achieve normative status, and consequently becomes the truth 

(Jörgensen och Phillips 2000, 20,32). Individuals (and groups) in interaction with each other 

creates the discourses. In this interaction some discourses will grow stronger and some will 

grow weaker. The dominant discourse can, as mentioned earlier, become so strong that it 

becomes normative. In this case the losing discourses are dispatched to the so called 

discursive field from where they try to challenge the dominant view ( Jörgensen och Phillips 

2000, 12ff). 

Discourse analysis is a conclusive term for a group of similar discursive schools. 

Jörgensen and Phillips presents three different schools: Ernesto Laclaus and Chantal Moufess 

discourse theory, critical discourse analysis and discourse psychology. All of these schools 

are useful in analysis of the society and communicative processes in organisations and 

institutions (Jörgenssen och Phillips 2000, 7ff). Which of these schools are then best suited 

for this study? 

To start with it can be mentioned that all different schools are more or less idealistic, 

they believe that it is thoughts and views that drive chains of events forward in society. The 

counterpoint to idealism would be materialism which says that it is the material conditions 

that have driven the societal development forward3. The critical discourse analysis is based 

on a dialectic relationship between idealism and materialism, a study made with this school 

would have had to focus on the interplay between discourse and material preconditions. The 

purpose of this thesis is only to examine what views about reality that exist and by this 

reason critical discourse analysis disqualifies as theory for this specific study. Both discourse 

psychology and discourse theory are more idealistic. Which of those two remaining schools 

should be used then? There is something more that separates the different schools; the degree 

of abstraction at which they are useful. Discourse psychology is used in the most concrete 

                                                 
3 A well known materialistic school is the Marxism 
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cases, in so called “everyday” discourses. For example how someone view themselves at 

work. Discourse theory is the exact opposite and is only used in cases with abstract 

discourses. This makes the discourse theory my choice for this study.  

 

The creation of a theoretical model: how to use the theory  
After the establishment of discourse analysis as the proper theory for this study one task 

remains before the actual study can commence. The theory must be operationalized through 

the creation of a model which is useful in this specific study.  

 Let us start with looking at the tools within discourse theory that is used in actual studies 

and are going to be central in this essay: 

 

- Nodes (sub discourses) are meeting points in the discursive organisation. 

- The term for the process that fills the sub discourses with meaning are named 

equivalence chains.  

- Terms for analysis of antagonism and possible establishment of hegemony. 

 

The sub discourses can be said to roughly organise the discourse, they are thereby meeting 

points in the social organisation. 

 If these meeting points can be found in an actual material it can be made clear how the 

discourses are organised and filled with meaning. The analysis is carried out by looking at 

how the sub-discourses are linked with the equivalence chains. One of the characteristics of 

the sub-discourses are that they are essentially empty, they do not tell us much, it is the 

linking to certain equivalencechains that give them meaning (Jörgensen och Phillips 2000, 

57). For example, we understand the meaning of the sub discourse democracy through the 

linkage to equivalence chains such as “free elections” and “freedom of speech” In a 

discussion different discourses try to fill the sub-discourses with their meaning (Jörgensen 

och Phillips 2000,58). The equivalence chains can be either positive or negative in character 

so the sub-discourse and discourse can be portrayed in either a positive or negative way in 

the discussion ( Jörgensen och Phillips 2000, 32ff).  

 Let me with an extension of the example with the sub discourse democracy outline the 

relationship between sub-discourse and discourse. The discourse is a view that is made up of 
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several sub-discourses. If a discourse can be describes as “Proudness over western society”, 

this is obviously the overall view. The sub-discourses are the bricks in the argumentation 

which have led to the discursive world view "Proudness over western society”. The sub-

discourses in this case could be democracy, secularism and capitalism, the argumentation in 

these three categories have led to the overall conclusion. As mentioned earlier the sub-

discourses are essentially empty so to understand argumentation we have to look at the 

equivalence chains linked to each sub-discourse. When this has been done we can understand 

a certain discourse. In table 2.1 a fictive systematic mapping is done to exemplify the process 

leading to the discourse “Proudness over western society".  

 
Table 2.1: Example of how sub discourses and equivalence chains can be used to systematically analyse a 
certain discourse.  
 
Sub-discourses Negative equivalence chains Positive 

 equivalence chains 
Democracy - Only elections every four years    + Free elections 

+Freedom of speech. 
 

Capitalism  + A free market 
+ Supply meets demand v

Secularism  + Freedom of religion 
 

As you se in the example in this certain discourse the positives outweigh the negatives, 

the only negative is the opinion that we should have elections more often than every fourth 

year. The example shows us that it for sure exists other discourses concerning western 

society. These discourses try to fill the sub-discourses with another meaning. 

The example above shows how the analysis is going to be carried out in this thesis. At 

first different discourses will be identified in the material. This could be ”Supports Turkish 

accession to the EU”  then the discourses found will be systematically analysed to point out 

which equivalency chains are giving the sub-discourses meaning. For this to be done in a 

proper way ,however it must first be decided which sub discourses are going to be used. It is 

crucial to find good sub-discourses to be able to gain knowledge of how a certain discourse 

really looks like.  

At first four sub-discourses were chosen: human rights, democracy, politics and self 

determination. To be sure that these in fact were good choices a pre study were conducted in 

which additional background material was read and the source material was skimmed 
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through. The result of the pre study showed that the sub discourse human rights was right on 

cue, if any further argumentation is needed to defend this choice, it can again be said that the 

specific reason Turkey remained a candidate country for so long, is the fact that they were 

not considered to respect human rights to an acceptable level. By the same reasoning the sub 

discourse democracy got to be kept. A lot of argumentation was done in this area. The 

current Turkish system seems to have raised some debate in this area.   The last sub-

discourse chosen were politics. This term is in it self even vaguer than human rights and 

democracy it is however necessary to catch the width of arguments brought forward. It will 

be used to place specific policy events that is important and affects the overall discourse but 

cannot be placed under one of the above sub-discourses. It will also be used for 

argumentation being done in a more general sense, in economical and foreign policy. The 

sub-discourse self determination was removed. An initial thought were  that there was some 

concern in The EU that a country as big as Turkey (about 70 million people) would gain too 

much power on behalf of the existing member state. By the opposite reasoning I also thought 

it would be a good choice, that the demands on Turkey to grant minority rights etc would be 

considered by them to be a violation of their self determination. But after the pre study it 

were removed  as the few arguments brought forward easily could be put under some of the 

other sub-discourses.  

 

Conclusion of the theory 
Different discourses will be identified in the material concerning EU and its relationship with 

Turkey. The discourses found will be systematically analysed through pointing out which 

equivalency chains are giving the sub-discourses; democracy, human rights and politics 

meaning, and thereby is the ground for the over all view, the discourse. 

 Several discourses exist parallel and are fighting to achieve hegemonic status4. If a 

certain discourse achieves dominance the others are said to be pushed to the side, the 

discursive field. 

 

                                                 
4 Also known as normative status, the discourse becomes so strong it becomes the right way to 
think, The way you should think 
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3. THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 
 
 
 
In this chapter a short introduction to the European Parliament (EP) is given. After this 

introduction the empirical data which has been collected from the political group’s web 

pages is accounted for according to political group.   

The Members of Parliaments (MEP) have gotten more and more power over the years 

and have the opportunity to through its function affect the citizen’s life in all areas such as: 

the environment, consumer protection, education, culture and health (Internet 4) the 

Parliament also play a part in the process surrounding an enlargement of the union. The 

Parliament holds the opportunity to veto the process. So in reality for Turkey to gain access 

to the EU the EP has to be in favour of it (Tallberg 2004, 111).  

Within the EU the European Parliament is the only transnational institution where its 

members are elected in democratic and direct elections, thereby it is the only such institution 

that mirrors the citizens views. Since 1979 the elections are held every fifth year. The 

parliament consists of 785 members that have been elected by the citizens of the 27 member 

states. The seats of the EP are divided in accordance to the proportion of each countries 

population. Each state is awarded with somewhere between 5 and 99 seats (Internet 3). The 

MEP:s are organized in political groups which are formed in accordance with their political 

views rather than nationality. Each political group tries to maximize its influence by trying to 

always vote in the same way (Tallberg 2004, 107). But no individual member can be forced 

to vote in a certain way.  At present there are eight political groups in the parliament. In the 

chamber the groups are seated at a political scale from left to right. For a group to be 

recognized and accepted it has to have at least 20 members and at least a fifth of the member 

states must be represented in the group. An MEP can not belong to more than one political 

group at any time. Some members however do not belong to any political group, they are 

then called groupless (Internet 5). In table 3.1 on the following page some basic fact about 

the EP is given.  
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Table 3.1: Facts about the European Parliament 

Source: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ 
 

Group  

symbols 

Group names Number of 

 members 

Swedish members

 

Group of the European People's Party 
 (Christian Democrats) and European  
Democrats (EPP/ED) 

277 Moderaterna, Krist- 
demokraterna  
 

 

Socialist Group in the European Parliament (PSE) 217 Socialdemokraterna 

 

Group of the Alliance of Liberals  
and Democrats for Europe (ALDE) 

106 Folkpartiet, Centern 

 

Union for Europe of the Nations Group (UEN) 44  

 

Group of the Greens / European Free Alliance (The 
Greens/EFA) 

42 Miljöpartiet 

 

Confederal Group of the European  
United Left - Nordic Green Left (GUE/ING) 

41 Vänsterpartiet 

 
Independence/Democracy Group (ID) 24 Junilistan 

 
Identity, Tradition and Sovereignty Group (ITS) 21  

 The Groupless 13  
 

By tradition the European Parliament has tried to be as united as possible to strengthen its 

position against other EU institutions. This fact has led to the non traditional fact that the two 

biggest groups have often come to dominate the parliament. PSE and EPP/ED together can 

achieve their own majority and this has been seen as a good way of reaching unity without 

having to negotiate with a lot of different parties (Tallberg 2004, 107).  

In figure 3.1 on the following page the size of the different political groups are 

portrayed. 
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EPP/ED: 277 (35%)

PSE: 217 (28%)

ALDE: 106 (14%)

UEN: 44 (6%)

The Greens/EFA: 42
(5%)
GUE/ING: 41 (5%)

ID: 24 (3%)

ITS: 19 (2%)

The Groupless: 13
(2%) 

 
Figure 3.1: View of the political group’s actual size in the parliament 

Source: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ 
 

 

Group of the European People's Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats 
EPP/ED is a powerful group that was started as early as 1950 and at present it has 277 

members. The groups ideological view point can be said to be conservative5. They claim that 

their main political goal in the EU is to deepen the European cooperation through extension 

of common legislation and promoting respect for the Human rights. They also promote the 

”subsidiary principle” and think that this principle should lead the way when  the EU 

develops its organisation. The group focus on the European values but points out that this is 

to be done with openness. They are big advocates of the common market but they also say 

they supports sustainable development and want to improve the situation not only for 

Europeans but for peoples all over the world (internet 6). A goal is to make the EU a global 

actor in foreign policy. They are also advocates of  reforming of the European political 

system  mainly through a constitution for Europe (internet 6).  

 EPP/ED views itself as the political middle ground of the European political scale and 

advocate moderation and dialog at the same time as they do not like extremism. They have 
                                                 
5 Both conservatives Angela Merkels and Szarkozys political parties send their members to this 
group  
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been fierce critics of the political murders that have taken place in Turkey. As an example of 

this criticism was when their president strongly condemned the murder of Turkish journalist 

Hrant Dinck: 

 
I strongly condemn and deplore every attack on freedom of expression and on freedom of the press, 
which are at the heart of the values of our society (Internet 7, J Daul chairman of the EPP/ED). 

 
 
In general the group thinks that the respect for human rights in Turkey is all too vague. They 

think that by letting Turkey start member negotiations has led to a complete halt of the 

reforms in this area:  
 

..as the general consent of the European Council to give Ankara an accession perspective last 
December has slowed down the country's efforts to improve human rights and minority rights 
substantially. This applies also to the lacking Turkish readiness to deal with Armenian genocide 
committed by the Ottoman Empire… (Internet 8,R Sommer EPP/ED member of parliament). 

 
There is also a growing disapproval with the fact that Turkey has proceeded to member 

negotiations though there are some clear problems with their current respect for human 

rights. The group see it as Turkey has lost its motivation to further reform its system now that 

they have gotten an approval from EU, the approval being promoted from candidate status to 

real negotiations.  Renate Sommer who is a member of the group also argues that even the 

reforms that has been done in Turkey, in reality is worthless. Just because something is made 

a law does not automatically make people abide to it. The implementation of formal laws is 

inadequate. Some example of these policy changes that still is not implemented in real life is 

women’s rights (women are still being subjected to violence, forced marriages, polygamy 

and honour related violence)  and respect for minority languages (internet 8).  

 
Democracy cannot be built for only half of the population, meaning 'men'. Women must be treated 

equally (Internet 9, E Bauer, A Niebler, M Panayopotopolis EPP/ED members of parliament). 

 

 In conclusion it can be said that there is a concensus within the group that full accession to 

the EU for Turkey is not viewed as an option. What is then this group’s view on which 

relationship Turkey and the EU should have? 

 
To remove all these deficiencies will take a considerable amount of time. Therefore it is wrong to 
remove the pressure for reform by granting Turkey an unconditional perspective of accession instead 
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of pursuing a more honest and more realistic alternative such as privileged partnership (Internet 8, R 
Sommer EPP/ED member of parliament). 

 
 

The group speaks of a restrictive solution. They cannot see Turkey as a member of the EU 

and even consider the negotiations a mistake because by performing them Turkey loses its 

incentive to further reform its society. EPP/ED do see some benefits coming from a limited 

cooperation with Turkey therefore they view a privileged partnership as the only viable 

option. This way the EU can reef the benefits of cooperation while at the same time not 

letting Turkey becoming a member of the EU. 

 
 

The Socialist Group  
The socialist group (PSE) is the second largest in the parliament with its 217 members. The 

group is comprised of the members who come from social democratic parties. The socialists 

have been positive to the negotiations with Turkey about accession to the EU. In november 

2006 the socialists however agreed on the criticism that has been made towards the Turkish 

governments pace of the reforms made by the commission. One of the areas in which the 

socialists think the criticism is just, is the case with Cyprus. This question is something that is 

described as a key question, it has to be resolved and there is no way around it (Internet 10). 

Furthermore the socialists demand changes being made to the infamous “article 301” 6 which 

limits freedom of speech. Though they are not happy with everything the socialists beg all 

sides for patients and promote a continuous dialogue to solve differences. The socialists have 

been and still are in favour of full Turkish membership of the European Union (Internet 11).   

The opinion is that the negotiations are the force that drives the reforms in Turkey forward.   
 

The European Commission’s criticisms of Turkey are fully justified. As a friend of Turkey, I urge the 
government to take these criticisms seriously and to give a serious and urgent response. Turkey's 
failure to move in the negotiations simply gives ammunition to those who wish to keep the country out 
of the EU at any price (Internet 11, Martin Schultz socialist president). 

 
The overall conception that guides the socialists towards their view is that the continuation of 

the negotiations with the goal of full Turkish membership is that it is the best way to 

                                                 
6 Article 301 is a part of the Turkish legislation which makes it possible to prosecute and imprison 
individuals for insulting the “turkishness”  
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motivate Turkey to further reform its political system. A European Union with Turkey as a 

member is considered a stronger EU than one without Turkey.  
 

It remains the goal of the Socialist Group to see Turkey becoming a fully fit member of the European 
Union. Turkey has an invaluable role to play in serving as a bridge between Europe and the Muslim 
world.. (Internet 11, The Socialist Group’s foreign policy vice-president).  
 

The main argument is as mentioned above that Turkey could serve as a bridge between the 

European and the Muslim world. Therefore the negotiations must continue even if the 

reforms have slowed down temporarily. The socialists fear that a stop of the negotiations 

would push Turkey away from Europe. That scenario is not wanted.  

 
Would the EU be better off with a Turkey that turns its back on us and rejects democratic values? I 
strongly believe not (Internet 12).  
 

 

The debate which has arisen in France concerning the genocide committed by the Ottoman 

Empire on Armenians during WW1 is according to PSE not a real reason to stop 

negotiations. This point has been made by the conservatives but is dismissed by the socialists 

as non relevant. They state that Turkey should be treated like any other country and not have 

to suffer for its history (Internet 13). Instead they express their concern in a number of other 

areas:  
 

 
The main subjects of concern are the freedom of expression and of religion, minority rights, relations 
between the military and civilians…., trade union rights, cultural rights and the proper application of 
judgments.  We are very concerned that Turkey has still not taken the necessary steps to recognize 
Cyprus as a full member of the EU. In the course of the next few months, this risks turning into a 
mini-crisis between the EU and Turkey (Internet 14).   
  

As conclusion we can state that PSE ,though all concerns, are in favour of Turkish full 

membership in the EU.  

 
 

Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe 
ALDE is the third largest group with 106 members. Ideologically they can be said to be 

liberals. ALDE is the only group in the European Parliament which has a separate document 

clarifying their stance on the Turkey issue. They start by making it clear that Turkey can not 

gain access to the Union unless they improve both democracy and human rights. ALDE point 
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out that they are supporters of full Turkish membership but it is going to take at least 10 more 

years from now for Turkey to reach a point were they can gain access. As ALDE consists 

largely of liberals they say it is with joy they have noted the reforms made by Turkish 

authorities in areas like freedom of expression, women’s rights, religious freedom and the 

fight against torture. The liberals mention the need for further reforms as well as the 

problems with proper implementation of adopted laws. As problems they mention the fact 

that the Cyprus dispute has to come to an end as well as also mentioning the Kurdish issue7 

(internet 15). 

ALDE is also concerned with the level of law and order and the justness of the Turkish 

judicial system. They do not think that such travesties of justice as the Turkish system 

sometimes produces belong in a democratic state. The writer and Nobel price winner Orhan 

Pamuks treatment is an example of such travesties. Pamuk was accused in court of having 

insulted “Turkishness” according to the infamous article 301. 

 
Orhan Pamuk is being tried under a law (Article 301 of the penal code) that has only recently been 
revised as part of Turkey's efforts to join the European Union. The revision of the law has been very 
poorly managed….It is scandalous that the Turkish judicial system can still even contemplate 
imprisoning someone for their freedom of opinion (Internet 16,Andrew Duff MEP).  

 
The liberals also talk about the problem that exists with improper implementation that is 

common. In the case with Pamuk the Turkish state intervened, because the local judge had 

accused Pamuk with an obsolete law. A system where even judges does not follow laws but 

do as they see fit is a troubled system.  
 

The Turkish government is quite right to condemn the action of the local prosecutor. But it must do 
more. It must eliminate all archaic laws in Turkey that have been designed in a former period to 
protect the state against the citizen and to suppress freedom of thought or expression. Pamuk is a 
beacon of liberal hope in a society which is still torn between the ancient and modern. In a sense 
Turkey itself is on trial (Internet 16, Andrew Duff MEP). 

 
The liberals are positive to Turkish accession to the European Union but they are very clear 

that it can only be done after years and years of success at the negotiation table. They see 

considerable values that can be gained from full membership for Turkey, such as Turkey is a 

perfect ally to handle the situation in the Middle East and Afghanistan. ALDE does not see 

                                                 
7 Terrorist activities of the Kurdistan Workers’ party (PKK) constitute a serious threat to peace, 
stability and democracy in Turkey 
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problems with introducing Turkey in the EU. They make it clear that they see EU not as a 

nation state that is bound to a specific territory or certain peoples but as an organisation that 

has other characteristics and that can expand infinitely as long as the applicant abide to the 

common agreements.  
 
Europe is not a state with defined borders in the traditional sense but a supra-national body that 
seeks to build unity and cooperation through institutions and common policies…it would be 
dangerous and counterproductive to impose a new form of iron curtain across Europe by defining 
those who are in and those who are out….The sensible decision of Heads of State and government to 
discuss the security situation in Afghanistan and Middle East complements their recognition that we 
must not shut the door on Turkey  (Internet 17, Graham Watson liberal group leader in EP). 

 
 
The liberals try to explain that institutional change take time, therefore should moderation be 

kept in the debate concerning the pace of reform in Turkey. Institutional change is a long 

process that can not be rushed. They also remind the European member states that we also 

must change to meet the challenges not only by Turkish membership but all future member 

states.  They urge both sides to step up and make contribution at the negotiation table, even 

Greek Cypriots.  
 

 Both parties to the membership process must learn to pace themselves better in their joint 
endeavour. Not Everything can be done in a hurry. Constitutional reforms have to be pursued with 
greater dedication not only in Turkey but also in the Union…As far as Cyprus is concerned, Turkey 
must of course fulfil its customs obligations. But the Greek Cypriots must also show themselves 
willing to share power with their fellow islanders in line with UN and EU policy…'Nobody must 
lose sight of the long-term strategic importance of encouraging Turkey towards eventual 
membership of the EU (internet 18, Andrew Duff MEP). 

 
As a conclusion it can be said that although the liberals are in favour of Turkish membership 

in the EU in the long term, there are however groups within in their group that support the 

privileged partnership approach. 
A majority of the ALDE Group supported the decision…to start membership negotiations with 
Turkey, while a number of ALDE members would prefer a solution based on a 'privileged 
partnership' (Internet 15). 
 

 

Union for Europe of the Nations Group  
 The group UEN has just like almost all the other political groups no specific policy on their 

view on how Turkey and the EU should relate to each other. What differs UEN from the 

other groups is that they have nothing on their webpage that tell us what they think about 
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Turkey. They do not even have a press release even mentioning Turkey direct or indirect. 

Therefore the empirical data gathered from UEN will only be general in nature. 

 The group considers the common deminiator for its members to be a set of common 

values which have their roots in the European civilization. They think the EU should be built 

on tradition, rights to self determination, democracy and respect for the European peoples  

(internet 19). Let us take a look at their more specific political program to get more 

information which can be of use to decide their view on Turkey. 

 They think that the EU should be a political system in which all people should be able to 

express themselves by democratic means and they think cultures and languages should be 

respected. 
  
  a Europe that promotes solidarity between individuals and communities, between public institutions 
and civic society in order to bring about equality between the peoples of Europe;….(internet 19).  
   

This way of expressing a view is interesting because the group expresses solidarity for the 

peoples of Europe. The formulation is interesting because they do not say “The peoples of 

the EU”. This could be interpreted as if people that do not come from Europe do not have a 

place in the European Union. They continue to say that they want to have a Europe which 

respects the human rights and dignity of life. They also encourage the emergence of 

democracy all over the world.  

 As a conclusive remark it must be said that it was hard to make out what UEN think 

about Turkey. Some tendencies could be seen but to say this or that would simply be 

speculation. The only scientifically approach is to say that one does not know what they 

think in this specific question. 

 

Group of the Greens / European Free Alliance  
The name of this group tell us that the members predominantly come from the green parties 

in Europe. The other part of the group, the free alliance, is the so called stateless regionalists. 

They feel that their nation is not represented.  The fact that two groups that do not have a 

clear connection starts working together has its explanation in the simple fact of strength in 

numbers. The alliance gives both groups more influence than they would have by themselves 
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every year the two groups come up with a political programme to run in cooperation (Internet 

20).  

 The overall ideological framework that serves as a link for the two groups is respect for 

the human rights and environmental justice. They also feel that the democracy should be 

decentralised to thereby involve the citizens more in the democratic process, their ideal is 

direct democracy. They want to change the European Union essentially through 

strengthening the parliament and build an EU that feel solidarity with people all over the 

world not just in Europe. Other important changes they want to achieve is the strengthening 

of ecological, social and cultural values against purely economical values which are thought 

to be to predominantly in the order of today (Internet 20). 

 Neither the greens nor the EFA have a specific policy concerning Turkey but they have 

made some press releases which clarifies their standing. They stand behind the criticism that 

has been delivered by the commission concerning the negotiations. But they use an 

argumentation which is unique in these circumstances and call for more patience with the 

pace of Turkeys reforms. They also indulge not to make to hasty conclusions about Turkeys 

sincerity in its efforts. Let us follow their reasoning in the quota below: 
 
 

Those who claim that the current 'slow-down' in the reform process is sufficient justification for 
halting accession negotiations demonstrate a lack of understanding of the situation in Turkey. The 
slow in the reform agenda must be viewed against the background of the domestic context in 
Turkey: the looming elections handicap the government's ability to act, as the opposition capitalises 
on every opportunity to criticise the government's 'capitulation' to Brussels. (Internet 20) 
 

 
Instead of claiming that the Turks are not honest in their attempts, the Greens strike a tone 

that best can be described as realistic. They put the pace of the reforms in its own context; the 

Turkish government has to face an opposition who will use the negotiations against the 

government whenever they can. So fear in coming elections has made the Turkish authorities 

slow down the pace to”stay in office”. They also mention that institutional change does not 

happen over night. They also want the critics of Turkish accession within the Union to be 

open about their view and ask them to stop hiding and instead debate openly for their view:  
 

Those who genuinely want to prevent Turkey from becoming an EU member should state this 
overtly and not hide behind the Commission's critical report in order to justify their agenda (Internet 
21, Joost Lagendijk Green MEP and chair of the European Parliament's Turkey delegation). 
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The Greens /EFA are one of the groups that openly support Turkish accession to the EU. 

They see the negotiations as a catalysist for groundbreaking change in Turkey. If the 

negotiations stop the situation in Turkey would instead go the other way.  
 

Bringing a stop to the accession negotiations would be the worst possible step for the reform process in 
Turkey. It is precisely because of the negotiations and the prospect of EU membership that reforms are 
taking place; they act as important leverage for the EU to exert pressure for key reforms: for example the 
abolition of the infamous Article 301, which undermines freedom of expression in Turkey (Internet 21, 
Joost Lagendijk Green MEP and chair of the European Parliament's Turkey delegation). 

 
 

Confederal Group of the European United Left - Nordic Green Left  
This political group is also a coalition between different groups. The group says it is a 

confederation made up of different political views. The group is open to anybody who shares 

its common values. They believe in European integration but in another way than today, they 

want to put the democratic institutions in centre of the new EU. This believe comes from an 

understanding that we have to make changes in the organisation now to be prepared to face 

diversity in the future, the problems which the group think Europe will have to face are: 

increasing unemployment, environmental issues and lots of refugees. The group wants a 

Europe that operates on a basis of complete solidarity (Internet 22).   

Turkey has through their ambition to become part of the EU driven its country forward in 

a lot of areas. Civil rights have been strengthened, economical reforms have taken place and 

the authorities have started dealing with the widespread corruption. One of the problem areas 

in which the government has been successful of dealing with is the honour related violence 

and honour killings. These crimes are mainly associated with the Kurdish minority and have 

proven to be a tough one to solve. The honour related violence is mainly committed by 

villagers who are living far away from the cities; the Turks have oppressed the Kurds for a 

long while, not accepting them as a minority. Therefore it is even harder for the Turks to stop 

the honour violence, new legislation can by the unschooled villagers still living clan based 

lives be interpreted as only new ways of oppressing the minority (Internet23). GUE/NGL see 

both good and bads with Turkey’s progress but their focus lies in promoting the good. The 

group are in favour of Turkish accession to the EU and they welcome that the negotiations 

have started, however they acknowledge that a lot of problems have to be solved for 

accession to really happen. They view the big questions like respect for human rights and 
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lack of democracy in the Turkish system as key issues but they also speak of other problems. 

The group demands that Turkish authorities acknowledge the Kurdish DTP-party 

(Democratic Society Party). They see this as a way of solving the “Kurdish issue” (internet 

23). The Turkish must respect the Kurdish minority:  

 
The GUE/NGL Group has increased its parliamentary and extra-parliamentary initiatives to stand up 
for the respect of human rights, the liberation of political prisoners and the recognition of the rights 
of the Kurdish people (Internet 24). 
  

Overall the GUE/NGL group is in favour of full Turkish membership in the European Union. 

They speak of a Europe that is not based on nostalgic remembrance of an all white and 

Christian Europe. They see the EU as a potential centre for tolerant secularism that will have 

no problem making room for other religions.  
             

My Group is favourable in principle to the entry of Turkey in the EU, exactly for the same reasons 
that the conservatives are against. The latter are nostalgic, without being able to say it openly, of a 
white and Christian Europe. We see the future of Europe in the espousal of a tolerant secularism, a 
dialogue of cultures, open to another way. Moreover, building a bridge between Europe and the 
Middle East could help us work towards peace and co-operation in a strategically important region 
where others today foment chaos and war (Internet 25, Francis Wurtz president of the GUE/NGL). 

 
As the quota points out, the GUE/NGL also see the strategic potential in a Europe that has 

Turkey as a member and as a bridge to the Middle East and Muslim community. 

Their view is that the Turkish people in fact want change and want to be a part of 

Europe. They say that the politicians in the EU that don’t want Turkey there use Islam 

as an argument (internet 26).  

They point out that if the Turks really try to solve the Kurd issue they are for real. 

As a step in the progress in this area the government for the first time acknowledged 

that there had been “some mistakes made in Turkey’s policy towards the Kurds” 

(internet 27). Resolve of the “Kurd issue is” a major one:  
 
 

Addressing the 2nd international conference on "The EU, Turkey and the Kurds", GUE/NGL 
President Francis Wurtz called for fair treatment of Turkey's Kurdish minority to be made one 
of the "non-negotiable aspects of the upcoming Turkish accession talks" and urged all political 
and NGO actors to "redouble efforts to raise awareness of the Kurdish question within the 
EU."(Internet 28). 
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Independence/Democracy Group  
Independence/Democracy was founded as late as July 2004. The group contains EU critics, 

EU sceptics and EU realists. Its main political goal is to stop a constitution for Europe and to 

work against every centralisation of power that leaves the member states with less power. 

Some of the political group’s members want their respective country to leave the European 

Union; among others the British, United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP). The 

ideological framework that brings the members together is democracy and transparency. The 

group is open for all members who want a European Union which is made up of self 

determining nation states and acknowledge the human rights and parliamentary democracy. 

The group presently has 24 members (Internet 29).  

 The group does not have any specific policy concerning Turkey although the question is 

mentioned in some press releases which has been made by the group these last years. 

Thereby we can get a picture of their attitude towards Turkey concerning their relationship 

with the EU.  The group is critics of the membership of Turkey in the EU. Their point of 

view can be found in quotas such as: 
 
…followed by a barnstorming speech from political advisor Dick Morris, who paid tribute to the 
UKIP and its members who he claimed were responsible for killing off the EU Constitution and 
urged a vigorous campaign against Turkey’s membership of the EU (Internet 30). 
  

 
Their stance towards Turkey can be found in the view that Turkey is not a European Country 

and is considered to be fundamentally different than the European nation states. Their view 

on human rights and democracy together with their socio-political and historical heritage is 

considered to make it an impossibility to have them as full members of the union.   
 

Turkey is a special country to say the least! Obviously, a non-European state! Turkey has its 
own socio-political heritage, and mainly a specific political culture that does not obey by the 
same democratic principles and respect of Human Rights, which are standards to all EU 
Member States (....) the Independence/Democracy Group has tabled two amendments … which 
objective is to secure that taxpayers money that constitutes an important resource of the EU 
2006 Budget, will not be wasted on pre-accession aid to Turkey as this country might never ever 
become part of the European family….The Independence/Democracy Group calls for the setting 
up of an EU-Turkey Strategic Partnership, which mainly implies the creation of a free-market 
zone between the EU and Turkey, as a reasonable basis for further cooperation. Mutually 
advantageous trade is the best way to promote good neighbourhood with Turkey. Accession 
would be a deadly trap for both counterparts! (Internet 31, Jolana Mungelova MEP). 
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Independence/ Democracy oppose Turkish accession to the European Union and promote a 

strategic partnership instead (Free market zone between EU and Turkey). 

 

Identity, Tradition and Sovereignty Group 
The nationalistic parties in Europe have their own political group since January 2007. The 

parties have realised that the nation states now days are not the highest political level and 

parties like the French Front National and Freiheitlichen Partei Österreich decided to start a 

political group in the European Parliament. There have been earlier attempts to start this 

political group but it has been stopped with the objection that they in fact lack a common 

political program.  

 The political program that was accepted as the group’s common political programme 

had four main factors: A recognition of the cultural diversity as a factor for European wealth, 

opposition against Turkish accession to the EU, a recognition of traditional European values 

based on the Jewish Christian heritage and conservation of the European identity. (Internet 

32,). 

 Due to that the political group is in the starting pits they have produced no own material 

yet so the only political standings they have taken are those mentioned above. 
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4. ANALYSIS  

 

 
In this chapter the different points of views which were identified in the empirical material 

will be compiled in accordance with their stance towards the EU: s relationship with Turkey. 

The systematic compilation of information this way will give a compiled picture of the 

conceptions which give the nodes democracy, human rights and politics meaning. The 

compilation gives us the opportunity to trace the world views that is the foundation of the 

registered views. 

 

Discourse A: Full membership  
The socialist group PSE, The Greens/EFA and GUE/ING promote the discourse Full 

membership. To understand the point of view let us backtrack the arguments brought forward 

in the discussion in the three sub-discourses. 

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse democracy meaning in the 

discussion  are both positive and negative in their nature. The fact that freedom of speech is 

not respected is mentioned in a negative way, the infamous article 301 that makes it criminal 

to insult "Turkishness" is mentioned as an example. But the main focus is positive, Turkey is 

in fact becoming more and more democratic and westernised thanks to the negotiations. If 

the negotiations were to stop so would the positive change.   

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse human rights meaning in the 

discussion is the fact that HR is not respected in a pleasing extent, criticism is being 

forwarded in some areas, the case with making adultery illegal is mentioned as an example of 

this. More criticism is being made toward the fact that the pace of reformation have slowed 

down. Although the overall attention is made to the fact that the overall development of 

human rights in fact are moving slow, but still forward. The explanation to the change of 

pace is not lacking will. The way to explain the slower pace is the fact that the Turkish 

government has to not only make reform but fight an opposition which capitalises on the fact 

that Brussels are making demands at any chance they get.  

 27



 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse politics meaning in the discussion 

is the fact that Turkey has been reluctant to acknowledge Cyprus as an EU country and not as 

a Turkish province. The main argument is positive and focuses on Turkey’s potential role as 

a valuable bridge between the European and Muslim communities. The potential winnings in 

this area are thought to outweigh the negatives that in fact exist. It must also bee mentioned 

that they discard the conservatives argument that the Turkish denial of Armenian genocide 

implies that there is no way Turkey can mesh with Europe due to historical reasons. This is 

considered to not be a real argument. 
Table 4.2: Conclusion of the discussion within the sub discourses democracy, human rights and politics for the 
discourse full membership 
 
Sub-discourse Negative equivalance chains Positive equivalance chains 
Democracy - Freedom of speech can be questioned 

       (article 301). 
  

+ Turkey is becoming more  
democratic and westernised due  
to the negotiations. 

Human rights        -      HR are not respected. 
- Improvements of HR has slowed down. 
- In some areas HR are made worse  

( the criminalisation of adultery). 
 

+ Turkey are respecting HR  
to a higher extent thanks to  
the negotiations. 
 

Politics - The Cyprus issue 
      (Turkey has not acknowledged Cyprus ). 
 

+ Bridge between the European  
and Muslim world. 
 

 

Discourse B: Eventual membership  
ALDE also known as the liberals have their own discourse which could be described as 

eventual membership (full membership in the long term). To understand the point of view let 

us backtrack the arguments brought forward in the discussion in the three sub-discourses. The 

equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse democracy meaning in the discussion is 

the negative facts that the freedom of speech can be questioned. Article 301 is mentioned as 

an example of this. Although the liberals choose to put focus on the fact that the freedom of 

speech in fact is improving. 

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse human rights meaning in the 

discussion is the negative notions that the improvements of HR has slowed down. They also 
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mention that there are problems with the implementation of laws. Here is the prosecution of 

Pamuk an example. They also mention that Turkey are representing HR in larger extent 

thanks to he negotiations. 

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse politics meaning in the discussion 

is the negatives around the Cyprus issue and the problem with the Kurds. As positives is 

mentioned the foreign policy aspects of having Turkey as a member of the European Union. 

The situation in Afghanistan and the Middle East make Turkey a good ally. 

  
Table 4.3: Conclusion of the discussion within the sub discourses democracy, human rights and politics for the 
discourse eventual membership 
Sub-discourse Negative equivalance chains Positive equivalance chains
Democracy - Freedom of speech can be questioned 

      (Artikel 301, Orhan Pamuk). 
 

+ Freedom of speech  
are improving due to  
the negotiations. 
. 

Human rights - The improvement of HR has slowed down. 
-      There are problem with implementation. 

+ Turkey are respecting 
HR in larger extent 
(women’s rights, torture,  
freedom of religion).  
 

Politics - Cyprus 
       (The Cypriots are given part of the blame). 
- PKK are terrorists. 
 

+ The situation in  
the middle east and  
Afghanistan makes 
 Turkey a good ally. 
 
 

 
 

Discourse C: Privileged partnership  
The Group of the European People's Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats is 

the political group in the European Parliament that promotes the arrangement with Turkey 

known as privileged partnership. They think that the EU should cooperate with Turkey in 

some areas like, trade and security policy. But they can not se Turkey as a full member of the 

European Union. To understand this point of view let us backtrack the arguments brought 

forward in the discussion in the three sub-discourses.  

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse democracy meaning in the 

discussion is the fact that free speech in Turkey can be questioned, a country that can not 

uphold the freedom of speech can not be a part of the European Union. The group  continues 

the argumentation with the conclusion that the reforms that were meant  to improve this 
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situation in fact has come to a halt. Therefore the argumentation is made that Turkish 

democracy will in fact never reach a level that can be accepted by the EU no matter how long 

negotiations are talking place. In their argumentation no positive equivalence chains are 

mentioned concerning democracy. 

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse human rights meaning in the 

discussion can be summed up with in the negative meaning that the respect for human rights 

is questioned in general in Turkey, they also think that the reforms have come to a halt by the 

same reasoning as in the case with the sub-discourse democracy. Furthermore the argument 

is made that the actual reforms that have been carried through in the policy-area but in fact 

are not implemented in reality because the reforms do not have support from the people. No 

positive equivalence chains are mentioned in the sub discourse human rights. 

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse politics meaning in the discussion 

is the fact that Turkey does not acknowledge the genocide committed by the Ottoman Empire 

on Armenians during WW1. This argument is used to underline the fact that European and 

Turkish interpretation of history differs and this causes problems for further integration of the 

peoples. Within the political sub discourse some positive equivalence-chains are brought 

forward, cooperation in some areas would benefit the European Union.  

 In table 4.1 the reasoning from above is concluded to give an overview of the discourse. 

 
Table 4.1: Conclusion of the discussion within the sub discourses democracy, human rights and politics for the 
discourse privileged partnership 
Sub-discourses Negative equivalance chains Positive equivalance chain
Democracy - Freedom of speech can be questioned. 

- Improvements to freedom of speech  
       have come to a stop.  
  

 

Human rights 
 

- Respect for HR can be questioned. 
- Improvements to HR have come to a stop. 
- Actual reforms have not been implemented. 

 

Politics - Does not recongnize genocide on Armenians 
commited by Ottoman Empire during WW1. 

 

+  There are some strategic
     benefits in limited  
     cooperation. 
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Discourse D: Strategic partnership 
The Independence/Democracy are advocates of the discourse called strategic partnership. To 

understand the point of view let us backtrack the arguments brought forward in the 

discussion in the three sub discourses.  

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse democracy meaning in the 

discussion is clearly negative, they say that Turkey and the EU simply have different views 

of what democracy are and this can not change. 

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse human rights meaning in the 

discussion are also negative; they state that HR is not respected in Turkey.  

 The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse politics meaning in the discussion 

are mostly negative in nature. The argumentation is built on the fact that Turkey is not a 

European country and thereby does not belong in the EU. It is also mentioned that Turkey 

have a certain socio political and historical heritage that is not compatible with the European 

counterpart. Though they mention that the EU could benefit from an economical cooperation 

with Turkey but any deeper cooperation is impossible. 

 
Table 4.4: Conclusion of the discussion within the sub discourses democracy, human rights and politics for the 
discourse strategic partnership 
 
Sub-discourses Negative eqivalence chains Positive equivqlence chains
Democracy - Turkey and EU do not have same  

        views on what democracy is. 
 

Human rights - Turkey does not respect HR.   
 
 

Politics - Turkey is not a European country. 
- Turkey has a socio political heritage which  
        is not compatible with the European. 
 

 
+ Some economical  
benefits can be made. 
 

  
 
 
 

Discourse E: Opposition to membership  
ITS are fierce critics of Turkish accession to the EU. It was one of the main reasons for the 

birth of the group in January 2007. To understand the point of view let us backtrack the 

arguments brought forward in the discussion in the three sub discourses.  

ITS does not mention anything in the sub-discourses democracy and human rights.  
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The equivalence chains used to give the sub-discourse politics meaning in the discussion are 

mostly negative in nature and explain to some extent why they don’t even try to reason in the 

first two sub-discourses. They think that the European identity is the base of the European 

community and thereby Turkey has no place in the EU. This argument is followed up with 

the view that the European values come from the Jewish Christian heritage and thereby there 

is no place for Islam in the European Union.  

 
Table 4.5: Conclusion of the discussion within the sub discourses democracy, human rights and politics for the 
discourse opposition to membership 
 
Sub-discourses Negative eqivalence chains Positive equivalence chains 
Democracy   
Human rights   

 
 

Politics - The European identity is the ground for EU and  
        makes a Turkish membership impossible. 
- The European values are based on the  
         Jewish Christian heritage and there is no room 
        for Islam in Europe.  

 
 

 
 

The discourses relative strenght 
Now  the different discourses have been identified but we still do not now how strong they are. 

Let us take a look at their relative strength in the European Parliament. 

 

Full membership:
300 (38%)

Privileged
partnership: 277
(35%)
Eventual
membership: 106
(14%)
Strategic
membership: 24 (3%)

Opposition to
membership: 19 (2%)

Unknown view: 59
(8%)  

Figure 4.1: Visualization of the discourses strength in the European Parliament. 
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Figure 4.1 is based on the assumption that all members of parliament vote as their group, 

thereby maximizing its influence8. This although is not a warrant for the fact that an actual 

voting would end this way, since every member of parliament is free to vote the way they 

choose to. This method however fills the purpose of showing tendencies. When the text to 

start the member a negotiation with Turkey was accepted in the parliament 356 votes was in 

favour, 181 against and 125 did not vote (internet 33). 

 Now that we have systematically analysed the discourses and gotten a grasp of how big 

they are let us move on to the next chapter to fulfil the purpose of the essay. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
8 This is not just a loose assumption, it is a common way of acting (Tallberg 2004,107). 
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5.  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
 
The purpose of this essay is to examine and map out which discourses are presented in the 

European Union concerning its relationship with Turkey. This purpose implies an analysis of   

what the different discourses in fact contain and which world view that content is based on.  

The aim is to clarify which world views are presently being advocated and thereby being 

understood as the truth. Through this aim valuable information can be discovered which can 

tell us which direction the European community will take in the future. Let us start with 

discussing the results that was found in the analysis to provide the necessary knowledge to 

answer the questions and fulfil the aim. 

In the sub-discourse democracy no actor was found to be happy with the current state of 

democracy in Turkey. Among the negative equivalence chains that were expressed in the 

discussion most common were “freedom of speech is not respected”. This argument was 

brought forward by actors promoting full membership for Turkey as well as those who 

propose privileged partnership. The privileged partnership also added that “the improvement 

of free speech has come to a stop”. The advocates of strategic partnership go as far as 

“Turkey and Europe do not share same view of democracy”. The advocates of membership 

filled in with the positive equivalence chains “freedom of speech is being improved thanks to 

the negotiations” and “Turkey is becoming more democratic and westernised thanks to the 

negotiations”. What differs in this sub-discourse is the view on what part the negotiations 

play. The advocates of membership (membership and membership in the long term) view the 

negotiations as something important which drives the institutional change in Turkey forward. 

The advocates of partnership (privileged and strategic) see the negotiations as the reason that 

the improvements have come to a stop, therefore it is no reason to continue them. 

In the sub-discourse human rights all the actors agree on that “human rights are not 

respected in Turkey right now”. The advocates of privileged partnership mean that ”the 

improvement of HR has come to a stop” and “there are problems with the implementation of 

reformed laws”. The groups that promote partnership in some shape make no positive 

arguments in this sub-discourse. The group which advocate membership in the long term 

agrees that there are problem with the implementation but they also partner up with the 
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advocates of full membership in the positive remarks “Turkey respects the HR in larger 

extent thanks to the negotiations” and “They HR are improving slow, but still improving”. 

The group that promotes membership in the long term says that “Turkey respect HR more 

and more” and gives as examples of this: improvements in women’s rights, the fight against 

torture and the freedom of religion. 

In the sub-discourse politics the groups that advocates privileged partnership in a 

negative way mentions that “Turkey do not acknowledge genocide committed on 

Armenians” they make a point of the fact that Turks and Europeans have different views of 

the history which exposes large differences between the groups. The advocates of strategic 

partnership agree and say that “Turkey is not a European country” and “Turkey has its own 

socio political heritage which makes it incompatible with the European system. The two 

groups also say that “There are some strategic benefits from limited cooperation with 

Turkey”. The bulk of negative equivalence chains really explain why they do not promote 

full membership. In these two group however there are some differences that can be 

described as a matter of degree; the privileged partnership advocates want the work with 

Turkey in a number of areas. The strategic dittos only want to cooperate in the economical 

department. In this sub-discourse the fifth group, opposition to membership, which has not 

spoken at all in the above mentioned sub-discourses here, are more active. In a negative way 

they state that: “the European identity is the ground for European cooperation and that by 

itself makes Turkish accession to the EU impossible” and “the European values are built on a 

Jewish Christian base so there is no place for Islam in the EU”. This group mention no 

positive remarks. The groups that promote membership (full membership and membership in 

the long term) speak of negatives such as “Cyprus is an issue” and the ”Kurd issue” is a 

problem. The advocates of full membership however disagree in the fact that Turkey has not 

acknowledged the genocide committed on Armenians is a big problem. They focus on 

positives such as “Turkey could be a bridge between the European and Muslim community” 

and that “The situation in the Middle East and Afghanistan makes Turkey a valuable 

partner”. 

The discourse analysis has exposed how the different actors chooses to underline certain 

events which support their discourse. I 

 

 35



 

Which views presently exist in the European Union concerning its relationship with 
Turkey and which discourses are the grounds for these views?    

 
In the study five different discourses concerning Turkeys and the EU: s relationships to each 

other were found. Each discourse advocated different solutions: full membership, eventual 

membership, privileged partnership, strategic partnership and opposition to membership. 

These five discourses represent the current views that exist in the European Parliament.   

Those who advocate membership in some form see the greatest good coming from such 

an arrangement. Their view is that Turkey will adapt to the European standard of democracy 

and human rights and will be a valuable asset as a bridge between the European and Muslim 

worlds. They do not see the EU as being limited to a certain area or to some peoples. The 

view is that the EU is an organisation that can expand infinitely as long as the new members 

agree to follow the common rules and legislation. Those who advocate partnership in some 

form or just oppose to Turkish membership use the opposite reasoning to make their point. 

To them EU is an entity much like a nation-state which is limited to certain territory and som 

peoples, sharing the same culture, history and religion. 

 

Is there any dominant discourse that constitutes a standard? 
It is not entirely easy to answer if there exist a discourse which can be considered to be 

dominant. Within the sub-discourses democracy and human rights there is a consensus in the 

view that no one is happy with the current state. It is believed that the Turkish democracy 

needs to improve and that human rights need to be respected in a better way. There is 

however no consensus on how to solve these problems. Those who advocate Turkish 

accession to the EU point to the fact that the negations are the reason improvements are being 

made. Those who advocate partnership in some form however say that the negotiations have 

put the improvements to a halt. And within the political sub-discourse no unity between 

discourses can be found. 

 On their own none of the discourses get solemn majority; full membership is being 

supported by 38% in the parliament, privileged partnership by 35%, eventual membership 

14%, strategic partnership by 3% and opposition to membership 2%.  
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 If the number are summed up in accordance to support for membership at all or 

opposition of membership it comes down to these numbers; in favour of membership = (38% 

+ 14%) = 52%; opposing membership (35% + 3% + 2%) = 40%. Before conclusions can be 

made it must be mentioned that we lack knowledge of about 8% (UEN + the groupless) of 

the members of Parliament. It could be argued that the UEN percentage (6%) should be 

added to the opposing side as their political program could be interpreted in a way that was 

negative towards Turkish accession. Still we have a majority for Turkish membership. This 

simple mathematic is complicated through the fact that the liberals (ALDE) in fact mention 

that their official standing is a compromise between to camps; those who want full accession 

and those who want privileged partnership. So in fact it is uncertain how this group would 

vote in reality. So it looks as if it is the liberals who is the key to establishing a dominant 

discourse in the parliament. 

 To answer the question it could be said that it per default exists a dominant discourse in 

the European Parliament (the parliament voted for and approved the start of negotiations). 

This study however shows that such a majority today at best would be small (52%). 

Therefore it cannot with strength be said that it exists a dominant discourse. The liberals 

actual standing is what makes it highly uncertain to draw such a conclusion. Instead I would 

like to say that there in fact does not exist a dominant discourse, Right now this question is 

up for debate and all discourses are existing in the discursive field trying to get on top and 

establish dominance. 

 

Closing remarks and future studies 
There is something that was revealed during this study that was highly interesting and must 

be mentioned although it was not a part of this essays main purpose. In chapter three I stated 

(in accordance with Tallberg) that the two largest political groups, EPP/ED (conservatives) 

and PSE (socialists), traditionally have dominated the parliament to strengthen its position 

against other EU institutions. This “alliance” can seem a bit odd if you look at where the 

parties in these groups come from, would it be for example be possible for Social Democrats 

(S) and Moderats (M) to form a coalition in Sweden? However this has been the way of the 

EP to remain united. This study shows that these two groups have opposite views in the 

matter of Turkish accession to the EU. In other words the fundamentally different views on 

 37



Turkey makes cooperation in this area unthinkable. Instead we se PSE having the same 

opinion as the left and the Green parties. On the other side EPP/ED finds support from the 

political right. 

 Is this a new trend in Euro politics? Are new alliances forming in the parliament 

because of the different discourses concerning Turkey and its potential accession to the EU? 

Or is the Turkey issue exposing ideological differences which have so far been over looked? 

It will be highly interesting to follow the development in the politics of the EP. And I t could 

be highly interesting to conduct some research in this area. 
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