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Turkish-German relations under the new coalition go vernment in Germany —

The impact of the new German coalition governmento  f CDU/CSU and FDP on
Turkey’s accession to the European Union and how Tu rkey can use it to her
own benefit

Hanna L. Mihlenhoff

When the European Union (EU) opened accession m@igois with Turkey in 2005 the
German Green-Social-Democratic government was ohdtso strongest supporters. In
contrast, Christian Democratic (CDU) Chancellor Aatg Merkel is known for her opposition
to Turkey’s EU membership but was constrained lsySoeial Democratic (SPD) partner in
the Grand Coalition. The general elections of Seyer 2009 replaced the SPD by the
liberal party (FDP) in the government. This articlgill discuss how the new German
coalition government of CDU/CSU and FDP is expedtedffect Turkey’s accession to the
EU and how Turkey can use the new coalition to tlen benefit. It is shown that the
government’s policy is not likely to change a lithaugh the FDP has been less passionate
about Turkey’s EU membership than the SPD. | wijua that both domestic as well as
foreign policy issues shape the parties’ positionsTurkey’s accession. Domestically, the
conservative parties are influenced by the presef@elarge immigrant community of Turkey
origin in Germany while economic arguments fava BDP’s support. It will also be argued
that foreign policy issues also play a critical €olin this area, Germany’s role in the EU
constrains Merkel to a large extent to pursue catgbpposition. The analysis will reveal
that Turkey should make use of the generally supgoposition of the FDP. Further, Turkey
should stress the EU obligation to continue ac@essiegotiations with Turkey by which the
German government feels bound.

1. Introduction

Germany is one of the most decisive Member StatdéheoEuropean Union (EU) when it
comes to Turkey’'s future in the EU. Germany togethigh France has been the “motor of
European integration” until today. It was their gavments that initiated the European
Monetary Union as well as the Maastricht Treatyatirgg the EU in 1993 (Baun, 1995-96;
Mazzucelli 1997, 3-4). Further, France and Germiaane the largest populations in the EU
and Germany is the largest net contributor to thebidget (European Commission 2008).
Until today, EU decisions have depended on the emanef France and Germany. This is
especially true for enlargements. So it is safargue that Turkey will only accede to the EU
if Germany and France are in favor of it.

Both French President Nicholas Sarkozy as well esn@an Chancellor Angela Merkel
have expressed their opposition to Turkish EU mesttye and their support of a “privileged
partnership” in the past (Stephens 2009). But M&k&rand Coalition never blocked
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Turkish-EU negotiations because her coalition martthe Social Democratic Party (SPD),
and the Minister of Foreign Affairs Frank-WaltereBimeier strongly supported accession
(ESI 2006). Although Merkel remains in office, tbealition government has changed with
the recent federal election. The SPD has beenaeglay the Liberal Party (FDP) since they
have the absolute parliamentary majority togetheith wthe Christian Democratic
Party/Christian Social Party (CDU/CSU) of Merkelhel head of the FDP, Guido
Westerwelle, is the new minister for foreign afaiThe position of the Liberal Party on
Turkish membership is less clear than the one@fRD. It is not one of complete opposition
but the liberals are not known for their open suppd Turkey either (HAZ 2009). This is
why this paper aims at assessing the following tjmesHow will the new German coalition
government of CDU/CSU and FDP affect Turkey’s asiogsto the European Union and how
can Turkey use the coalition to her benefit?

To answer the research question a content and wiszaanalysis is conducted to
determine the parties’ positions and their undegyfactors. First, the statement on Turkey’s
EU accession included in contract of the new gawemt coalition and the positions of the
three parties in the German government — CDU, C&URDP — are analyzed. Do the parties
themselves have coherent positions or do opinionsurkish EU accession differ internally?
General party and election programs as well asipudtatements are used to assess the
various positions.

Second, the factors determining the positions ef gharties in government regarding
Turkey are assessed. It is assumed that the iaterpl domestic and external politics
determines the government parties’ positions orkdyis EU accession. This assumption is
based on the theory of two-level game which waseldped by Robert D. Puthnam. He
assumes that in international decision-making gawents take domestic as well as
international pressures into considerations. Themal position on an international issue is
formed on the domestic level but is also influenbgdnternational issues (Putnam 1988). In
Germany with about four million Muslims (Haug/MigsBtichs. 2009, 11)domestic issues
certainly influence the parties’ position on Tutkentry into the EU. But at the same time the
government needs to consider her internationagabbns. In this case this means that while
the German government’s position is strongly shapgddomestic politics, international
institutions and issues can also potentially canstthe government’s room of maneuver.
Thus foreign policy issues also play a role in sfgphe coalition parties’ positions and need
to be considered. On the international level, #edr that Germany has been “the motor of
integration” in the past is likely to play a rol&éherefore, the assessment will test the
following hypotheses:

1. The coalition government cannot pursue a strongmott policy on Turkey’s

EU accession because the coalition parties’ postere in conflict with each
other. On the one hand the CDU/CSU rather oppaseé®a the other the FDP
rather supports Turkey’'s accession to the EU.

2. The positions of the parties in government aredigrghaped by the presence of
the large Turkish-German community in Germany.
3. The CDU and Merkel cannot pursue politics of conelepposition because

they are constrained by external politics.

The analysis of the factors determining the Gerpsition on Turkey’s EU accession
can also reveal how Turkey can use the new goverhioeher own benefit. Which issues
should be tackled or stressed in Turkey's relatwite Germany? Based on the findings and
considering the factors influencing the German fpwsi a proposition is formulated on how

1 “Muslimes Leben in Deutschland: im Auftrag deguBschen Islamkonferenz® eds.
Nurnberg: Bundesamt fur Migration und Fluchtlinge.
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the new coalition can be used by Turkey. In the, éhd results are summed up and the
research question is answered while also givingulook for possible future research.

2. The positions of the parties in the German gover  nment

In the following, the official positions of the s in the German coalition government are
assessed. Their general political programs andi@teprograms as well as public statements
of representatives of these parties are analyzedr # this, the position on Turkey's EU
accession as included in the coalition agreemesessribed.

2.1. The statement on Turkey's EU Accession in the coalition agreement

The coalition partners CDU, CSU and FDP decidedotiow the grand coalition in their
official position on Turkey’s accession to the Elhe statement has the exact same wording
as the one of the Grand Coalition. It states thatEU negotiations with Turkey should be an
“open-ended” process. If membership was rejectedilgged relations with the EU should
be offered to Turkey. The agreement further adbgte following sentence from the former
coalition: “If the EU is not capable of integratinburkey or if Turkey is not able to
completely fulfill all the obligations of EU memistrip, Turkey should be closely tied to the
European structures in a way that further develogs privileged relations with the EU
(CDU/CSU/FDP 2009, 109; own translation).

But the new contract skips a paragraph from theéorone which stated that Germany
supported Turkey’'s economic and democratic devedospirand its ties to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). The former contraciadtressed that Turkey needed to comply
with the Copenhagen Criteria giving the example faidamental rights and religious
freedoms. This too has been left out in the agreeénoé the ‘black-yellow’ coalition
(CDU/CSU/SPD 2005, 151; CDU/CSU/FDP 2009, 109).

The statement of the new coalition agreement leawssh room for interpretation. It is
not a complete rejection of Turkey’'s membershipspective but does not show strong
support either. It stresses the open-ended natfirtheo accession talks. Although the
negotiations are in fact an open-ended processctade it in the coalition contract is a
political statement revealing skepticism regardingkish EU accession. The contract does
not decide on a final decision but rather leavesrgtiing open and much room to maneuver
for all actors in the government. Moreover, it does answer the question of how the new
government will affect Turkey's EU membership presis. To answer this question, the
positions of the individual coalition partners atsdactors will in the following be assessed.

2.2. The CDU/CSU and Turkish EU accession

The position of the biggest coalition partner thBUWCSU is analyzed in the following.
Although the parties of the CDU and CSU form onelipaentary group, they are two
different parties with a similar but slightly difent program. The CSU only exists in Bavaria
where the CDU does not have any candidates. Thighisthese parties have one election
program but two different general political progsams the CSU is expected to defend more
conservative positions, it is important to lookbath parties separately before determining
their common position.

The discussion about the coalition agreement raggrthe government’s policy on
Turkey confirms this expectation. According to thewspaperMinchner Merkur CSU
Secretary General Alexander Dobrindt and other nemlof the CSU such as Minister
President of Bavaria Horst Seehofer had demandemhdade a statement of complete
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opposition to Turkish EU accession in the coalitemgreement. This had also been supported
by the CSU expert for foreign policy Thomas Sillmernwho claimed that th€urkey 2009
Progress Reporof the European Commission proved there was angtsiow-down of
reforms in Turkey. While Merkel remained quiet distissue during the negotiations, some
in the CDU actually favor Turkish accession. RuptePolenz, former secretary general,
criticizes the CSU position of definite oppositidaring the coalition negotiations saying that
the new coalition could not dismiss something aargovernment had agreed on in a legally
binding way (Eichele 2009). In the end, the CSUethto push through its will. But Merkel,
also head of the CDU, certainly does not sharerdesupport for Turkey’'s EU membership
either.

In 2005, Merkel attempted — without any succes® -ntlude the possibility of a
“privileged partnership” in the negotiation framawaf the EU and Turkey (Spiegel 2005).
As a chancellor she has repeatedly stated thapigferred a “privileged partnership” (ESI
2006, 1). During a meeting with French Presidertolis Sarkozy, which was part of the
CDU election campaign, Merkel explicitly said ti&t) membership should not be offered to
Turkey (Beermann 2009). But Merkel’'s oppositionTuarkey’s membership is weaker than
Sarkozy’'s who is blocking the opening of five claptin the accession negotiations (Rurup
2009; EurActiv 2009). Instead she acted accordinthé principle of “pacta sunt servanda”
and promised that she would not block the negotiat(ESI 2006, 1; HAZ 2009). This policy
towards Turkey might have been caused by her Sammhocratic coalition partner that
ensured that their coalition agreement included tha goal of the negotiation process is
Turkey’s accession to the EU (CDU/CSU/SPD 2005).151

The opposition to Turkey’'s accession into the EUalso evident in the parties’
programs. While both the general party programhef@DU and the election program of the
CDU/CSU speak in favor of the so called “privilegesttnership”, they differ in the way they
give the reasons for opposition to membership. TB& party program briefly states that for
membership both Turkey’'s compliance with the Copgem criteria and the EU’s capability
to integrate new members needs to be fulfilled. pitogram also states that the CDU actually
favored a “privileged partnership” (CDU 2007, 10Ihe common election program of CDU
and CSU explicitly states that Turkey did not fillthe political and economic criteria. It
specifically mentions freedom of expression, edquahif men and women, protection of
minorities, and freedom of religion. It implies theecause Turkey did not comply with these
obligations, the CDU/CSU favored a “privileged panrship” (CDU/CSU 2009, 90). This
statement expresses stronger opposition to Turkishmembership than the one in the
general program. This position is likely to haveménfluenced by the CSU explicitly stating
in its political program that the party opposed Kay's EU membership in general (CSU
2007, 154). The CDU seems to be more reluctantotendlate such a rigid position.
Nevertheless, the CDU also stresses that it predefprivileged partnership” instead of
membership.

But what is meant by “privileged partnership”? Inpasition paper of 2004, the
CDU/CSU defines the concept of “privileged parth@@% The paper was drafted before the
start of the accession negotiations in 2005. ltestéahat Turkey did not comply with the
political criteria of Copenhagen — especially relyay human and minority rights — at that
point in time. It further states that even in tlase of the opening of negotiations with Turkey,
the talks should be directed towards a “privilegedtnership” because Turkish accession
would bear the risk that the EU would be reduced fcee trade area. Instead a “privileged
partnership” should include a free trade area ohioly all kind of goods. It also envisages the
strengthening of cooperation in support of civitisty, environmental protection, small and
medium-scale companies and cooperation in healthedication policy. Further, Turkey’s
inclusion in the EU Common Foreign and Securityid®do{CFSP) and the European Security
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and Defence Policy (ESDP) should be increaseddthtian, better cooperation in internal
and legal affairs is described as a goal (CDU/CS)042. This specific concept of a
“privileged partnership” is heavily criticized féweing very vague, having no legal base in the
EU treaties (Karakas 2005, 9) and not giving anyegrao Turkey in the EU decision-making
(Leggewie 2008, 7).

It was Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg of the CSU, aurrminister for defense, who
drafted this position paper (Fischer 2009). It spexially CSU politicians that demand the
stop of accession negotiations. So did CSU Segré&aneral Alexander Dobrindt in April
2009 when there was disagreement between TurkeyttendEU over the new Secretary
General of the North Atlantic Treaty OrganizatiddATO) (Welt 2009b).

But although the CSU opposes Turkey’ EU memberstope strongly than the CDU it
is not that clear that as Udo Witzens predictedtfe Grand Coalition “(...) a CDU-led
government (...) will most probably return to itsditgonal course and confirm Turkey’'s
claims for EU-membership leaving anti-Turkish rhitoto its right wing partner, the
Bavarian CSU” (Witzens 2005, 220). After four yeafsa CDU-led government Merkel's
general opposition to Turkey’'s EU membership and peeference of a “privileged
partnership” with Turkey has become clear. Shexpeeted to represent this point of view in
the new government too (Barysch 2009).

Thus it can be said that the Bavarian CSU stroonglyoses Turkey’s accession to the
EU. But while the general position of the CDU atsl ¢hancellor Merkel is also one of
rejection of Turkish membership while favoring aitfdeged partnership”, some members of
the party are in favor of Turkish membership. Taetdrs that are likely to decide the Turkey
policy of the CDU/CSU will be discussed in the nelRaipter. But first, the official position of
her coalition partner, the FDP, is analyzed.

2.3. The FDP and Turkish EU accession

The position of the FDP on Turkey’s accession soEaropean Union is much more positive
than the one of the CDU and CSU but not that cgaeer. In fact, between 2005 and 2009 it
seems to have become increasingly supportive. Wndd-DP election program of 2005 still
stressed that alternatives to membership needed tieveloped in case Turkey did not fulfill
the accession criteria (FDP 2005b, 46-7), the ielegirogram of 2009 does not mention any
alternatives any longérinstead it states that the decision on Turkishniinbership will not
be on the agenda in the upcoming years. It sthgsin spite of Turkey’s reform progress,
Turkey still had many problems. The condition fdw Ehembership was that the EU was able
to accept a new member and that Turkey fulfilled tmiteria. All accession negotiations
should be an “open-ended process” (FDP 2009a, 71).

This is exactly the position taken by the liberaisthe negotiations of the coalition
agreement with the CDU/CSU. While the CSU insisiadncluding the rejection of Turkish
accession, the FDP did not want to include a statmmn this issue at all. Westerwelle argued
— in line with the FDP program — that there was meed to talk about Turkey's EU
membership since it was not on the agenda inegislature period (Eichele 2009).

A similar statement was made by Werner Hoyer, FBRi§in policy expert, in April
2009 after US President Barack Obama had spokerinostrong favor of Turkey's EU
membership. Hoyer stated that it was too early iscuss Turkey’'s membership because
neither the EU nor Turkey was ready for accesdBut.he also said that it was a mistake to
torpedo Turkey’s efforts of reforms by taking awnaayy perspective of membership referring

2 The general program of the liberal party is of 2@@d does not contain any statements on Turkep (FEI®7,
“Wiesbadener Grundsatze”).
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to the position of the CDU/CSU. It was in Germangign interest to support reforms in
Turkey (Handelsblatt 2009).

Similar positions are included in the FDP programthe European Parliament elections
in 2009 (FDP 2009b, 4) and in a position paperh@nRDP foreign policy guidelines in 2005
which stressed that the negotiations should “re@kyan open-ended process (FDP 2005a, 3).
During the party convention of the FDP in 2003 fobe the opening of the EU-Turkey
negotiations — the party passed a decision whiabogates on the parties’ positions on
Turkish accession in more detail. The documentestéhat Europe was a free space for
religious commitments. Europe stands for an attitod values but not for one religion.
Although the “European values” have been strongfiuénced by Christianity, they are not
directed against other religious beliefs. It furthecognizes Turkey’s reform progress, urges
for more reforms and stresses the necessity farabetpplication of the newly formulated
legal bases. More importantly, it states that Tur&ied other should be treated equal as other
candidate countries. But the EU had to manageasteehlargement rounds and Turkey had to
go through a process of change (FDP 2003, 1-2).

In contrast to this decision, some FDP members lkapeessed a much more negative
opinion on Turkish EU accession in the past. Atghgy convention of 2003, the FDP group
of Baden-Wiurttemberg tried to introduce their gositon Turkey’s EU membership. Instead
of Turkish EU membership, they clearly favored aiviteged partnership”. The document
criticizes the former Red-Green government for emig to the opening of accession
negotiations with Turkey in 2005 because Turkey mmad fulfiled the conditions of
democracy, market economy, rule of law, human sighheedom and tolerance which defined
the European Union (FDP Sudwest 2003). In 1999néorFDP leader Wolfgang Gerhardt
had explicitly said that he was in general agalnskey’s inclusion in the EU (Spiegel Online
1999). But until the election campaign of 2005 lad bompletely changed his position to one
in favor of Turkish membership in case the condgiavere fulfilled (Gebauer 2005).

Although Westerwelle supports Turkey's EU aspinagiohe has continuously stressed
that the EU is not capable of integrating a new fmemright now (Bild 2009; Siddeutsche
2009c¢), Turkey was not ready and the negotiatibiosilsl be an open-ended process. Since he
also excluded the question of Turkish EU memberdhgm the coalition negotiations,
Westerwelle is unlikely to show any ambitious supgor Turkey’'s EU membership during
his term of office (Ehrich 2009; HAZ 2009) but heutd prevent Merkel from blocking the
accession negotiations between Turkey and the EU.

2.4. Interim conclusion of the official positions o f the parties in government

Since the coalition agreement leaves much roonnferpretation and maneuver in terms of
the German policy on Turkish EU membership, thei@sirpositions needed to be assessed
more closely. This ambiguity can also be foundhim parties’ own positions on Turkey's EU
accession.

The assessment of the coalition parties’ positmmJ urkey’s EU accession has shown
that the CSU completely opposes Turkey’'s EU acoass$n general the CDU also disfavors
it. Although some CDU politicians support it, theajority including Merkel prefer a
“privileged partnership”. But Merkel does not blothe accession negotiations between
Turkey and the EU.

The position of the FDP is even less clear thahdahthe CDU. Although in general the
FDP has shown support for Turkey’'s EU membershiphan recent past, Westerwelle has
stressed several times that Turkey was not reagyridghe EU today and has never been very
ambitious in defending Turkey’'s EU perspective. dhihveless the FDP’s inclusion in the
German government might be positive for Turkey.
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The assessment of the parties’ official positionsTorkish EU accession could prove
the first hypothesis: The coalition government @npursue a strong coherent policy on
Turkey’s EU accession because the coalition papiesitions are in conflict with each other.
On the one hand the CDU/CSU is rather opposingamnthe other hand the FDP is rather
supporting. It can be expected that the Turkeycpotif the German government will not
change dramatically compared to the one of the &@oalition. But the FDP is generally
expected to show less support for Turkey sincéepiast the FDP has been less supportive of
Turkey’'s EU aspirations than the Social Democrats.

To understand the mechanisms behind the partiestipas on Turkey’'s EU accession
and how Turkey can use the new coalition to her denefit, the factors influencing the
parties’ positions need to be determined. Relyindveo-level game theory it is assumed that
the parties’ stand on this issue is influencedheyinhterplay of domestic and foreign politics
issues (Putnam 1988).

3. Issues affecting the positions of the parties in government

There has always been a very strong debate in ®Ggroma Turkey’s accession to the EU. It
has been a highly politicized issue due to speaeidtions between Turkey and Germany.
According to Putnam, it is assumed that issueshat domestic and international level
influence the position of the German governmentr{®mn 1988). Domestic issues especially
have dominated the discussion. Since the partiegpete for voters (Grol3e-Hittemann 2005,
36), they are highly influenced by the public opmi Therefore, in the following the effects
of four different domestic issues on the partiessipons are analyzed first. In a country with
2.5 to 2.7 million Muslims with a Turkish backgrautHaug/Mussichs/Stichs 2009. 12) their
integration is expected to highly affect the delmatelurkey’s EU membership. Germans with
a Turkish origin also represent a strong voter grdine role of Islam and culture, the second
issue analyzed, is also closely linked to the presef the Muslims mainly originated from
Turkey. The issue of human rights and democraciuirkey has also been on the agenda in
Germany. In spite of this, often rather consenatmsiness groups have advocated Turkish
accession in the past because Germany is Turkey& mmportant trading partner (Witzens
2005, 218). Because the business interests havera snfluence on politics, they also need
to be considered.

At the same time foreign policy issues are alse@lyikto influence the coalition
government. The impact of four foreign policy issuwa the government’s stance is analyzed
here. First, Germany’ close relations with Turkeyé to be examined. Except for the Helmut
Kohl CDU-administration, Germany has proven tolee most reliable supporter of Turkey’s
membership aspirations in the past because “[F{forcenturies Germany and Turkey have
been related in a close friendship of states amaplpeé (Witzens 2005, 218). Second, the
German government has committed itself once againthe transatlantic partnership
(CDUI/CSU/FDP 2009, 111) and US President Barackn@bhas called on Europe to allow
Turkey to join the EU (Charter 2009). Thereforeg #iffects of German-US relations are
assessed. Third, the Franco-German axis has b#eeniial in Turkey’'s accession process.
Thus its impact needs to be analyzed. Fourth, Geylmapecial role in the EU is expected to
influence the German coalition government. Itsuafice on the German position on Turkish
EU membership is examined.

3.1. Domestic issues and Turkish EU accession

Especially because of the high number of Turkismigrants in Germany, domestic issues
have dominated the debate on Turkey’'s EU membeiahipermany. Thus in the following
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the domestic factors affecting the positions onk&yrof the governing parties are assessed
first. It is analyzed which parties are especiaffgcted by these issues and in what way.

3.1.1. Integration of people with a Turkish origin in Germany

“(...) I[iln Germany, issues of immigration and intagjon are a key ingredient of the debate
about Turkish accession” (Barysch 2007, 4). In vespconducted by the ESI most people
“stressed the importance of the position and péi@epf the large Turkish minority in
Germany to the wider debate on Turkey” (ESI 2006, 4

There are about four million Muslims in Germanyt otiwhich 2.5 to 2.7 million are
Turks or Germans with Turkish origin (Haug/MussigzBs 2009, 11-12). Both, the success
of their integration into the German society aneirtipotential as voters are closely linked to
the question of Turkish membership.

The topic of immigration and integration dominatege German debate on Turkey.
Turkish migrants are often accused of not beingingilto integrate. It is the circumstances
under which Turkish immigration to Germany tookgadhat make integration very difficult.
When Germany invited Turkish guest workers in tB60s, they were expected to leave later.
This is why politics never tackled the issue of igration. Instead many guest workers
stayed and their families followed (Schaefer 2@8). In spite of that Germany denied to be
an “immigration country” and thus did not pursue active integration policy. Further, the
immigrants came from less developed regions of @urkhey were traditional workers and
thus not very well educated. Therefore it is difficor their children to achieve a high level
of education and find employment. A study condudbgdthe Berlin Institut stated that
compared to other migrants in Germany Turkish nmitgare the least integrated regarding
the level of education and employment rates (Belmistitut 2009). The study has been
confronted by a lot of criticism especially regaglitheir integration indicators. Other studies
have shown more positive results. In the most ppdl federal state of North Rhine-
Westphalia only six per cent of the Turkish-origeople under 30 years old do not have any
kind of educational degree while 17 per cent ofnthkave successfully completed the
university degree qualification. This means thagr¢his a big difference between the
generation of the guest workers and their child&auer 2009).

Further, according to th&inus Study4 per cent of Turkish-origin people agree tha on
cannot be successful in Germany without Germanulagg skills. 68 per cent say that they
have good or very good language skills and 75 pat uase German with their friends. The
study revealed that the group of Turkish-origingleas not homogenous but rather split into
the same milieus as the German population. Turigdin people in the traditional worker
milieu had more in common with Germans in the samkeu than with Turkish-origin
people in the middle-class (Sinus 2009). But Gesrtave the perception that the integration
of Turkish-origin people has failed in Germany,\thkink that Turkey’'s overall integration
into the EU is not possible either (Schaefer 2@)5,

The Eurobarometerdata supports the assumption that the Turkish granis’ presence
favors public opposition to Turkish EU accessiam.Germany, 78 per cent of the people
surveyed byEurobarometeragreed that “Turkey’s joining could risk favourimgmigration
to more developed countries in the EU” (Eurobar@mé6 2007). In Germany people who
think that immigration was a bad thing are also enlkely to oppose Turkish accession
(Austin/Parker 2005, 31). In addition: “As opinipolls show approval or rejection of Turkish
EU accession is directly correlated with the acteabnomic conditions in Germany,
especially with the situation on the labour mark@t¥itzens 2005, 220). Especially in times
of economic crisis people perceive a thread fromiignants which could take away their jobs
or use their welfare benefits. 73 per cent askeHurpbarometein Germany oppose Turkish
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membership. Only Austrians expressed more oppaos{imrobarometer 63 2005). McLaren
found out that “(...) in countries where immigratitoom Turkey is high, citizens are most
hostile to the Turkish candidacy” (McLaren 2007423mmigration linked with a high level
of a perceived threat seems to create a feelirfgpsfility towards Turkey (McLaren 2007).
This perception of migration as a threat has bé&@ssed by the “securitization” of migration.
Migration is increasingly perceived as a dangeith® welfare system and security of a
national state (Huysmans 2000).

Such a strong public opposition influences theipaince they compete for voters. On
the other hand, the Turkish-Germans also represéig voter group for the parties. So how
do the parties in government deal with the issueTwikish immigration in relation to
Turkey’s accession to the EU?

The issue of integration of the Turkish immigrahés especially been instrumentalized
by the Christian conservative parties to gain elattsupport. In 2000, CDU-politician
Friedrich Merz initiated the so-called “Leitkultudebate in fact demanding to stop any
further immigration (Suddeutsche 2008). Ursula Naomlinks this term to a prevailing
ethnic understanding of the state with a “homogendefined culture binding for everyone
and to be protected against any disturbing elei¢Neumann 2003, 290; own translatich).
The debate was continued in 2004 when Angela MaskBtized the Turkish migrants for
not being willing to integrate (Schaefer 2005). Cfdlitician Edmund Stoiber called for
preserving the “Christian occidental heritage” alednanded to reduce social transfers in case
migrants did not integrate (Fahrenholz/Kliver 200@)e CDU also strongly criticized the
SPD and Greens for defending their idea of a “roultiral” society in which people from
different cultures could peacefully co-exist. Mdrkaid that “multiculturalism” had failed
(Sudeutsche 2004). “Multiculturalists” doot want to impose “German” values on other
cultures because of the Nazi Germany past (Scha&@%s). In 2005 it was the SPD-led
Schréder government that introduced the new ImrtiggraAct (Zuwanderungsgesetz) which
for the first time recognized that Germany was iamigration country” (Schaefer 2005). He
demanded from Turkish migrants to integrate butnedragainst a “clash of cultures”
(Fahrenholz/Kliver 2004). This immigration debatdikely to have influenced the political

debate on Turkey’s EU accession, too. Schaefednnt2005:
It is only in the last two years, ironically coidaig with the debate over Turkish membership ofEhk
that Germany has begun to its search to decide kithdtof country it is seeking to be in the®2dentury
(Schaefer 2005, 3).

In 2008, CDU Secretary General and current ChagrgelMinister Ronald Pofalla
announced that the “Leitkultur” debate would bectwated by the CDU during the election
campaign (Suddeutsche 2008). Although this did hregipen because the economic crisis

dominated, it shows how the CDU and CSU use thie taffailed integration to gain votes:
For some time debate on Turkish EU-membership \a#tser emotional, particularly when topics like
migration and costs of accession were discusséheipublic. Xenophobic fears were recklessly inttite
and functionalised for political purposes (Witz&@95, 220).

In contrast, the FDP traditionally stands for a&tdd integration policy and usually does
not make use of xenophobic feelings. The liberalypaas a much more positive approach to
migration and calls for a point system of migratiém a point-system migration becomes
independent from the labor market situation butedelent on the migrant's qualification
(Volkmann 2009, 24). The FDP never mingled thedsmf the immigrants’ integration and
Turkish EU accession. On the other hand, the F@Bives extremely little votes from Turk-

® Neuman writes: “Damit ist die Vorstellung von ait®mogenen, firr alle verbindlich definierbaren wod
Verunreinigung durch fremde Elemente bewahrendéonmsden Kultur verbunden, wie dies in der jingsten
Debatte um die ,deutsche Leitkultur’ (Friedrich Me€DU) erneut deutlich wurde” (Neumann 2003, 290).
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Germans in elections. This might be due to the tfaat FDP politics have especially favored
business and upper class citizens in the past.eAtgnajority of Turkish-German citizens
vote for the SPD and the Green party. In a pol2@1 and 2002, 62 per cent of Turkish-
origin Germans said they would vote for the SPDI&vBR percent stated they would vote for
the Green party. Only three per cent wanted to fatéhe FDP and only eleven per cent said
they preferred the CDU/CSU. Thus until now, the bigup of Turkish-origin German
citizens have not been attracted by neither the RBPthe CDU/CSU. Germans originated
from Turkey have a much stronger affiliation witletSPD and the Greens (Wist 2003). That
they do not support the CDU/CSU is likely to be smdi by the parties’ approach towards
immigration and Turkeys’ EU membership. It is vdiificult for the CDU and CSU to attract
Turkish Germans and thus they do not have a stimoogntive for a pro-Turkish policy.
Instead of appealing to the German-Turks, the aquatige parties try to gain votes through
using anti-Turkish rhetoric. But considering thathe future the Turkish-German population
will be steadily growing because of its high birttes (Berlin-Institut 2009), the CDU will
need to start to appeal to these voters, too. miiative of thelslam Conferenceand the
Integration Summishow that the CDU and CSU have recognized thatileed to appeal to
the immigrants too. But it also reveals that thelidve that the Turkish identity is based on
Islam. They consider the foreigner to be Muslifurther, although Kaya and Kentel could
show that most people with a Turkish backgroundGermany supported Turkey's EU
accession, at least 30 per cent of them oppose®@03 (Kaya/Kentel 2004, 50). This means
that the CDU does not necessarily need to purspm & urkish EU membership policy to
appeal to these voters. In any case for now the [CSU as well as the FDP cannot compete
with the SPD and the Greens for Turkish-origin v&ténstead the CDU/CSU will continue
their conservative integration policy and their opition to Turkish membership to ensure the
support of their traditional voters. Although TwskiGermans do rarely vote for the FPD, its
voter clientele prefers a pro-Turkey policy becawseeconomic reasons which will be
discussed later. Germans’ perception of the Germakish community also affects what
they think of the compatibility of Turkish and Epe=an culture as shown in the following.

3.1.2. Culture and religion

“The Ottoman Empire and its Muslim identity as oppad to Christian Europe have been
crucial in shaping the minds of Europeans in coction with Turkish membership to the
EU” (Mdftiler-Bac/Tgkin 2007, 41). This is also true for Germany where a
Eurobarometepoll 74 per cent agreed that “[T]the cultural difaces between Turkey and
the EU Member States are too significant to allaw this accession” (Eurobarometer 66,
2007).

Especially the two German historians Hans-Ulrich hige and Heinrich-August
Winkler have defended the view that Turkey was patt of Europe in a geographical,
historical and cultural sense. Turkey did not gotigh the European stages of Reformation,
Renaissance and Enlightenment (Witzens 2005, ZPddlay’s Turkish achievements of
Europeanization were new and superficial. The Eemopideal of a free individual did not
exist in Turkey. Wehler concludes that thereforak€y is not part of Europe. Winkler

* The CDU Minister for Interior Wolfgang Schaublétiated the firsislam Conferencen Germany in
September 2006 which involved 30 people, 15 Muglithwith Turkish origin) and 15 non-Muslim
representatives of different institutions. Its agmo improve domestic relations between the mgjqgopulation
and Islam in Germany and to set up a body offigisbresenting German Muslims. Amegration Summibhas
also taken place under the leadership of Chandgléwkel. These initiatives might provide an oppaity for
the Turks represented in these bodies to show ¢fffeirt to create an “enlightened and European Nusl|
society” (ESI 2006, 4). But the real intentionstef CDU/CSU in initiating these summits are unclear
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predicts that if Turkey is accepted and thus tiséohical roots of Europe are ignored, this will
lead to the failure of the European project (Krar2@®3, 10). The two historians draw their
cultural concept from Samuel Huntington’s “clashcofilizations” which also “(...) inspired
cultural ideologists e.g. the German opponents tokdy's EU accession” (ibid., 229).
According to Huntington Turkey belongs to the “Muosl but not to the “European
civilization”. Huntington predicts Turkey’s fall lo& to the Islamic world. In line with him,
German opponents do not recognize Ataturk’'s achieves of modernization and instead
consider Turkey to be like other Islamic counttiest have never been part of Europe (ibid.,
230-31). Turkey’s “otherness®s constructed on the base of its Islamic religistiif¢iler-
Bac 2007). Politicians of the CDU and CSU opposekish membership because Turkey is
culturally too different and its accession coulthgrabout the “clash of civilizations” (Grol3e-
Huttemann 2005; Hilsse 2006). This viewpoint isretidby the German public of which 75
per cent disagree with the statement that Islasompatible with the Western culture (ESI
2008, 28). SPD and Green politicians also refeffudkey as culturally different but they
support membership because of these differenceskefucould be a “bridge” between
continental Europe and the Eastern Mediterranedisfid 2006, 22).

Where does the German Islamophobia come from? Ralla® a historical rooted
psychological German fear of the “Asiatic dangefds(atische Gefahr”) (Witzens 2005,
225, it is mainly the presence of about four milliorusims which influences the image of
Islam in Germany. Germans especially debate the ablTurkish women in Islam (Barysch
2006, 3). More than 90 per cent of Germans beltaaé Islam is hostile and aggressive to
women (Barysch 2007, 4). Honor killings have atedcspecial attention in Germany. There
were 45 cases of honor killings between 1996 ar@tb Z&SI| 2008, 23). 25 per cent of the
whole female population but 38 per cent of Turkigtmen claimed they had suffered from
domestic violence in 2004. Many Germans also belteat most Turkish women were forced
into marriage although the numbers do not supgost assumption. While 25 per cent of
Turkish women did say that they had only met thesband after the wedding, only nine per
cent said that they were forced into marriage. Twiads would not accept such a forced
marriage “under no circumstances” (Schaefer 20@514). The role of Muslim women is
also largely discussed by books and ffirag Turkish-Germans (Schaefer 2005). While these
activities are mostly very positive, they also gmse the skepticism towards Muslims in
general. Wearing the headscarf also has a veryigegaage in Germany. Germans perceive
it as a symbol of suppression. A Muslim woman’s lggtion for a job in an architecture
office was rejected because the woman wears a teddIhe office stated that it did not
want to support Islamism (Platen 2009).

Again migration is perceived as a threat to thbibta of a country. This perception has
become more common in the post 9/11 age. The jbsiri¥eniz Baspinar describes her own
experience saying that Muslims have become a sywittble “other” replacing the foreigner
as the “other” in Germany. Muslims represent theifmer and the threat for Germans today
(Baspinar 2009). This became apparent in the detmatthe construction of a mosque in
Cologne which was faced by strong opposition (KolS¢adtanzeiger 2007). There is a

® In his book ‘The Clash of Civilizations and TherfRaking of World Order’, which Samuel P. Huntington
published in 1998, Huntington claims that futuraftiots will occur along cultural and religious dting lines

in the world. He predicts the “clash of civilizati&’ such as of the “Western civilization” and “thieislim

world” (Huntington 1996).

® Witzen writes: “In Germany the terasiaticis linked with negative associations”. There dse ¢he
expressions “die asiatische Tat” (“the Asiatic d@eahd “die asiatische Grausamkeit” (“the Asiaticelty”)
(Witzens 2005, 225; accentuation in the original).

" E.g. Serap Ciceli"sVir sind eure Tochter, nicht eure Ehidecla Kelek’sDie Fremde Brautind Fatih Akin’s
film Gegen die Wandseyran Ates, a Berlin lawyer fighting for womeéghts, received the title “Women of the
Year 2005” by the German Female Citizen's Assoaiafsee Schaefer 2005 and ESI 2006).
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general fear that an “Islamization” takes placedose of the presence of Turkish immigrants.
In fact Germans “Islamize” Turks. Islam tends to d® equal to Islamism. Opponents of
Turkish EU membership such as the CDU/CSU poltisigear that political fundamentalism
would spread to the EU and Germany (Grol3e Hittn28@%; Gling6r 2004). Gungor claims
that the Islamic organizations in Germany suchhasQaliphate State based in Cologne were
partly responsible for this image. The organizatibad become more fundamentalist because
Islamist profited from a lack of interest in MusBmn Germany. This strengthens the
perception that Islam and democracy do not go kegefGungér 2004, 25-37). Austin and
Parker have shown that those who fear Islamic exnsm are more likely to oppose Turkish
EU membership (Austin/Parker 2005, 38).

For the CDU and CSU Christianity is the key ingeediof a European identity. They
call for a Europe that is committed to its “Chistioccidental roots and the ideas of the
Enlightenment” (CDU/CSU 2009, 89). This understagdiwas also apparent in the
CDU/CSU debate on a German “Leitkultur” and waseeggly determining for former
chancellor Helmut Kohl's opposition to Turkish mesnkhip (Szymanski 2007). The
difference in culture and religion between Turkegd ghe EU is one of the major reasons why
the Christian parties oppose Turkey's accessiortheo EU (Muftller-Bag/Tgkin 2007,
Yilmaz 2009). Merkel has repeatedly stressed inpiwgt that the EU needed to define its
borders (Szymanski 2007). CDU-politician Markusgeiesaid that Europe needed to draw its
borders where “a common history, culture, and valogentation are missing”
(Hickmann/Kriiger/Nitschmann/Wiegand 2007). Thisiesss of even more importance for the
more conservative CSU which is elected by trad#@iaoters in Bavaria.

The FDP on the other hand defines Europe as “tlenrof freedom of religious
commitments”. Although Europe’s values have strgngken shaped by the Christian
religions, they were not directed against any otk&gious beliefs. In Europe, a plurality of
private and personally religious commitments wassjme. Further, Europe stood for an
attitude and not for a religion (FDP 2003). The S&ml the Greens use the cultural and
religious differences as an argument for Turkeyseasion — enriching Germany’s culture
and demonstrating that Huntington’s prediction lnd tClash of Civilizations” was wrong
(GrolRe-Huttemann 2005; Muftuler-Bacékan 2007). In comparison the FDP has not
passionately argued in such a way in support okiShrEU membership in the past. Instead
the FDP has often criticized the democratic de@€iturkey. This topic of the German debate
will be discussed in the following.

3.1.3. Democracy and human rights

Human rights issues are of special importanceenGhrman debate on Turkey’s accession to
the EU. In theEurobarometer93 per cent agreed that “[T]to join the EU in abten years
Turkey will have to systematically respect Humargh®s” (Eurobarometer 66, 2007).
Compared to the debate on Eastern enlargement,rhugitas and democracy issues have
played a more important role in Turkey's case timthe other enlargements. This is due to
two reasons. First of all, the presence of the iBarkommunity causes the Germans to pay
more attention to Turkish domestic issues. EvergkiBhh domestic issue is also discussed in
Germany (Sauter 2002, 99-100). When the latestrpssgreport of the EU Commission was
released on 14 October 2009, the German media ynagported that the Commission
criticized Turkey's deficits in human rights suck m freedom of expression, domestic
violence against women and a high number of hoilbnds (Spiegel 2009). Although the
Commission criticized that there were an increasiomber of judgments delivered by the
European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) stating thatkey had violated the European
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Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), human rightaessonly made up a very small part of
the report (European Commission 2009).

Second, there is the notion that Islam and demgatamot go together (Gingér 2004,
35). People are suspicious that the democratizaifoiurkey is not sustainable because
Turkey is the only democratic country in the Mushmorld. Some also fear that the AKP
might have a hidden agenda of Islamizing Turkeyn@J2008, 118).

The FDP clearly states that Islam and the Germanri@esetz” are compatible (FDP
2009a, 29). The party praised the reforms of thgalldbase of fundamental rights and
freedoms in Turkey but stressed the necessityhfar aictual application (FDP 2003). It is the
FDP politicians who strongly demand from Turkeygwmarantee human rights. Westerwelle
said that Turkey’'s accession to the EU was nothenagenda in the coming years because
Turkey did not fulfill the political criteria yetHis previous statements also referred to the
guarantee of fundamental rights such as the ca2@08 when he said that at that time Turkey
could “of course” not join the EU (Leggewie 20089). For the FDP, Turkey’'s EU accession
largely depends on Turkey’s democratic transitidmncl the liberals consider to be possible.

In contrast, CSU politicians use every opportutityse the deficits in Turkey’s human
rights record as a proof that Islam and democraeye&clusive and thus Turkey’'s accession
impossible. Their common election program alsossid Turkey's human rights deficits
(CDU/CSU 2009, 90). Referring to the Commissionfeguess report, the CSU politicians
Manfred Weber and Markus Ferber stated that if denCommission was skeptical of the
negotiations with Turkey, this means that theneesgnation. Both demanded the suspension
of negotiations (Spiegel 2009; Welt 2009a). Merdal not comment on the report. But
Werner Langen, CDU representative in the Europeahafment, did express his support for
Angela Merkel’'s suggestion of a “privileged parstep” with Turkey (Welt 2009a).

3.1.4. Economic interests

Economic interests have not played a dominant irolthhe German debate on Turkish EU
accession although benefits for the German ecorem@expected from accession. Germany
is Turkey’s biggest trading partner and most offtreign direct investments in Turkey come
from Germany (Table 1; see Flam 2003; Lejour/M@apel 2004). The German public
especially does not consider its possible posidgenomic effects. Nevertheless, German
business associations are very well aware of theflie Turkey’s membership will generate
and strongly support it.

Table 1: Macroeconomic effects of Turkish accession to the internal market in 2025 (Lejour et al.
2004, 42).

Equivalent

Volume Volume of B Export volume Terms of trade
0, 1 0, 0, 0,

of GDP (%) consumption (%) (billion US$) (%) (%)
Turkey 0.8 1.4 4.4 8.1 35
Accession-10 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2
Bulgaria 0.0 0.1 0.3 1.3 0.1
Romania 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.8 0.2
EU-15 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.2 0.1
Germany 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.3 0.1
The
e 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1

The Federation of German IndustriéBundesverband der Deutschen Industrie, BDI)
clearly is in favor of Turkey's entry into the Eledause of the expected economic gains
(Witzens 2005, 218). The BDI suggests that Turkey the EU should form something like
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the European Economic Area before Turkey's accesgiwolRe-Huttemann 2005). The idea
of a European Economic Area has also been suggdstethe CDU but rather as an
alternative to membership (Szymanski 2007, 382002, the BDI published a position paper
with the title “Five good reasons for a clear Ewap perspective for Turkey” which states
that the great economic potential of trade and ecoa relations between Turkey and the EU
need to be used. It mentions that Turkey's econarayg already focused on the EU and
Germany was Turkey's most important trading partri@rrther, Turkey was a strategic
partner in the region and Turkey could trigger exoit growth in the EU. Last, a credible
membership perspective strengthened Turkey’'s danton to peace and stability in the
region and the world and thus also created stahalitd security for the Turkish economy
(BDI 2002). In addition, former BDI president MialaRogowski published an article bie
Weltcalling on the EU governments to decide for thenipg of negotiations in 2004. He also
stressed the stabilizing effect of Turkey's membgrdor Turkey's economy (Rogowski
2004).

The importance of Turkey’s EU membership for ther@n business interest was also
the reason for thé&inancial Times Deutschlantb endorse the Green party in European
Parliament elections calling on its readers to v@teen in the European elections. The
CDU/CSU had disqualified itself because of its appon to Turkey’s EU entry and the FPD
did not defend a very clear standpoint on Turkeacsession, the newspaper argued (FTD
2009).

While all parties CDU, CSU and FDP generally defendiness interests, it is the FDP
which relies on business people as their main vdtentele. The expected economic gains
are also the reasons for the liberal party’s suppar Turkish accession. The business
interests have the potential to push the FPD te &ag&tronger and more supportive position on
Turkish entry into the EU. The CDU and the CSU als influenced by these economic
interests but both parties also rely on other covagive voters and are not as dependent on
voters of the liberal business circles as the éibparty.

3.1.5. Interim conclusion of domestic factors influ encing the coalition parties’
positions on Turkish EU accession

As can be seen domestic factors play a very strolegin the German government’s position
on Turkey’'s EU accession. The presence of more thhanmillion people with a Turkish
origin in Germany influences the Germans’ imageTafks and Turkey. Germans tend to
ignore the fact that the people of Turkish origie aot representative of the Turkish society.
The analysis revealed that the parties of the COBU and FDP are influenced by such
domestic factors and use them in the discussidukish EU membership in different ways.

The CDU and most of all the CSU defend conservatitegration politics and have
often accused the Turkish immigrants of not beinting to integrate. The CSU is much
more explicit in linking the image of Turkish imnnants in Germany to the question of EU
accession and appealing to xenophobic fears. Battiep make use of the negative popular
public opinion on Turkish-German people. The FD&hds for a much more liberal view of
integration and does not make use of such xenopheelings. But both parties are not
successful in attracting Turkish-German votersah be expected though that with a growing
number of Turkish-German voters, the CDU/CSU willtb appeal to people with a Turkish
origin also in order to remain a catch-all partythe long term future this can be a chance for
Turkey to positively influence the German domedtbate. Turkey should also try to use the
Islam Conferencand thdntegration Summito change the image of Turks in Germany.

The differences in religion and culture have beetussed in a similar way as the
projection of the German perception of the Turkisimigrants. The CDU and CSU clearly
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state that Turkey is not part of the European cealland thus should not join the EU. Islam is
seen as being the dangerous “other”, an imagehimbecome common in the post 9/11 age.
The conservative parties, especially the CSU, nusleeof the Islamophobic fears that Turkey
could bring more terrorism into the EU. In contrdke liberal party denies the notion of the
EU as a “Christian club”. Turkey could make usehad liberal view by pressuring the FDP to
use the argument of cultural differences to supperEU entry like the SPD and the Greens
use it.

In line with this is the argumentation of the CDIWBAC that Turkey’s deficits in human
rights and democracy reveal that accession wapasgible at all. Instead the FDP stresses
that Islam and democracy can coexist but the agupdic of the democratic reforms needed to
be ensured before Turkey could become a membekeywan win the FDP’s support by
making considerable progress in the applicatiodemhocratic reforms.

The economic argument which is less discussed byptiblic but even more so by
business circles is the main reason why the FDPa@tg Turkey’'s accession. It should thus
be stressed by Turkey to increase the commitmettieofiberal party. But the CDU/CSU is
also influenced by economic interests. The inteoéthe business community might in fact
be partly responsible for Merkel’s more cautiouskey policy in the past.

Thus the second hypothesis saying that the papi@stions are largely shaped by the
presence of the large Turkish-German community énn@ny was only partly confirmed. It
could be shown that the CDU and CSU are indeedIynaifluenced by the domestic politics
of immigration and integration. On the other hathé, FDP does not connect the two issues of
Turkish immigrants and Turkey’'s EU membership. HRD is mainly led by the economic
benefits of Turkish EU accession.

To conclude Turkey should make use of the overadlitve but not very committed
position of the FDP by increasing their awarendgte economic and cultural importance of
Turkey’s accession to the EU. In addition, a crediburkish commitment to the application
of political reforms would also strengthen the suppf the liberal party. In contrast, the
conservative parties might be encouraged by arased integration success of the Turkish-
Germans. While the cultural and religious differemare mainly used as an argument against
Turkey’s entry on the side of the CDU/CSU, econoimierests soften the parties’ opposition.

3.2. External issues affecting Turkish EU accession

In addition to domestic factors, foreign policy uss cannot be ignored by the German
government. Germany’s foreign policy is characeidy its continuity. There has been
continuity in German’s relations with Turkey, theStand France. Further, Germany has
always pursued a policy of “pro-EU integration” athis taking a leading role in the EU

(Maull 2006). Germany’s external relations work tbah favor of and against Turkish

membership. In the following, the impact of thesetérs on the government coalition’s
position on Turkey’s EU accession is analyzed.

3.2.1. Effects of Germany’s relations with Turkey

Germany and Turkey are linked by a very special emduring relationship which does not
only consist of close economic links and the redastory of Turkish guest workers in
Germany. This relationship goes back to th& ¢éntury during which Germany had been a
reliable partner for Turkey. The German militaryw&sdr Helmut von Moltke modernized the
Turkish army in the 19 century and German engineers constructed the Bagtallway to
name some examples. During that time cooperatidwdassn the Ottoman Empire and
Germany was mostly focused on military issues (&i&z2005, 218; Szymanski 2007, 26).
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Beginning in the 1930s about 80 German academitissaand politicians emigrated
from Germany to Turkey and influenced Turkey’s nrodzation. After World War 1l strong
political relations developed between Turkey andn@@my because both countries belonged
to the anti-Soviet bloc. Germany also supplied €yrkvith military equipment. The 1950s
and 1960s also saw the development of a Germanypslipporting democratic reforms in
Turkey (Szymanski 2007, 26). In fact the first obelfor of the Federal Republic Konrad
Adenauer (CDU) was in support of Turkey’'s membegrsim the European Community.
Walter Hallstein, member of the CDU, was Presiddrthe European Commission when the
Ankara Agreement was signed in 1963. He stressat Thrkey was an integral part of
Europe. Except for the Kohl administration, Germaoytinuously supported Turkey’'s EU
membership. Especially the government of Gerharldrdsier showed strong support by
insisting to determine a date for the start of tiegjons (Witzens 2005, 218-19).

The CDU has been responsible for difficulties inrkiy-EU relations in the past.
Former President Richard von Weizsacker's expresseather negative view on Turkey’s
membership application of 1987. Later Kohl deniedk&y’'s accession perspective because it
did not belong to “Christian Europe” (Szymanski 200an contrast, former FDP ministers for
foreign affairs Walter Scheel, Hans-Dietrich Gemscland Klaus Kinkel supported the
European perspective of Turkey. It was Kinkel whressed for the implementation of the
customs union in 1995 (Dittrich 2009, 66). Neveldkes all parties in government including
the CDU and the CSU are influenced by the longrigstpecial relations between Turkey and
Germany. German foreign politics are known for tleeintinuity. This image and expectation
from German foreign politics can be used by Turkelys own benefit.

3.2.2. Effects of Germany’s relations with the US

A similar positive effect is expected from Germanytaditional close relations to the US
which has been a supporter of Turkey in the pastm@ny’s past in which the US played a
decisive role has created a very strong feelinghahkfulness of the Germans towards the
Americans. This has strongly shaped German-USioakat The new coalition government
has committed itself to the transatlantic relatiops(CDU/CSU/FDP 2009, 105). The
transatlantic relations are central to both theifpr politics of the FDP (Dittrich 2009, 68-69)
and the CDU/CSU. Westerwelle, new German foreigmister, has paid one of his first visits
to Washington where he met with US Minister fordtgn Affairs Hillary Clinton. During the
German chancellor’s visit in the White House, Méraied Obama had stressed the special
meaning of German-US relations for the transattgpdirtnership (Suddeutsche 2009b).

Because the US have proven to strongly speak iarfaf Turkish EU accession, in
Germany “[S]support for Turkey’s accession has egds always go hand in hand with good
relations with America” (Szymanski 2007, 39). Th8 kélationship with Turkey goes back to
the Cold War during which Turkey decided to plaself on the side of the West and became
“one of the crucial cornerstones of the free WeBtusse/Griffiths 2004, 17). For the US,
both Turkey and Germany represented the key provifbe security in the West during the
Cold War (Szymanski 2007, 26). The US successfigly Turkey to the Western world and
gave economic and military support to Turkey. Tyrkaught on the side of the West in the
Korean War and became member of NATO (ibid., 16-17)

The end of the Cold War made Turkey less imporéenan ally. But the new terrorist
threat has strengthened the West's dependency ailyaim the Muslim world. Although
Turkey and US have experienced some difficultiesthiair relations and both countries
policies have diverged (Given¢/Memmiglu 2004, 221-22), Obama has strongly committed
itself to a dialogue with the Muslim world. Befohe visited Turkey in April 2009 he had
expressed his strong support for the EU membexghiurkey as a Muslim country. He said
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that the US and the EU should “approach Muslimdoas] their friends, neighbors and
partners (...)". Addressing the EU he continued: “Nhgyv forward towards Turkish
membership in the EU would be an important sigaatdur commitment to this agenda and
ensure that we continue to anchor Turkey firmlyHaorope” (quoted in Charter 2009).
Through supporting Turkey’'s EU accession, Obamaatso give a positive sign of mutual
understanding to the Muslim world. In November 200% Assistant Secretary of State for
European and Eurasian Affairs Philip Gordon visifetkara to talk about a common policy
for the region and improve Turkey-US relations (i@t 2009).

Since the new coalition has committed itself to tansatlantic partnership, Germany
will be exposed to pressure from the US to actawof of Turkish EU membership. But as
other global and domestic issues such as climategehand the economic crisis are currently
on top of the agenda the US cannot be expecteddotige Turkey-EU relations during the
coming years. But Turkey can use its relationshis WS and exert pressure on Obama to
further push for improving Turkey’s possibilitiegjoining the EU.

3.2.3. Effects of Germany’s relations with France

Along with Germany’s relations with the US, itsatbns with France have been a generally
accepted guideline in German foreign policy sinoce 1950s (Maull 2006, 3). Germany’s
close relations with France are shaped by the sam@nuity as its ties with the US. The
Franco-German axis has been the “motor of integma(iBaun, 1995-96; Mazzucelli 1997, 3-
4). During the first days in office Westerwelle itésl France to stress the importance of the
French-German cooperation. Especially Merkel anckk&@y have often shown their close
cooperation in the past especially in their posittm Turkey (Economist 2009b).

In contrast to the US, France is the strongest o@moof Turkey’s membership in the
EU. President Sarkozy has expressed his opposiéeeral times. It is based on domestic and
foreign policy considerations. First, Sarkozy séeskey as “the other” together with other
countries in the Middle East. Second, Sarkozy faatscrease in power of France and the EU
through Turkey's membership. Turkey’'s way to hartike Armenian issue also plays a role
because 400 000 Armenian-French people live indergBarysch 2007, 3; Lagro 2008). At
the same time France is interested in strengthatsnglations with Germany to restore the
French role in global and European politics (Lag@D8, 66). Sarkozy and Merkel have
developed a very close political relationship arspeeially Sarkozy intends to seriously
strengthen the Franco-German axis (Economist 2008th countries share a pro-
integrationist approach and fear that Turkey'susmn in the EU “would spell the end of the
federalist’s dream of a political union” (Barysc®, 3). Merkel and Sarkozy have been the
strongest opponents to Turkish accession. They latgb prefer a privileged partnership
between the EU and Turkey (Yilmaz 2009, 79-84yvdt also the French EU presidency in
2008 which initiated the “Union for the Mediterramé criticized by Turkey for a strategy to
dismiss Turkey’s accession perspective. German ¢&hlan Merkel supported the French
plan in the end and the Union entered into forceJuty 2008 (EurActiv 2008). In the
beginning of 2009, Merkel and Sarkozy denied Obancall for letting Turkey into the EU
and stated their opposition (Stddeutsche 2009a).

Both party groups in government stress the impodani the Franco-German axis but it
appears that for the liberals the stress of thatiogls with the US could become more
important because the FDP foreign policy expert Olehl criticized the Red-Green
government for putting too much weight on the refa with France as a counterforce to the
US. Instead the liberals aimed at creating a balametween the two. The transatlantic
relations remained to be one of the most imporaments of German foreign policy
(Dittrich 2009, 69). Merkel on the other hand hbheven her commitment to German-French
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relations in the first weeks of her term when slamtio France in remembrance of the end of

World War I
Ms Merkel and her colleagues have dropped hintspblicy may change a bit, too. This week she went
to Paris to join Nicolas Sarkozy to commemorate ¢hd of the first world war, a first for a German
chancellor and a nod to those (especially in Pamis) crave a new era in Franco-German relations
(Economist 2009a).

Concluding, Germany’s close relations with Franesehproven to be destructive for
Turkey’s perspective of EU membership. But this banbalanced by Germany’s role in the
EU.

3.2.4. Effects of Germany’s role in the EU

Although the German government is certainly inficesh by its relations to Turkey, the US
and France, Germany’s role in the European Union ata as the strongest constrain on the
German policy on Turkey's EU accession. Althoughrié¢ expresses her opposition to
Turkey’'s membership it is not “clear that Ms Merkeill want to obstruct membership
negotiations with Turkey” (Economist 2009b). Merkels followed a policy of “pacta sunt
servanda” respecting the decision of the Europeaum€il to open negotiations with Turkey.
As Szymanski writes, it seems that “Merkel percditieat a policy of categorical opposition
to Turkey joining the EU was not producing the desiresults” (Szymanski 2007, 37). Why
is this so? Merkel is the chancellor of the larges&t Member State carrying a special
responsibility in the EU and having agreed to tiperong of negotiations under the Red-
Green government. Merkel feels a special obligation

Turkey has been promised EU accession negotiabigres former German government, and that is why
these accession negotiations are now being comtinueNegotiations are open-ended, but are being led
in a fair manner. While the CDU and | personallyefpr a privileged partnership of Turkey to
membership, we are still reliable partners (quineES| 2006, ).

Moreover, Germany carries a special responsibifityhe EU. After the Nazi regime
Germany tied herself to the West. To regain sogetgiin foreign politics Germany aimed at
integrating into the Western institutions and esghcinto the European Community (EC).
Germany accepted its special historic obligationd aince then has pursued a very pro-
integrationist EU policy (Maull 2006, 2-3). As onéthe founding members of the European
Coal and Steel Community and as a driving forceEafopean integration, Germany is
expected to continue pushing for further integratidt is decisive though, whether a
government considers the widening or the deepewinghe EU to be more important
(Szymanski 2007, 39). Regarding the widening ved®epening issue there are differences
between the CDU, CSU and the FDP. The CDU rathar$aa deepening of the EU aiming at
the integration of the latest acceded members @®b, 2) and the preservation of the
Union’s absorption capacity. The CSU stresses ewnere the priority of the EU’s internal
consolidation (ibid., 38-39). The FDP has beeneagsupporter of EU enlargement in the
1990s and especially former foreign minister Kinlsttongly supported Turkey's EU
accession (Dittrich 2009, 48). Although Westerwedéad that the EU needed to be able to
integrate a new member first, Turkey’'s compliandgthvhe obligations appear to be more
important to him since the FDP stated that Turkeyusd be treated like every other candidate
country (FDP 2003, 1-2).

It can be concluded that first of all Merkel an@ ®8DU feel the obligation to stick to
the EU decision to negotiate with Turkey. The roléGermany in the EU has a neutralizing

8 Angela Merkel on ZDF, September 28 2006.
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effect on Germany’s policy on Turkey's EU accessilonthe last legislature period Merkel

was internationally praised for her efforts in r&alg the Lisbon Treaty. She would not risk
this positive image. Germany's role in the EU coaiss Merkel to act in opposition to

Turkey’'s EU membership. Thus, the third hypothesisld be proven: The CDU and Merkel

cannot purse politics of complete opposition beedhsy are constrained by external politics.
Second, the stress on deepening is shared by thé &id the CSU but only the CSU can
escape the EU pressure and completely oppose amtésks. Third, the German role in the
EU and the support of enlargement policies streemgghthe FDP support for accession.
Turkey should make use of the government’s awaeetied it carries a special responsibility
in the EU to stick to EU decisions and supportHertintegration.

3.2.5. Interim conclusion of external factors influ encing the coalition parties’
positions on Turkish EU accession

Germany'’s external relations work both in favor amdlisfavor of Turkey’'s accession to the
EU. Germany's close cooperation with France hasngthened Merkel's position of
preferring a “privileged partnership”. The strongr@®an-Franco axis can influence EU
policies. On the other hand, the CDU is constraimgdts long-lasting relations with Turkey,
its transatlantic partnership and most of all it$ &bligations. These foreign politics issues
prevent the CDU from blocking Turkey’'s negotiatiomgh the EU. While Obama cannot be
expected to exert much pressure in the coming yé@rsGerman EU obligations restrain
Merkel from blocking negotiations. The relationdlwiurkey may also act in favor. Thus the
last hypothesis could be confirmed: The CDU andKdlecannot pursue politics of complete
opposition because they are constrained by extpoldics — mainly by her role in the EU.

The party of the CSU is the least affected by ewefactors since the party does not
have a strong foreign policy profile although theSWC exclusively prioritizes EU
consolidation over EU enlargement. Once again tBe @roves to be the strongest opponent
of Turkish membership in the government. But thisipon is mainly shaped by domestic
factors.

In contrast, the foreign policy principles of thBRFF act in favor of Turkey’'s EU entry.
Its stress of the transatlantic relationship and dfllargement can strengthen Westerwelle’s
support. The partnership with Turkey has been itgoorfor former liberal foreign ministers
too. The French-German cooperation is expecte@deive less attention from Westerwelle
than from past governments.

Concluding, the external factors influencing Gergpna@an be of great advantage for
Turkey. The German role in the EU is one if not tmy reason that Merkel will not try to
block the EU negotiations with Turkey. Thus intdrm@al politics constrain the government’s
position. In this case according to the logic o tfwo-level game theory Merkel cannot
represent an opinion of strong opposition becafi$eioEU obligations. This should be used
by Turkey by reminding Germany of its EU resporigibs but also use her own close
relations to the US and make them encourage Geringmyrsuing a positive policy towards
Turkey's EU accession. Turkey should especiallyeappo the liberal Minister of Foreign
Affairs Westerwelle whose support of Turkey’'s EU mimership could sharpen his own
profile by being different from Merkel.

4. Concluding the new government’s position and its chances for Turkey

The article has tried to answer the research questow will the new German coalition
government of CDU/CSU and FDP affect Turkey’s asioesto the European Union and how
can Turkey use the coalition to her benefiErst, the official positions of the coalition
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government and the individual parties in the gore¥nt were analyzed. The hypothesis could
be proven: The coalition government cannot purssigang coherent policy on Turkey's EU

accession because the coalition parties’ positaasin conflict with each other. While the

CDU/CSU rather opposes Turkey’s membership, the Fdtier supports it. The government
is expected to continue the policy on Turkish asiesof the Grand Coalition although the

FDP is expected to show less support of Turkey'sniginbership.

Next, the factors responsible for the positionghef parties were assessed to understand
the underlying dynamics and formulate recommendatifor Turkey on how to use the
government for its own benefit. It was assumed thatpositions are shaped by the interplay
of domestic and international factors. For the CBhd CSU it was revealed that their
opposition to Turkish EU membership is largely stthpy the presence of the large Turkish-
German community in Germany. Thus in the case efdbnservative parties the second
hypothesis could be proven. For the FDP this da¢dald true though. The FDP is largely
influenced by the expected economic benefits amdiberal attitude towards religion and
other cultures. While conservative politicians niaireject the compatibility of Islam and
democracy, the liberals consider the coexistendmtif to be possible but not yet achieved in
Turkey.

Last, it was shown that external policy issues aidtuence the coalition parties’
positions on Turkey’'s EU accession. Germany’s dah@bc relations with France act in
disfavor of Turkish accession. Sarkozy and Merkelkamown to be the strongest opponents.
Nevertheless, Germany’s long-lasting positive refegt to Turkey positively influence the
CDU/CSU and the FDP. The transatlantic relationstap potentially put pressure on the
German government. Especially the FDP has annoutccgait a special emphasis on the
relations with the US. But most of all, it is Gemmya special role in the EU that constrains
the government’s policy. It hinders the CDU to de¥l a policy of complete opposition by
trying to block the accession negotiations. This,last hypothesis could be proven too: The
CDU and Merkel cannot pursue politics of complgbpasition because they are constrained
by external politics. It was shown that internasibipolitics or obligations constrain the
government’s position on Turkish accession as Pothéavo-level game assumes.

The analysis revealed the decisive factors shatiiegcoalition parties’ position on
Turkey’'s entry into the EU. This way it also reweghlimportant information for Turkey on
how to use the new coalition government to its amterest of EU accession. Most of all,
Turkey should appeal to the FDP since it genemalfyports Turkey’'s EU aspirations. As their
party leader is the new minister for foreign aaifurkey’s government should use the
chance to encourage his support. Turkey can expsitive effects from convincing FDP
politicians that her efforts of democratization tione and stressing the economic importance
of her accession. Westerwelle is also likely toirfuenced by the US government which
could be persuaded by Turkey to speak in its favor.

Since the general opposition of the conservativegsais mainly based on the problems
of the integration of the Turkish community, Turkslyould try to positively influence the
integration efforts of the Turkish Muslims in Gemya Since a majority of German-Turks
favor Turkish EU membership and the voter grouprofkish-Germans is growing, in the
future the conservative parties may start appedbntipem too by softening their stance on
Turkey. But since the strongest positive effectluan CDU’s position on Turkish membership
is generated by Germany’s role in the EU, Turkeyusth remind the German leaders of their
special responsibility in European integration andtinue her good relations with Germany.

In conclusion it can be said that the coalition gyovnent cannot pursue a strong
coherent policy on Turkey’s EU accession and is txpected to continue the policy of the
former coalition government. There will not be cdete opposition to Turkey's EU
membership but the government will not play theerof an active supporter either. Turkey
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should especially appeal to the FDP to strengthen garty’s commitment to Turkey’s
accession and remind the CDU and CSU of Germamg&rriational role especially of its
obligations in the European Union.

The analysis has brought up the question of howhnmational governments feel bound
by EU decisions made by previous governments amd rhach influence issues of foreign
relations or international obligations can have amovernment’s positions on Turkey’s
accession to the EU or other EU issues. These iqnesshould be answered by future
research.
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