










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































made to ease restrictions on the use of the Kurdish language (CNNTurk, 2010).
Although the State of Emergency was completely abandoned in 2002, military forces
started to establish security zones and frequent checkpoints around some provinces in
Southeast Turkey (Uslu, 2008). In the Commission progress report of 2005, the
situation was described as “Turkey continues to adopt a restrictive approach to

minorities and cultural rights” (European Commission, 2005b).

In the period, the EU approach and domestic perceptions concerning the tensions in
Southeast Turkey have remained diverse. In the progress reports of 2006, 2007, 2008
and 2009, the Commission called on Turkey to find a peaceful solution to its terror
problem. In AP documents of 2006 and in progress reports, the EU considered the
Kurdish population as an ethnic minority. To end terrorism, it proposed the extension
of Kurdish cultural rights and liberties and the protection of human rights. The EU
also called for socio-economic and cultural development in Southeast Turkey as an

alternative to the use of law enforcement measures against the PKK.

On the contrary, the EU’s perception and proposals to end violence did not resonate
with domestic threat perceptions and selected policy instruments. The use of law
enforcement measures had been a top priority until 2010 to end tensions. On the
domestic level, it was considered that tension in Southeast Turkey is solely driven by
the PKK and its international alliance. In nationalist circles, the European states are
blamed for not taking necessary action against PKK members in Europe. It was
claimed that EU reforms and requests addressing the extension of ethnic, cultural and
political rights are actually targeted at weakening Turkey's national homogeneity and

the territorial integrity of the state (Polat, 2008: 78; Tocci, 2005: 76).

Turkey’s traditional approach to the Kurdish issue has started to change. For the first
time, in August 2005, the Justice and Development Party government under PM
Tayyip Erdogan identified the tensions in Southeast Turkey as the “Kurdish

Problem™ rather than exclusively calling the situation a matter of terrorism. He
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addressed cultural differences and the multicultural structure of Turkey (Milliyet,
2005b).

However, the Kemalist elites and political opposition groups, even some MP’s in the
Justice and Development Party, have voiced reservations on this definition and
insisted on identifying the tensions in Southeast Turkey as a “PKK problem”, a
“terror problem” or a “security issue” (Milliyet, 2005a). Opponents considered the
Government’s new approach to be a threat to the integrity of Turkey. Later, in a
MGK meeting declaration of August 2005, the terms “PKK terrorism” and “Kurdish
problem” were distinguished. In the MGK declaration, the protection of the unity of
Turkey and the fight against the PKK was declared to be the top priority of the state
(Milliyet, 2005a).

With the escalation of terrorist attacks since 2005, security institutions, mainly the
Turkish military, have started to raise concerns about the legal background of the
fight against terrorism. The military addressed the adoption requirements of the EU,
which was made in anti-terrorism law in 2003 and 2004 as drawbacks in the fight
against the PKK - and called for revisions (Hurriyet, 2006). In consequence, a bill
was passed by the Parliament in June 2006 to change the anti-terrorism law. The new
law introduced new restrictions on the media against terrorist propaganda. Besides,
the anti-terror law broadened the authority of security officials and toughened the
procedures for the offences committed during their enforcement duties to prevent
terrorism. The law eased procedures for the prosecution of terrorism offenders and
limited access to lawyers for the first 24 hours after their capture. In the new law,
only terrorist attacks against Turkey were considered as terrorism. Acts against third
countries and international organizations were excluded from the definition of

terrorism.

However, the restrictions on media and freedom of expression introduced by the new

anti-terror law raised criticism in the EU. The European Commission claimed that



the definition of propaganda crimes was not in line with the Council of Europe

Convention for the Prevention of Terrorism (European Commission, 2006b).

Along with implementation of counter terrorism against the PKK, the Government
introduced alternative measures to reduce tensions in Southeast Turkey. The state
television channel (TRT) and two private TV channels started broadcasting in
Kurdish in 2006. In 2009, the Turkish Higher Education Board permitted the opening

of a Kurdish education centre in a University in Mardin.

Additionally, the Government started its “Kurdish Initiative” or “Democratic
Initiative” in August 2009. In this regard, the PKK was called on to give up the
armed struggle through terrorist means. Members of the organisation who were not
involved any terrorist attack were granted parole if they handed their arms to the
security forces. Subsequently, 34 PKK members returned to Turkey from Northern

Iraq in October 2009 and were released without facing any prosecution (Sabah,
2009).

However, opposition parties, the military and the Kemalist elites have considered this
process and the release of PKK members as a compromise with the PKK. Later, by
the end of 2010, the democratic initiative slowed down due to high adaptation costs
at the domestic level. The Constitutional Court banned the pro-Kurdish Democratic
Society Party (DTP) in December 2009 on charges of having links with the PKK.
Also, two DTP MPs and thirty-seven party members were banned from politics

(Hurriyet, 2009).

Concerning international cooperation against the financing of terrorism, Turkey has
been party to all UN and Council of Europe anti-terrorism protocols in the period. In
January 2005, Turkey ratified the amending protocol of the European Convention on
the Suppression of Terrorism. Turkey then ratified the Council of Europe Convention
on the Financing of Terrorism in March 2007. Turkey's MASAK started to cooperate

with international organizations on the prevention of the financing of terrorism.
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In 2006, a twinning project on money laundering and the financing of terrorism was
begun with financial assistance from the EU. As a result, a law on preventing the
laundering of the proceedings of crime was passed in 2006. With revisions made in
the Turkish Criminal Code and anti-terror law in 2006, the financial sponsors of

terrorist groups became punishable as members of terrorist organisations.

On the other hand, international cooperation with the EU against the PKK has still
been very limited. Although the PKK was included in the EU list of terror
organisations in 2002, most of the measures to prevent PKK activities in Europe
proved ineffective (Renard, 2008). In many European states, the organisation was
able to engage in fund raising, propaganda, training and recruitment. The PKK-led
TV station 'Roj TV' has started broadcasting from Denmark in 2004 and maintained
its presence until now. Despite arrest warrants from Interpol, PKK members were
released after being detained in various European countries. Some prominent PKK
members such as the leaders of PKK European Branch Zubeyr Aydar, Remzi Kartal,
Sabri Ok, Nedim Seven, Muzaffer Ayata were allowed to be resident in European

countries (SABAH, 2011; Uslu, 2007: 167).

A 2008 report on the Coordination of Terrorism prepared by the US State
Department noted that the PKK operative, Riza Altun, was detained in Austria in
2007 but later released despite having fake documents, facing charges in France and
being subject to an extradition request from Turkey. Similarly, another key PKK
organizer, Remzi Kartal, travelling to Austria was not detained although he was
wanted by Interpol. Additionally, the PKK is known to have TV production studios

in Belgium. South Cyprus is used as a transit route to Europe for PKK members (US,

2008: 55).

In brief, despite the negotiation process that started between Turkey and the EU in
2005, Turkey's counter terrorism policy has contrasted with the conditions laid down

by the EU. Three factors have limited compliance with the EU requirements. First,
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adoption of the EU requirements has been costly for the decision makers of Turkey
with the resuming of PKK attacks at the end of 2004, Second, the credibility of
conditionality has declined because of political problems between Turkey and the
EU. The negotiation process was partially suspended and support for EU
membership declined at the domestic level. Third, the perception of Turkey in the
fight against terrorism and the EU approach had still differed. Although the PKK was
placed on the EU list of terrorist organisations in 2002, PKK members remained
active in Europe. Moreover in Turkey, the EU conditions on Turkey's counter
terrorism policy were still considered as threats against unity of the country.
Consequently, in anti-terrorism law 3713 restrictions were reintroduced to prevent
the glorification of terrorism. In Southeast Turkey, the military established security
zones and intensified operations along the Turkish-Iraqi border. In other words, the
EU approach and policy instruments for a solution to the tensions in Southeast

Turkey were not legitimised at the domestic level.

5.7. Conclusion
Since Turkey’s application for EU membership in 1987, Turkey’s counter terrorism

policy differed from the EU’s approach until 2010. Over the period, Turkey's
principal policy instrument has been to use law enforcement measures to end
tensions in Southeast Turkey. Turkey’s strategy throughout the period has also
included legal restrictions on fundamental liberties and cultural rights, and attempts
to control the PKK's political activities. Although Turkey has sometimes begun to
use softer instruments to end terrorism, violence and casualties have raised domestic

fears about territorial integrity of Turkey and led to the failure of the reform process.

In the period between 1987 and 1999, PKK terrorism reached high levels in Turkey.
In 1996 alone, nearly 3,000 people were killed because of terror-related events. In
response, Turkey implemented extreme measures on countering terrorism. In this
tumultuous period, terrorist attacks and counter measures against the PKK resulted in
breaches of human rights, unsolved murders, displacement of civilians and villages

and the killing of activists and journalists. Further to military measures, restrictions
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were introduced in the political field to tackle the legal aspects of the PKK. Two
Kurdish political parties were banned in 1993 and in 1994 because of alleged links

with the PKK. MPs from pro-Kurdish parties were detained and suspended from
political life.

At the same time, Turkey’s counter terrorism practices were subject to criticism in
the EU. Especially, the European Parliament frequently raised concerns on human
rights violations in Turkey and condemned Turkey’s tough counter terrorism strategy
over the 1990s. However, the pre-1999 EU demands carried little weight in Turkey,
as structural relations with the EU did not exist. The Customs Union Agreement of
1996 was the main mechanism through which the EU was able to put forward certain
requirements related to Turkey’s counter terrorism policy. However, due to a

shortage of incentives and credibility, the EU requirements were ineffective.

On the other hand, for the Turkish governments, adoption of the EU requirements on
countering terrorism was costly throughout the 1990s because of the PKK attacks
and high military casualties. Adoption of the EU requirements for changes in
Turkey’s counter terrorism policy were seen as inappropriate and was contested by
the military and state elites. Besides, the EU’s requirements had not been legitimised
at the domestic level because of the divergence between Turkish and EU perceptions
of the problem in Southeast Turkey which Turkey considered to be either an
underdevelopment problem or a security issue, whereas the EU perceived it as an

ethnic conflict.

Although Turkey used tough security measures as the sole instrument to end
terrorism, the EU asked for a balance between security measures and civil liberties.
In that sense, the EU has frequently emphasised the need for a political settlement,
the recognition of Kurdish cultural rights, respect for human rights and socio-
economic development to end terrorism. In consequence, since the necessary
conditions were lacking, Turkey did not comply with EU requirements between 1987

and 1999.



In the second period, structural relations started between Turkey and the EU. The EU
confirmed Turkey’s candidacy for EU membership in 1999. Conditions for Turkey's
accession were clarified through accession partnership documents and progress
reports. At the start of structured relations, delivery of financial assistance and

institutional links increased the credibility of the EU in Turkey.

After Turkey was granted candidate status in 1999, domestic support for EU
membership increased substantially. To start the accession negotiations, adoption of
the political conditions was seen as a necessary cost to be paid by Turkey. Therefore,
Turkish governments introduced eight reform packages before 2004 to meet these

EU political conditions.

Turkey's domestic adoption costs were further reduced in 1999 when the PKK
declared a unilateral ceasefire. After the capture of the PKK leader Ocalan, in 1999,
the PKK gave up the armed struggle until 2004. This ceasefire from 1999 to 2004

nourished assumptions in Turkey about the conclusion of separatist terrorism.

However, the EU and Turkey still had diverse perceptions between 1999 and 2005
concerning the tensions in Southeast Turkey. In Turkey, integrity of the state and
national homogeneity had been considered as core values to be protected against
external and internal threats. Therefore, domestic demands for the extension of
Kurdish cultural rights were considered as separatist propaganda and linked with the
PKK. On the contrary to Turkey's perception Accession Partnership documents and
Progress Reports of the EU had identified the tensions in Southeast Turkey as an
identity problem. Turkey's Kurdish population was classified as an ethnic minority

that should enjoy its own culture, liberties, and language.

Consequently, despite high EU credibility and relatively low adoption costs, Turkey
did not comply with the EU requirements on countering terrorism. Turkish decision

makers had been wary of the effect on counter terrorism measures of easing
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restrictions on cultural rights and broadening liberties. The EU proposals to find a
peaceful solution to PKK activities were rejected by Turkey because of their

different approaches. Concurrently, transposition of the reform packages in domestic

politics had remained limited.

In the third period, between 2005 and 2010, political debate in the EU on Turkey’s
accession increased uncertainty at the domestic level. Furthermore, due to the
isolation of the North Cypriot Community, Turkey refused to open Turkish harbours
to Cypriot vessels. Subsequently, in 2006, the EU partially suspended negotiations
with Turkey leading to a decline in the credibility of the EU conditionality.

In addition to low credibility, adaptation costs increased because of the resumption of
the PKK attacks since the end of 2004. The PKK attacks and the rise in military
casualties increased domestic reactions against the EU requirements. Therefore, the
use of law enforcement measures remained as the principal instrument for the

protection of the integrity of Turkey.
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6. The impact of the EU on combating drugs in Turkey

6.1. Introduction

Today, consumption of illicit drugs' is not only perceived as a problem which affects
the living conditions of individuals but is also considered as a security threat which
leads to an increase in criminal activity. Increasing demand for narcotic substances
triggers both manufacturing and trafficking of drugs. Therefore, contemporary drug
policies exploit a comprehensive approach, which targets the demand and supply of
drugs simultaneously. In other words, existing national drug policies cover social and

criminal aspects of drug abuse to tackle the problem effectively.

However, the cross-border nature of drug trafficking and widespread consumption of
drugs entails not only national efforts but also international cooperation.
Coordination of national efforts appears as a condition for tackling this global
phenomenon. It is widely accepted that compatible national drug policies of different
states is likely to increase the efficiency of national measures and international

cooperation against drugs (European Council, 2008b).

Meanwhile, the UN performs the leading role in tackling the drug problem
worldwide. UN Conventions and institutions in the fight against drugs help to
develop a common approach between the national drug policies of states in different
regions. UN Conventions on drugs oblige signatory states to develop national
policies against drugs and lay down a set of instruments to be used for controlling the

manufacture and trade of licit drugs and the criminalisation of illicit traffic.

In addition to the UN, the EU performs an important role for the development of
compatible drug policies in Europe. To reduce drug demand and supply, the EU

provisions provide a basis for the alignment of national drug policies between

" In this paper, the term of “drugs™ is used for any of the illicit narcotic substances whether natural or
synthetic.
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member states. The EU drug policy also envisages the alignment of criminal law
against the illicit traffic, manufacturing and trading of drugs, the monitoring of the
trade in psychotropic substances and the mobilization of law enforcement
cooperation. Additionally, EU drug strategies and drug action plans aim to
coordinate activities to increase the effectiveness of national and the EU-level

policies within Justice and Home Affairs.

The EU action on drugs not only pursues cooperation between member states but
also influences third countries. Particularly, in candidate states, alignment with the
EU drug policy and international cooperation against drugs are counted as one of the
key priorities in the pre-accession period. Candidate states are required to comply
with the EU acquis for harmonization of definitions of offences and criminal
procedures and to tackle the social aspects of the drug problem. Candidate states are
also required to create certain institutional structures for strengthening international

cooperation in the fight against drugs.

Thus, the EU set up conditionality to pursue compliance during the accession
process. Accession partnerships, progress reports and incentives underpin the
alignment of candidate states. In order to mediate domestic policy transition, the EU
uses various instruments including financial and technical aid, monitoring

mechanisms, appointment of liaison officers and twinning programmes.

Based on the above developments, this chapter analyses the conditions for adoption
of the EU policy in combating drugs in Turkey. Like the previous two chapters the
study employs four mediating factors. To give a thorough understanding about the
conditions for adoption of the EU requirements in combating drugs, domestic
developments were analysed through control of “determinacy of the EU
requirements”, “credibility of conditionality”, “domestic adoption costs™ and

“convergence of threat perceptions™.
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To begin with, the analysis outlines a conceptual framework for the conditions of the
impact of the EU in combating drugs. It then extracts the dynamics in the EU in the
fight against drugs and domestic conditions in Turkey. Finally, the study investigates
the outcome of the EU’s requirements with reference to three different periods

between 1987 and 2010.

6.2. Conditions shaping the impact of the EU in combating drugs
in Turkey

The determinants of the policy transition in Turkey are classified under two
categories: External (EU-level) factors and domestic conditions. In this regard,
“Determinacy of the EU requirements” and “Credibility of conditionality” are
categorized as EU-level factors. On the other hand, domestic factors that have an
impact on policy transition are counted as “adoption costs™ and “the convergence of

threat perceptions between Turkey and the EU”.

Determinacy of the EU requirements
The EU started to determine accession conditionality for Turkey in combating drugs

after it became recognized as a candidate state in 1999. Relations before 1999 had
aimed to develop a liberal market economy in Turkey and to facilitate mutual trade

between the EU and Turkey.

The external features of JHA and internal security cooperation with non-member
states were not considered as objectives under JHA. In 1998, alignment of candidate
states under JHA was included in accession conditionality of CEECs for the first
time (Mitsilegas et al., 2003: 130). Later, in the Tampere meeting conclusions of
October 1999, the Council addressed the necessity of internal security cooperation
with third states under JHA. It emphasized the harmonization of internal and external

security policies and stronger external action to tackle internal security threats.

After Turkey was granted EU candidacy in 1999, the European Council endorsed the
first Accession Partnership (AP) in 2001 and determined a framework to be adopted
by Turkey for its alignment with EU drug policy. Later, in 2003, 2006 and in 2008
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the European Council endorsed additional APs for Turkey and determined short- and
medium-term membership conditions. In the AP documents, the EU required the
reinforcement of administrative capacity to adopt, implement and manage the EU
acquis on drug trafficking as part of the fight against drugs (European Council, 2001,
2003a; European Council, 2006; European Council, 2008a). After 1999, the
European Commission started to issue Progress Reports. In these annual reports, the
Commission further clarified EU conditionality on drugs and addressed requirements

for compliance with the EU drug policy in Turkey.

Under JHA, accession conditionality in combating drugs establishes a threefold
agenda for applicant states. First, the EU requires adoption of the EU acquis in the
fight against drugs. The EU acquis on drugs comprehends both drug supply and
demand-reduction measures including framework decisions, joint actions, counter
drug strategies, programmes and drug action plans. In addition to the legal provisions
of the EU, international drug conventions ratified by the EU are considered to be part
of the EU acquis. Thus, the EU particularly asks for ratification of the 1961, 1971
and 1988 UN Drug Conventions and other relevant international conventions as a

condition of compliance with the EU anti-drug policy.

Second, the EU demands the establishment of adequate administrative
infrastructures, which are capable of implementing the EU acquis in the fight against
drugs. Conditionality on the development of administrative structures underlines the
establishment of new institutions, management systems and coordination
mechanisms to maintain cooperation against drugs trafficking in Europe. In this
‘regard, administrative structures are required to be capable of implementing the EU
acquis and undertaking operational cooperation with EU agencies and member state

institutions (European Commission, 2005b).

Third, the EU asks for the development of international cooperation between EU
institutions and national agencies in the fight against drugs. Conditionality obliges

states to establish institutional links between domestic institutions and EU agencies
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for involvement in EU activities on demand and supply reduction. Therefore, the EU
asks for participation in the activities of the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs
and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA) and establishment of a national focal point on
drugs. At the domestic level, accession states are required to coordinate national
efforts on demand-reduction, supply-reduction and rehabilitation through appropriate
national coordinating institutions. National law enforcement agencies are required to
cooperate with EU member state institutions against cross-border drug trafficking

through strategic or operational agreement with Europol and member state

institutions.

Credibility of conditionality

In Turkey, candidacy for EU membership had been an important factor in increasing
the credibility of EU conditionality since 1999 (Schimmelfennig et al., 2005; 42;
Keyman et al., 2007: 71). In the Helsinki Council of 1999, the EU formally declared
Turkey as a candidate state for EU accession and allowed it to benefit from pre-
accession financial assistance and to join EU programmes and agencies (European

Council, 1999a).

This decision received positive responses as it strengthened EU membership
expectancy in Turkey and acted as an incentive for Turkey to adopt EU drug policy
after 1999. Intensifying interactions between Turkey and the EU and the delivery of
financial assistance gave credibility to membership conditionality between 1999 and

2005.

Delivery of financial assistance and institutional links with the EU agehcies against
drugs also increased the EU's credibility. At the start of structured relations, the EU
allocated pre-accession financial assistance to Turkey to support the foundation of
the Turkish National Focal Point to the EMCDDA and to adopt a national strategy in
the fight against drugs (CFCU, 2002). These membership links between EMCDDA

and Turkey's National Focal Point allowed Turkey to join community programmes in
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combating drugs. Europol also concluded a strategic cooperation agreement with
Turkey in 2004.

However, the credibility of the EU conditionality started to decline in Turkey after
2005. The opening of negotiations in 2005 initiated a debate in the EU over the side
effects of Turkey accession. Opponents of Turkey’s membership put forward the
absorption capacity of the EU as an obstacle to Turkey becoming a new member
state, although this had not been raised as a problem before the commencement of
negotiations with Turkey. It was argued that Turkey’s extensive borders, population
and cultural differences would be injurious to the EU’s economy and security
(Kirisci, 2007: 8). This was compounded by Cyprus' EU membership and the
isolation of the Turkish-Cypriots raised questions about the EU’s fairness to Turkey.
Turkish decision-makers and the country's elites began to criticize the EU for its

unequal treatment of Turkey.

Domestic adaptation costs
Compliance with EU drugs policy does not imply high adaptation costs for Turkey.

The absence of adoption costs and domestic resistance to combating drugs are
attributed to two main factors. First, Turkey’s membership of EMCDDA has been an
opportunity for Turkey to intensify its institutional relationship with the EU.
Institutional links created new opportunity structures for Turkish administrative
bodies to take a part in international initiatives on drugs. A senior official in the

Ministry of the Interior claimed that,

“Institutional links with the EU agencies is valuable to advance
enforcement against illicit trafficking and manufacturing in Turkey. The
EU assistance, strategic and operational cooperation agreements with EU
agencies helps administrative capacity development and improves the
effectiveness of Turkish institutions in the fight against drugs. All in all,
the relations with the EU contribute to the internal security of Turkey™

(Interview#1, 2009).
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Second, the interactions with the EU and adoption of the EU requirements were seen
as an opportunity to strengthen the internal security of Turkey. In that sense, the EU
financial assistance, twinning projects and training seminars held between EU
member state agencies and Turkish authorities minimize the number of opponents in
Turkey to veto its new drug policy. Particularly, after adoption of the EU 2000-2004
action plan on drugs and the 2003 action plan for collaboration between the EU and
the Western Balkan and candidate countries (Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey),
various seminars, workshops and study visits on demand and supply reduction took

place with participation of officials in Turkey and in EU member states.
An official in the Turkish Ministry of the Interior claimed that,

“relations with the EU are constructive as they strengthen the internal
security of Turkey. Study visits, training seminars and other interactions
with the EU member state agencies are helpful for exchange of best
practices. Officials in Turkish institutions are benefiting from these
programmes to advance technical and practical capabilities in the fight
against drugs. Furthermore, information exchange, sharing best practices
between national agencies and member state institutions facilitates
international cooperation and the number of controlled delivery

operations for drug seizures™ (Interview#6, 2010).

Convergence of threat perceptions: Domestic resonance and
legitimacy of EU approach
The convergence of Turkish and EU perceptions in combating drugs increases the

likelihood of the adoption of the EU requirements in Turkey. Although Turkey uses
slightly different problem-solving approaches, both Turkey and the EU perceive
drugs as a particular problem for both public health and security. Shared internal
security objectives and common threat perceptions legitimized the EU policy and

requirements among Turkish decision-makers and officials in public institutions.
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Common threat perception with the EU and the legitimacy of EU drug policy in
Turkey rests upon three reasons. First, it is perceived in Turkey that drug abuse and
addiction are potential threats to the community. According to Turkish public
opinion, drug addiction is a serious health problem and source of social disorder
(TUBIM, 2007b). Therefore, it is considered an important duty of the state and non-

governmental organisations to tackle addiction and the underlying reasons for drug

abuse.

The Turkish constitution of 1982 obliges governments to determine policies for
maintaining social order and to protect the community from bad tendencies,
including drugs. Article 58 of the constitution regards drug addiction as damaging to
the community. The constitution specifically emphasizes youth as a target group for
drug addiction and obliges governments to take all necessary actions against drugs.
In Article 58 of the constitution, it is stated that —...The State shall take relevant
measures to protect young people from alcohol and drug addiction, from criminal
activities, gambling and similar vicious practices and habits as well as illiteracy”
(Constitution, 1982). The Constitution goes on to oblige governments to enhance the
state's problem-solving capacities against drug demand. In this regard, the EU’s
problem-solving approach to the drug problem is seen to be appropriate for meeting
Turkey's domestic needs and policy challenges. Domestic policy objectives on drugs
legitimize the adoption of EU drug policy and alignment with EU administrative

structures.

Second, due to its geographical proximity to Europe and Asia, Turkey has been a
transit country for illicit drug trafficking activities. Turkey straddles the so-called
“Balkan Route” which is used for transferring drugs produced in Afghanistan to
Western Europe (Europol, 2008: 39). The particularly mountainous terrain on the
borders of Southeast Turkey facilitates smuggling of narcotic substances through the
[ranian and Iraqi borders. International and Turkish-based organised crime groups

take a big share in trafficking heroin to Europe (Paoli et al., 2008: 26). In 2007, over
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two tons of heroin, nearly six million synthetic drug tablets and thirteen thousand

litres of psychotropic substances were seized on Turkish territory (KOM, 2007).

Terrorist organizations in Turkey, such as the PKK also use drug trafficking to get
financial support for their activities. Primarily, the PKK uses the “Balkan Route” as a
transit destination for trafficking heroin to Europe. Turkish migrants and Kurdish
-refugees in European countries are used as bases for trafficking narcotic substances
(Pek et al., 2007: 146-148; Robins, 2005). In Europe, low socio-economic status and
cultural marginalization motivate immigrants to become involved in drug trafficking.
Kin-based relationships between members of organised crime groups and the
difficulty of translation from the Turkish and Kurdish languages make enforcement

problematic for European security agencies (Paoli et al., 2008: 24)

Third, for over a decade, Turkey was involved in international initiatives for the fight
against drugs in its region. Relations with the UN and neighbouring countries in
combating drugs developed recognition about drug-related crimes and international
security cooperation among Turkish officials (Interview#3, 2009). Primarily, Turkey
intensified interactions with the EU after 2001 and set up institutional links on the
fight against cross-border trafficking and drug abuse. With the allocation of pre-
accession financial assistance for institution-building and capacity-development,
Turkish officials became involved in training seminars, workshops and mutual visits
with their counterparts in the EU member states. These activities have led to a
learning process among Turkish officials and legitimized the EU drug policy in

Turkey.

It is claimed by an official at European Commission that,

“Twinning projects have been the most useful instrument to line up
domestic policies of applicant states in combating drugs. The official
from beneficiary countries is able to become aware of the EU policies

through direct interactions with the contractor member state officials.
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Through mission reports of the officials, the EU is able to monitor
domestic developments very closely. In that sense results of the twinning

projects are excellent” (Interview#10, 2011).

[n addition to interactions with the EU, Turkey’s long-standing cooperation with the
UN in the fight against drugs increases the likelihood of international cooperation in
Turkey. In 2000, Turkey set up the Turkish International Academy against Drugs and
Organised Crime (TADOC) with UN financial assistance. Meanwhile, in cooperation
with the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), Turkish police
provide training seminars to domestic institutions and neighbouring countries to
tackle drug trafficking and organised crime. Lengthy cooperation with the UN
ensures Turkish officials' readiness for international security cooperation against

drugs (Interview#1, 2009).

On the other hand, from the EU’s point of view, cooperation with Turkey and other
applicant countries is perceived as important for the fight against the illegal supply of
drugs in Europe. Particularly, due to its geographical position on the “Balkan Route™,
internal security cooperation with Turkey against drug trafficking is considered as
crucial to prevent drug supply in to Europe. A communication on the Commission's

relations with Turkey on drugs asserted that,

“the Commission is concentrating its efforts on producing and transit countries
and regions [sic] and in particular on the two main trafficking routes to the EU:
the heroin route from Afghanistan to the EU via Central Asia, Iran, the
Caucasus, Turkey, Eastern Europe and the Balkans: .... the Commission
should seek out, within existing ceilings, new sources of funding for co-
operation with Turkey and include co-operation on drugs issues in the

forthcoming drafting of the Accession Partnership™ (European Commission,

2004c¢).
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6.3. The EU approach in combating drugs

Development of a legal basis of the EU drug policy dates back to a Council decision
in 1990 on the ratification of the 1988 'United Nations Convention against [llicit
Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances'. With ratification of the
convention, the EU committed to take the necessary legislative and administrative

measures against illicit traffic in narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances in the
EU.

Subsequently, to stimulate compliance with the UN convention, the European
Council adopted a regulation in December 1990 and called on member states to take
the necessary monitoring measures including documenting, recording, pre-export
notification and labelling against the illicit trade of psychotropic substances. Member
states were also called on to maintain a coordination system and to deliver sanctions

against illicit trade (European Council, 1990).

As in the early 1990s, the EU has served as a catalyst for the implementation of the
provisions of UN conventions in Europe. So far, UN conventions and activities have
inspired the EU drug strategies and development of the EU-level measures in
combating drugs. The UN policies are emulated and international conventions on
drugs are considered as the part of acquis linked with the EU drug policy (Lavenex et
al., 2009; 94). Corresponding with the UN and Council of Europe conventions, the
EU provisions endorsed by the European Council, place duties on states for
controlling and criminalizing the manufacture, trade and traffic in illicit drugs in the

EU.

Combating illicit drugs has been a specific policy domain with entry into force of the
Treaty of Maastricht in 1993. In the Treaty, the drug issue was linked with public
health and the Third Pillar. Treaty Article 129, under Public Health, called on
member states to take common action against drug addiction. Additionally, Article
K.l under JHA counted combating drug addiction as one of the security objectives of

the European Community. Article K.1 also underlined the need for police
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cooperation and information-exchange between member states against trafficking

drugs (Treaty of Maastricht, 1993).

To tackle drug trafficking in Europe, an agreement signed between EU member
states established the Europol Drugs Unit in 1993, which was the initial model of
Europol. Soon after, each member state was asked to send liaison officers to the
headquarters of the Europol Drugs Unit (EDU) and establish a contact office in The
Hague. Liaison officials were authorized to exchange information between each
other when necessary. After the formation of Europol Drugs Unit and the liaison
offices in The Hague, internal security collaboration between national law
enforcement agencies of the EU member states were increased. EDU and liaison
officers began to practise information exchange, not only on drug trafficking but also
on various other types of cross-border crime such as, terrorism, organised crime,

human trafficking and fraud.

In the period until 1999, drug demand and drug supply were considered as separate
policy areas under JHA and the public health policy. Corresponding with the Public
health provisions of the Treaty of Maastricht, the Commission prepared a drug
strategy in 1994, which determined EU-level objectives and priorities for preventing
drug dependence for the period 1995-1999. This strategy exclusively focused on
demand reduction and did not touch upon the illicit manufacturing, trade or traffic of
drugs. Concerning demand-reduction, the 1995-1999 EU Drug Strategy aimed to
raise awareness in member states of the use of synthetic and natural drugs. To
prevent drug addiction, drug-related mortality and diseases, the strategy proposed the
use of counselling and social support services. For achieving its objectives, it called
for the use of community programmes, policies and instruments for improving public
awareness in the member states. At the international level, the strategy also required
cooperation with the Council of Europe, the United Nations and non-member
countries, including European Free Trade Association (EFTA) and Central Eastern

European countries (European Commission, 1994).
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On the other hand, in the fight against drug supply, until 1999, the European Council
endorsed individual provisions rather than preparing an overall strategy. For
increasing the effectiveness of the enforcement of the law against drugs, the Council
adopted a joint action in November 1996, which delivered an information exchange
mechanism between member states on new types of illicit drugs. In this joint action,
member states were called on to exchange technical information on seizures of drugs
including chemical specifications, physical dimensions, and type and quantity with
the Europol Drug Unit designated as the transmitting channel for information

(European Council, 1996a).

Furthermore, in a joint action of 1996, the European Council underlined the
implementation of the provisions of the UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs of
1961, as amended by the 1972 Protocol, the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic
Substances and the 1988 Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substances, as the basis for member states' national legislation against
drugs. In the joint action, member states were called on to impose serious sentences
for illicit drug trafficking and illicit cultivation of narcotic plants (European Council,

1996b).

With the entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1999, the JHA policy, has
entered a new phase. The Treaty emphasized an enhanced internal security regime to
generate a free and safe EU zone and initiated an *Area of Freedom, Security and
Justice’. In this context, law enforcement cooperation between member states was
intensified to “provide citizens with a high level of safety within an area of freedom,
security and justice”. I[n the treaty, the fight against illicit drug traffic was counted
one of the objectives to maintain internal security within the EU. Unlike the Treaty
of Maastricht, the Amsterdam Treaty emphasized the implementation of minimum
rules and sentences in the national criminal law of member states. Article K.3 of the
treaty described this issue as “adopting measures establishing minimum rules relating
to the constituent elements of criminal acts and to penalties in the fields of organised

crime, terrorism and illicit drug trafficking™ (Treaty of Amsterdam, 1997).
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In December 1999, a new drug strategy was prepared by the Commission for the
period of 2000-2004 and endorsed by the JHA Council. Unlike previous drug
strategies, the 2000-2004 drug strategy considered demand- and supply-reduction
simultaneously. The Council also underlined the use of EMCDDA and Europol to

achieve these objectives.

The EU’s 2000-2004 drug strategy was based on the principles of both the Treaty of
Amsterdam and the political declaration of the United Nations General Assembly
Twentieth Special Session on Drugs (UNGASS) held in June 1998. Corresponding
with this declaration, drug strategy espoused a “global, multidisciplinary. integrated
and balanced” approach for delivering proposed objectives against drugs. In this
regard, demand and supply reduction were seen as mutually reinforcing elements.
Along with the UNGASS declaration, the strategy underlined the promotion of
international cooperation and support for the UN and UNDCP efforts against illicit
drugs. Under the provisions of the Treaty of Amsterdam, the EU drug strategy 2000-
2004 highlighted cooperation between member states and the use of law enforcement
measures. It also called for common action on judicial cooperation and the adoption
of minimum measures in national criminal legislation and cooperation between
national customs and law enforcement authorities against illicit drug trafficking. For
demand reduction, it addressed the use of social initiatives. Moreover, the, strategy
pointed to the drug problem as a major priority for the EU’s external action to

support its Justice and Home Affairs policy (European Council, 1999b).

With the adoption of the “EU Action Plan on Drugs” by the Feira Council of June
2000, relations with candidate countries in combating drugs came to the agenda of
the EU. In the Council declaration, the EU became dedicated to intensifying
cooperation with candidate states against cross-border security problems. It was
acknowledged in the declaration that the EU should achieve and support cooperation
with candidate countries in various policy fields, including the fight against drugs.

Concurrently, the drug action plan underlined the alignment of candidate states with
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the EU drug policy. It called on the Commission to assist candidate countries'
development of national drug policies. The Commission was called on to negotiate

with candidate states to allow them to participate in the work of EMCDDA
(European Council, 2000b).

Afterwards, the “Action plan on collaboration against drugs between the EU and
countries of the Western Balkans and Candidate countries (Bulgaria, Romania and
Turkey)” was endorsed by the JHA Council of June 2003. The EU action plan
proposed the adoption of EU practices and the development of national drug
strategies in applicant countries. Candidate states were also invited to participate in

the work of EMCDDA.

Under the action plan, the development of strategic plans and national institutions
against drugs were given as central objectives. The use of financial assistance
programmes was recommended for capacity-development and institution-building.
Member states and the Commission also called for the drawing up of cooperation
agreements with applicant states. The action plan highlighted the establishment of
national focal points in candidate states for cooperation with EMCDDA. It also
addressed operational and strategic information exchange for law enforcement
cooperation, the improvement of cross-border security measures and the use of
controlled delivery operations against cross-border drug trafficking (European

Council, 2003b).

As a part of the continuing progress in internal security co-operation between
member states, in November 2004, the European Council endorsed The Hague
Programme for strengthening the internal security of the EU. In this programme,
illicit drugs were labelled as a primary security threat along with terrorism,
immigration and organised crime. The measures adopted within the Hague
Programme included a list of actions for the development of coordination
mechanisms between member states for achieving internal security objectives for the

period between 2005 and 2009 (European Council, 2004b).
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In the Hague programme, the EU’s current drug strategy “The European Strategy on
Drugs” of December 2004 was endorsed for the period between 2005 and 2012. The
strategy considers illicit drugs as a problem to be addressed at the international-level.
Therefore, the strategy points to the coordination of national initiatives against drugs
in the EU. It calls on member states to coordinate their efforts around the same
objectives. The European Strategy on Drugs sets out its purposes around two
policies: “demand reduction” and “supply reduction™. Also related with these two
policies, it emphasizes two crosscutting themes: “international cooperation™ and

“information, research and evaluation” (European Council, 2004a).

Corresponding with the 2005-2012 Drug Strategy, the European Council adopted
two Drug Action Plans for the periods 2005-2008 and 2009-2012. In these, the
implementation deadlines were listed to achieve concrete results against drugs.
Member states were called on to adopt national strategies and action plans in line
with EU drug strategy. In order to prevent drug addiction, comprehensive and
effective prevention programmes were recommended to be conducted for target
groups in schools, communities and NGOs. For supply reduction, criminal and
judicial cooperation between member states through Europol, Eurojust and external
relations with third countries were emphasized. For joint operations and information
exchange, member states and Europol were invited to develop joint investigation
teams against drug trafficking groups. For international cooperation, member states
and the Commission were called on to promote the EU’s approach against drugs and
to support third-countries in their efforts against drugs. Therefore, Commission was
called on to develop mutual relations and agreements with third countries on drugs

(European Council, 2005b).

6.4. Domestic dynamics of Turkey in the fight against drugs
So far, Turkey has ratified most of the key international drug conventions aiming to

control production, diversion and illicit trafficking of drugs worldwide.

Corresponding with the national dynamics of Turkey, a range of policy instruments
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were adopted in Turkey to regulate licit poppy manufacturing, to prohibit drug
trafficking and to control the abuse of narcotic drugs. To that end, Turkish drug
policy gives preference to both national objectives deriving from domestic dynamics
and to its international commitments linked with the conventions. With respect to its
international commitments and domestic priorities, Turkey’s drug policy can be
categorized under three main issue areas: Legal manufacturing of drugs, counter
efforts against illicit manufacturing and trafficking and the fight against drug

addiction.

Turkey has been a poppy producing country for many decades; indeed it is one of the
largest licensed poppy producer countries in the world (Mansfield, 2001: 6).
Annually, Turkish farmers cultivate nearly 60 tons of opium under supervision of the
state. Farmers are certified for licit poppy production and monitored through strict
formal mechanisms. With respect to international requirements, each year TMO
licenses nearly 100,000 farmers in 13 provinces of Turkey for poppy cultivation.
Raw plants are then processed by the state for medical purposes or exported to the

US, Japan and Western European countries (TMO, 2009).

A formal agency, the so-called Turkish Grain Marketing Board (TMO) under the
Ministry of Agriculture carries out the licensing procedures for cultivation. Raw
products are bought by TMO and processed or exported under the control of the
Ministry of Health (Council of Ministers, 1987, 1988).

On the other hand, due to its geographical location between the East and the West,
Turkey has been used as an active destination for the trafficking of illicit drugs.
International and Turkish organised crime groups smuggle Afghan opium across the
Iranian, Syrian and Iraqi borders to Turkey where it is processed into heroin in

clandestine laboratories in Southeast Turkey (Europol, 2008: 21).

In addition to organised crime groups, the PKK deals with drugs trafficking in

European countries and in Turkey for financing its activities (Pek et al., 2007: 146).
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According to official seizure reports of 2008, 353 narco-terrorism operations were

conducted linked with members of the PKK and 794 individuals were detected with
50kg of heroin being seized (KOM, 2008).

Turkey's current administrative structure for anti-drugs-trafficking enforcement
comprises three different law enforcement institutions under the Ministry of the
Interior. The Turkish Police Organization or so called Directorate General of
Security (EGM) is the main agency responsible for the fight against trafficking of
drugs in Turkey. In rural areas and around the coast, the Gendarmerie and the

Coastguard Command, perform their respective enforcement duties in coordination

with the EGM.

The EGM, under the Ministry of the Interior, is the central institution for the
implementation of national policies. Under the EGM, the Anti-Smuggling and
Organised Crime Division (KOM), founded in Ankara in 1980, specialises in
fighting organised crime and drug trafficking. Under the KOM, the Narcotic Crimes
Department performs enforcement duty against illicit manufacturing and trafficking
of drugs. This department has branches in 81 provinces of Turkey with
approximately 1,100 officers (KOM, 2006).

At the international level, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC)
1s an important partner for Turkey in tackling drug trafficking in its neighbourhood.
A joint initiative by UNODC and the Turkish Government provided a cooperation
programme through which the United Nations supported TADOC. This five-year
joint project aimed to enhance regional cooperation with Turkey's neighbours
through law enforcement training. The project was completed in three stages
between 2000 and 2003. In the first phase, TADOC was founded as a training
institution with technical and administrative capacity. In the academy, four research
centres were established to analyse new enforcement techniques for specific crime
types. In the second and third phases of the programme, various training programmes

were executed through research centres (UNODC, 2000).
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Meanwhile, TADOC sustains training programmes with Turkey's neighbouring
countries for the suppression of illicit production, abuse and smuggling of drugs and
narcotic substances. TADOC's activities aim to provide training to the beneficiary
countries and to share best practices in the field of combating drugs and organised
crime. In this regard, research centres of the academy analyse theoretical and
practical information to develop new strategies for law enforcement. Training
programmes also aim to intensify cross-border dialogue between officers of Turkey
and the countries of the region against cross-border crime. Programmes are prepared
for the law enforcement officers of neighbouring countries on a regional basis. They
are offered to Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO) states, members of the
Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) group, OSCE, the Balkan States and to
other countries that have mutual agreements with Turkey on the prevention of drugs
and organised crime. Since 2000, TADOC has organised nearly 30 training seminars
for enforcement officers from different countries. Between 2000 and 2008, 179
training seminars were organised for 2,382 participants from 58 countries (KOM,

2008).

In terms of international law enforcement cooperation, the KOM under the EGM
conducts cross-border law enforcement cooperation with neighbouring countries
against international drug trafficking. Through bilateral agreements, Turkey conducts
joint operations and controlled-delivery operations at an international-level. In
addition, through liaison officers, information exchange and joint operations are also
performed with states in Europe and Central Asia. In this regard, in 1999 Turkey
signed a cooperation agreement with countries from South-eastern Europe which
established the South-eastern Europe Cooperative Initiative (SECI) against
transnational crime in the region. In order to tackle illicit drug trafficking, SECI
members established a task force. Thus, the drug trafficking task force delivers law
enforcement cooperation through liaison officers of member states. Meanwhile,
Turkey has two liaison officers appointed from national police and customs

authorities to serve at SECI headquarters in Romania.
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By 2008, 59 foreign liaison officers from 25 countries were serving in Turkey for
cross-border cooperation. Turkey has a total of five liaison officers in other countries
including Germany, Holland, Denmark, the UK and Uzbekistan (KOM, 2008;
TUBIM, 2007b). In Turkey, as a result of information exchange with other countries,
116 joint operations were executed against drug trafficking groups between 2003 and
2007. In 2007 alone, 47 joint operations were performed with the US, Germany,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Holland, the UK, Spain, Poland, Romania, Slovenia, Iran,
Kazakhstan, Hungary, Macedonia, Norway, Serbia, Saudi Arabia and Ukraine
through information exchange. Additionally, since the adoption of controlled-
delivery regulation in Turkey, Turkish law enforcement authorities conducted 77
controlled-delivery operations between 1997 and 2007 in cooperation with different

countries (KOM, 2007).

Another aspect of the drug policy in Turkey focuses on demand reduction. In Turkey,
illicit drug consumption and addiction are widely perceived as a serious habit and a
threat against society, although there is no widespread use of illicit drugs (Robins,
2008: 633). According to Turkish public opinion, it is believed that drug abuse may
cause social disorders and serious health problems. Therefore, it is considered an
important duty of the state and NGOs to tackle addiction and the underlying reasons
for drug abuse. Attributed to the perception, the Turkish Constitution of 1982 obliges
governments to enhance the problem-solving capacities of the state to combat drug

demand (Constitution 1982).

In Turkey, state and voluntary organizations emphasize the harmful effects of
addictive substances through various awareness activities to protect at-risk groups
including youths, students and less-educated populations. A range of public
institutions in Turkey are involved in the fight against drug addiction. To increase
awareness in Turkey of drug addiction, the Ministry of Education, Turkish Radio and

Television (TRT), the Ministry of Health and the Directorate General for Security

conduct projects.
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The Turkish National Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction (TUBIM)
works under the EGM as a coordinating institution. TUBIM’s duties can be
categorized into two groups. First, at national-level, it is the institution coordinating
national demand-reduction activities against drugs. It has focal points in 25 public
institutions in Turkey including the Family Research Agency (AAK), the Ministry of
Health, the Under-secretary of Customs, the Turkish Radio Television Agency
(TRT), the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of the Interior, the Gendarmerie, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ankara University, the Turkey Statistics Agency, the
State Planning Agency, the Secretariat General for EU Affairs (ABGS) and the
Directorate General for Security (EGM). The institutional focal points of TUBIM for
the coordination and exchange of information on drug-related issues are appointed by
each institution from among their own staff. There are also focal points of TUBIM in
81 provinces of Turkey. Officers of TUBIM participate in local awareness activities

for demand reduction, such as conferences, panels and seminars in coordination with

the Ministry of Education (TUBIM, 2007c¢).

The second duty of TUBIM has an international aspect. It functions as Turkey's
national focal point of the EMCDDA. Through a data-transfer system, it supplies
information to the EMCDDA about Turkey's 'risk and struggle' profile on drugs
(TUBIM, 2007c). In order to transmit data to EMCDDA, a computer system, the so-
called REITOX network, was established in the institution with EU assistance.
TUBIM obtains data from national institutions through institutional focal points and
then transfers it to EMCDDA on a regular basis. Data provided includes risk groups,
drug-related deaths, rehabilitation results, ratio of drug addiction to the general

population, etc. (TBMM, 2008).
TUBIM also engages in EU initiatives on behalf of Turkey. Annually, it issues a

national situation report in combating drugs in Turkey. The report outlines Turkey's

'risk and struggle' profile against drugs based on data received from domestic
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institutions such as the Ministry of Health, the Under-secretariat for Customs and the

Directorate General for Security (TUBIM, 2006b).

6.5. Accession conditionality concerning the fight against drugs
in Turkey

Requirements of the EU within the context of drugs policy include implementation
of the acquis and coordination with the EU institutions simultaneously. The EU
acquis in this field does not identify any administrative structure for national focal
points. However, to be able to conduct information exchange on drugs through
EMCDDA and Europol, national focal points and enforcement agencies are required
to have adequate administrative and technical capacity. Candidate countries are
required to set up adequate administrative capacity for fight against drug-related

crimes and for co-operation with member states (European Commission, 2005a).

The EU began to determine accession conditionality for Turkey in combating drugs
after it became a candidate state in 1999. A JHA expert mission to Turkey in
September 2000 was the EU’s first concrete step to identify conditionality on drugs.
The assessment report of the mission pointed to institutional deficits in Turkey and
addressed the reorganization and modernization of administrative structures to
strengthen the fight against drug trafficking. The report underlined the need for
coordination between domestic agencies at national-level. It suggested establishing a
specific administrative structure to coordinate domestic policies on demand and
supply reduction. The mission report also recommended cooperation with the EU
agencies and the establishment of a mini-Dublin group for coordination of

international efforts at the global level (Maffre, 2001: 45).

Accompanying Turkey's candidacy, the Council endorsed the first Accession
Partnership in March 2001. In the Accession Partnership document, the EU counted
effective enforcement against drug trafficking as a condition to be implemented by
Turkey. It called upon Turkey to improve the capacity of administrative structures to

implement and manage the EU acquis in this field. Therefore, it particularly
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emphasized training and appropriate coordination between national ministries and
the development of effective border control to prevent trafficking in drugs. In the
medium term, the Accession Partnership of 2001 underlined implementation of the

EU acquis and intensifying international cooperation in the fight against drugs

(European Council, 2001).

The European Council endorsed a revised AP for Turkey in May 2003. Concerning
drugs, the revised AP invited Turkey to strengthen efforts against drugs and demand
legal alignment, administrative capacity development and the strengthening of
national and international cooperation. The AP document underlined the adoption
and implementation of EU criminal law in the field of drugs. It also required Turkey
to adopt a National Drug Strategy in line with the 2000-2004 EU Drug Strategy and
Action Plan (European Council, 2003a).

Following the opening of accession negotiations in 2005, the European Council
endorsed two further AP documents for Turkey in 2006 and 2008. According to the
AP document of 2006, in the short term, Turkey was called on to strengthen its fight
against drugs and to develop, and implement a national drugs strategy in line with the
EU Drugs Strategy and Action Plan. In the medium term, the AP sought to enhance
the capabilities of the national focal point to EMCDDA and the adoption of the EU
acquis in the fight against drugs (European Council, 2006). In the AP document of
2008, Turkey was also called to strengthen its fight against drugs under JHA
(European Council, 2006; European Council, 2008a).

Further to AP documents, in the annual progress reports of the European
Commission, the EU outlined accession conditions for Turkey's drugs policy. Strong
emphasis was also placed on ratification of the international drug conventions,
adoption of the acquis and capacity development for action against illicit drug

trafficking on the Balkan trafficking route.
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In the progress reports, Turkey was identified as a major drug trafficking centre,
particularly for drugs coming from Afghanistan, Iran and Central Asia, and as a
centre for refining opium. Therefore, the Commission called on the Turkish
authorities to devote attention to dismantling hidden laboratories and combating the
chain of trafficking more effectively. Reports invited information exchange between
EU member states and Turkey. They required greater efficiency and the
reinforcement of police cooperation. Commission reports also called on the Turkish

authorities to establish legal instruments to facilitate international police cooperation.

Concerning demand reduction, Commission Reports called on Turkey to appoint a
National Drug Coordinator, to improve co-ordination and co-operation among
relevant national institutions. They also asked for the development of a national drug
strategy in line with the EU Drug Strategy and for the capacity of the Turkish
National Focal Point to be brought into line with EMCDDA standards.

Table: EU requirements in AP documents linked with Turkish drug policy

Task to be undertaken Document Date and Timescale

Enhance the fight against drugs trafficking. Improve the 2001 Accession
capacity of public administration to adopt, to implement, and Partnership - Short Term
to manage the acquis in particular through training and

appropriate coordination between ministries, to prevent illegal

trafficking in drugs.

Adopt and implement the EU acquis in the field of fight 2001 Accession

against drugs further intensify international cooperation in Partnership - Medium Term

those fields.

Continue to strengthen the fight against drugs, particularly 2003 Accession
through legislative alignment, improved administrative Partnership - Short Term
capacity, and enhanced cooperation between different law-

enforcement bodies, in line with EU standards.
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Adopt and implement the acquis in the fields of the criminal 2003 Accession

law fight against drugs; further increase administrative Partnership -Medium Term
capacity, cooperation between the different law enforcement

bodies and intensify international cooperation in these fields.

Develop and start to implement a national drug strategy in line

with the EU drugs strategy and action plan.

Strengthen the fight against drugs. Develop and start 2006 Accession
implementing a national drugs strategy in line with the EU Partnership -Short Term

Drugs Strategy and Action Plan.

In the field of drugs, continue to strengthen the national focal 2006 Accession
point. Adopt and implement the acquis in the fields of fight Partnership -Medium Term

against drugs.

Strengthen the fight against drugs. 2008 Accession

Partnership -Short Term

6.6. Outcome: Assessment of the EU’s involvement
The impact of the EU in combating drugs in Turkey is scrutinized with reference to

three periods in the following sections. The first phase covers 1987, when Turkey
made an official membership application to the EU, to 1999, when the Helsinki
Council admitted Turkey as a candidate state. The second phase covers from 1999,
when the EU began structured relations with Turkey through the construction of
conditionality, to the start of accession negotiations in 2005. The last phase covers
2005-2010 in which accession negotiations had been started. In these three periods,
the study considers four selected variables: “Determinacy of the EU requirements”,
“credibility of conditionality™, “domestic adaptation costs” and "convergence of

threat perceptions” between Turkey and the EU.
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Table: Mediating factors for transition of drug policy

Period

limited progress in

reports, assessment

1987-1999 1999-2005 2005-2009
High (High High (High
Determinacy of the [Low (Lack of (Accession partnership|(Accession partnership
EU requirements |conditionality, documents, progress documents, progress

reports, screening)

adaptation costs

cooperation and

financial assistance)

cooperation and

financial assistance)

the EU drug policy) visits)
Low (Uncertainty on

Credibility of Low (No High (Candidacy, delivery of the EU
conditionality membership delivery of assistance, [promises, Cyprus

perspective and otherlinstitutional links) issue)

incentives)

Low (due to benefits [Low (due to benefits |[Low (due to benefits
Domestic of internal security of internal security of internal security

cooperation and

financial assistance)

Convergence of

threat perceptions

Low (No concrete

relationship in

High (relations with
UN, Institutional links,

training programs,

High (relations with
UN, Institutional links,

training programs,

between Turkey [combating drugs)  |cooperation cooperation

and the EU agreements against agreements against
drugs) drugs)

Outcome No policy outcome |Compliance Compliance

Phase 1: 1987-1999
Unlike the Central Eastern European countries (CEECs), Turkey did not get

candidate status, although it made a membership bid in 1987. Due to not being
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considered as a candidate for membership, the EU did not set up membership
conditionality for Turkey until 1999, Consequent to the absence of structured
relations and membership conditionality, the EU was not able to put adaptation
pressures on Turkey to pursue domestic alignment with the EU drug policy. Only in
a Council between Turkey and the EU in March 1995, was it declared that Turkey
and the EU should extend cooperation to different policy areas, including JHA. The
Association Council declaration also underlined an intention of strategic cooperation
to be based on information exchange on internal security issues (Association

Council, 1995). However, no precise steps were taken afterwards.

As an alternative to the influence of the EU, Turkish drug policy before 1999 was
mainly driven by domestic factors and other international dynamics. In that sense,
legal poppy production and trade became an important factor for the progress in
Turkish drug policy (Ergul, 2002; Robins, 2008: 632). In order to regulate poppy
production and legitimize it at the international level, Turkey developed a close
relationship with the UN International Narcotic Control Board (INCB) and ratified
the 1961 UN Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs in May 1967.

However, Turkey did not establish a licensing and monitoring system, as mentioned
in the UN Single Convention, until the mid-1980s. For the first time in 1986,
Parliament (TBMM) adopted a law to control poppy production in Turkey complying
with the 1961 UN Convention (TBMM, 1987). According to the legislation, non-
licensed cultivation was prohibited and the Government was authorized to set up
conditions for monitoring cultivation, processing and export of poppy products. To
comply with the UN convention, the ANAP Government issued two directives to
regulate the licensing, processing and trade conditions of poppy production.
Meanwhile, according to the directives of 1987 and 1988, the government would
determine each year the size and geographical location of the areas used for poppy

production after consulting with the United Nations International Narcotic Control

Board (INCB).
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In addition to legal poppy production, another domestic dynamic that has impacted
on the development of Turkish drug policy has been domestic values among the
Turkish public on drug abuse. According to public opinion in Turkey, drug addiction
has been perceived as a serious health problem and as a source of social disorder for
many decades. Attributed to social norms, the Turkish Constitution of 1982 obliged
decision-makers to take necessary measures to prevent youth falling victim to bad
tendencies, including drugs. In article 58 of the constitution, drug addiction is
identified as a security threat to be tackled and a harmful habit that damages the
community. The Constitution identified youth as a target group for drug addiction
and called for the setting up of social initiatives against drug addiction (Constitution,

1982).

Turkey's geographical location on the “Balkan Route™ also persuaded Turkey to
develop international cooperation against drug trafficking. In the period, Turkey’s
participation in the Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO) and relations with
the UN in the fight against the illicit traffic of drugs have influenced Turkish drug
policy. Turkey has been a member of the ECO since its establishment in 1985.
Meanwhile, ECO pursues social and economic development between Turkey,
Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Iran, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Regarding social developments, ECO aims to control
drug abuse and support ecological protection and intercultural dialogue in its region,
in cooperation with UN. Concerning drugs, ECO member states, including Turkey,
set up a Drug Control Committee in 1992 to intensify international cooperation. In
March 1995, the UN started participating in the activities of the Drug Control
Committee. Later, ECO signed an agreement with the UN under the United Nations
Drug Control Programme (UNDCP) to support the fight against drugs in the region.
In December 1995, in consultation with UNODC, the ECO Drug Control Committee
issued an action plan that underlines measures to be taken at national and
international levels to ensure reductions in both supply and demand. On supply
reduction, the action plan called on ECO states to establish a communication

network, adopt controlled-delivery legislation, appoint drug liaison ofticers between
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member states and establish a regional training centre to support regional
cooperation. For demand-reduction, the ECO action plan emphasized the
identification of priority and high-risk groups at the national level and recommended
the preparation of national public awareness projects, particularly through the mass
media, and educational programmes to raise awareness of the dangers of drugs. The
action plan also called on ECO states to ratify UN Drug Conventions, to prepare
national drug strategies and to start pilot projects for demand reduction. For the
coordination of national policies, the action plan underlined the establishment of a

national committee to coordinate the activities of national institutions on demand

reduction (ECO/DCCU, 1996).

Complying with the ECO drug action plan, in February 1996, Turkey ratified the
United Nations Convention against Illicit Trafficking of Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substances of 1988 (UN, 1988). Corresponding with the UN
Convention, the Turkish government passed legislation in December 1996 against
the manufacturing, import, export and use of psychotropic substances. The rule
adopted by the parliament, authorized the Ministry of Health to establish the
licensing mechanism in accordance with the annex of the 1988 UN convention to
identify types of psychotropic materials. The law also delivered a sentence of two to
four years imprisonment as the penalty for illicit production, trade and use of

psychotropic substances listed in the annex of the UN Convention (TBMM, 1996).

Additionally, the Turkish Government adopted a regulation in December 1997 to
allow “Controlled Delivery” operations against trafficking in drugs. According to the
Government regulation, in order to discover the perpetrators or evidence of criminal
activity, Turkish law enforcement agencies are authorized to allow trafficking of
illicit goods and their assets until they reach their target. Controlled delivery
regulations authorize the Directorate of Security (Turkish national Police),
Gendarmerie, Coast Guard and Customs Enforcement agencies to perform operations
at the national and international levels. Concerning national and international

collaboration, the regulation developed a mechanism for communication and mutual
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understanding between domestic agencies and coordination with international bodies

(Council of Ministers, 1997).

In this period, Turkey’s participation in international initiatives against drugs and the
ratification of the 1988 UN drug convention had further increased the awareness of
drug abuse on the domestic level. After the mid 1990s, public institutions such as the
Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Health and NGOs conducted individual
awareness programmes and campaigns to protect youth from drugs and other
addictive substances. As a response to domestic concerns about drug abuse, in a
meeting in April 1996, one of the executive organs, the National Security Council
(MGK), addressed the necessity of a national drug policy for coordinating national
activities against drug addiction in Turkey. The MGK invited the government to
determine a national policy to protect the community from drug addiction and

strengthen the fight against trafficking drugs (MGK, 1996).

Soon after, the Turkish Government endorsed Turkey’s first national plan “The
Strategy on Preventing, Monitoring and Management of Drug Addiction” against
drugs in 1997 for the period 1997-2002. The strategy targeted the protection of youth
against drugs through demand reduction. In order to achieve this objective, the
strategy proposed implementation of awareness activities nationwide. In the strategy,
15-24 year olds were addressed as the target group of awareness activities.
Therefore, the strategy invited the Ministry of Education to launch awareness
projects in schools. It also recommended the use of media campaigns and training
programmes for families to reduce the demand for drugs and protect youth from drug

addiction (TUBIM, 2006b).

With reference to the strategy, to coordinate the national efforts to increase the
effectiveness of the activities against drugs, the Government had set up two
committees. Committees were designed to coordinate the activities of national
institutions in the fight against drugs. These committees served until 2002, as the

groups responsible for advancing national policies against drug demand. However,
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they could not achieve the proposed coordination, because of administrative deficits

and the absence of legal powers (AAK, 2000).

At the international level, Turkey has also participated in the activities of the Council
of Europe Co-operation Group to Combat Drug Abuse and Illicit Trafficking in
Drugs (Pompidou Group) since 1980. Turkey created a permanent post in the
Pompidou Group appointed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Basically, the
Pompidou Group was established as a forum where policy makers and researchers
could discuss development of policies in the field of drugs in Europe and in other
regions of the world. In this regard, it encourages collaboration between EU and non-
EU countries and other international organisations, through conferences, seminars
and other research activities. Thus, it promotes scientific research and analysis so
that anti-drug policy-makers remain well-informed. Turkey has made a full

contribution to these activities (Council of Europe, 2011b).

In brief, since Turkey was not an EU member and no conditionality had been stated,
the EU was not able to become involved in developments in Turkish drug policy in
the period between 1987 and 1999. On the other hand, national factors and relations
with international organizations (primarily the UN and ECO) dominated

developments on drug policy in Turkey.

Phase 2: 1999-2005
After admitting Turkey as a candidate state in 1999, the EU identified deficiencies in

Turkish drug policy and clarified accession requirements in formal documents and in
mutual visits. Turkey adopted its first National Plan for Adopting the Acquis (NPAA)
in March 2001. In the NPAA of 2001, Turkey committed to adopting the EU acquis
on the illicit manufacturing and trafficking of drugs and underlined its intention to
implement the EU drug policy and intensify institutional cooperation with EU

member states and institutions (Council of Ministers, 2001).



Along with the beginning of formal relations as a candidate state, the credibility of
EU policies in Turkey was increased. The coalition government, formed by the
Democratic Left Party (DSP), the Motherland Party (ANAP) and the Nationalist
Movement Party (MHP) between 1999 and 2002 compromised on the idea of EU
membership despite having divergent political ideologies. In the period, Turkey’s
candidacy allowed Turkish governments to adopt EU rules in various policy areas,
including drugs policy. EU incentives, such as the delivery of financial assistance for
capacity development, institutional links with EMCDDA and internal security
cooperation with member states had strengthened the credibility of EU demands on

drugs.

Just after the Helsinki Council decision, Turkey put a strategy into practice in 2000
to strengthen institutional ties with EU agencies. Through this strategy, Turkey
aimed to benefit from institutional cooperation and EU financial assistance for
administrative capacity development (Interview#1, 2009). Turkey outlined its
willingness to participate in the activities of EMCDDA and submitted an official
membership application in 2001 (European Commission, 2001b; KOM, 2006).

Due to Turkey's strategic location on the transit smuggling route between the
producer and European countries, internal security cooperation with Turkey against
drugs was perceived to be crucial by the EU. In an European Commission

communication of 2001, this issue was claimed that,

“The two main aims of the EU are to enable applicant countries to
implement the drugs acquis, and to bring the EU and applicant countries
into closer drugs cooperation. .... special attention will be given to co-
operation with Turkey. The Commission intends in particular to
strengthen its cooperation with Turkey and intends to begin soon
negotiations on an agreement to help prevent the diversion of chemical

precursors” (European Commission, 2001a).
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Due to the importance given to Turkey combating drugs, Turkey’s application for
EMCDDA membership was accepted as a positive sign by the EU. Subsequently,
Turkey appointed the Family Research Agency as its first National Focal Point in
June 2001 to carry out membership negotiations with EMCDDA. As a first step to
meeting the EU requirements, in April 2001, Turkey ratified the 1972 Protocol
Amending the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs.

In the period, adoption of the EU requirements was not seen as costly by decision
makers in Turkey. The benefits of cross-border security cooperation with the EU
member states and allocation of financial assistance for capacity development
minimized domestic opposition to the EU conditionality. Turkey’s formal application
for EMCDDA membership and positive responses received from the EU also
minimized domestic opposition. Governments and senior officials in the Ministry of
the Interior considered that institutional links to be established with EU agencies and
member states would advance the effectiveness of national drug policy and
enforcement against drug-related crimes in Turkey. It was also believed that EU
assistance and strategic and operational cooperation agreements with the EU
agencies would help administrative capacity development (Interview#1, 2009,

Interview#6, 2010).

Additionally, it is claimed by an interviewee from an independent research

organization in Turkey that,

“After the Justice and Development Party came to power in 2002,
cooperation with the EU against drugs was continued since the
prevention of social erosion caused by drugs corresponds with the
conservative principles of the ruling Justice and Development Party

(Interview#3).
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Following the application of Turkey for EMCDDA membership, a group of experts
from EMCDDA made an assessment visit to Turkey in October 2001 to determine
conditions for Turkey’s participation in EMCDDA activities. During the visit, the
experts met with the relevant domestic institutions. Finally, an assessment report was
prepared about conditions in Turkey to tackle drugs and the necessary steps that
Turkey should take (TADOC, 2002). Concerning administrative structure, the report
underlined the importance of a mechanism, which could coordinate the activities of
the state and collaborate with the EMCDDA. It also emphasized the significance of a
well-equipped institution to serve as a National Focal Point and to carry out
negotiations with the EMCDDA on the participation process. The assessment visit
pointed to the Family Research Agency's lack of legal background and recommended

that another institution should be appointed as the national focal point.

In order to enhance cooperation with candidate states in combating drugs, the JHA
ministers of member states and candidate states, including Bulgaria, Cyprus, the
Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
Poland, Romania and Turkey met in Brussels in February 2002. In the final
declaration of the meeting, candidate states were invited to integrate national drug
policies and institutions with the EU. In this context, the parties agreed to launch an
initiative to establish National Focal Points in candidate states by March 2002. For
this purpose, the EU committed to assist candidate states through the PHARE
Programme and Pre-accession Financial Assistance. In response, candidate states
were committed to carry out the necessary actions listed in the EU drug strategy and
action plan. Additionally, the EU and candidate states agreed on reinforcing regional

cooperation against synthetic drugs and the diversion of chemical precursors

(European Council, 2002a).

Corresponding with the suggestions given in the EMCDDA assessment visit and
JHA ministers meeting of February 2002 in combating drugs, the Turkish
government appointed the Turkish International Academy against Drugs and

Organised Crime (TADOC) as Turkey's National Focal Point for EMCDDA in May
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2002. In addition, the functions of the committees which were established in 1996 for
monitoring and steering the fight against the use of narcotic drugs were terminated
with their duties being taken over by TADOC, a training department in the Anti-

Smuggling and Organised Crime Division of the Turkish National Police.

After being appointed as the National Focal Point to EMCDDA, TADOC prepared a
twinning project to enhance institutional capacity and address Turkey's legal deficits
in the fight against drugs. The twinning project, the so-called “Establishment of a
National Drugs Monitoring Centre (Reitox Focal Point) and development and
implementation of a National Drugs Strategy”, was approved to begin in 2004 using
the 2002 EU pre-accession financial assistance. The project aimed to create a
national drug policy and a parallel institutional structure in Turkey to meet EU
standards. It proposed to establish an information network in Turkey to function as

the National Focal Point for the EMCDDA (TADOC, 2002).

As a matter of mutual interest in the fight against drugs, Turkey and the EU signed
an agreement in December 2002 to control the export, import and transit of
psychotropic substances which could be used in the illicit manufacturing of drugs.
Complying with the provisions of the 1988 UN Convention on Illicit Trafficking of
Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances, the agreement between the EU and
Turkey established administrative requirements such as trade monitoring, suspension
of shipment and information exchange between EU member states and Turkey. To
prevent the transfer of psychotropic substances for illicit purposes, parties committed
to provide necessary information to each other. It was also concluded in the
agreement that shipment can be suspended if there are reasonable grounds to believe

controlled substances will be used for the illicit manufacture of drugs (Agreement,

2003).

In May 2003, the European Council endorsed a revised AP for the period 2003-2004.
Concerning drugs, this revised AP again invited Turkey to strengthen its efforts

against drugs through legislative alignment, to improve administrative capacity, to
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enhance cooperation between different law-enforcement bodies and to sign

international conventions in the field of drugs (European Council, 2003a).

Furthermore, the JHA Council of June 2003 outlined an action plan to intensify
collaboration between the EU and the countries of the Western Balkans and
Candidate countries (Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey) against drugs. The action plan
called on the Commission and member states to conduct bilateral and multilateral
Initiatives with non-member states and to assist national activities, including the
exchange of information and experiences. For demand reduction, the action plan
highlighted the use of national focal points in coordination with EMCDDA and the
implementation of relevant EU acquis and UN Conventions. For law enforcement
cooperation, it addressed operational and strategic information exchange, the
improvement of cross-border security measures, the use of controlled delivery and
the development of an information exchange system on new synthetic drugs

(European Council, 2003b).

Subsequently, in October 2004, Turkey signed the Council of Europe Agreement on
“IHicit Traffic by Sea, implementing article 17 of the United Nations Convention
against [llicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances™ which sets up
administrative rules for measures on monitoring, jurisdiction and enforcement of
illicit traffic by sea (Council of Europe, 2000). Furthermore, Turkey and Europol
signed a strategic cooperation agreement in 2004 whereupon Europol started to
provide strategic and technical assistance in the fight against transnational crime. As
a matter of common objectives with the fight against drugs, Turkey and the EU

signed the agreement for Turkey's membership of the EMCDDA in 2004.

To enhance the administrative structure of Turkey against drugs and to develop a
national drug policy, a twinning project was undertaken between 2004 and 2006 in
cooperation with Spain and Greece (ABGS, 2008). With the beginning of the project
in 2004, the Turkish National Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction
(TUBIM) was founded to function as the National Focal Point of Turkey for the
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coordination of domestic policies and relations with the EU in the fight against drugs

(TADOC 2002).

Institutional interactions between Turkish officials and their EU counterparts were an
important element for the recognition of EU policies in Turkey until 2005. Twinning
projects, training programmes and relations with the UN have initiated a learning
process among Turkish officials (Interview#3, 2009; Kirisci, 2007: 19). Interactions
developed an understanding on the importance of cross-border cooperation and the
necessity of compatible drug policies to control drug demand and supply at the
global level. Particularly, “the EU 2000-2004 action plan on drugs” and *2003 action
plan for collaboration between the EU and Candidate countries” gave added impetus
to the institutional interactions between member state agencies and Turkish officials.
Various seminars, workshops and study visits were made with the participation of
Turkish and EU member state officials. In that sense, the twinning project started in
2004 and training seminars had served as a transmitting channel to increase Turkish
awareness of EU drug policies. Training seminars and exchange of best practices
between EU agencies and officials from the Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of
Health and the Customs Authorities in the fight against drugs helped develop a
common understanding for the development of internal security cooperation against

drugs.

In the period, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) had also
been a partner for Turkey to tackle illegal drugs. As a mutual initiative between
UNODC and Turkish Government, a joint project to enhance regional cooperation
between countries neighbouring Turkey was started. The project was completed in
three stages between 2000 and 2003. In the first phase, the Turkish International
Academy against Drugs and Organised Crime (TADOC) was founded as a training
institution. In the academy, four research centres were established to analyze new
enforcement techniques for specific crime types. In the second and third phases of
the programme, various training programmes took place in the research centres

(UNODC, 2000).
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Phase 3: 2005-2009
In this phase, Turkey-EU relations shifted to another stage with the opening of

accession negotiations in 2005. Following a communication of the Commission on
Turkey’s satisfying progress to meet political conditions (Copenhagen Criteria), the
European Council decided to open accession negotiations with Turkey in December
2004. The European Council called on Turkey to adopt the entire acquis within the
framework of JHA. Additionally, Turkey was invited to ratify international

agreements concluded by the EU (European Council, 2005a).

However, the start of the negations initiated a debate in the EU on Turkey's
membership. The absorption capacity of the EU and the cultural difference with
Turkey were suggested as obstacles for Turkey’s accession. Parallel to the debate on
Turkey’s accession, Germany, Austria and France suggested “privileged partnership™
tor Turkey as an alternative to full membership. According to the proposal, the EU
would intensify relations with Turkey despite differences, but Turkey should be a
privileged partner rather than being an EU member having equal rights with other
member states. The Cyprus issue was a further setback to Turkey (see. The previous

discussions in the Chapter 4).

At the domestic level, political debate in the EU on Turkey’s membership and the
suspension of negotiations resulted in uncertainty about the possibility of EU
accession in the future. The AK Party Government and the political elites started to
criticise the EU because of the alteration in its commitments. Accordingly, credibility
of EU conditionality declined in Turkey. Subsequently, the transition process has

slowed down in Turkey in various policy domains since 2005.

However, for Turkish Drug Policy this was not the case. Although credibility of the
EU declined in Turkey after 2005, transposition of the EU policy in combating drugs
made constant progress in this third period. As an alternative to the credibility of the

EU incentives, Turkey and the EU perceived drug supply and consumption as a
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serious problem for public health and security, which increased the likelihood of the
EU requirements being adopted. In addition, contacts between Turkish and EU
officials provided legitimacy for such an adoption. Turkish public policy makers and
administrative elites considered the EU drug policy as appropriate to increase the

effectiveness of fight against drug demand and supply in Turkey.

In this period, EU financial assistance for administrative capacity development,
institutional links with EMCDDA and internal security cooperation with EU member
states against drug trafficking have also eliminated domestic adoption costs. This

issue was reflected by an official from Turkey that,

“Institutional interactions with the EU agencies and assistance of the EU
for institutional capacity development were considered as valuable to
advance technical and operational capabilities of Turkish institutions in

the fight against drugs” (Interview#1 2010).

Soon after the start of accession negations with the EU, in June 2005, a new Turkish
Penal Code came into force. The new code abandoned the previous 1926 penal code
including sentences for drug-related crimes. Corresponding with the EU acquis on
drugs, the new penal code introduced different sentences for those who commit drug-
related crimes. Drug offenders were categorized as drug consumers, suppliers and
traders. Under article 191 of the penal code, those who grow, buy or posses drugs for

personal consumption became liable to one to two years in prison (TBMM, 2004).

Unlike the previous code, the new legislation delivered a similar approach to EU
practices and encouraged treatment and rehabilitation for addicted users. Judicial
supervision for drug addicted offenders as an alternative to imprisonment was
introduced. However, in the 1926 code, treatment and rehabilitation could be applied
in addition to a sentence if drug addiction was serious and posed a threat to the

community (TBMM 2004).
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In the penal code of 20035, severe sentences were delivered for illicit manufacturers,
importers and exporters of drugs. Under Article 188, suppliers became liable to a
minimum 10 years imprisonment. Moreover, those who sell, stock and distribute
drugs became liable to 5 to 15 years in prison. For hard drugs, such as heroin,
cocaine and morphine, the sentences were increased by fifty percent. In addition,
sentences for organised crime groups or individuals that abuse their public duties,
such as doctors and pharmacists, have also been subject to increase by one-half.
Furthermore, under article 189, members of the legal profession became liable if they

benefited from the trade or manufacturing of drugs (TBMM 2004).

Along with the start of accession negotiations with Turkey, the European Council
endorsed a new AP in January 2006 to address short and medium-term EU priorities
during the negotiations. According to the AP document, in the short term, the EU
requested the development and implementation of a national drugs strategy in line
with the EU Drugs Strategy and Action Plan (European Council, 2006). Later, in the
2006 Progress Report, the Commission again invited Turkey to prepare a national
drug strategy in line with the EU Drug Strategy of 2005-2012 (European
Commission, 2006b).

In the period, the twinning project, which was started in 2004 and concluded in 2006,
had the impetus to meet the EU requirements. Following the conclusion of the
project, Turkey prepared a National Drug Strategy in 2006, which is compatible with
the EU drug strategy. Meanwhile, this strategy, the so-called “National Policy and
Strategy Document for Addictive Drugs and Fighting against Drugs”™, identifies

Turkey’s policies and objectives against drugs for the period 2006-2012.

In the national drug strategy of 2006-2012, Turkey preferred a similar approach to
that of the EU’s existing drug policy. It was mentioned in the strategy that the EU
drug strategy was taken as the basis for the establishment of Turkish policy against
drugs. Both strategies claim a “Balanced Approach” to the drug problem. which

starts by using the interconnection between demand and supply to develop anti-drug
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measures (TUBIM, 2006a). It was assumed that increasing demand for addictive
substances increases supply and trafficking, therefore, a comprehensive anti-drug

policy should cover the social and criminal aspects of drug abuse.

In the strategy, the main objectives of Turkish national drug policy were set out as;
prevention of drug trafficking; protection and rehabilitation of the population and
addictive users; improving institutional standards and coordination with international
organisations. Corresponding with the EU drug policy, Turkey's strategy has set up
five main issue areas: coordination; demand reduction: supply reduction;
international cooperation and research/information/evaluation. A national-level
strategy proposed raising awareness, strengthening organizational structures, and
rescarch for reducing demand. For suppressing drug trafficking, the strategy
addressed the significance of controlled delivery operations. Controlled delivery
operations held between Turkey and the EU member states counted as an effective
instrument for dismantling the drug trafficking organisations. At the international-
level, cooperation with EMCCDA, Europol and with other international
organisations was among the measures to be taken by Turkey against drugs (TUBIM,

2006a).

Later, Turkish drug policy was underpinned by an action plan in 2007. The Ministry
of the Interior prepared and endorsed the “Action Plan for Implementation of the
National Policy and Strategy Document on the Fight against Addictive Substances
and Addiction”. The action plan has set up a list of instruments to be used to achieve
proposed objectives of the National Drug Strategy. In terms of supply reduction, the
action plan underlined the strengthening of institutional capacity and national and
international cooperation. It called for stronger control measures along borders and at
border access points and for increasing the number of officers for law enforcement

and monitoring the illicit cultivation of narcotic plants in the provinces.

In order to coordinate national activities, the action plan proposed the establishment

of a mechanism for coordination between national organizations. Subsequently, in
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2007, a Coordination Board was set up to coordinate activities of civil agencies and
non-governmental organisations. The coordination board included representatives of
civil and non-governmental agencies to make assessments about demand reduction
activities. Furthermore, for scientific assessment, a scientific board, on which
academics from different universities are appointed to evaluate the latest situation

about drug use, has been established (TUBIM, 2007a).

In order to enhance international cooperation the action plan called for national
institutions to develop contacts with neighbouring and transit countries on the Balkan
drug trafficking route. The EGM is called on to increase liaison officers in transit and
in neighbouring countries. The action plan also called for relevant institutions to
participate in the EMCDDA meetings for information exchange. Additionally,
mutual visits were recommended to share the good practices of EU member states
about legal adjustments and activities for harmonization of the EU acquis (TUBIM,

2007a).

In October 2007, as part of increasing relations with the EU on drugs, a membership
agreement was signed for Turkey's participation in the EMCDDA. It was underlined
in the agreement that this participation would help Turkish adoption and
implementation of the acquis concerning drugs (European Commission, 2006a). In
the agreement, Turkey committed to engage in the work of EMCDDA and accepted
the legal status of EMCDDA under Turkish law. Additionally Turkey was allowed to
be represented in meetings and on the Management Board of the Centre but without

the right to vote. Later, in April 2008, the European Council approved the agreement.

6.7. Conclusion
Since Turkey was not granted candidacy for the EU membership, there was no

structured relationship between Turkey and the EU before 1999. Therefore, the EU
was not able to put forward accession requirements on drugs. Due to the lack of a
membership perspective and other incentives, such as institutional links and financial

assistance, the credibility of the EU policies carried little weight in Turkey before
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1999. Subsequent to the absence of membership relations and lack of conditionality,

the EU was not able to become involved in developments in Turkish drug policy
between 1987 and 1999.

As an alternative to the EU, Turkish drug policy before 1999 was mainly based on
domestic factors and other international dynamics. In that sense, licit poppy
production took place as an important feature of Turkish drug policy. On the other
hand, due to its situation on the Balkan drug trafficking route, Turkey had developed
close ties with the UN. In this period, poppy cultivation and economic concerns
convinced governments to regulate legal poppy production in Turkey. To be able to
legalize and export poppy products to other countries, Turkey maintained
cooperation with the UN International Narcotic Control Board. Additionally, to
control drug trafficking through the Balkan route, Turkey signed major UN Drug

Conventions before 1999.

Domestic public concerns on drug addiction and drug-related crimes initiated
demand-reduction campaigns in Turkey. In that sense, domestic norms and values
persuaded governments to take measures for demand-reduction. Public institutions
and NGOs organised awareness projects to protect citizens against harm from the use
of illicit drugs. Yet, legal and administrative deficiencies in Turkey limited the

implementation of a comprehensive drug policy before 1999.

Developments in Turkish Drug Policy made constant progress after 1999. Turkey’s
candidate status increased the credibility of the EU in Turkey. In AP documents, in
progress reports and through assessment visits, the EU put forward an agenda for
Turkey to align with the EU acquis and administrative structures in the fight against
drugs. Additionally, the EU established institutional links and allocated financial and

technical assistance to Turkey for administrative capacity development.

In the second phase, convergence of threat perceptions between the EU and Turkey

and the legitimacy of the EU drug policy became important factors supporting
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change in Turkish domestic drug policy. Despite having somewhat different
problem-solving approaches, both Turkey and the EU perceived drug abuse and
drug-related crimes as important internal security threats over the period. Especially,
the emulation of UN policies and implementation of the provisions of UN drug
conventions by Turkey and the EU member states provided convergence of
perceptions between the EU and Turkey. Consensus between the EU approach and
domestic security objectives of Turkey had legitimized adoption of the EU approach
and instruments against drugs. In this period, clarity of accession conditionality, the
EU incentives, the positive responses of domestic actors and a constellation of
interests against drugs triggered domestic transition in Turkey to comply with the EU

Drug Policy.

In addition, the benefits of internal security cooperation with the EU and allocation
of pre-accession financial assistance significantly reduced domestic objections to the
adoption of the EU requirements. In the period, domestic actors assumed that
institutional links would be established with EU agencies and member states which
would improve the effectiveness of national drug policy and enforcement against

drug-related crimes in Turkey.

After 2005, the credibility of the EU started to decline in Turkey. Domestic debate in
the EU about Turkey’s accession and increasing domestic uncertainty whether
Turkey would be able to gain EU membership hampered domestic alignment.
Compliance with the EU requirements has slowed down in various policy domains.

However, this was not the case for combating drugs.

Even with the decline in EU credibility, transition of Turkish drug policy made
constant progress after 2005, in the period, common threat perception with the EU in
the fight against drugs and institutional interactions legitimized the adoption of the
EU conditionality on drugs. At the domestic-level, Turkish public policy makers and
the administrative elites considered the EU drug policy as an appropriate way of

dealing with domestic deficiencies in the fight against drugs in Turkey



7. Conclusion

In the previous chapters, the conditions for the impact of the EU on the internal
security of Turkey have been scrutinized through analysis of the three sub-policy
domains of JHA. Considering the theories of rationalist and constructivist
institutionalism, the study investigated the effectiveness of the EU’s influence
mechanisms, domestic responses and outcomes of the EU conditionality for the

internal security of Turkey linked with the external dimension of the JHA.

By limiting the field of JHA, the study concentrated on the fight against organised
crime, terrorism and drugs as the case studies of the research. In the analysis, legal
and institutional changes as well as the extent of internal security cooperation with
the EU were tracked with reference to three different periods of time, from 1987 to
2010. The research aimed to provide insight into the conditions of the influence of
the EU on applicant countries under JHA, the way the EU operates the external
dimension of JHA in applicant states and the extent to which the EU engaged with

the internal security of Turkey during the enlargement process.

The findings of the research were contrasted with the findings of recent studies
analysing the impact of the EU on applicant states. Although prevailing studies
address “credibility of conditionality” and “adoption cost” as the most influential
factors for adoption of the EU rules in applicant states, the findings of this research
reflect that the convergence of threat perceptions between the EU and applicant
states is the key mediating factor to facilitate domestic alignment in the JHA domain.
The study reveals that the EU incentives and sanctions can be ineffective in ensuring
compliance in the field of JHA if the EU requirements do not correspond with

domestic threat perceptions.

Comparison of the three case studies shows that domestic alignment in Turkey in the
fight against transnational crime is likely in cases where the EU and Turkey have

compatible threat perceptions. It is drawn from the analysis that the EU impact and
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international security cooperation on drugs and organised crime shows progress even
in the face of a decline in the credibility of the EU conditionality. Due to the
convergence between threat perceptions of Turkey and the EU in combating drugs
and organised crime, adoption of the EU requirements has been legitimized in
Turkey for these two policy domains. In contrast, the impact of the EU has been

limited in the case of terrorism as the threat perceptions of Turkey and the EU are

diverse.

In the following sections, the findings of the thesis are outlined in detail. The
conclusion is presented in three parts: First, the way in which the EU operates the
external dimension of JHA in applicant countries is outlined by looking at the
policies of the EU towards Turkey. Second, conditions for compliance with the EU
requirements on JHA are presented. Finally, the extent to which the influence of the

EUs the combating of drugs, terrorism and organised crime in Turkey is analysed.

7.1. The way the EU extends JHA towards applicant countries
In comparison to the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and the Partnership

Agreements of the EU with third countries, enlargement is an influential instrument
for the exercise of the external dimension of JHA. Since enlargement policies
prepare applicant countries for EU accession, the EU puts forward a range of
requirements for the adjustment of the internal security of these states to meet EU
standards. The enlargement process enables the EU to engage with the domestic
policymaking process of applicant countries to conduct internal security cooperation
for tackling transnational crime. In other words, instruments of enlargement and a
structured relationship entitle the EU to exert its influence on non-member states in
the context of the external dimension of JHA. Thus, the EU enhances internal

security in its neighbourhood without having to await the conclusions of a lengthy

enlargement process.

The EU operates a range of instruments in the enlargement process to bring the

internal security of applicant states into alignment with the EU templates. To
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facilitate compliance with accession conditionality, the EU uses incentives and
monitoring mechanisms. The EU also employs deterrents and benchmarking to
trigger transposition of JHA standards at the domestic level. Through Accession
Partnership documents and Annual Progress Reports, the EU determines accession

requirements, their sequence and a deadline for compliance.

It was observed from the cases of the research that conditionality on JHA includes a
wide range of issues that reflect the EU’s security objectives. In this sense, the
conditionality on JHA comprises a threefold agenda. First, the EU asks for adoption
of the EU acquis and ratification of relevant international conventions. The EU
requirements on adoption of the EU acquis aim for alignment with the legal basis of
JHA to secure the harmonization of definitions of offences and criminal procedures
in applicant countries. Accession conditions on JHA do not foresee a single criminal
system; instead the acquis determines minimum standards and leaves room for

applicant states to insert domestic preferences in their criminal legislation.

In the legal context, the conventions of the UN and the Council of Europe are
considered as an essential component of the EU acquis in the fight against drugs,
terrorism and organised crime. Especially since the UN conventions inspire the EU
policies in the fight against drugs and organised crime, conditionality includes as an
indispensable requirement the ratification of the 1961, 1971 and 1988 UN Drug
Conventions and the Palermo Convention of 2000 and its additional protocols on
Organised Crime. To ensure implementation of the provisions of international
conventions, the EU undertakes common projects with the UN and CoE in applicant
countries. To that end, the EU works as a transmitting channel to spread the

principles of the UN and CoE in its neighbourhood.

Additionally, accession states are asked to establish necessary administrative
infrastructures to strengthen institutional capacity in the JHA domain. The EU
requires development of administrative capacity, management systems and

coordination mechanisms that can be capable of implementing the EU acquis and
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achieving operational cooperation with EU agencies. Thus, the EU provides financial
and technical assistance to reinforce domestic institutions. To guide implementation
of the EU rules and practices in applicant states, the EU organizes twinning and
TAIEX projects. Study visits and training performed with the support of the EU
strengthens institutional infrastructure and paves the way for the emulation of the EU
practices among domestic officials. Training programmes also initiate socialization

of EU policies in applicant countries and contribute to the alignment of domestic

threat perceptions with the EU approach.

In this respect, the EU assistance programmes have served as an important
instrument for implementing EU practices and strengthening the administrative
framework for combating transnational crime in Turkey. Following the allocation of
the financial instrument for Turkey in 2002, nearly one third of the total twinning
projects were prepared in the field of JHA. In the period between 2002 and 2007, 25
of 77 twinning projects were performed within the JHA domain. These projects dealt
with a range of issues including combating drugs, organised crime, trafficking of
human beings, money laundering, strengthening the forensic capacity of Turkey and

border management.

Third, the EU policy towards applicant states maintains cross-border security
cooperation between EU institutions and national agencies in the fight against
transnational crime. Conditionality obliges applicant states to establish institutional
links with the EU agencies to become involved in internal security cooperation
within the EU. Therefore, applicant states are called on to sign cooperation
agreements with the EU agencies. The agreements between national institutions and
the EU agencies set up contact channels for information exchange, training and for
the exchange of best practices. That way, the EU gets the benefits of internal security

cooperation with the domestic institutions of applicant states to strengthen internal

security within Europe.
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7.2. Evaluation of the conditions shaping the impact of the EU in
JHA

In this study, the impact of the EU on Turkey was analysed through comparison of
EU rewards vs. domestic norms and beliefs. The EU incentives, as well as their
credibility, were linked with rationalist assumptions. In that sense, the EU rewards
and the cost-benefit calculations of domestic actors were considered as the
explanatory variables that mediate the behaviours of decision-makers and constrain
or facilitate the influence of the EU on the internal security of Turkey. The
effectiveness of tangible EU incentives or lower adaptation costs are questioned as a

means of persuading domestic actors to conform to EU conditionality.

On the other hand, domestic threat perceptions on drugs, terrorism and organised
crime were taken as the other variable that could mediate the influence of the EU on
Turkey. Domestic perceptions of security threats are addressed as a condition that
allows intervention in the behaviours of decision-makers to secure their compliance
with EU conditionality. In that sense, threat perceptions were linked with the result
of domestic social and political processes. Domestic norms, traditions and values
were given as basic references to identify domestic perceptions of security threats in
Turkey. Threat assessment reports and the suggestions of security institutions were
considered as the key instruments for classifying security threats and prioritising
them. Additionally, interactions with international organisations, such as the UN, the
EU and the CoE were considered as channels for legitimising international security
cooperation among Turkish officials. In the long-run, together with domestic norms
and beliefs, the identification and sequence of perceived threats and international
interactions against cross-border security challenges constitute threat perceptions at

national level.

The main theoretical finding of the study reflects that two mediating factors: the
clarity of the EU requirements and convergence of the threat perceptions between
Turkey and the EU, are the predominant factors that facilitate conformation with the

accession conditionality in Turkey in the field of JHA.



It was seen that the likelihood of compliance with the EU requirements increases
when conditionality is formed and the EU puts forth determinate requirements for
alignment with the EU standards in combating transnational crime. Specifically,
introduction of Accession Partnership documents and Progress Reports clarify the
conditionality. Interactions between the EU and applicant country institutions result

in domestic awareness of the EU policies and practices in the JHA domain.

In cases of organised crime and drugs, it was observed that lack of progress in the
EU before 1999 and absence of the recognition of the external dimension of JHA
constrained the influence of the EU.The impact of the EU started to increase
however, when concrete policies were developed to fight transnational crime.
Additionally, increasing awareness in the EU of the need to tackle internal security
threats at their sources triggered the use of the enlargement policy as an instrument to

ensure security within the EU.

Another finding derived from the research demonstrates that convergence of threat
perceptions between Turkey and the EU facilitates compliance with conditionality in
Turkey in JHA. It was seen that the decision makers showed more willingness to
adopt the EU requirements when the domestic perception of internal security threats
correspond with the EU approach. On the other hand, contrast between domestic
threat perception and the EU approach mitigates the leverage of accession

conditionality in JHA.

Therefore it is concluded that together with determinate requirements, convergence
of threat perceptions result in alignment with JHA domain in accession countries in
the enlargement process. The EU incentives integrated within accession
conditionality fall short of providing transposition of JHA rules if the EU
requirements do not correspond with the domestic threat perceptions of applicant

countries.



While enthusiasm for the EU membership or use of the EU funds for administrative
development inspires domestic decision makers to conform to the EU requirements,
implementation is hampered in the long term if the threat perceptions are diverse. In
other words, the EU incentives perform a complementary role for compliance with

conditionality on JHA, rather than being a decisive mediating factor.

In the subsequent parts, an evaluation of the mediating factors that facilitate or
constrain the influence of accession conditionality on Turkey in combating drugs,

terrorism and organised crime are analysed in detail.

Determinacy of the EU requirements
Due to limited progress in the EU on JHA and the vagueness of the EU requirements,

the impact of the EU on the internal security of Turkey was constrained prior to
1999. The EU had neither concrete rules for cooperation under JHA nor accession
conditionality for Turkey throughout the 1990s. EU conditionality was absent until
1999 as Turkey was not admitted as a candidate state. The Customs Union
Agreement of 1995 was the main platform to voice the EU requirements before the
introduction of accession conditionality. However, in the context of this agreement,
the EU concentrated on economic issues and customs integration rather than internal
security cooperation. Only on countering terrorism did the EU (primarily the
European Parliament) revive certain requirements in the negotiation process of the
Customs Union Agreement of 1996. Nevertheless, the EU demands were too broad
to propose a concrete roadmap to be adopted by Turkish governments. They were

just reflecting the disapproval of human rights conditions in Turkey over the 1990s.

Unlike the situation up until 1999, adoption of the EU rules became more likely after
1999. The EU recognized Turkey as a candidate state for EU membership and started
a structured relationship. Conditionality was set up for Turkey through the AP
documents of 2001, 2003, 2006 and 2008. In these documents, short and medium-
term requirements were outlined to prepare Turkey for accession. Concurrently, from
1999, the European Commission started to monitor progress in Turkey and prepared
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Annual Progress Reports. In these reports, the Commission further clarified the EU
requirements in combating drugs, organised crime and terrorism. As a result,
decision makers and domestic security institutions became aware of the EU

requirements on JHA.

The external dimension of JHA has also been a particular concern since the end of
the 1990s. The EU gradually clarified internal security priorities in applicant states
and put forward a range of requirements within the enlargement policy. Financial and
technical assistance were allocated to strengthen the capacity of applicant countries
in combating organised crime, drugs and terrorism. The EU and member state
security agencies created institutional links with Turkish law enforcement institutions
to build up internal security cooperation. Institutional interactions also triggered the
exchange of best practices and disseminated the EU approach among Turkish law

enforcement officials.

Convergence of threat perceptions
Analysis of three cases demonstrated that convergence between the threat

perceptions of Turkey and the EU is a significant factor in explaining the impact of
the EU on Turkey. Although the credibility of the EU incentives has declined in
Turkey since 2005, common threat perceptions have increased the likelihood of

compliance in combating drugs and organised crime.

Drugs and organised crime cases reflect that common threat perceptions between
Turkey and the EU have stimulated domestic change and internal security
cooperation with the EU since the start of accession conditionality in 1999. As with
the EU, drug abuse and organised crime are perceived in Turkey as serious security
threats to the legal economy, social and public order. The threat perception of Turkey
on drugs and organised crime were driven by domestic norms, and values. Primarily,
drug abuse and addiction contradict the moral values of Turkish culture and are
identified as a potential threat to the community. They are considered as a serious

health problem and source of social disorder. Along with this perception, the use of
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illicit drugs is listed as a destructive habit against the community in the Turkish

Constitution of 1982 and the fight against drugs is considered one of the duties of the

governments.

Combating serious crimes also finds voice in the Turkish Constitution. The state is
called on to take necessary security measures to remove social, political and
economic obstacles which could restrict the use of the fundamental rights of Turkish
citizens. In this sense, protecting citizens against mafia and organised crime is
considered as an essential duty of decision makers and enforcement agencies in
Turkey. Further to the formal norms, the Susurluk traffic accident of November 1996
initiated the development of domestic threat perception against organised crime in
Turkey. The accident revealed the connections of high-ranking officials and
politicians with mafia members. Soon after, intense reactions aroused in civil society
raised the serious internal security threat from organised crime onto Turkey’s
agenda. In this regard, “Combating Organised Crime Groups” (Cetelerle mucadele)

has been a motto for politicians since the end of the 1990s.

In addition to domestic norms and values, Turkey’s lengthy interactions with the UN
on drugs and organised crime helped facilitate the development of a threat perception
among Turkish officials and decision makers. Due to being a major poppy producing
country and being located on the infamous Balkan trafficking route, Turkey has
attracted the attention of the UN in relation to drugs and organised crime. To be able
to regulate global poppy production, Turkey and the UN have developed a strong
relationship since the early 1990s. The UN also supported law enforcement training
in Turkey to prevent drug trafficking along the Balkan route. The long-lasting
relationship with the UN legitimised international cooperation among Turkish
officials and helped with the development of threat perceptions on drugs and

organised crime.

Furthermore, after 1999, the EU started to provide assistance to Turkey through

training programmes and institutional interactions. Especially, with the start of
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structured relations, the EU supported twinning and TAIEX programmes to develop
awareness in Turkey about the EU approach in combating drugs and organised
crime. In the long run, engagement between Turkish and member state security
institutions have brought threat perceptions closer together and legitimised the

adoption of the EU requirements in Turkey throughout the enlargement process.

On the other hand, the case of terrorism proved that diverse threat perceptions have
constrained the impact of the EU on Turkey. Due to different approaches to the
definition of the tensions in Southeast Turkey and the selection of security measures
against terrorism, the EU requirements were not legitimised in Turkey. Despite high
credibility and modest adaptation costs in the period from 1999 to 2005, Turkey has

been reluctant to comply with EU demands.

In the case of terrorism, Turkey’s view of the Kurdish problem and policy
preferences for eliminating ethnic terrorism has been controversial since Turkey’s
membership application to the EU in 1987. In Turkey, protection of the integrity of
the state and cultural unification has been a principal reference point for domestic
threat perception. Attributed to domestic norms and traditions, Turkish identity has
been considered as supreme to other ethnic cultures living in Turkey. Tensions in
Southeast Turkey were perceived as an act against the homogeneity of Turkey, rather
than an identity and cultural problem. From Turkey’s perspective, the source of PKK
terrorism was identified as “underdevelopment™ or “lack of education™. It was
perceived by the state that low incomes and lack of investment in Southeast Turkey
were the main basis of terrorism. In this regard, the tensions in Southeast Turkey
were considered as a “terror problem™, or a “security issue” rather than an issue of

identity or culture (Atici et al., 2002: 3).

In contrast to Turkey’s perception, the EU identified the tensions in Southeast
Turkey as ethnic conflict. For a long time, the situation in Turkey was seen as state
oppression and the denial of the cultural rights of the Kurdish minority. The EU

perceived that the violence in Turkey could only be overcome through full respect
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for Kurdish identity and extension of liberties. Therefore, the EU advocated peaceful
solutions rather than the use of extreme counter terrorism measures. Consequent to
the divergence between Turkey’s perception and the EU approach, the impact of the

EU on Turkey’s counter terrorism policy has been curbed.

Credibility of conditionality

Contrary to the studies emphasizing the power of credible EU incentives and
deterrents for domestic adaptation in applicant states, this study reveals that the
credibility of conditionality is not a decisive condition for domestic change in JHA.
The three case studies showed that EU rewards and deterrents have a complementary
role in mediating the impact of the EU in JHA, rather than being a driving factor for
compliance. It has been shown that transposition of JHA models and internal security
cooperation can still occur despite uncertainty about the delivery of the EU rewards
and low credibility. In contrast, as was seen in the case of terrorism, compliance

could suffer despite conditionality being seen as credible.

Over the course of the relationship between Turkey and the EU, the credibility of
conditionality fluctuates. Credibility of the EU was low in the period from 1987 to
1999 as Turkey was not admitted as a candidate state. There were no tangible
incentives and no accession conditionality until 1999. As of 1999, the credibility of
the EU was increased by the acceptance of Turkey's candidacy for EU membership
and with the introduction of conditionality. In the period from 1999 to 2005, EU
membership and delivery of assistance for capacity development increased the

reliability of conditionality.

However, expectation of EU accession started to decline in Turkey with the opening
of negotiations in 2005. Increasing controversy in the EU on Turkey’s membership
and privilege partnership offers diminished the credibility of the EU’s promises. The
isolation of Turkish Cypriots and partial suspension of negotiations in 2006 have

further diminished the credibility of conditionality.



Variation in the credibility of conditionality over the period allowed for testing of the
control of credible EU incentives on Turkey’s internal security across three selected
policy domains. It has emerged that EU conditionality, accommodated with credible
incentives, gave an ambition to applicant states to meet the requirements of the EU in
order to acquire EU membership. The start of a structured relationship with Turkey
after 1999 prompted domestic desire to join the EU and initiated reforms to meet the
EU conditions. Inauguration of formal relations as a candidate state allowed Turkish
Governments to adopt the EU rules in various policy areas. Along with the
membership offer, delivery of assistance for capacity-development, institutional links
with the EU agencies and internal security cooperation with member states
encouraged rule adoption under JHA and internal security cooperation against

transnational crime.

In the period from 1999 to 2005, the coalition government formed by the Democratic
Left Party (DSP), the Motherland Party (ANAP) and the Nationalist Movement Party
(MHP) compromised on the idea of EU membership, despite having diverse party
policies on relations with the EU. As of the acceptance of its candidacy in 1999, the
coalition government initiated an agenda to intensify institutional engagement with
the EU and to get pre-accession assistance for administrative-capacity development.
Domestic security institutions made applications to join relevant EU agencies.
Turkey then adopted the first National Plan for Adoption of the Acquis in 2001. Until
2005, the Justice and Development Party (the AK Party) followed the same track and
adopted further reforms to meet the requirements of the EU in combating drugs and

organised crime.

However, in the case of terrorism, the impact of the EU was observed to be limited
although the EU offered credible rewards from 1999 to 2005. Credibility of
conditionality proved an ineffective trigger for change in Turkey’s counter terrorism
policy, despite modest adaptation costs over this period. Although governments
passed a number of constitutional reforms to balance counter terrorism measures and

liberties, implementation remained fragmentary.



The subsidiary role of credible EU incentives for mediating the impact of the EU on
JHA was also confirmed in drugs and organised crime cases after 2005. Although
there has been a significant decline in the credibility of conditionality in Turkey and
suspension of negotiations since 2005, Turkey has maintained the transposition of
EU templates and internal security cooperation with the EU in combating drugs and
organised crime. Subsequent to credible EU rewards, the twinning and training
programmes supported by the EU since 2002 have resulted in the socialisation of EU
templates and practices among Turkish officials in combating transnational crime. In
drugs and organised crime cases, domestic norms and capacity development
instruments of the EU aligned the threat perceptions of Turkey with the EU approach
and increased the likelihood of compliance even in the absence of the credibility of

conditionality since 2005.

Domestic adoption costs
Material cost-benefit calculations of the domestic actors could imply adjustment

costs in applicant states and may increase the number of opponents of EU
conditionality. In Turkey, adoption of the EU acquis and emulation of the EU
practices do not imply much adjustment costs in combating drugs and organised
crime. The EU assistance for administrative capacity development, institutional links
with the EU agencies and information exchange between the EU institutions and
domestic agencies motivated domestic security institutions and governments to adopt
the EU’s requirements. Internal security cooperation was seen as an opportunity to
strengthen the internal security of Turkey against transnational crime. Study visits,
training programmes and exchange of best practices between Turkish law
enforcement agencies and member state agencies increased the professionalism of
Turkish security officials. Thus, political decision-makers and officials have been

willing to maintain institutional links and deepen relations with the EU.

In drugs and organised crime cases, opposition to EU requirements has also been low

among domestic security agencies. Implementation of EU models did not have
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negative consequences on the administrative status quo. On the contrary,
inauguration of new institutions and international cooperation created new

opportunity structures for law enforcement officials under the Ministry of the

Interior.

In the case of terrorism, opposition against conditionality and the level of adoption
costs has changed over time. Before 1999, adjustment costs were very high because
of extensive terrorist attacks and military casualties in Southeast Turkey. Therefore,
external pressures to address Turkey's counter-terrorism policy provoked substantial

resistance.

Since 1999 however, adoption costs have been modest in countering terrorism in
Turkey. Following the capture of the PKK leader, Ocalan, in 1999, the PKK declared
a unilateral ceasefire until the end of 2004. Over the following five years, PKK
attacks against security forces and casualties dropped to minimum levels. The ending
of the PKK attacks in this five-year period nourished domestic assumptions about the
end of ethnic terrorism. Along with aspiration for EU membership, adjustment costs
further decreased. Candidacy for EU membership and the decline in PKK attacks

minimized the number of veto players against the EU conditionality.

Consequently, the coalition government had compromised on the idea of EU
membership between 1999 and 2002, despite having divergent political ideologies.
Chief military commander Huseyin Kivrikoglu and his successor Hilmi Ozkok also
declared support for EU membership. Due to the widespread optimism in Turkey
regarding EU accession, opposing arguments against EU conditionality remained

marginal in the period from 1999 to 2005.

Despite lower adaptation costs and high credibility Turkey showed limited progress
towards alignment with the EU requirements on countering terrorism. Although
Turkish governments have made some modifications to the anti-terrorism legislation

and extended human rights and cultural liberties, these modifications do not touch
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the essence of Turkey’s counter terrorism strategy. The EU proposals to find a
peaceful solution to PKK activities were rejected. Integrity of the state and national
homogeneity had been considered as core values of the state to be protected against
external and internal threats. Therefore, domestic demands for the extension of

Kurdish cultural rights were considered as separatist propaganda and linked with the

PKK in the period between 1999 and 2005.

The resumption of PKK attacks since the end of 2004 and increase in the number of
casualties among Turkish security forces again lead to an increase in the adoption
costs for countering terrorism in Turkey. The problematic negotiation process has
also diminished domestic support for EU conditionality. Ultranationalist alliances

started to criticize the EU and domestic opposition against conditionality grew.

The findings of the study show that variation in adaptation costs and veto players do
not solely mediate the impact of the EU in the field of JHA. Despite modest adoption
costs and high domestic optimism in the period from 1999 to 2005 on the conclusion
of PKK activity, Turkey did not comply with the EU requirements on countering

terrorism.

7.3. Final remarks

In brief, the comparison of the three case studies reveals that influence of the EU on
the internal security of applicant states is high when the EU puts forth determinate
conditions to be implemented by applicant countries in the enlargement process.
Besides, conformation to the conditionality on JHA is more likely in applicant

countries when domestic threat perceptions converge with the EU approach.

It also emerges that credibility of conditionality and low adjustment costs do not
guarantee alignment with JHA in applicant countries. These latter factors function as
complementary mediating factors for compliance with JHA rather than being a

driving force.



However, further research is needed for confirmation of the findings of this study in
different sub-domains of JHA and in other applicant countries. Since, the EU
conditionality may come across different domestic responses from one applicant
country to another. Therefore, future researchers could test the findings of this study

by looking at similar cases in different countries or through an analysis of different

sub-fields of JHA in Turkey.
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Appendix 1: Geographical Map of Turkey
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Appendix 2: Map of the European Union
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