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Leaning Toward Turkey: A Strengthening of Democracy 

Introduction 

Turkey, a country whose European Union candidacy has been heavily discussed since the 

1960s, has yet to successfully obtain unanimous support among Member States regarding their 

membership.  The country’s location, government policies, and ties to extremist groups have 

been at the height of discussion since December of 1999, when Turkey first gained official 

candidacy. Membership to the European Union comes with conditions and commitments 

including guarantees of democracy and stability, which have thus far rendered Turkey unfit for 

accession. In November of 2016, the European Parliament voted to suspend talks with Turkey 

regarding EU membership as a response to President Erdogan’s crackdown ensuing the 

attempted coup that summer. The current state of the European Union, as well as the hostile 

political climate brewing in the wake of some Member States’ upcoming elections, raise the 

question of what benefits a Turkish accession would bring.  

This paper will examine how a Turkish accession might promote and strengthen the 

principles of democracy, as well as assess and compare the human rights records of both Turkey 

and EU member states. When comparing the history of Turkey and the EU, it is clear that the 

dissonance between them is interrupted by a shared lack of strong human rights policy. In an era 

of ever-growing xenophobia and polarized perspectives, the addition of Turkey’s “non-

Christian” identity and geographic location would be a compelling enhancement of pluralism and 

inclusiveness for the EU’s plight of democracy. This paper will also seek to illuminate what a 

Turkish membership would signify to the rest of the world: a strategic act for both parties that 

demonstrates acceptance, unity, and diversity–the foundations of a true democracy.  
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The EU: A Legitimate Democracy? 

 Turkey’s history is marked by constant instability and clear violation of human rights, 

which is among the main arguments preventing it from EU membership; and yet, when 

examining its past, the European Union cannot entirely exempt itself from such flaws. The 

origins of the European Union began in 1957 with the Treaty of Rome, less than a decade after 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. From the beginning, the European Commission 

failed to include democracy as a condition for membership, assuming that all applicants would 

be democratic countries.1 The Birkelbach Report of 1962 was the European Economic 

Community’s first official commitment to democratic values and fundamental rights, but was 

applied rather loosely in practice. 2 The Community’s main goal remained in the area of creating 

a common market, which was evident with the signing of the Lomé I Agreement in 1975.3 

Fifteen years later, the Lomé IV of 1990 was the first commercial agreement to include both 

economic and political policies that prioritized human rights and democratic principles as 

“essential elements” of cooperation (European Commission, 2005). However, it was not until the 

Copenhagen Criteria of 1993 that social politics and human rights truly had their place in 

shaping the Union’s dialogue regarding potential future memberships.4 The 1990s were 

                                                
1 European Commission Archives, Treaty of Rome. Article 237 states: “Any European State may apply to become a 
member of the Community. It shall address its application to the Council, which shall act unanimously after 
obtaining the opinion of the Commission.”  
2 See G. O’Donnell, P.C. Schmitter, L. Whitehead, Transitions from Authoritarian Rule: Comparative Perspectives 
(John Hopkins University Press: 1986), 21. 
3 See Development page of European Commission site, The Cotonou Agreement. Lomé I was signed in 1975, 
drafted to lay out the objectives of EU cooperation with ACP countries belonging to the Commonwealth of Britain. 
Its policies included: “the partnership principle, the contractual nature of the relationship, and the combination of 
aid, trade and political aspects, together with its long-term perspective.”  
4 See Accession Criteria (1993), on EUR-Lex, which states: “Stable institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of 
law, human rights and protection for minorities; a functioning market economy and the capacity to cope with 
competition; and the ability to take on and implement effectively the obligations of membership, including 
adherence to the aims of political, economic, and monetary union.” 
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definitively a period of significant change for the EU, as this was when human rights began to be 

incorporated into its government policies.  

Of course, prior to the 1990s, the European Union did choose to stray away from 

countries in which democracy was clearly absent. For example, the applications of Greece, Spain 

and Portugal were originally not considered on the basis of their dictatorships, under which 

human rights were being repeatedly violated. In the case of Greece, the country had been an 

Associate member of the European Community since 1961 with the signing of the Athens 

Agreement. After the military dictatorship of 1967 took hold, the agreement was suspended and 

was not reestablished until 1974, after the regime had fallen and democracy was on its way to 

being restored. Spain and Portugal underwent similar situations to that of Greece; both were 

attempting to recover from the recent fall of dictatorships and in pursuit of a stronger democracy. 

Both also had foregoing ties with the Community5, but these ties were not enough to guarantee 

them membership until they were able to show further democratic advancement. The 

Community’s initial objection to these countries shows that democratic principles were indeed de 

facto characteristics of its agenda, but it is worth questioning why it took so many years to be 

adequately enforced for countries that requested full membership rather than mere commercial 

relations.  

 Since the 1990s, the European Union has not weakened its stance on the preservation of 

democracy and human rights. However, it also has not shown complete consistency in criticizing 

institutions or events where inequality and injustice are occurring. The democratic system of the 

European Union has been questioned for its lack of transparency and, at times, selectivity in 

upholding democratic values. By definition, democracies are expected to give full devotion to 
                                                
5 Portugal became connected to the EEC in 1973 through a free-trade agreement prior to “Carnation Revolution” of 
1974; eight years after its first rejection to the Community, Spain became linked to the EEC through a tariff 
agreement. 
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correcting the issues where its main principles are lacking. Thomas D. Zweifel (2000), a leading 

expert in business and democratic institutions, argues that the success of a democracy depends 

on the policies it promotes, “including a civil society exercising political rights and civil liberties, 

a free market, and a political environment that fosters free associations” (p. 101). It is for this 

reason that democracies are often able to produce better living conditions and a stable political 

climate, than say, an authoritarian regime.6 However, while the European Union claims to be 

steadfast in its defense of human rights, both its domestic and foreign policy regarding these 

rights have fallen short on numerous occasions with a display of apathy toward events where 

violations have occurred.  

 A simple and quite blatant indication of this–yet one that still demands scrutiny–is the 

controversy surrounding Islamic clothing within Member States. Since 2004, the French 

government has enacted bans on veils and other articles of clothing used by Muslim women to 

uphold modesty in devotion to their religion7, with the most recent of these being the ban on the 

burkini. Last year’s burkini ban was an ironic addition to the bans, as the burkini does not even 

have Middle Eastern origins, but was rather a product of Australia.8 In 2014, the European Court 

of Human Rights rendered the ban on face veils as legitimate, deciding it was necessary “to 

preserve French culture and ward off Muslim separatism” (New York Times); a similar ban was 

enacted in Belgium shortly after. Now, three years later, the ban has been taken even further with 

the recent European Court of Justice ruling that prohibits headscarves from being worn on the 

job (The New York Times). The Court stated that this was not an act of discrimination due to the 

fact that it applies to “religious garb of all faiths.” Though this ban currently applies only to the 

                                                
6 Amartya Sen, “Freedom Favors Development,” The Democracy Sourcebook (1996), 444-445.  
7 Hijabs were banned in public schools in 2004, followed by the 2007 ban on wearing full-face veils in public areas. 
In 2009, France implemented what is referred to as the “Sarkozy law,” which placed a ban on the burqa.  
8 See S. Fitzpatrick, “Covering Muslim Women at the Beach: Media Representations of the Burkini, ” (2009).  
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workplace, its ability to gain favor in the European Court gives reason to expect more bans on 

religious attire in the future. In an interview with The New York Times, policy advisor Maryam 

H’madoun stated: “This disappointing ruling weakens the guarantee of equality that is at the 

heart of the E.U.’s anti-discrimination directive.”  

 Now, given Turkey’s past and ongoing struggle to comply with the Copenhagen Criteria, 

the European Union was quick to condemn its history of dictatorship regimes, beginning with 

Atatürk’s “Turkification” process (see section below) that led to an attempted eradication of 

several ethnic identities. The criticism continues to Turkey’s current government, as President 

Erdogan’s strict new policies openly violate many of the freedoms guaranteed in the country’s 

constitution. While the EU’s skepticism does not go without justification, one cannot ignore the 

fact that this hesitation was not matched in previous enlargement negotiations of the same 

monumental significance. For example, the first enlargement of 1973: the UK officially gained 

membership to what was then the European Community. It is true that their appeal to join was 

rejected twice by French leader Charles de Gaulle, but de Gaulle’s motives for this were driven 

more by its ties with the United States and his fear of another superpower rather than by its 

cultural destruction. It is also true that during this time, social politics were not a fundamental 

part of the European Community’s principles. However, over the past 50 years, Great Britain has 

not yet faced any actual political consequences for the colonialism and slave trade it perpetuated 

for centuries. There has been talk of whether or not reparations to British-colonized regions are 

in order, but Great Britain’s past has not barred them from any international organizations.9 

Though British imperialism had been withdrawn from most countries throughout the 20th 

century, it was not completely dismantled until 1997, coming only two years before Turkey was 

                                                
9 See R. Howard-Hassmann, Reparations to Africa (2008).  
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granted candidacy.10 The UK has clearly ceased anti-democratic practices of the same degree, 

but Turkey has not been fortunate enough to come quite as far. However, this does not invalidate 

the fact that their pasts of injustice extend side by side, and Turkey’s past is still being criticized 

for what appears to be underlying reasons.  

 Though the case of Great Britain should not be ignored, there are other events, more 

recent and relevant, that contribute to what is either a selective indifference, or the EU’s inability 

to uphold an allegiance to international social justice. The Safe Third Country (STC) practice, for 

example, poses questions about the union’s commitment to the protection of refugees and 

asylum-seekers. In 1951, the Refugee Convention was drafted for the very purpose of affirming 

fundamental rights for all human beings. Now signed by 142 countries, the Convention 

guaranteed the protection of refugees in the following areas: facilitation of travels, family 

unification, welfare services, and extension of treatment (UNHCR). The STC practice, whose 

initial purpose was said to prevent refugees from gaining asylum in multiple countries, has 

suggested a subtle deviation from the principles of the Refugee Convention. In addition to 

limiting options for asylees, it could easily be used as a tool to shift responsibility onto other less 

capable countries in order to control who passes through the EU borders. While there is no 

definitive answer as to what extent nations are obligated to help refugees, the STC has given the 

European Union the dangerous image of attempting to override their responsibilities to asylum 

seekers (Gil-Bazo, 2006).  

Although the Union was first formed on the basis of creating a single market, the STC 

practice shows that it has failed to place the elements of democracy completely above that of its 

economy. The EU has attempted to counter these insinuations by establishing the European 

Refugee Fund (ERF), which gives financial assistance to member states facing a disproportionate 
                                                
10 The British Empire reached its ending with the return of Hong Kong to China in 1997.  
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influx of asylum-seekers.11 Established in 2000, the ERF was originally expected to run for five 

years, but was proposed to be extended for an additional five years in 2004. This Council 

decision was “to express solidarity between the European Community and the Member States 

concerning the reception of asylum-seekers and the management of asylum procedures.”12  

However, political science specialist Eiko O. Thielemann (2005) points out the two ways in 

which the logic of this policy is thwarted: firstly, the amount of resources provided by the ERF is 

small in comparison to the resources provided by the Member States that have already been 

specifically allocated to refugee protection. Secondly, while this policy is meant to “share the 

burden,” it does not appear to take into account the different risks each member state faces, 

therefore dispensing an unequal distribution of aid (p. 819). In short, the ERF is not an effective 

incentive for improving protection efforts among the Member States, and refugees are surely 

paying the price of the EU’s inability to establish equal redistributive policies.   

Turkey’s Europeanization 

 The Republic of Turkey was established following World War I in 1923 by nationalist 

leader Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, who would go on to become the Republic’s first president. 

Atatürk had a vision for the country, one that “sought to create a unified, centralized and 

ethnically homogeneous state with a single Turkish identity” (Müller and Yildiz, 2011, p. 19). 

Though his mission for unification drew on Western ideals of secularization and 

industrialization, Atatürk’s vision for a national identity resulted in an “ethnic cleansing” of any 

non-Turkish identities within the country’s borders. The Kurdish population faced the threat of 

complete extermination that long outlasted Atatürk’s regime and “Turkification” project. In 

                                                
11See European Commission site, Funding Home Affairs:  “The ERF (EUR 630 million over the period 2008-13) 
supports EU countries’ efforts in receiving refugees and displaced persons and in guaranteeing access to consistent, 
fair and effective asylum procedures.”  
12 European Refugee Fund II, Council Decision of 2004. OJ L 252 of 06.10.2000 
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addition to the Kurdish issues is Turkey’s deplorable track record of behavior towards the 

Armenians. The Armenian genocide at the hands of the Turks is still a highly controversial topic 

around the globe, and entirely denied by the Turkish state. The European Union has been unable 

to ignore Turkey’s stance of denial on the Armenian genocide–rightfully so, as the decision to 

overlook it would imply a disregard of a gruesome violation of human rights. 

Looking beyond Turkey’s past–and present, that is–of human rights violations, remains 

the issue of the country’s large Muslim population, which has inevitably sparked concern about 

its connections to jihadist groups. Erdogan’s passive stance on the increased terrorist activity in 

Turkey has raised suspicions that he has deliberately turned a blind eye toward such 

organizations. This has resulted in multiple accusations of Turkey’s government supplying 

Islamic militant groups with weapons and finances (The Guardian). According to Seymour 

Hersh (2014), Erdogan was aware and in support of the al-Nusra front, which carried out sarin 

attacks in Syria in 2014. Further evidence shows that ISIS militants have freely crossed the 

border between Turkey and Syria in full view of Turkish soldiers (Huffington Post), adding to 

the theory that the Turkish government is not taking appropriate measures to prevent acts of 

terrorism. 

 In spite of its past and present habits of radicalism, the steps Turkey has taken in regards 

to human rights deserve recognition. Since its establishment as a Republic, the nation has looked 

to the West to implement similar democratic policies to fulfill its perennial goal of being part of 

Europe. As damaging and violent as it became, Atatürk’s belief that a single, internationally 

recognized Turkish identity was not far off from the notions of unity and national consensus 

promoted by the EU. However, there remains the question as to whether democratic institutions 

such as the EU and other Western governments should be encouraging complete uniformity. 
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Two years after allowing Turkey with candidacy status, the European Commission stated 

that Turkey had not yet exhibited full commitment to improving its human rights situation:  

The basic features of a democratic system exist in Turkey, but a number of fundamental  

issues, such as civilian control over the military, remain to be effectively addressed.  

Despite a number of constitutional, legislative and administrative changes, the actual  

human rights situation as it affects individuals in Turkey needs improvement (European  

Commission, 2001, p. 32). 

Turkey’s response to this came rather quickly, with the introduction of several reform packages 

pertaining to increased rights and protection, freedom of expression, and the role of the military 

(Bac, 2005). The death penalty was also overturned, as all member states had committed to the 

“permanent abolition of the death penalty in all circumstances” in 2003.13  

It is uncertain whether it was internal or external relations that triggered such momentous 

change, but the promise of membership certainly gave Turkey great incentive for democratic 

reform. Seeing as acceptance into Europe has been its most prominent goal since the very 

establishment of the Republic, there is reason to believe that the Turks’ were convinced 

fulfillment of the new EU demands would, at long last, guarantee the nation a successful 

accession. In a study conducted on EU conditionality, Frank Schimmelfennig, Stefan Engert and 

Heiko Knobel (2003) concluded that while the success of conditionality lies mostly with 

domestic conditions, the “reinforcement by reward” framework proved useful in galvanizing 

reform efforts not only in Turkey, but in Eastern European countries seeking EU membership as 

well.14  

                                                
13 See “EU Guidelines on the Death Penalty,” 13th Protocol of the ECHR (2003).  
14 See S. Engert, H. Knobel, and F. Schimmelfennig, Costs, Commitment and Compliance: The Impact of EU 
Democratic Conditionality on Latvia, Slovakia and Turkey*, JCMS 2003 Volume 41 no. 3 (2003), 507.  
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This study’s conclusion affirms the influence of the European Union over the spread of 

democratic values, therefore proving that a Turkish membership would be effective in pushing 

the nation toward a more stable and free society. As of last summer, reports show that Erdogan 

has “dismissed tens of thousands of teachers and civil servants, purged the armed forces, 

detained journalists and shut down more than a dozen media outlets” (New York Times). The 

failed coup prompted Erdogan to exhibit symptoms of an authoritarian figure, as he seeks to 

eliminate any sort of opposition through tactics that are far from democratic. Once again, Turkey 

is in desperate need of democratic reform.  Should Turkey be allowed membership, the Turkish 

state would then be overseen by the institutions of the European Union, preventing President 

Erdogan from establishing any further policies that infringe on the rights of Turkish nationals 

and immigrants from other countries. Given his past of retaliatory behavior, these negotiations 

would be far from painless. Nevertheless, Turkey’s accession would guarantee the development 

of democratic principles that have been long sought after in this region. 

The Role of Pluralism in Democracy 

 Turkey’s predominant Muslim population has always been at the forefront of the EU 

debate, largely due to the possibility of being associated with terrorist groups (Hersh, 2014). 

Though some concern may be valid, this exhibits the unfortunate spread of  xenophobia that has 

shaped the public’s perception of Muslims. These suspicions have consequently allowed for the 

spread of misconstrued information, which has already been circulating among uninformed 

Westerners for decades, and has now been emboldened by the concepts on which rising 

politicians Donald Trump and Marine Le Pen have run their campaigns. The anti-Islam 

movement has only worsened in the wake of recent terrorist activity in Europe, as well as the 

new Trump administration’s exclusionary travel and immigration laws. An insoluble conflict 
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between cultural identities appears to be unfolding–as predicted by Samuel Huntington’s 

problematic “clash of civilization” theory.15 

Huntington’s theory draws borders on the basis of culture and religion–rendering the 

West and the East inherently incompatible. Huntington also suggested that the West must affirm 

its identity in order to attain global influence and power to survive. This call for Western 

affirmation conveys his belief that each “civilization” possesses only one defining identity, 

therefore invoking a strict homogeneity of every region. Turkey’s past, as well as Germany's, are 

perfect examples of how dangerous homogeneity can be: Atatürk’s mission of “Turkification” to 

create a national identity was responsible for the destruction of multiple cultural identities within 

the same region. 

It is troubling that denials of cultural pluralism of modern societies exist within 

contemporary paradigms. Perhaps even more troubling is how these paradigms fail to consider 

how ascribing a singular identity to each region of the world threatens the core of democracy. 

The foundations of democracy encourage the freedom of association with anything one may 

choose, be that religion, political party, or cultural identity. Thus, a full representation of each 

individual group is absolutely necessary to ensure social justice. People of all different social 

groups must be given the opportunity to actualize their own identities in public politics; failure to 

do so is sure to increase the growth of social inequality (Young, 1999). In order for a democracy 

to keep its legitimacy, it must be ready to create a space for marginalized voices and recognition 

of identities that have been excluded from political institutions (Melucci & Avritzer, 2000). The 

rejection of Turkey would compromise the democratic legitimacy of the EU, as it would exclude 

the voices of a non-European identity. 
                                                
15 In 1996, Samuel Huntington published his work entitled “The Clash of Civilizations”, which sought to create a 
new world order and establish a new “logic” following that of the Cold War. Huntington holds that “the great 
divisions of humankind and the dominating source of conflict will be cultural.” 
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While the accession of Turkey is unlikely given its current foreign relations, the benefits 

it would bring, particularly for the reputation of the European Union, deserves further 

exploration for several reasons. First, it would demonstrate a willingness to dissociate from the 

idea that the EU is an entity that remains exclusive to nation states with origins in Christianity. It 

is obvious enough that Turkey cannot be classified as a part of Christian Europe, but most do not 

realize that it does not fit harmoniously with Muslim world, either (Yavuz, 2009). Religious 

background has proved to be one of the most influential factors in opposition to Turkey; Erdogan 

brought this issue to light with his assertive address to the Commission in 200516, when the 

negotiations for membership were finally approved to begin (Casanova, 2006).  

The Turks and the EU have been linked together for over a century by way of the 1856 

Paris Conference, but this connection evidently was not enough to push Turkey closer toward 

being accepted as part of Europe. However, the Ankara Agreement of 1963, as well as other 

offers made to them in the past hints that the EU would rather keep Turkey at the simpler level of 

“partnership,” rather than granting it full membership status (Redmond, 2007). At the 

Luxembourg Summit of 1997, Turkey was excluded from the list of applicant countries. In lieu 

of membership, the Council offered a Pre-Accession Strategy and an invitation to the European 

Conference. Turkey rejected both of these offers angrily; the ties between the EU and Turkey 

were promptly frozen, and the Turkish Prime Minister Mesut Yilmaz accused the EU of erecting 

a “new cultural Berlin Wall.”  

Regional Relationships 

Turkey’s location has been the subject of debate for decades. Often called “the gateway 

to the East,” the land of Turkey is divided by the Bosphorus, which splits the country between 
                                                
16  See J. Casanova, “The Long, Difficult, and Tortuous Journey of Turkey into Europe and the Dilemmas of 
European Civilization” (2006). Erdogan’s statement was the following: “If you really claim that the EU is not a 
Christian club, if you believe this, then you should take Turkey among you.” 
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the continents of Europe and Asia. Because of its proximity to unstable areas of the Middle East, 

members of the EU worry that Turkey’s membership would compromise the security of their 

borders, therefore allowing terrorism and unrest to pass through each nation without difficulty 

(Shlapentokh, 2015). However, this can easily be countered by observing what the actual 

objective of terrorist activity is: an attempt to fulfill the ultimate goal of generating change 

within the terrorist’s own country or region (Neumayer and Plümper, 2009). From this, we can 

safely assume that the majority of terrorist attacks are carried out within their home countries. In 

fact, an estimated 90% of terrorism is carried out at the domestic level, meaning that the “victims 

of terrorism come mainly from the same country as the terrorists” (Enders, 2007). Additionally, 

the recent acts of terrorism in Europe (the Paris attacks of 2015 and the Brussels bombings) were 

carried out by so-called “homegrown terrorists”–French and Belgian nationals often from poor 

suburban neighborhoods. This discovery strengthens the argument that should the EU be made 

“more accessible” to violence-prone Middle Eastern regions, the likelihood of terrorist threats 

occurring among its Member States would not necessarily increase.  

For some, Turkey’s location is actually a significant reason as to why they should be able 

to join the EU. It certainly proves to be beneficial when thinking in geopolitical terms: the 

country is strategically placed between the Middle East, the Mediterranean, and South Asia, all 

of which are regions of interest to the EU. The Independent Commission on Turkey (2004) 

argued that Turkey’s positive relations with the Arab-Israeli world would “increase the Union’s 

weight in the Middle East, which could be put to good use in common efforts toward 

peacemaking and stabilization in this strategically critical region” (p. 16). The EU would be able 

to use Turkey as a passageway to these regions, advancing their goal of fostering democracy in 

these erratically unstable zones. Turkey has held significant weight in the critical regions of 
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Israel and Syria, while simultaneously enjoying positive relations with the United States and, for 

the most part, the EU as well.  

One of Turkey’s most notable actions over the past decade is its willingness to play third 

party roles within neighboring conflicts (Altunşik, 2008). Turkey has employed diplomatic 

strategy in attempting to reinstate a peaceful relationship between Syria and Israel after its 

collapse in 2000. Turkey’s efforts to bring the two together demonstrate its leverage over these 

areas, and an ability to see the value in encouraging peace among troubled nations. Additionally, 

the Turkish government has been active in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, providing Palestine 

development and humanitarian aid, as well as contributing to its economy. As expected, its 

support for Palestine was not costless; their relationship with Israel was temporarily severed after 

an Israeli raid killed 10 Turkish activists in the Gaza strip six years ago. Last year, however, the 

two reached a deal that resolved the dispute and restored their relationship. Clearly, Turkey 

possesses enormous capability to improve the volatile state of its neighboring countries, where in 

spite of the European Neighborhood Partnership, the EU has thus far been unable to reach on its 

own. 

Conclusion 

Based on the evidence provided, the European Union’s attitudes toward democracy, 

social justice, and fundamental rights have shown signs of fluctuation, depending on how costly 

it would be to leave an issue relating to these topics unattended. Though successful in cultivating 

a more democratic sense among the government systems of its Member States, it has failed to 

impartially carry out the same principles it demands of other nations, despite the numerous 

agreements, articles, and treatises where they are verbally expressed. On the other hand, Turkey 

has also fallen short on the same nature of concerns. The temperamental state of the Turkish 
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government has kept them from a full democratic transformation, one that would prove their 

reliability to uphold the EU requirements in external relations, not to mention within its own 

borders.   

The successful accession of Turkey would signify would send a powerful message that 

demonstrates the compatibility of Islam and democracy, and help to eliminate any previous 

misconceptions about this region. The Oriental “otherness” ascribed to the Turks has kept them 

separated from Western ideologies for far too long. Granting Turkey with membership would be 

a stride toward shattering this fallacy and the discrimination accompanying it. It would display 

the EU’s acceptance of cultural diversity and possibly serve as an impetus for unification and 

awareness of the true state of Middle Eastern regions, which have been largely stereotyped and 

glossed over by the West. 

Dismissing Turkey’s ability to join the Union would consequently serve as a dismissal of 

economic and political opportunity for Europe. Both parties have much to gain from such an 

agreement, as it would secure a transformation for Turkey into a “modern democratic society” 

that is finally accepted by Europe, who will surely reap the benefits of the country’s richness in 

economic and geopolitical resources without experiencing severe change. The magnitude of 

Turkish accession cannot be mistaken; in light of current events such as the refugee crisis and 

other concerns pertaining to the Middle East, it would be in the best interest of both Turkey and 

European governments to continue on with negotiations and to work toward this crucial process 

of integration. However, the evidence given throughout this paper has shown that Turkey is not 

alone in its need for democratic progress; the EU must demonstrate an ability to uphold the 

lawful democracy it has so staunchly claimed to promote. 
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