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Abstract – The expansion of the European Union towards Eastern Europe during the 2000s has been a much-covered subject in academic research, likely because of the many controversies that rose among both the public and the political sphere. However, future enlargement of the EU could prove more controversial with the accession of countries with a predominantly Islamic background: Turkey and Albania. However, while the accession negotiations with Turkey between 2004 and 2016 could be characterized as a ‘bumpy road,’ the accession negotiations with Albania during the same period seem to have progressed relatively smoothly. This thesis seeks to explain these different paces by projecting the theoretical assumptions of neofunctionalism (NF), liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) and constructivism onto each negotiation process, focusing on the EU side of the negotiations. These theoretical perspectives are approached as being potentially complementary rather than inherently conflicting with one another. Using process tracing, the two negotiation processes are analysed and then assessed through the lenses of the theoretical framework. This thesis argues that NF’s concepts of political and cultivated spill-over, in addition to LI’s perspective on national leaders’ re-election calculations provide an explanation of the different paces to some degree, while additional research is needed to delve deeper into the exact mechanisms in which these aspects play a role. In addition, this thesis argues that further research is needed to expand the academic literature on Albania-EU relations.  
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Since its inception, the amount of members of the EU has increased many times. Many of these expansions have been quite controversial in differing regards. The most far-reaching expansion to this point has been the accession of ten Central and Eastern European countries; Slovakia, Slovenia, Poland, Malta, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Cyprus; in 2004 (EUR-lex, 2007). However, it can be argued that the most controversial expansion of the EU will be a future one: the accession of countries with an Islamic background to the Union, more specifically Turkey and Albania. The accession of Turkey to the EU has a relatively long history. Talks between Turkey and members of the (predecessors) of the EU date back to as early as 1959. In 1987, Turkey applied for membership of the then-EEC and in 1997 the country was declared ‘’eligible’’ to join the organization. Accession negotiations began in 2005, but have proceeded relatively slowly as Turkey is dealing with problems regarding its political system as well as the position of human rights in the country (European Commission, 2016a). Most prominently, however, Turkey’s identity as a Muslim country has raised controversy among European politicians and citizens alike and many have argued that this particular factor is the main reason for the negotiation process with Turkey taking as long as it has been taking. However, it is notable that both the broader public debate and academic literature tend to ignore the accession process of another predominantly Muslim country to the EU: Albania. 	While Albania has not even entered formal negotiations yet, talks between Albania and the EU have progressed relatively smoothly since it applied for membership in 2009. Albania was granted candidate status in 2014 and negotiation talks are thought to begin relatively soon as long as it is able to meet the EU’s expectations on political, societal and economic developments (ibid., 2016b). However, both Albania and Turkey have been dealing with problems related to political and bureaucratic corruption and the strained position of human rights, as well as socio-economic problems. Their similarly Muslim background has raised and still raises controversy in a Europe where anti-Muslim sentiments have become more prominent over the years. This is why the discrepancy between the ‘bumpy road’ of accession negotiations with Turkey and the seemingly smooth pace of negotiations with Albania seems puzzling. This discrepancy, as well as the lack of public and academic attention to this puzzle makes an in-depth comparative analysis of the cases of Albanian and Turkish accession worth looking into. This thesis therefore deals with the following research question:
From a European perspective, what explains the different paces of the respective accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the European Union? 
Theories of EU integration provide differing perspectives on the accession of new member states to the EU. The most prominent theoretical perspectives on EU integration, NF and liberal LI, both draw from rationalist assumptions about European politics, but differ in their perspectives on EU integration as a whole and on EU enlargement specifically (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009; Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009). In short, NF assumes that supranational actors such as the EC and the EP as well as domestic interest groups are the most prominent actors in shaping and influencing the enlargement process. The logic of the neofunctionalist spill-over concept, which entails that political integration in one sector will automatically lead to integration in a related sector, is thought to be the driving logic behind EU enlargement. Following from this logic, NF emphasizes the role of practical, functional needs as motivations in decision-making, the influence of societal actors and the role of the EC and the EP as agenda-setters in the enlargement process. The relative longevity of the accession negotiations with Turkey compared to Albania would therefore be explained as resulting from the role of societal and supranational actors in presenting the accession of Turkey as not being in accordance with functional needs while the accession of Albania would be in accordance with these needs. 	LI, on the other hand, assumes that the EU member states and more specifically members of national governments as representatives of the member states are the most important actors in the enlargement process. Following from the logic of so-called two-level games, LI would expect that negotiators at the intergovernmental level will balance their personal interests based on rational cost-benefit analyses with what they perceive as the national interest of their respective countries in determining their attitude towards the accession of new member states. In explaining the discrepancy mentioned in the research question, the accession of Turkey would then be seen as being contrary to these interests while the accession of Albania would be seen as being in accordance with them. 							It is important to mention that some authors have argued that NF and LI cannot be used on their own as individual perspectives on EU integration due to their focus on rational actors and material factors, and need to be complemented by additional theoretical perspectives highlighting that actors’ rationality is limited. This thesis aims to do this by introducing constructivism as an additional perspective to NF and LI, highlighting the concept of bounded rationality and the constitutive nature of immaterial factors such as norms and culture in the establishment of actors’ preferences and actions (cf. Risse, 2009, p. 155). More specifically, constructivism assumes that pure rationality is impossible since preference calculations are constrained by factors such as information gaps, preconceptions and time constraints. In addition, constructivism emphasizes the role of so-called ‘imagined history’ related to actors’ perceptions of ‘self’ and ‘other’ in EU identity as a factor in EU enlargement. In explaining the different paces of the negotiations with Turkey and Albania, constructivism would therefore assume that EU actors perceive Albania as sharing the identity of the EU while Turkey does not and act in accordance with that perception. 							The discrepancy between NF, LI and constructivism has been explored many times. However, academic literature seems to be lacking from studies using these theoretical perspectives to better understand the roles of EU institutions as well as EU member states in specific accession negotiations or to assess the applicability of these theoretical perspectives to EU enlargement in general. This thesis aims to jump into this gap by focusing on the (pre-)negotiation processes on the accession of Albania and Turkey to the EU between 2004 and 2016 and by exploring the role of the EC, the EP, EU member states’ representatives and interest groups in these processes. Using process tracing, this thesis attempts to give a clear and broader sight on the motivations that lie behind these negotiations and wherefrom they originate. Neofunctionalist, liberal intergovernmentalist and constructivist assumptions will be used as theoretical ‘lenses’ in the empirical analysis, highlighting the different aspects of each negotiation process. 		This thesis is divided into four main parts. This introductory section is followed by a theoretical framework outlining the main characteristics and assumptions of the three individual theoretical perspectives mentioned above, as well as their specific outlooks on EU enlargement and the roles the different involved actors play. This section also includes a comparative discussion on these theoretical perspectives. The second section discusses the main research hypotheses drawing from the theoretical perspectives and the main research question, followed by a discussion on the employed research methods and justification for their use. The empirical analysis makes up the third section and is divided into three parts on the negotiation process on Turkey’s accession to the EU, the negotiation process on Albania’s accession and the analysis and evaluation of both cases. The final section includes the conclusions drawn from the completed research, an assessment of the research itself as well as some recommendations for further research.   




[bookmark: _Toc528965783]2. Theoretical framework 
[bookmark: _Toc528965784]Introduction 
There exist many theoretical perspectives on the subject of European integration. For this thesis, the choice has been made to approach the cases of Turkish and Albanian accession to the EU from two perspectives which clash on their assumptions about European integration as a whole, the roles of states and institutions in the integration process and the development of actors’ preferences: NF and LI. Below, the main assumptions of each theoretical perspective and their perspective on EU enlargement will be elaborated upon. Differences and similarities that can be found between both perspectives will also be explored. Since NF and LI are traditionally perceived as being focused more on material and structural factors regarding European integration and EU enlargement, constructivism will be used as an additional ‘meta’ perspective in order to focus on how norms and values related to state and European identity as well as other socio-cultural factors impact the accession process of new member states to the EU. Finally, a short comparative overview between the three perspectives will be outlined. 
[bookmark: _Toc528965785]2.1 Neofunctionalism
[bookmark: _Toc528965786]2.1.1 Introduction and main assumptions
NF is one of the earlier theoretical perspectives on European integration. It is arguably also one of, if not the most prominent of European integration theories, having been first formulated during the early phases of European integration during the 1950s and 1960s. It was heavily criticized for the lack of empirical proof for its assumptions from the mid-1960s onwards and many attempts were made to revise some of its hypotheses and assumptions about the course of the European integration process, culminating in NF’s ‘founder’ Ernst Haas declaring the theory obsolete in the mid-1970s. However, NF made a prominent comeback during the 1980s as a result of the ‘resurrection’ of the European integration process. From the 1990s onwards, some authors have attempted to revise some of the initial neofunctionalist claims, as well as its overall approach to European integration. However, its main presuppositions and outlook on the EU have not fundamentally changed over the course of its development (Nieman & Schmitter, 2009, p. 45). 							The most prolific and influential neofunctionalist author, Ernst Haas, combined notions from functionalism, federalism and communications theories in their development of the initial theoretical fundamentals of NF (ibid., p. 46). One of these fundamentals was defining what integration essentially meant. Haas’ definition of integration carried the inherent idea that European integration would inevitably lead to some form of political community: ‘’[Integration is] the process whereby political actors in several, distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and political activities towards a new centre, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdiction over the pre-existing national states’’ (Haas, 1958, p. 16). The shift of loyalties to a new centre implies the supranational character Haas attributed to the political community that would arise as a result of the integrative process. The inevitability of this process is mainly expressed in the notion of ‘spill-over’, which will be discussed further on.[footnoteRef:1]													In addition to this notion of the inevitability of integration, NF was at least indirectly inspired by the idea that the project of European unification was an inherently good thing. Some neofunctionalist authors have therefore argued that NF itself was also a means of prescribing how the European integration process should develop, next to its initial intentions to describe, explain and predict the course of the process (Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991, p. 4; Moravcsik, 2005, p. 350). It is clear that this normative aspect of (early) NF displays an explicit embrace of the goals of federalism in the early stages of the process of European integration, and NF has been criticized profusely by authors opposing that goal (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009, p. 45).	Next to the assumed inevitability of the process of integration and its inherently positive outlook on European integration, NF is characterized by a number of fundamental characteristics and inherent assumptions. Early on, NF was understood by its theorists as a ‘grand theory’ of integration, meaning it could be applied to any case of (regional) integration, regardless of the specific context in which that case was embedded (Haas & Schmitter, 1964, pp. 706-707, 720). Integration is perceived by NF as a process, not a sequence of isolated events as assumed by intergovernmentalists. Integration processes are not stationary, but change in terms of pace and character (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009, pp 47-48). The states acting within this process are assumed to be neither unitary actors nor the only relevant actors in the integration process (Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991, p. 4). Instead, NF assumes that integration processes are characterized by ‘’multiple, diverse, and changing actors who are not restricted to the domestic political realm but also interact and build coalitions across national frontiers and bureaucracies’’ (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009, pp. 47-48).  [1:  Leon Lindberg’s definition of integration was somewhat more cautious, leaving aside Haas’ assumption that states would shift their loyalties to a new center as well: ‘’[Integration is] (1) the process whereby nations forego the desire and ability to conduct foreign and domestic policies independently of each other, seeking instead to make joint decisions or to delegate the decision-making process to new central organs: and (2) the process whereby political actors in several distinct settings are persuaded to shift their expectations and political activities to a new centre’’ (Lindberg, 1963, p. 6). ] 

NF focuses explicitly on the role of governmental and non-governmental elites in the creation of supranational institutions such as the EC and the EP, and early NF assumed that the ‘permissive consensus’ in favour of further European integration would be enough to sustain it. In addition, NF assumes that actors are rational and self-interested. Because of this, actors are able to learn from their experiences in cooperative decision-making as well as from the benefits of policies at the new centre-level and can change their preferences accordingly. However, the interests of actors are assumed to change as the process of integration continues, ‘’(…) as actors can learn from the benefits of communitarization and from their experiences in co-operative decision-making, adding another spur to the integration process’’ (Niemann, 1998, p. 429). This notion is especially important with regards to the institutions of the EU. NF assumes that once institutions are established they are able to become independent from their creators. These institutions will pursue further integration by influencing domestic elite perceptions and national governments’ interests. Haas especially focused on the role of the EC in facilitating the process of European integration by expanding its competences and acting as a broker in the different processes as part of the bigger ‘project’ of European integration (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009, p. 62). 
[bookmark: _Toc528965787]2.1.2 The concept of spill-over
Arguably, the concept that is the most prominent, the most defining and the most characterizing feature of neofunctionalist theory is the concept of spill-over. Initially, spill-over was applied by neofunctionalist theorists in two ways: it was used to describe the process of (increasing) integration, and it was used to attribute the driving force of integration to increasing economic and functional interdependence between European states. The fundamental assumption of the concept of spill-over is that integration in one particular field will lead to pressures towards integration in other sectors. The establishment of supranational institutions triggers and facilitates this process (Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991, p. 4). Sectors are assumed to be interdependent and arising problems are assumed to be only solvable through further integration, meaning that integration in one field can only be feasible if it is combined with integration in another field. In other words, integration would inevitably ‘spill over’ from one field into another related field, then into the next related field, and so on. Haas (1958, p. 383) called this the ‘’expansive logic of sector integration.’’ 						Spill-over can be divided into three sub-concepts: functional spill-over, political spill-over and cultivated spill-over. Functional spill-over can be formulated as ‘’(…) a mechanism arising from the inherent technical characteristics of the functional tasks themselves’’ (Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991, p. 4). Regarding European integration, Leon Lindberg perceived functional spill-over as being primarily expressed through the expansion of tasks of supranational institutions. Trying to shift national tasks to a central level through integration will unavoidably lead to functional problems, leading to the necessity of the further integration of tasks. In the case of the EEC, the attempts to create a customs union between the initial member states required action ‘’transcending the borders of any one state’’ (ibid., p. 5). To be effective, such a customs union would necessitate further integration and thus the expansion of tasks of supranational institutions such as the EC and the EP (ibid.; Rosamond, 2000, p. 60).	Political spill-over concerns NF’s perception of (Western) European domestic politics. The political groups in European countries are represented by organizations with strong bureaucracies, leading NF to analytically focus on the leaders of these organizations’ representative roles (ibid., p. 6). Political, governmental and economic elites had come to the conclusion that some substantial problems could not be solved at the domestic level during the early stages of the European integration process. Haas expected that elites would therefore gradually change their expectations, activities and even loyalties to a new European centre and bypass national governments to further their political goals on the supranational level. Of course, the assumption is that elites will only exert pressure at the domestic level if they presume that they would gain beneficiary results from further integration (Haas, 1958, pp. 312-313; Rosamond, 2005, p. 244). In addition, the role of interest groups is also assumed to be prominent by NF: ‘’as economic and political integration (…) develops, interest groups will try to match this development by reorganizing at the supranational level’’ (Strøby Jensen, 2013, p. 65). In forming their own supranational interests, interest groups are expected to become allies of supranational institutions such as the EC and exert pressure on member state governments in favour of integration (ibid.). 									Cultivated spill-over concerns the role of supranational institutions in facilitating the process of integration. The EC was expected by neofunctionalists to have a major facilitative role in further regional integration, derived from their ties with national elites and their role as mediator between and above member governments. While intergovernmental negotiations were seen as being characterized by bargaining based on common denominators, negotiations in supranational systems would be characterized by a bargaining strategy based on splitting the difference between parties and more prominently on ‘’upgrading of the common interest’’ (Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991, p. 6). This last term was coined as a label for the agreement between parties not to put at risk areas in which there is a prominent amount of consensus between those parties. Under these conditions, negotiating parties would ‘’swap concessions’’ under the supervision of the EC as the institutionalized mediator (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009, p. 50). Participants would feel that by losing one thing, they would still gain another. 		Haas viewed the EC as the main facilitator of this process, and assumed that its mandate would be gradually expanded as a result of its cultivation of the economic-functional rationale mentioned before. In addition, the EC would then not only be able to influence the relations between members of the European Community, but also with and between interest groups within each member state. This role of the EC as a ‘driver’ of European integration was labelled as ‘cultivated spill-over’ (Tranholm-Mikkelsen, 1991, p. 6). Authors such as Tsebelis (1994) and Westlake (1994) also argue that the EP is able to play a role as ‘’conditional agenda-setter’’ since the EP can make propositions to the EC and the CEU that are easier to accept for the CEU than modifications made by the EC since only a qualitative majority is needed for the acceptance of proposals by the EP as opposed to the required unanimity in cases of modification (Tsebelis, 1994, p. 128)
[bookmark: _Toc528965788]2.1.3 Perspective on EU enlargement
NF initially did not have much to say about the geographical enlargement of the European Community and later the EU (Schmitter, 2004, p. 70). However, since NF is regarded as a so-called ‘evolving theory’, its logic, assumptions and concepts can still be applied to enlargement in order to explain its course and progress (Niemann & Schmitter, p. 61, 64). Especially the notion of spill-over and its sub-concepts of functional, political and cultivated spill-over, as well as other extensions of spill-over, can be suitably applied to the course of enlargement and more specifically to the accession process of new EU member states. Haas himself coined the term ‘’geographical spill-over’’ regarding possible enlargement, but this term was more concerned with non-member states being pressured to join rather than existing member states’ perspectives on the accession of new states (Haas, 1958, pp. 313-315). 		An important revision of NF relevant for the issue of EU enlargement is Schmitter’s so-called neo-neofunctionalism (neo-NF). Contrary to the assumption of early conceptions of NF that the final goal of European integration is a federal state, neo-NF assumes that integration is leading towards a system based more on multi-level governance, in which different degrees of integration and participation between member states are possible (Macmillan, 2009, p. 794). Schmitter states that early NF was unable to recognize the significance expansion of the European Community and later the EU would have in the integration process, nor was it able to explain why the amount of member states would increase as much as it did (Schmitter, 2004, pp. 70-71; Schmitter, 2005, p. 267). 									The new perspective neo-NF has given on enlargement shows that the logic of initial neofunctionalist conceptions of functional, political and cultivated spill-over can to some extent be applied to the processes related to new member states’ accession to the EU. Macmillan (2004, p. 797) has even argued that enlargement can be seen as a form of spill-over itself, since the enlargement of the EU and its predecessors from the initial six members to 25 has been one of the more prominent expressions of accelerated EU integration. Functional spill-over in this case would maintain that there may be internal or external functional pressures necessitating the accession of new states. Both institutional and societal actors might argue that there is a functional necessity for certain new states to accede while the accession of others would not be necessary to solve functional problems. Accordingly, they would through transnational coalitions exert pressure on the supranational level to achieve the desired further enlargement of the EU (ibid). An example of this could be the Eastern enlargement of the EU in 2004. The European Community’s active involvement in the Eastern European communist bloc prior to 1989 resulted in the Community being compelled to aid the Eastern bloc in its financial development after the communist era (Niemann, 1998, p. 434). In addition, it was argued that in achieving increased stability and security in Eastern Europe the accession of Eastern European states would be functionally more effective than an associated partnership (Skålnes, 2005; Juncos & Pérez-Solórzano Borragán, 2013, p. 228). 						The logic of political spill-over indicates that certain political and non-governmental domestic elites in favour of the accession of new states could generate pressure at the domestic level leading to changes in perceptions of relevant interest groups regarding enlargement. Elites might form coalitions in order to effectuate this pressure in favour of enlargement (ibid.). Certain business groups for example might have a financial interest in the accession of member states if trading and economic conditions in those states are favourable or if a more intensive economic partnership with a possible member state within the framework of the EU would be favourable for the EU as a whole (Macmillan, 2009, p. 800). This can also be related to functional spill-over in that certain EU actors envisage the functional necessity of the accession of a certain state and try to exert pressure in favour of accession. An example of this could be the accession of formerly communist Eastern European countries which was framed as a geopolitical necessity in view of securitization of the European continent related to NATO’s enlargement (Fierke & Wiener, 1999; O’Brennan, 2006). 					Finally, cultivated spill-over highlights some important characteristics of the role of the EU’s supranational institutions in the accession process of new member states. Especially the EC is thought to have a prominent role as a cultivator of the enlargement process. Macmillan (2009, p. 801) argues that from a neofunctionalist perspective the EC is thought to play three vital roles as promotor, agenda-setter and broker within the enlargement process. Geddes (2003, p. 6) has argued that ‘’[the EC] has made great use of its informal agenda-setting powers, which include the highlighting of problems, advancing proposals and identifying the possible material benefits of integration.’’ And since previous enlargements have coincided with increased integration, the EC benefits from enlargement in that its competences have increased as the amount of EU member states has increased (Macmillan, 2009, p. 801). 				In its role as a mediator between member states in the intergovernmental negotiations on enlargement, the EC has shaped both the timing and the content of enlargement, especially regarding its role in the development of the EU’s pre-accession strategy before the Eastern enlargement of 2004 (Macmillan, 2009, p. 801; Niemann, 1998). Most prominently, the EC’s so-called opinions have had profound influence on the Council of Ministers in its decision to open accession negotiations and on the content of those negotiations (Macmillan, 2009, p. 801). This is reflected by the Council’s decision to open negotiations on the accession of Eastern European countries at the Copenhagen summit: ‘’ Once the decision to enlarge was made, each further step toward preparing for the opening of accession negotiations was presented as a logical follow-up to this decision and difficult to oppose’’ (Schimmelfennig, 2001, p. 75). The EC is also a prominent player in mediating between member states who disagree about the accession of a new state. Finally, the EC also facilitates political spill-over, for example by organizing dialogue sessions between civil society groups from member states and acceding states (Macmillan, 2009, p. 801). 									In addition, as mentioned before, Tsebelis (1994, p. 128) has argued that the EP also plays an important role as ‘’conditional agenda-setter.’’ MEPs publicly debate and vote on the reports of the annual progress of each accession procedure and are able to individually and collectively share their opinions and concerns on certain policy areas within the accession process. The different committees of the EP also report on the development of the negotiation processes of each candidate EU member. Regarding the accession of new members, the EP Committee of Foreign Affairs (AFET) has a special role here, as it annually reports on the state of bilateral relations with the candidate members. After these reports are adopted by the committee, they are presented and discussed in plenary sessions of the EP. Furthermore, the EP’s approval for a country to join the EU is also required when the negotiation process draws to a close and the EC deems a country eligible to join the Union (Juncos & Pérez-Solórzano Borragán, 2013, p. 227; European Parliament, 2018a). 						A final note regarding the role of member state governments and public opinion must also be made. While spill-over might be a swift process in some cases, it can be strained, frozen or even reversed in others. Neofunctionalist writers have realized this and came up with terms like ‘spill-back’, ‘encapsulation’ and ‘muddle about’ to incorporate the possibility of setbacks or failures in the integration process (Niemann & Schmitter, 2009, p. 55). This can also be expanded to cases of accession processes being stalled. The enlargement process could very well be subject to occurrences of spill-back or ‘’the withdrawal from previous commitments by member states’’ (ibid.). Niemann (2006, p. 13) suggests that spillback related to enlargement might occur in several ways. For example, if societal groups perceive EU enlargement as not solving a functional problem, they might exert influence in opposition to enlargement, which would constrain any accession processes. This would be the opposite situation of a case in which functional spill-over is present. Also, as Macmillan (2009, p. 804) argues, ‘’diversity [enforced through the enlargement process] may have a negative effect on integration as common positions or policies may require […] member states to depart from deeply rooted structures, customs or policies.’’ In other words, states and institutions might find it difficult to let go of certain established procedures in order to achieve further EU enlargement, and might therefore constrain the accession of new members. 
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[bookmark: _Toc528965790]2.2.1 Introduction and main assumptions
Like NF, LI is regarded as one of the dominant theoretical perspectives in the study of European integration. LI can arguably be seen as the main ‘rival’ of NF when it comes to the academic popularity of both perspectives. LI’s fundaments lie in an array of theoretical perspectives, most prominently rational institutionalism and traditional intergovernmentalism, while NF was also influential in its formation. As a grand theory with the inherent aspiration to be parsimonious, LI rests on two main assumptions. The first of these is that states are critical actors behaving in an anarchic environment and that they make decisions and try to achieve their goals through bargaining and negotiating on the intergovernmental level, rather than through supranational institutions. The second assumption is that states are rational, leading to the idea that they base their actions on cost and benefit calculations and that collective decisions are the result of aggregated individual actions (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009, p. 68). Intergovernmental decision-making is explained by LI through a three-stage framework in which states first define their preferences, then start negotiating and bargaining in order to come to an agreement and finally form institutions with the tasks of securing the outcomes of these processes (ibid., p. 69). Andrew Moravcsik has formulated the LI perspective on EU integration as ‘’a series of rational choices made by national leaders,’’ which are most prominently influenced by the economic interests of important national actors, relationships between states based on relative power and institutions’ role to uphold the credibility of intergovernmental agreements (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 18). 								The two main assumptions of LI show that it is a theoretical perspective which treats states as unitary actors, even though there is considerable involvement of differing actors on the domestic level in the formation of preferences and policies. States are still assumed to be unitary actors because state preferences and policy goals, for example with regards to foreign affairs, are influenced through political institutions in which preferences of domestic groups are aggregated. State preferences are not stationary, but they change over time and vary both within and between states. Preferences at the state level are influenced by domestic preferences, but only in cases of so-called ‘’issue-specific preferences’’ (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009, p. 70). Moravcsik gives the example of EU member states’ preferences regarding integration and states that concrete economic preferences regarding trade and investments had a more profound influence on state preferences than more general concerns like ‘European’ values (ibid.). 												LI’s perspective on international negotiations is characterized by its ideas on bargaining. It is assumed that states want to reach agreements which are beneficial for all state parties involved in negotiation processes. Coming to a distribution between states of cooperation benefits which is agreed upon by all negotiators is therefore challenging, since national preferences vary among states and individual interests might conflict with collective interests. LI’s bargaining theory assumes that the outcome and characteristics of interstate negotiations are mainly dependent on the relative bargaining power of state actors. In general, states that have the least interest in reaching a certain agreement are assumed to have the highest relative bargaining power since they are able to threaten other states with withdrawing from negotiations altogether, while states that have the best access to information on other states’ preferences and the inner workings of their institutions are able to shift the outcome in such a way that it is advantageous to them. These asymmetrical relations between states are an important factor in LI’s perspective on EU integration (ibid., p. 71). 
[bookmark: _Toc528965791]2.2.2 The two-level game and rational choice-based bargaining
Two characteristics of LI deserve some additional emphasis, namely the concept or metaphor of two-level games as well as LI’s perspective on rational choice-based bargaining. The metaphor of the two-level game as developed by Robert Putnam in 1988 presents international negotiations as taking place on two levels. At the domestic level, national governments are pressured by domestic actors to achieve an outcome that would be favourable to them, while national politicians also try to achieve their goals by creating coalitions between domestic groups. At the international level, national governments try to achieve agreements that are as favourable to domestic interests as possible, while also actively trying to minimize the amount of damaging consequences regarding foreign affairs as a result. Both levels must be taken into account by central decision-makers. This is a complex situation, especially since domestic preferences might counter international preferences and decision-makers might have different positions on certain affairs on the domestic level than on the international level (Putnam, 1988, p. 434). The bargaining process in two-level games is made up of level I (bargaining at the international level) and level II (bargaining at the national level). This process might be iterative since negotiators could test multiple possible agreements on level I on level II and see whether or not they would be supported at the second level. Ultimately, any level I agreement must be ratified at level II (ibid., p. 436). In addition, chief negotiators, often highly-ranked members of government, are interested in pursuing their own political interest as well as what they perceive is the national interest on the international level. Members of government at the negotiation table will attempt to increase their political power and resources and to minimize the losses they might suffer. In other words, they will try to achieve certain outcomes of negotiations that would be politically rewarding to them, for example if they want to be re-elected (ibid., p. 457). 										The assumption that states are rational and that their preferences are based on cost-benefit analyses that was mentioned earlier can be related to European integration in the following way. The core assumption of rational choice theory is that actors base their actions on utility. They take into account the different possible outcomes of negotiations and seek a way to maximize their utility given the context of the negotiations in which they take part. Rational institutionalism, which is one of the theoretical perspectives which lay the fundament for LI, takes this notion of utility-based actions and applies it to its perspective on the foundation of international institutions. Rational institutionalism assumes that the establishment of these institutions is ‘’a collective outcome of interdependent (‘strategic’) rational state choices and intergovernmental negotiations in an anarchical context’’ (Schimmelfennig, 2004, p. 77). In Moravcsik’s words: ‘’EC politics is the continuation of domestic politics by other means’’ (Moravcsik, 1991, p. 25). In addition, even though LI assumes that state preferences are neither unchanging nor unitary, states are still treated as unitary on the international level since they act as a unitary actor with a certain set of interests and preferences in international negotiations.	However, international negotiations are not assumed to be inherently smooth in character by LI. Following rational institutionalism, LI identifies two sets of collective actions problems on the international level. These problems concern situations in which the individual rational choices of states leads to non-cooperation leaving all concerned states worse off. The first of these sets concerns the question how to overcome situations like this and achieve cooperation, while the second concerns the question how states are prevented to defect from agreements made with other states out of self-interest in order to exploit those agreements for their own benefit. LI’s answer to these problems is the establishment of institutions which facilitate international cooperation (Schimmelfennig, 2004, pp. 77-78).  
[bookmark: _Toc528965792]2.2.3 Perspective on EU enlargement 
While its initial focus lies on negotiations on ‘deepening’ the EU, cases of ‘widening’ the EU through the accession of new member states are somewhat more ambiguous for LI. This ambiguity is mainly derived from the fact that negotiations on the accession of new member states are characterized by more imprecise costs-and-benefits calculations by states. Not only does enlargement present EU member states with challenges regarding the distribution of benefits, but some of the more wide scale enlargements prove challenging to more fundamental agreements reached before enlargement, such as in the policy fields of budgetary flows and trade. However, based on its main assumptions LI is able to make some predictions on negotiations between states on enlargement (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009, p. 80). More specifically, LI emphasizes that representatives of member states in accession negotiations, more specifically members of national governments, balance their personal interests with what they perceive as the national interest. 								EU member states are assumed by LI to calculate the costs and benefits of enlargement in terms of economic and social interdependence (ibid.). Promoting enlargement among member states will be led by those states who gain the most from interdependent relationships with new member states, while states who gain less from enlargement are assumed to be more reluctant and in some cases even restraining factors in the accession process. In any case, EU member states will attempt to exploit their relatively greater bargaining power by creating conditions to accession and exceptions to these conditions through all kinds of institutions and regulations. In this way, states are able to shift the outcome of negotiations to be more favourable to them. Frank Schimmelfennig has demonstrated this has been the case in the Eastern enlargement of the EU in earlier stages, in which so-called ‘driver’ states were advocates of a smooth and quick expansion while ‘brakemen’ states attempted to postpone expansion or at least slow down the process. Next to this, some states advocated for a limited enlargement of only a few ‘core’ new states, while others were in favour of a so-called ‘big bang’ in which all ten then-candidate member states would be able to join (ibid., 2009, p 81; Schimmelfennig, 2001). 								Schimmelfennig’s study on the Eastern enlargement of the EU is centred around the first stage of Moravcsik’s three-stage framework on decision-making related to integration and generated some principles for the course of the decision-making process regarding EU enlargement. This first stage, the formation of state preferences, is characterized by the dichotomy between ‘drivers’ and ‘brakemen’ among EU member states. Whether a member state will be a driver or a brakeman is mostly determined by economic conditions, most importantly the presumed impact the accession of a certain country will have on the economic position of that member state. If a member state is geographically closer to a candidate member, this ‘’(...) creates opportunities for economic gains from trade and investment, for instance, by reducing the costs of transport and communication’’ (Schimmelfennig, 2001, pp. 50-51). Geopolitical interests might be decisive in some cases. Geographic proximity might play a role here as well, since member states closer to a candidate member are able to exert their influence on that state more easily. Most importantly, state preferences are assumed to be self-centred: ‘’They [reflect] egoistic calculations of, and conflict about, national welfare and security benefits or national attitudes to integration, not a collective ‘Community interest’’’ (ibid., p. 53). Also, the size of acceding member states is assumed to be of importance as well. The overall size of the Eastern European candidate members was relatively small compared to the existing member states, meaning the budgetary and political impact of accession was relatively limited, rendering member states more likely to accept accession (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, 2009, p. 80). 								Finally, LI’s perspective on re-election calculations by national leaders should be addressed. Following the dynamics of Putnam’s two-level game, national governments take into account public opinion on level II when determining their position regarding EU enlargement policies. The logic of the two-level game assumes that no national amendment of international agreements can be made without re-opening these agreements (Putnam, 1988, p. 437). This indicates that LI would predict that the pace of EU enlargement negotiations could be slowed down when national leaders perceive public opinion as being dissatisfied about current events regarding EU enlargement. Especially when elections are held, leaders are expected to be cautious not to defy sceptic sentiments among the public in order to decrease the chance of losing votes (ibid., p. 432). In doing so, national leaders are also expected to justify delaying negotiations as a tool in the bargaining process by referring to unfavourable public opinion (ibid., p. 440). This indicates that LI would predict national leaders taking into account re-election calculations would explicitly refer on the international to public opinion in their respective countries not being in favour of enlargement. 
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[bookmark: _Toc528965794]2.3.1 Introduction and main assumptions 	
There exists a certain ambiguity in the field of European studies regarding the nature of social constructivism. Constructivism is commonly introduced as a grand theory of integration like NF and LI, but as Thomas Risse has argued, ‘’constructivism as such does not make any substantive claims about European integration’’ (Risse, 2009, p. 144). However, despite this lack of substantive claims, constructivism as an approach to EU integration can be a complementary perspective to both NF and LI, providing both perspectives with new insights and unique approaches (ibid., pp. 158-159; Börzel & Risse, 2007). 				At the core of constructivism lay three main assumptions. The first assumption is that human ‘agents’ construct and reproduce social reality through their actions and interactions. This is what Berger and Luckmann called ‘’the social construction of reality’’ (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). The second assumption is contrary to the rationalist idea that individual human action lies at the core of social life and maintains that humans are not fundamentally independent from the social reality around them and the ‘’collectively shared systems of meanings’’ which are part of that reality (Risse, 2009, p. 145). The third assumption is that social structures and agents are mutually constitutive, meaning that structures shape agents as well as the other way around. Human agents are embedded in the social structures they created and are influenced through them, while social structures are created, reproduced and changed through human behaviour. The focus of social constructivism is therefore somewhat different than the approaches employing a rationalist ontology such as NF and LI. It shows that, next to rational calculations and material structures, the social construction of politics, ideology, culture and other social institutions are important factors in the establishment of preferences, interests and interstate agreements (ibid.; Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2002, pp. 513-514). It can therefore be said that constructivism can be seen as a complementary perspective which highlights some important factors more rationalist theories fail to take into account. 		However, the relationship between constructivism and the more rationalist theoretical perspectives NF and LI is not only characterized by the complementary nature of constructivism. Constructivism clashes with LI in some ways because LI fails to take into account how identities and interests of member states’ governments and societies are formed in relation to the decision-making process of the EU. Actors’ preferences are taken as given by LI and this is what constructivism strongly criticizes. According to constructivism, state actors cannot be characterized as purely rational calculators who always know what their exact preferences and interests are and are never uncertain about them (ibid.; Risse, 2009, p. 145). While LI’s rationalist perspective might be considered to be more prominent, NF’s roots also lie in rationalist assumptions. As Haas (2004, p. xv) formulated: ‘’social actors, in seeking to realize their value-derived interests, will choose whatever means are made available by the prevailing democratic order. If thwarted, they will rethink their values, redefine their interests, and choose new means to realize them.’’ Clearly, NF shares with LI the rationalist perspective on actors’ cost-benefit calculations in determining their actions. However, as Rosamond (2005, p. 242) argues, this rationalist focus can be seen as somewhat less ‘hard’ than that of LI. Just like constructivism focuses on the importance of identities and norms, NF addresses normative integration as well as the shift of loyalties from the domestic to the supranational level. If NF argues that EU integration leads to changes in collective identities in Europe, this indicates that unlike LI it has moved on beyond a mere rational choice approach. The shared focus on the constitutive effects of norms on EU decision-making rather than purely regulative effects of NF and constructivism shows that the two perspectives are compatible to at least some extent (Risse, 2009, pp. 146-147).  										An important difference between the more rationalist perspectives and the constructivist perspective is the latter’s focus on the mutual constitutiveness of agency and structure. Constructivism proposes that actors follow a so-called ‘logic of appropriateness’ instead of a ‘logic of consequences’, meaning that actors do not only try to maximize and optimize their preferences in order to achieve their goals, but also try to adhere to the appropriate behaviour within certain (institutional) contexts. Instead of norms and institutions only regulating the behaviour of actors, constructivists assume that norms and institutions are constitutive in that they shape the identity of actors within a certain community. The identity of actors and the social structure in which they are embedded shape their interests and the ‘rules of the game.’ In the case of EU membership, Risse states that ‘’EU membership implies the voluntary acceptance of a particular political order as legitimate and entails the recognition of a set of rules and obligations as binding’’ (ibid., p. 148). From this perspective, the EU as a collective actor does not only set rules and obligations for its members, but also shapes the way these rules and obligations are interpreted. Being a member of the EU implies certain norms and values which are shared with all other members. However, this does not mean that these norms and rules are never violated or never change (ibid., p. 149). 						The mutual constitutiveness of agency and structure already implies that both individual and collective identities of states do not come out of nowhere, but there is a final factor in the constitution of identities for constructivism which is important to mention. Rather than the EU institutions being merely arenas for interstate bargaining, constructivism assumes that these institutions also have a discursive aspect to them. Discourse between actors on the European level leads to a view of interstate negotiations being deliberative processes in which reaching agreements between states rather than states acting as self-interested cost-and-benefit calculators is an important characteristic. Constructivism’s focus on discourse is not so much centralized on arguments between states, but more on the process in which interpretations of certain shared meanings are constructed while other interpretations are discarded. Power relationships between states at the European level in the form of acceptance of certain norms, values and rules are established and maintained through these discursive practices. EU member states’ individual and shared conceptions of European integration are examples of these discursive practices leading to a certain interpretation which develops and changes over time (ibid., p. 150-151). 
[bookmark: _Toc528965795]2.3.2 Bounded rationality, EU identity and imagined history
As mentioned above, constructivism poses an alternative to rationalist perspectives by arguing that perfect rationality cannot exist due to all sorts of constrains and backlashes faced by decision-makers. Instead, constructivists adhere to the concept of bounded rationality, which entails that rational decision-making is constrained by incomplete information, limited time and limited resources (Forester, 1984, p. 24; Faber, 1990, pp. 308-309). Decision-makers thus face ambiguously defined problems, lack information about other actors’ preferences and interests and lack knowledge about what the consequences of different negotiation outcomes could potentially be. Because of these factors, the information actors receive as a basis for their decision-making can be ‘’contested, withheld, manipulated and distorted’’ (Forester, 1984, p. 27). Forester therefore concludes that actors under the conditions of bounded rationality ‘’do what they can’’, but have to deal with both material and immaterial constrains (ibid., p. 24). For constructivists, actors (both within the EU and in other systems) ultimately cannot always have control over the processes and institutions in which they partake, and decision-making outcomes are often the result of social interaction rather than cost-benefit calculations (Checkel, 2001, p. 560). Constructivists also put great emphasis on the influence of institutional contexts and norms on negotiations between actors. When related to bounded rationality, this influence can also constrain actors’ behaviour by closing their eyes for solutions that might be effective but do not adhere to the system of norms, values and identities in which they are embedded. This is related to the notion of discursive practices mentioned above: certain interpretations and conceptions within the context of the EU might become prevalent or standard through discursive practices while others are discarded, leading both member states and supranational actors to become blind to possible alternatives. 							The constructivist notion of the concept of bounded rationality emphasizes how political, social and historical structures both shape and constrain actors’ behaviour. Specified to the EU, this relates to the constructivist account of EU identity and imagined history. Central to the constructivist perspective on EU identity is the idea that identity is based on conceptions of ‘self’ and ‘other.’ Actors behave on the basis of the meanings they attribute to themselves, to others and to certain institutions and objects. In Alexander Wendt’s words: ‘’States act differently toward enemies than they do toward friends because enemies are threatening and friends are not’’ (Wendt, 1992, p. 397). Now, in the European context, ‘enemies’ might be a somewhat harsh term. However, since constructivism assumes identities to be relational, the conception of the ‘other’ is crucial in defining the conception states and collectives of states have about the ‘self.’ In addition, actors have different identities in different contexts. The conceptions states have about their own identity and those of others are constitutive in the structure of the social world around them (ibid., p. 398; Checkel, 2001, p. 557). Applied to the context of European integration, this highlights the importance of how states conceive the identity of the EU as a whole, their identity as a member of the EU as well as the identities of other member states, and the identities of non-member states (Risse, 2009, pp. 156-157; Wæver, 2009, p. 177). They also profoundly influence the creation of institutions to which related conceptions are attributed. 									Obviously, perceptions about the ‘self’ and the ‘other’ are not stationary. They change as the different conceptions states have about each other clash and interact and as the processes of integration develop (Wendt, 1992, pp. 402-403) However, as certain interpretations and views about ‘self’ and ‘other’ become dominant through reiterative processes, these views will become quite stable and might be difficult to change drastically: ‘’It is through reciprocal interaction, in other words, that we create and instantiate the relatively enduring social structures in terms of which we define our identities and interests’’ (ibid., pp. 405-406).  In the words of Kösebalaban: ‘’ Identities are defined through relationships with others, which are constructed through historical experience. The project of imagining Europe as a singular entity shifts the focus of shared memories from the level of nation-state to the level of European culture’’ (Kösebalaban, 2007, p. 97). In other words, the ‘imagined history’ of the mutually constitutive concepts of the European ‘self’ and non-European ‘other’ is constitutive in shaping current EU members’ attitudes towards non-EU states. Conceptions of what counts as ‘European’ and ‘non-European’ have clashed, merged and developed through the centuries, and although there seems to be a general consensus leaning towards a ‘liberal’, ‘western’ or even ‘Christian’ Europe, different conceptions still exist among EU institutions and member states alike (ibid., p. 101). For constructivism, these conceptions based on shared notions of meaning and imagined history states and institutions have about other states as either parts of the European ‘self’ or the non-European ‘other’ ultimately determine their attitude towards these states. 
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As shown above, the related concepts of bounded rationality and the imagined history of EU identity can be applied to actors’ behaviour within the EU as a whole. However, these concepts can also be applied to the more specific context of EU enlargement. The concept of bounded rationality emphasizes that actors have limited access to information and resources and that social contexts and discursive practices both shape and constrain their interests and behaviour. In the case of EU enlargement, both EU member states and EU institutions such as the EC and the EP might become biased in certain negotiations on the accession of new member states due to these constraints. This can be related to the ignorance of the wider public about the accession of Albania to the EU mentioned in the introduction to this thesis. Because of the focus of both the media and NGOs on the accession of Turkey, the accession of Albania has faded into the background of the public mind. A similar process might occur with EU institutions and member states in which so much attention has been paid to the accession of Turkey to the EU due to the controversial nature of that accession, that attention to the accession of Albania is limited or non-existent. In other words: the accession process of Turkey has been taking so long because all the attention of EU actors has been on that process, while the accession process of Albania has been continuing smoothly since all the attention has been set on Turkey. 											Wendt’s perspective of constructivism shows that certain conceptions about the European ‘self’ will become quite stable and in some cases even stationary through reiterative processes and discursive practices in European institutions and among EU member states. What is perceived as the collective identity of the EU is related to certain values and norms that are associated with EU institutions. Certain interpretations of ‘European’ values and norms have become dominant through the years while others have been discarded. Through the historical background of the European conception of the ‘self’ and the ‘other’, a consensus has arisen which maintains that the EU is a ‘liberal’ community which is based on the notions of free democracy, human rights and the rule of law. In the enlargement process, this liberal identity of the EU is most prominently exerted through the Copenhagen Criteria, which are formulated as ‘’the essential conditions all candidate countries must satisfy to become a member state’’ and which for example also include emphasis on the importance of minority rights and social market economy (European Commission, 2018a). Existing EU members are also assumed to adhere to these liberal values and to obligate new members to adhere to them as well. The extent to which states perceive enlargement as favourable is then based on the perceptions they have on the amount of common identity with acceding states (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2002, p. 513). In other words, candidate members of the EU must be perceived through imagined history as having a shared identity with the (liberal) community of the EU by member states and supranational institutions alike before they will be allowed to join the Union. 
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The perspectives of NF, LI and constructivism on EU integration in general and specifically on EU enlargement seem to clash in many places, although they complement each other in others. While both NF and LI work from a more rationalist account of international politics, their focus is fundamentally different. NF emphasizes the supranational character of EU integration and enlargement and focuses on the role of supranational institutions such as the EC and EP as well as interest groups in the negotiations on the accession of new members. Both supranational actors and interest groups know what is in their interest and act accordingly in their attempts to influence the negotiation processes in their favour. LI, on the other hand, emphasizes the intergovernmentalist character of EU integration and enlargement and focuses mainly on the role of members of national governments as representatives of EU member states in the accession of new member states. More than NF, LI focuses on the motivations of the actors which are being focused upon, stressing that material and geopolitical factors as well as individual re-election interests of national leaders are of importance in the accession of new member states to the EU. Still, the rationalist basis of both theories indicates they share common ground in assuming that actors are rational and base their actions on interests which have arisen from cost-benefit analyses. This logic of consequences is challenged by constructivism’s logic of appropriateness which emphasizes that actors act based on what is appropriate within a certain context rather than on what is in their individual interest. Instead, the rationalist account presupposes that social factors might alter cost-benefit calculations but would not change their main interests, let alone their identities. Constructivism’s emphasis on bounded rationality, the mutual constitutiveness of norms, identities and institutions and the way these factors shape states’ actions is another fundamental challenge to this rationalist account. (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2002, pp. 508-509). 								Following Risse (2009), this thesis attempts to show that the respective perspectives do not only challenge each other, but can be used in a complementary way in analysing the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU. NF focuses mainly on the role of supranational actors in explaining the different paces of each negotiation process, highlighting the role the EC and to some extent the EP play as agenda-setters of the accession negotiations with each country. Following this line of reasoning, NF would expect that the difference between the processes could be explained by the EC and EP being in favour of Albania’s accession rather than Turkey’s accession, in the pursuit of which they would employ their role as agenda-setters accordingly. LI, by contrast, focuses mainly on the role of member states and national leaders, leading to an explanation along the lines of these actors being in favour of Albania’s accession while not being in favour of Turkey’s accession, as they perceive the national interest as well as their personal interest to be served best with this approach. Finally, constructivism would expect that the different paces of each negotiation process can be explained by different levels of awareness of the actors at play, as well as different perceptions regarding imagined history of EU-Turkey and EU-Albania relations. Once again, the specific perspectives of each theory do not necessarily conflict with one another, but are thought to provide a comprehensive and potentially complementary scope of all relevant actors and factors involved in the accession processes of Turkey and Albania.  
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[bookmark: _Toc528965799]3.1 Research hypotheses and operationalization 
This thesis seeks to find out what explains the different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania. The former chapter has laid out a theoretical framework in which the perspectives of NF, LI and constructivism on issues related to EU integration and specifically EU enlargement have been elaborated upon. From these theoretical perspectives, several hypotheses generating certain expectations and highlighting the role of differing actors regarding the dependent variable pace of the accession process of Turkey/Albania will be formulated and subsequently operationalized. Presumptions that the empirical analysis following this chapter will generate absolute evidence proving or disproving the hypotheses are not made. Instead, it is hoped that through the empirical analysis indicators may be found about the relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables mentioned in the hypotheses (more on this in chapter 3.2 on case selection). 											The dependent variable pace of the accession process of Turkey/Albania is operationalized as follows. ‘Pace’ refers to the speed of each accession process, more specifically the speed at which the different steps within the accession process of each country follow each other. The puzzle of this thesis maintains that the accession process of Turkey has taken relatively long compared other accession processes, and opposition towards Turkish membership has been especially strong with member states, political actors, as well as public opinion. The accession process of Albania, however, has endured much less (overt) opposition and has not been restrained as much by opposition of member states like Turkey has. This is why Turkey’s accession process is categorized as a ‘bumpy road’, while Albania’s accession process is categorized as being smoothly paced. 
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H1a: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by the presence of actors pointing out the practical needs for the accession of Albania and the absence of actors pointing out the practical needs for the accession of Turkey. 
This hypothesis follows directly from the neofunctionalist assumption that supranational EU actors as well as interest groups mainly influence the process of EU enlargement. In this hypothesis and the following hypotheses, ‘’actors’’ can refer to both the EC and the EP as the most prominent supranational actors in the accession process as perceived by NF, as well as to the EESC as the main advocate of national civil society, business organizations and social actors’ interests in Europe. The EESC presents itself as ‘’the only way for Europe's interest groups - trade unionists, employers, farmers, etc. - to have a formal and institutionalized say on draft EU legislation. The EESC exists to channel the views of these vital interest groups to the larger EU institutions’’ (Turkey-EU Association, 2016). Because there is not enough space in this thesis to delve into the complete array of European interest groups, the EESC is used as a representative of different civil society actors and business groups’ interests. 							The assumption of this hypothesis on practical needs is derived from the logic of functional spill-over which stresses that actors will be in favour of enlargement if they perceive it as being functionally necessary. These practical needs are not necessarily related to the individual interests of the actors, but mainly concern problems existing at a level concerning multiple EU actors or the EU as a whole. To confirm this hypothesis, empirical indicators in the form of statements by the EC and the EP in the form of reports, papers or other forms of communiqués are needed in which they explicitly state that there are certain practical needs necessitating the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey. Practical needs mainly refer to cases in which infrastructure between the EU and a certain country is lacking and the accession of said country will satisfy those practical needs. This hypothesis would be strongly invalidated in the case of actors pointing out the necessity of the accession of Turkey and the non-accession of Albania. A less strong invalidation of the hypothesis would be the absence or non-abundance of such statements from the empirical material or the absence of explicit references to the necessity of the accession of Turkey and Albania.  
H1b: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by the presence of interest groups exerting pressure in favour of the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey. 
Being related to the hypothesis above, this hypothesis follows from the logic of political spill-over in which interest groups such as business corporations and societal actors exert pressure in favour of EU enlargement on the national and supranational levels for political reasons. To confirm this hypothesis, empirical indicators are needed in the form of the EESC explicitly stating in papers, articles or other forms of communication that the accession of Albania is in the interest of the actors it represents, while the accession of Turkey is not. Non-confirmation of this hypothesis will be validated if such statements cannot be found. This hypothesis would be invalidated if explicit statements are found in favour of the accession of Turkey and in opposition to the accession of Albania. 
H1c: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by the EC and the EP advocating for the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey. 
Being related to the hypotheses above, this hypothesis follows from the logic of cultivated spill-over which presupposes that supranational actors such as the EC and the EP use their role as agenda-setters in the process of EU enlargement to further increase their competences. To confirm this hypothesis, empirical indicators are needed in the form of explicit statements in which the EC and the EP explicitly advocate in favour of the accession of Albania and in opposition to the accession of Turkey based on the interests of these institutions. Such statements are usually found in opinion papers and the yearly reports of the EC and the EP on the accession processes. Non-confirmation of this hypothesis would be validated if such statements are absent. This hypothesis would be invalidated if statements are explicitly in favour of the accession of both countries or in favour of the accession of  Turkey and not in favour of the accession of Albania.  
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H2a: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by members of national European governments advocating for the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey as being in the national interest.  
This hypothesis follows from two assumptions of the LI perspective. The first is that member states are represented by lead members of government in negotiations on the enlargement of the EU and that these are the most important actors in the enlargement process. The second is that their motivations and decisions are inherently founded on cost-benefit calculations based on utility and their self-interest. A more positive attitude towards the accession of a certain country is in this argument more likely if lead members of government perceive the accession of that country as beneficial in terms of what they perceive as the national interest. To confirm this hypothesis, empirical indicators are needed in the form of statements such as speeches, contributions to political debates or opinion articles of lead members of government in which they state that the accession of Albania is beneficial or in the national interest of their country. A non-confirmation of this hypothesis would be validated if such statements cannot be found. This hypothesis would be invalidated if members of national governments state that the accession of both countries is in the national interest or if the accession of Turkey is in the national interest while the accession of Albania is not. In this thesis, analysis of national government members as member states’ representatives is limited to the UK, Germany and France as the most important and influential EU member states, which is in line with LI’s perspective on EU interstate relations. Due to the limited amount of space and time in the development of this thesis, however, there will be no opportunity to assess asymmetrical relations between EU member states in the empirical analysis.
H2b: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by members of national European governments advocating for the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey because of (re-)election calculations.  
This hypothesis is connected to hypothesis H2a by the liberal intergovernmentalist assumption that members of national governments balance the national interest with their personal interest to be (re-)elected in national elections in their decision-making on the intergovernmental level. While it is difficult to test whether or not these actors behave in order to fulfil their personal interest to be re-elected, it is possible to find evidence of explicit statements on the accession of Albania and Turkey that are in accordance with public opinion in their countries and could therefore lead to increased popularity and a higher likeliness to be re-elected. Empirical indicators about public opinion on the accession of Albania and Turkey in EU member states between 2004 and 2016 are needed (more on this in chapter 3.2 on case selection). This thesis will make use of Eurobarometer as the main source of data on public opinion on the accession of Albania and Turkey. To confirm this hypothesis, additional empirical indicators are in the form of speeches and opinion articles of or interviews with members of national governments during national election campaigns in the period covered by the empirical analysis must be found in the empirical analysis. These statements must be favourable of the accession of Albania and unfavourable of the accession of Turkey to the EU. Non-confirmation of this hypothesis would be validated if such statements cannot be found. Disconfirmation of this hypothesis would be validated if statements are favourable of the accession of Turkey and unfavourable of the accession of Albania to the EU. 
[bookmark: _Toc528965802]3.1.3 Constructivism 
H3a: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by different levels of awareness of the actors involved in the respective processes. 
This hypothesis follows from the constructivist assumption of bounded rationality, which entails that actors’ have only limited access to the information and resources that they need to base their decisions on. In the section on constructivism and its perspective on EU enlargement it was already mentioned that public discourse on EU enlargement has focused so much on the negotiation process with Turkey that there is little attention to the accession process with Albania in both the media and academic literature. This hypothesis assumes that this can be extended to member states, supranational actors and interest groups’ perspectives on the accession of Albania. This hypothesis would be validated if papers, communiqués, speeches or other kinds of statements from these actors showing their unawareness about the negotiation processes are found in the empirical analysis. Non-confirmation of this hypothesis would be validated if such statements are not present, while this hypothesis would be strongly invalidated if the mentioned actors explicitly state that they know why they are in favour of the accession of Albania and/or give explicit reasons for being in favour of the accession of Albania.  
H3b: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by different discourses on the relationships between said countries and the EU based on conceptions of historical identities. 
This hypothesis follows from the constructivist assumption that state relations are determined by mutually constitutive perceptions based on the identity of the ‘self’ versus the ‘other.’ The discourses in the hypothesis refer to the way the relationship between each respective country and the EU is presented by both supranational institutions as well as lead members of member states’ governments and is expressed through statements of these actors which explicitly refer to historical identities. To confirm this hypothesis, empirical indicators are needed in the form of statements such as reports, papers or other forms of communiqués in the case of the supranational institutions and in the form of statements such as speeches, contributions to political debates or opinion articles of lead members of government explicitly mentioning that Albania shares the European identity from a historical perspective while Turkey does not. A strong invalidation of this hypothesis would be EU actors explicitly mentioning that Turkey shares the EU identity while Albania does not. A less strong invalidation would be the absence of statements related to shared or opposing identities between the EU, Turkey and Albania. 		
			
[bookmark: _Toc528965803]3.2 Case selection and delineation 
As stated before, the primary goal of this thesis is to explain the different empirical outcomes of the EU accession negotiations with Turkey and Albania. The secondary goal, as indicated in the chapter 3.1, is to learn something about the relative importance of the hypotheses’ independent variables derived from NF, LI and constructivism, which makes it possible to assess the applicability of each theoretical perspective in both cases and make inferences about how to improve these perspectives in light of the newly gained knowledge. Because the amount of time and space in the establishment of this thesis is limited, the case of EU accession negotiations with Turkey and the case of the EU accession negotiations with Albania will both be delineated to a twelve-year period between 2004 and 2016 in this thesis. For Turkey, the analysis starts with the European Council decision to open negotiations with Turkey made on 17 December 2004 and ends with the EP vote to abolish negotiations with Turkey on 24 November 2016. For Albania, the analysis starts with the establishment of a Partnership deal between the EU and Albania on 1 June 2004 and ends with the German announcement to temporarily veto the start of accession talks with Albania on 24 November 2016. The clarification must be made that during the writing of this thesis (February-August 2018) both accession processes are virtually frozen, meaning the term ‘different paces’ cannot be effectively used to characterize the differences between the Turkish and Albanian cases after 2016. 													The individual cases of Turkey and Albania will each be assessed though a disciplined interpretative case study and will then be compared through a comparative case analysis. Bromley (1990, p. 302) defines a case study as being a ‘’systematic inquiry into an event or a set of related events which aims to describe and explain the phenomenon of interest.’’ The advantage of case studies as opposed to other methods is that ‘’case studies are generally better than the alternatives for documenting processes’’ (Odell, 2001, p. 170). The disciplined interpretative case study variant is suitable to the Turkish and Albanian cases since ‘’(…) [it] shows that one or more known theories can be extended to account for a new event.’’ (ibid., p. 163). This type of case study is also suitable regarding the secondary goal of this thesis: ‘’[Through a disciplined interpretative case study] the author may often be able to generate an additional type of contribution: new suggestions for improving the theory’’ (ibid.). 		The advantage of the comparative case study variant for this thesis is that it combines the in-depth analysis of single case studies with ‘’the analytical leverage that comes with comparison’’ (Odell, 2001, p. 167). Following Gerring (2008), the comparative case study in this thesis can be categorized as a most-similar case study in which the two cases ‘’are similar in all respects except the variable(s) of interest’’ (Gerring, 2008, p. 668). As stated in the introduction to this thesis, Turkey and Albania show similar context conditions and a comparable set of possible independent variables. The countries share problems related to political and bureaucratic corruption, economic problems as well as a (predominantly) Islamic background and population. However, the cases differ in their outcomes: the accession process of Turkey can be categorized as a ‘bumpy road’, while the accession process of Albania has been progressing rather smoothly. In Gerring’s words, ‘’[t]he hope [of the researcher] is that intensive study of these cases will reveal one - or at most several - factors that differ across these cases’’ (ibid.). In this comparative study, the one factor of difference is the different pace of each accession process. With a most-similar case design researchers are able to carve out the different explanatory factors of each case and to identify relationships between them. In combination with two disciplined interpretative case studies, as explained above, this is particularly useful in inductive theory-building. 

[bookmark: _Toc528965804]3.3 Method of inquiry
This thesis employs process tracing as its main method of inquiry. Beach and Pedersen argue that ‘’[t]he essence of process-tracing research is that scholars want to go beyond merely identifying correlations between independent variables (Xs) and outcomes (Ys)’’ (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 1). Process tracing helps the researcher to identify causal links between variables and trace the causal mechanism between independent and dependent variables. It allows the researcher to ‘’peer into the box of causality to locate the intermediate factors lying between some structural cause and its purported effect’’ (Gerring, 2007, p. 45). In process tracing, ‘’multiple types of evidence are employed for the verification of a single inference – bits and pieces of evidence that embody different units of analysis’’, which makes comparisons between individual observations impossible, but makes it possible to use different kinds of sources as contributions to the bigger picture of the causal mechanism(s) which are traced (ibid., p. 173). This is contrary to the congruence method, which only looks into correlations between independent and dependent variables (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 4). Arguably, process tracing is the only method able to study relatively long causal chains in this in-depth way, making it a useful method for cases such as the accession of new countries to the EU which are processes that take a relatively long time before they are completed (ibid., p. 2). Checkel emphasizes the use of theoretical perspectives as lenses which highlight certain assumed causal mechanisms within a certain process. In other words, the different ‘steps’ of the traced process are informed by one or several theoretical perspectives in order to help the researcher make inferences about the applicability of each perspective (Checkel, 2008, p. 363). Many times, ‘’the end result is a middle-range theory’’ (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 10). In this thesis, the causal mechanisms are informed by NF, LI and constructivism and their applicability is assessed after the respective processes of the accession of Turkey and Albania have been traced. 			Beach & Pedersen (ibid., p. 4) argue that process tracing should be used ‘’to make within-case inferences about the presence [or] absence of causal mechanisms in single case studies, whereas most small-n methods attempt cross-case inferences about causal relationships.’’ This thesis makes use of process tracing in the two cases of Turkey and Albania which are dealt with separately, as single cases, but compared after process tracing has taken place. In both cases the different hypotheses informed by the three theoretical perspectives will be tested using different kinds of data, such as articles from the independent online newspaper EU Observer; the database of LexisNexis with access to newspapers, magazines and other literary sources; different kinds of publications from the EC and the EP; statements, papers and other documents from societal groups; as well as documents about, journalist’s interviews with and speeches from political leaders. 									In addition to these sources, an exploratory semi-structured interview has been conducted with a leading member of the EP on the accession processes of Turkey and Albania who has followed each process during most of the time period this thesis focuses upon. The goal of this exploratory interview was to gain additional insider’s information about each process, the roles of the different actors involved as well as the role of ideology and European identity in each process. In addition, the interview was also a ‘background check’ to establish whether or not the theoretical perspectives’ expectations are applicable to the cases. While the interviewee has requested to remain anonymous, they gave permission to implement the transcription into this thesis as well as to cite parts of the interview in the empirical analysis.  The outline of the interview protocol used in the conduction of this interview as well as a transcription of the interview can be found in the appendix. 
[bookmark: _Toc528965805]3.4 Methodological reflection 
As mentioned above, the use of a disciplined interpretative case study for both Turkey and Albania is suitable to the cases and to the secondary goal of this thesis related to theory-building. However, it is important to reflect on the notion of causality in this matter. As has already been said in chapter 3.1, this thesis does not seek to confirm or disprove hypothesis through the notion of absolute empirical evidence. Instead, it is hoped that through the empirical analysis indicators will come to the fore which may be in line with or contradict the theoretically informed hypotheses. It follows from this that conclusions from the empirical analysis in the comparative analysis and final conclusion to this thesis must be drawn carefully, especially since there might be different degrees of importance among the variables and since the qualitative method employed in this thesis provides a limited amount of precision for this thesis’ descriptions and conclusions relative to quantitative methods (Odell, 2001, p. 172). 	While the most-similar case approach is useful in y-centred research in which attempts are made to explain different outcomes of similar processes, this approach is liable to problems related to unrepresentativeness. As Gerring points out: ‘’[i]f employed in a qualitative fashion (without a systematic cross-case selection strategy), potential biases in the chosen case must be addressed in a speculative way’’ (Gerring, 2008, p. 670). In addition, the likelihood of finding a perfect most-similar case in which two cases are similar in all factors except for the one the researcher is interested in is negligible. However, the impact of these disadvantages of the most-similar case approach is moderated by the mentioned systematic, disciplined and theoretically informed way in which the cases can be assessed and compared. This theoretically informed aspect helps the author to gain new insights about theoretical perspectives on their own and in relation to each other when applied in certain cases (Odell, 2001, p. 169). 			This can be related to the use of theoretically informed process tracing in the comparative analysis: ‘’[process tracing’s] ambition is not to prove that a theory is correct but instead to prove that it has utility in providing the best possible explanation’’ (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 13). As mentioned above, the researcher can never prove that a theory is applicable with complete certainty (ibid., p. 21). Subjective biases of the researcher in seeking out those factors that are in line with his or her hypotheses’ expectations are a relevant and not easily avoided danger in process tracing as opposed to a literature review or in-depth document analysis. Another danger in process tracing is that it is conducted in ‘’the absence of a formal research design, [meaning] the researcher must assume a great deal about how the world works’’ (Gerring, 2007, p. 180). To overcome these dangers, Gerring argues process tracing must be executed in an orderly, categorized fashion in the form of a narrative which provides background information in addition to the empirical observations made (ibid.). However, Beach and Pedersen (2013, p. 5) argue that process tracing should not be presented in the form of a narrative, because a narrative form prevents the researcher from including so-called pattern evidence in the empirical analysis. In this thesis, the choice has been made to follow Gerring’s interpretation of process tracing, since the main subject of the analysis is the different paces of the two negotiation processes. A narrative form enables the researcher to focus on the different events in a way which highlights the broader mechanisms which are indicated by the empirical observations, while still maintaining the step-by-step design enabling the two cases to be compared according to events informed by the theoretical framework. 				This thesis also makes use of a single semi-structured interview as an additional source for the empirical analysis. In inductive theory-building research, interviews can be a vital part of gaining in-depth knowledge needed to answer the research question (Halperin and Heath 2012, p. 253). Rathbun (2008) argues that the use of qualitative, semi-structured interviews has important advantages over other qualitative sources. Other than second-hand sources, archives and surveys, semi-structured interviews enable the researcher to make in-depth analyses of their research subject, especially regarding motivations and preferences of the actors involved in that subject. Interviewing also allows the researcher to directly target the areas of interest without becoming enveloped in less useful or less relevant information that might also be related to the research subject (Rathbun, 2008, p. 691). However, semi-structured interviews can suffer from a lack of generalizability and ‘’(…) are prone to multiple, subjective interpretations by the researcher, making them less reliable’’ (ibid., p. 689). This danger has to be taken into account for this thesis, as it only makes use of a single interview, which lowers both its generalizability and reliability. This is why citations from the interview are made sparingly in the empirical analysis, and only as additions to empirical findings corroborating their contents.   






[bookmark: _Toc528965806]4. Empirical analysis 
This empirical analysis is divided into three parts. The first two parts present the empirical findings in the case of Turkey and the case of Albania, respectively. Each case is divided into three parts indicating the different phases of each negotiation process. The empirical analysis concludes with a comparative case analysis of both cases, which is structured according to the eight research hypotheses. 
[bookmark: _Toc528965807]4.1 Case description Turkey
[bookmark: _Toc528965808]4.1.1 Prelude to initial negotiations (1959-2004)
The membership negotiations between the EU and Turkey were preceded by a decades-long process of rapprochement between Turkey and the predecessors of the EU. This period began on 31 July 1959, when Turkey applied for an associate membership in the EEC. In 1963, the Ankara Association Agreement was signed. The ultimate aim of this Agreement was the establishment of a Customs Union and the accession of Turkey to the European Community (European Commission, 2016a). During the period leading up to the establishment of a Customs Union, it was agreed that the EEC would financially support Turkey in its efforts to meet the necessary conditions set in the Ankara Agreement. While the Agreement conceived of a Customs Union in which the free movement of good and persons between Turkey and the EEC would be realized, Turkey was excluded from participating in EEC decision-making processes and would not be able to recourse to the European Court of Justice to settle disputes. From 1964 onwards, several important steps were taken in order to further the association process. One of these was the signing of an additional Protocol to the Ankara Agreement (1970), which provided a more specific outline of how the Customs Union would be established. This Protocol envisaged the complete establishment of a Customs Union in twelve to 22 years and set some timetables for Turkey to harmonize its trade legislation with EEC legislation (Embassy of the Republic of Turkey (Washington DC), 2007). 							Following the Turkish military coup d’état in 1980, relations between Turkey and the EEC came to a virtual freeze. However, relations were restored after Turkey opened up its economy to market forces in 1980 and multiparty elections were held in 1983. The further development of the Ankara Agreement eventually led to the formal EEC membership application by Turkey on 14 April 1987. Turkey’s accession request underwent the usual procedures and the European Council forwarded Turkey’s request to the EC to prepare an Opinion, which was completed on 18 December 1989. In the Opinion, the EC reaffirmed that the eventual membership of Turkey would be the ultimate goal, but refused to immediately begin negotiations on the grounds that Turkey was not yet fit to join the EEC. While also referring to Turkey’s political and economic situation, the EC mentioned Turkey’s poor relations with Greece and as well as the conflict with Cyprus as the main reason to initially postpone negotiations (ibid.). As will be explained later on, this would be the first of a number of obstructions to the EU-Turkey negotiations related to Turkey’s relations with Cyprus. 	On 6 March 1995, the Customs Union envisaged in the Ankara Agreement was finally established, further formalizing the integration between Turkey and the EU. The customs union ‘’package’’ associated with the completion of the Customs Union did not only include regulations for maintaining the Customs Union, but also included explicit incentives to intensify the relations between Turkey and the EU regarding areas such as transport, agriculture, science, justice and home affairs. The Customs Union would be fundamental in ensuring the ultimate accession of Turkey to the EU. An important role in further economic and social rapprochement between Turkey and the EU was played by European interest groups represented by the EESC. In December 1995, the EESC created the Joint Consultative Committee (JCC) to facilitate rapprochement between European and Turkish interest groups ‘’to ensure the involvement of organized civil society in the accession negotiation process’’ (EESC, 2018a). 			At the 1999 Helsinki European Council, Turkey was first explicitly recognized as a candidate member state ‘’on an equal footing with the other candidate states’’ (Embassy of the Republic of Turkey (Washington DC), 2007). Another milestone in the Turkey-EU integration process came at the 2002 Copenhagen European Council, at which the Council expressed that accession negotiations with Turkey would be started at the European Council in December 2004 ‘’without delay’’ if Turkey would meet the Copenhagen criteria ‘’on the basis of a report and a recommendation from the Commission’’ (European Council, 2002, p. 5). On 6 October 2004, the EC issued a progress report on Turkey in which the political reforms made from 1999 onwards were described, on the basis of which the EC concluded that Turkey sufficiently fulfilled the Copenhagen Criteria and recommended to start negotiations. Accordingly, on 17 December 2004 the Brussels European Council decided to open negotiations with Turkey on 3 October 2005 (Embassy of the Republic of Turkey (Washington DC), 2007). Similarly, the EC has also played, and continues to play, a leadership role in Turkey’s accession process which, formally, resembles that of the CEECs. Just as in the fifth and sixth enlargements, the EC has an important information advantage over the Member States, and thus is able to wield considerable influence through its annual opinions (avis). In particular, the EC’s decision to include Turkey from 1997 in its annual opinion coupled with its policy of supporting the granting of formal candidate status on the grounds that it would encourage democratic reform there had an impact on the Helsinki Council’s December 1999 decision to grant formal candidate status to Turkey (Baun, 2000, pp. 130–1). 
[bookmark: _Toc528965809]4.1.2 The first phase of formal negotiations (2004-2012)
Obviously, the decision to start negotiations in October 2005 was not made without internal opposition within the EU. Initially, Austria and Germany notably advocated for the scenario in which negotiations with Turkey would lead to a privileged partnership, rather than a full EU membership. Opposition in Germany was particularly fierce prior to the national election campaign in 2005, in which the then-new leader of the Christian democratic CDU, Angela Merkel, called out for the creation of an anti-Turkish political bloc to oppose the initiation of negotiations with Turkey. (The Guardian, 2004). 
‘’Turkey is a large country, so I sensed some internal aversion either way (…) ‘When Turkey joins, they would have more MEPs than Germany according to current rules.’ That was a phrase which could often be heard then. Of course, such a large country is much less easy to handle. Europe is a club of medium-sized and small countries. It doesn’t work when you place a giant like Turkey in that club’’ (Interview, translated from Dutch, 2018). 
Despite scepticism among EU members, the Council rejected proposals in favour of a privileged partnership and voted instead to start ‘’open-ended negotiations’’, which had never happened before in any negotiation process with a candidate country. However, the prospect of a full membership for Turkey was implicitly stressed by Enlargement Commissioner Olli Rehn, who maintained: ‘’If we stick to what we have ourselves decided at the highest political level in the European Council, as we should, I am reasonably confident that the negotiations shall start on the 3rd of October’’ (Independent Commission on Turkey, 2005). On 29 July 2005, Turkey signed the Protocol to the adaptation of the Ankara agreement, which extended the agreement to all EU member states prior to the formal opening of negotiations on 3 October. However, the Turkish government stressed that the signing of the Protocol did not imply that Turkey would recognize the Greek Cypriot Administration as the formal administration of the Republic of Cyprus, which had become an EU member state two months before, on 1 May 2004 (ibid.; European Union, 2018). On 3 October 2005, a ‘screening process’ was initiated which determined to what extent Turkey met the EU membership criteria, while the European Council adopted a negotiation framework and formally opened the negotiation process (European Union, 2018). 												The initial phase of the formal negotiation process was characterized by multiple setbacks to Turkey-EU relations, originating both from the domestic level and the international level. Votes against the establishment of a European Constitution in French and Dutch referendums in the summer of 2005 were the start of what became known as ‘enlargement fatigue,’ which was reportedly widespread among both citizens and politicians (Brown & Attenborough, 2007, p. 14). Public opinion in the EU, especially in Western European EU member states like Germany, the UK and France, was already generally unfavourable towards the possible accession of Turkey to the EU (Eurobarometer, 2018a). While the first chapter of negotiations (the Chapter on Science and Research) was closed in June 2006 and the ‘screening process’ completed in October of the same year, the continued animosity between Turkey and Cyprus remained a strain on the negotiation process, especially since the Cypriote government continued to threaten to veto the opening of new chapters in the negotiation process as long as Turkey would not shift its position on Cyprus. In response to the controversies, the EC proposed to freeze eight chapters and to close no chapters as long as Turkey would not ratify the extension of the Ankara Agreement to Cyprus. This proposal was met with a mixed reception, the UK calling the proposal ‘’disappointingly tough’’ (EU Observer, 2006a), while both France and Germany remained undecided due to mixed opinions in these countries among both politics and the public (ibid.). Still, in November 2006, then UK Minister for Europe Geoff Hoon emphasized the positive aspects of enlargement as a whole, stating that ‘’[enlargement] has brought stability and prosperity not only to new Member States, but has been hugely beneficial to existing ones’’ (Brown & Attenborough, 2007, p. 31). The European Council eventually voted in favour of the EC’s proposal in December 2006. Today, the Chapter on Science and Research still remains the only chapter that has been completed and closed (European Commission, 2018a).											During 2006 and 2007 the situation of the strained negotiations on Turkish EU membership came to be known as a ‘’train-wreck’’, after the words of Enlargement Commissioner Olli Rehn when he addressed the increasingly worrisome situation (Newsweek, 2006). As Kösebalaban (2007, p. 110) writes: ‘’ It is becoming difficult and politically risky to support Turkey in the EU in European politics these days. Supporters have chosen to emphasize the longevity of the process itself and the necessity of keeping Turkey close to Europe, rather than the necessity of changing the cultural basis of European identity.’’ It had become clear that opposition to the eventual accession of Turkey was far greater than anticipated by politicians and public officials on both the national and the international level and were linked to other issues on which the EU was not doing well, such as the failed proposal for an EU constitution in 2005 (The Guardian, 2006). While the chapter on Enterprise and Industrial Policy and the chapter on Statistics and Financial Control were opened in March and June 2007, respectively, the opening of the chapter on Economic and Monetary Policy was blocked by the new French president Nicolas Sarkozy, who had already made his scepticism about Turkey-EU relations a key element of his presidential campaign earlier that year, saying that Turkey was ‘’not part of Europe geographically and that it [has] no place in the union, which (…) is already overstretched’’ (The New York Times, 2007). As a response to the 2007 EC report on the negotiation process, which addressed the strained character of the situation, the Council of the EU adopted a revised Accession Partnership for Turkey on 18 February 2008 in which it explicitly called for Turkey to ‘’develop a plan with a timetable and specific measures addressing the new priorities,’’ (Council of the European Union, 2008a, p. 1) clearly giving the signal that the responsibility to bring new dynamics to the negotiations should lie with Turkey and not with the EU member states. This sentiment was shared by the EP, which stated in February 2009 that ‘’The EP is concerned to see in Turkey, for the third consecutive year, a continuous slowdown of the reform process’’ (European Parliament, 2009). 			Scepticism among EU members reached a new high in May 2009, when German chancellor Merkel and French president Sarkozy issued a joint statement in which they questioned ‘’the wisdom of Turkey seeking full membership of the EU’’ (Eurasia Daily Monitor, 2009). They put special emphasis on their belief that the inclusion of Turkey would strain the EU’s functionality and reiterated their proposition in favour of a privileged partnership rather than EU membership for Turkey (ibid.). Strikingly, Merkel referred to the upcoming elections which would be held the next month, saying that Germany’s preference for a privileged partnership for Turkey rather than full membership should be well-known among the public (ibid.). Similarly to Merkel’s scepticism during her election campaign, Belgian Prime Minister Herman van Rompuy, who was then campaigning to become president of the European Council, repeated his statements of a few years earlier that ‘’ Turkey is not a part of Europe and will never be part of Europe,’’ and that ‘’The universal values which are in force in Europe, and which are fundamental values of Christianity, will lose vigour with the entry of a large Islamic country such as Turkey’’ (The Telegraph, 2009; EU Observer, 2009a). 			Yet another blow to the accession negotiations was the decision of the Cypriote government in December 2009 to block several chapters of the negotiations, including most prominently the Chapter on Judiciary and Fundamental Rights, saying that these chapters cannot be opened before Turkey normalizes relations with Cyprus (Financial Times, 2009). However, on 30 June 2010 the Chapter on Food Safety, Veterinary and Phytosanitary Policy was opened (European Commission, 2018a). As a result of the Cypriote veto, no other Chapters have been opened afterwards, as the Chapters that could be opened are the most challenging for Turkey and are normally opened at the end of the accession process of a potential member state (European Policy Centre, 2012). After 2010, the accession negotiations became gradually strained, as no chapters could be opened as long as Cyprus would maintain its veto against such openings. Support for Turkish membership did not fade away, however, as exemplified by UK Prime Minister David Cameron’s remarks on the accession negotiations in July 2010 that ‘’I’m here to make the case for Turkey's membership of the EU. And to fight for it’’ and that ‘’[EU membership for Turkey is] vital for our economy, vital for our security and vital for our diplomacy’’ (The Telegraph, 2014). 
[bookmark: _Toc528965810]4.1.3 From the ‘Positive Agenda’ to the suspension of negotiations (2012-2016)
After an almost two-year period of relative silence about the accession negotiations, the EC was determined to ‘’bring fresh dynamics and new momentum’’ and give new credibility to Turkey-EU relations, leading to the launch of the so-called ‘Positive Agenda’ on 17 May 2012. Enlargement Commissioner Stefan Füle stated the main goal of the Positive Agenda was ‘’to enhance our cooperation and to promote reforms in Turkey in areas of joint interest where progress is both needed and feasible’’ (Anadolu Agency, 2012). This goal was to be achieved via harmonization measures on issues such as EU legislation, political reforms, fundamental rights and foreign policy, and by starting informal talks between Turkey and the EC on a wide range of issues that are addressed in blocked chapters. Turkish EU Minister Egemen Bagis expressed the hope that the Positive Agenda would bring Turkey closer to the goal of full EU membership, stressing that the Agenda was supplementary to the accession negotiations and not an alternative to these negotiations. He stated that the Agenda would help both Turkey and the EU ‘’to be ready for the opening of frozen chapters when political blockage is finally lifted’’ (ibid.). Within the framework of the Positive Agenda, working groups were established to discuss eight of the frozen chapters, most notably including the Chapter on Company Law, the Chapter on Judiciary and Fundamental Rights and the Chapter on Justice, Freedom and Security. 												The launch of the Positive Agenda was initially not followed by new momentum for the accession talks with Turkey as was hoped by the EC. Only two months after the launch of the Positive Agenda the Turkish government froze relations with the EU during the entire Cypriote EU Presidency, which ended on 31 December 2012 (Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016). During early 2013, however, new momentum for the negotiations was gained somewhat after France, having shifted its sceptical position on Turkey under new leadership by President Hollande, announced the removal of its veto over Chapter 22 on regional policy, leading to the chapter being unfrozen. The chapter was partially opened on 25 June, but the start of new negotiations was postponed to October after Germany proposed to do so in light of Turkey’s handling of anti-government protests. This German proposal was made a few months before national elections in Germany would take place, right after chancellor Merkel stressed again that Germany wants a privileged partnership for Turkey rather than full EU membership (BBC, 2013). The proposal was met with scepticism from both European leaders and the EC, which stated that ‘’more than ever, […] there is a need to push for the negotiations for new chapters being open’’ (Turhan, 2016, p. 470). After the publication of the EC’s annual Progress Report on the accession of Turkey to the EU in October, the chapter on regional policy was fully opened on 5 November (ibid., p. 471). The opening of the chapter was followed by the EC’s launch of the so-called Visa Liberalisation Dialogue with Turkey on 16 December. The goal of the Dialogue was ‘’to make progress towards the elimination of the visa obligation currently imposed on the Turkish citizens travelling to the Schengen area for a short term visit.’’ (European Commission, 2013a; Delegation of the EU to Turkey, 2013). Commenting on the Dialogue in late 2014 in a press conference with Turkish Prime Minister Davotoglu, UK Prime Minister David Cameron stated that ‘’[Supporting Turkish membership is] a longstanding position of British foreign policy which I support. We discussed that again in our talks today’’ and that ‘’The prime minister and I have agreed that we should exchange even more information, we should cooperate more in terms of intelligence’’ (The Telegraph, 2014). 		In early October 2015, Germany’s initially sceptic perspective on Turkey’s accession seemed to switch to a more positive outlook after chancellor Angela Merkel announced that the EU was ready for the opening of new chapters in the negotiations on Turkish accession, without precedent by the EC or the Council. Behind the scenes, the chancellor had met in October with both Turkish leaders and the Greek Cypriot president to press Cyprus to remove their veto against the opening of Chapters 17, 23 and 24. Cyprus agreed to remove its veto on Chapter 17, which was opened on 14 December. However, the country still opposed the opening of the Chapters 23 and 24, indicating its continued opposition to the accession of Turkey remained an important factor in the negotiations process (Turhan, 2016, pp. 472-473). On 29 November 2015 another important step in EU-Turkey relations was made when 28 EU heads of state and heads of government met with members of the Turkish government at a summit on managing the increasingly urgent refugee crisis. The summit followed bilateral meetings between EU President Tusk and the Turkish president Erdogan and prime minister Davutoglu and talks between the EC and Turkish delegates. Agreements were made on ‘re-energizing’ accession talks between Turkey and the EU by organizing top-level summits twice a year as well as more frequent and structured meetings on lower levels. Both parties agreed to adopt a Joint Action Plan to deal with the problems regarding the refugee crisis and stressed the aim to complete the visa liberalisation process by October 2016 (Council of the European Union, 2015). However, criticism on the European supranational institutions’ role in the negotiations with Turkey arose from the side of the EESC, which stated that economic and social interest groups were not sufficiently represented in this process by the EU: ‘’(…) the EC, the Council and the EP should intensify their communication efforts to explain the benefits and challenges of enlargement policy to European citizens - the social partner and other civil society organizations should be a close partner and conveyor of messages in this process’’ (EESC, 2015a). In addition, the EESC also noted that many regulation reforms made as a result of negotiations with Turkey were not helpful for European civil society organizations and that new reforms needed to be made to meet the interests of these groups (EESC & Balkan Civil Society Development Network, 2015, p. 3). 											Renewed momentum to EU-Turkey relations was gained on 18 March 2016, when Turkey and the EU made a deal regarding the influx of illegal migrants from the Middle East to Europe. In what became popularly known as the ‘EU-Turkey Deal’, Turkey agreed to take back refugees who illegally travelled to the EU via the Aegean Sea in exchange for the speeding up of EU membership negotiations. However, while Turkey demanded five new negotiation chapters frozen by Cyprus to be opened, the EU merely promised to open one chapter (financial and budgetary provisions) which was not frozen by Cyprus (Deutsche Welle, 2016a). The EU-Turkey Deal became the most prominent example of cooperation between the negotiating partners in 2016. On 20 April, the EC published its first implementation report on the EU-Turkey Deal, which stated that ‘’there has been good progress since 18 March,’’ with EC first vice-president Frans Timmermans stating that ‘’(i)n the past three weeks we have seen a sharp decrease in irregular arrivals (…)’’ and that ‘’(…) the European Commission will remain engaged to ensure full and timely delivery of all elements of the EU-Turkey Statement’’ (European Commission, 2016a; ibid., 2016b). However, in its second implementation report, the EC stated that ‘’(…) while there has been further good progress in its implementation, progress achieved so far remains fragile’’ (ibid., 2016c). Still, the EU ‘’welcomed a re-energizing of the accession process and confirmed its willingness to support Turkey in its reform efforts’’ at the annual accession conference of the European Council with Turkey (Council of the European Union, 2016). 							During the night of 15 July, a coup d’état attempt was made by a faction of the Turkish army which opposed president Erdogan’s ‘’authoritarian’’ political actions. The violent coup attempt was condemned by Erdogan, and thousands of suspected coup supporters were arrested in the direct aftermath of the coup attempt, including high-ranking soldiers and judges (BBC, 2016). During the second half of 2016, the Turkish government’s drastic attempts to put justice to those who supported the coup became gradually more controversial among EU actors. This ultimately proved to be the final blow to the accession negotiations. While the EC’s third implementation report on the EU-Turkey Deal did not include a mention of the coup attempt, many EU actors publicly condemned the Turkish crackdown in its aftermath since many of the Turkish government’s actions were seen as being in some cases contrary to human rights and democratic values (European Commission, 2016d). Responding to the Turkish crackdown, French foreign minister Jean-Marc Ayrault mentioned his opposition to the methods of Turkish president Erdogan: ‘’Turkey has to conform to the European democratic rules (...) One mustn’t execute purges, one has to uphold the rule of law’’ (translated from French; France Info, 2016). The rising controversy surrounding the aftermath of the Turkish coup attempt were reflected by many members of the EP, which voted ‘’(…) to initiate a temporary freeze on the ongoing accession negotiations until the Turkish Government returns to the path of respect for the rule of law and human rights’’ on 24 November (European Parliament, 2016). This vote was formally motivated by EP members’ concerns about the status of human rights in Turkey, particularly regarding the Turkish government’s statements on the possible reintroduction of the death penalty, which would be against the Treaty on the EU and which ‘’would lead to a formal suspension of the accession process’’ (ibid.). 

[bookmark: _Toc528965811]4.2 Negotiations on the accession of Albania to the EU 
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Similarly to Turkey-EU relations, the prelude to intensive Albania-EU relations started in the beginning of the 1990s with an agreement on trade and economic cooperation between the then-EEC and the newly democratic Republic of Albania signed in 1992. The agreement’s main objective was ‘’to facilitate and promote the harmonious development and diversification of trade between [the EEC and Albania], and the development of various types of commercial and economic cooperation’’ and stated that, among other measures, the EEC would support Albania’s push for membership of the World Trade Organisation and other international conventions (European Union Treaties Office, 2018). With the agreement, Albania was now able to receive funds from the EEC under the PHARE programme which initially started as an aid programme to Eastern and Central European countries (Niemann, 1998, p. 433). Other than in the case of Turkey, the EESC did not create a special joint body with civil society representatives from both the EU and Albania, but chose to establish a comprehensive internal committee for the entire Western Balkans, the Western Balkans Follow-Up Committee to pursue the interests of civil society actors (EESC, 2018b). Economic bilateral relations improved during the late 1990s as the European Council established economic and political conditionality in 1997 and the EC proposed a Stabilisation and Association Process (SAP) for Albania and four other countries on the Balkan peninsula in 1999 in order to integrate Albania into the EU’s existing economic structures. For the EC, the SAP was meant to be a collective process, emphasizing that the Balkan countries’ approach towards the EU had to be a collective move, rather than a number of bilateral agreements. As Elbasani (2008, p. 300) notes: ‘’Hence, regional cooperation among Balkan states was to be an additional and important requirement for the countries to advance into the EU structures.’’ The SAP was not endorsed by the EU and Albania until November 2000, at the so-called Zagreb Summit (European Commission, 2018a).	Compared to the pre-negotiations stage in the Turkish case, the pre-negotiations stage progressed relatively quickly for Albania. During the 2000 European Council meeting at Zeira, Albania was named as one of several potential candidates for EU membership among SAP countries. In 2001, the Community Assistance for Reconstruction, Development and Stabilisation (CARDS) programme was launched, which consisted of several cooperation and development policies to help Western Balkan countries in their economic and political institutional development (ibid; ibid., 2016e). In the same year, the EC also proposed to begin negotiations on the Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA) with Albania. After the Göteborg European Council asked the EC to draft negotiation directives for the negotiations, the EU formally adopted these directives in October 2002. The negotiations were launched a few months later in January 2003 by EC President Prodi, and in June the Thessaloniki European Council already confirmed that the Western Balkan countries under SAP, including Albania, would be eligible to join the EU once they would be ready according to the Copenhagen Criteria. 	
‘’We first see an enormous peak in the pace at which things happen. In for example the case of Albania we see that steps are made regarding that country in the direction of NATO, and then Europe comes into picture rather quickly (…)’’  (Interview, translated from Dutch, 2018). 
At the Thessaloniki summit, the EU member states collectively stated that ‘’The future of the Balkans is within the European Union’’ and that the EU and the Balkans (including Albania) shared a ‘’common European destination’’ (European Commission, 2003; Panagiotou, 2011, p. 367). More concretely, it was made clear at the summit that ‘’(…) the SAAs were to be the first and the last contractual agreements up to membership, thus avoiding previous allusions that they would serve as intermediate steps towards some new agreements’’ (Elbasani, 2008, p. 303). In other words, the member states’ intention was to not slow down the Albanian approach to the EU with multiple barriers in the form of additional agreements before moving on to accession negotiations. A year later, on 6 June 2004, the European Council decided to grant European Partnership status to Albania, solidifying the expectation of Albania becoming a EU candidate member in the not too distant future (European Commission, 2016f). Despite the relatively positive outlook on Albania’s approach to the EU, opinions among EU citizens were quite divided about the prospect of the country joining the EU in the future, with a small majority of citizens being against the future accession of Albania to the EU. Like in the case of Turkey, the outcome of the Dutch and French referenda on the establishment of a European Constitution were seen as an expression of the citizens of these countries against further enlargement of the EU in the Western Balkan (Brown & Attenborough, 2007, p. 28). 
[bookmark: _Toc528965813]4.2.2 From receiving European Partnership status to receiving candidate status (2004-2014)
After the European Council adopted the European Partnership with Albania, negotiations on the SAA continued for two years, and it was finally signed on 12 June 2006 during the Luxembourg General Affairs and External Relations Council. The association agreement stated among its objectives, among others, ‘’to contribute to political, economic and institutional stability in Albania, as well as to the stabilisation of the region [in the aftermath of the Yugoslav Wars]’’, ‘’to support the efforts of Albania to complete the transition into a functioning market economy, to promote harmonious economic relations and develop gradually a free trade area between the Community and Albania’’ and ‘’Albania's full integration into the community of democratic nations and gradual rapprochement with the European Union’’ (Council of the European Union, 2006, p. 8). Earlier in 2006, the EC stressed in a communiqué that the accession of the Western Balkans, including Albania, was of great importance to the EU, in part because of security reasons: ‘’ It is in the interest of the EU as a whole, as well as the countries concerned, that this process be stepped up. This will help the EU to attain its own objectives without the risk of renewed instability in a directly adjacent region’’ (European Commission, 2006, p. 2). The EP was somewhat less enthusiastic at this time, stressing in a resolution ‘’(…) its full support for Albania's European perspective and future integration into the European family’’ but also that ‘’(…) the Albanian commitment to European values and standards is first and foremost for its own benefit and should also be pursued as a goal in itself’’ (European Parliament, 2006). The EP also stated it was greatly concerned about the position of human rights in Albania, as well as problems related to corruption and political rights (ibid.). 
‘’People still had to process the enlargements in 2004 and 2007, which were, in the cases of Romania and Bulgaria a little bit premature. (…) Then we got constructions where we proposed to include countries into the Union, but not in Schengen, for example. (…) Either way, Europe just suffered from enlargement fatigue.’’ (Interview - translated from Dutch, 2018). 
In line with the EU’s concerns about Albania, great importance was attributed in the SAA to the position of human and political rights in the potential candidate country, as well as further democratisation, to make sure Albania would adhere to several EU policies and the Copenhagen Criteria. Next to the SAA, an Interim Agreement was signed which entered into force on 1 December 2006, which expanded upon the 1992 trade agreement between Albania and the EU and which contained the main objective of achieving the free movement of goods between both partners (European Commission, 2018a). 						Contrary to public opinion within the EU, opinions among the governments of the largest European member states were generally favourable to the possible accession of Albania in the future at this time. In the UK, Minister for Europe Geoff Hoon stated one of the reasons of the UK government’s positive outlook on the accession of the Western Balkan country was based on the issue of regional security and stability: ‘’Every accession is an important step in reinforcing European stability, particularly so in regions that have recently suffered from conflict. I am also looking forward to the further and deeper co-operation that enlargement will bring on issues that affect our citizen's quality of life such as organized crime and illegal immigration’’ (Brown & Attenborough, 2007, p. 31). In Germany, however, chancellor Merkel mentioned that full membership for Albania would not necessarily be the outcome of its approach towards the EU, stating that a privileged partnership was a term that should not be avoided in EU-Albania relations. She was joined by then French Prime Minister De Villepin, who stated that ‘’Europe has no vocation to enlarge indefinitely’’ (EU Observer, 2006b). 	From 2007 on, the pre-accession phase of negotiations was mainly characterized by visa liberalisation negotiations, which were launched by the EC in November 2006. In January 2007, the Pre-Accession Assistance programme (IPA)’s funding was launched for Albania, which ‘’[aimed] at helping Albania to implement the reforms needed in order to fulfil the SAP’s requirements and to make the ground for fulfilling the Copenhagen criteria’’ (European Parliament Policy Department of External Policies, 2008, p. 1). The first visa facilitation agreement was signed by the EU in September and by Albania in October of the same year, and the agreement entered into force in January 2008. It was around this time that the EU began to increase its vocal emphasis on negative issues related to Albania in terms of crime and corruption. On 18 February 2008 the European Council decided to adopt a revised and more developed European Partnership with Albania, stating that ‘’it is realistic to expect that Albania can complete [the goals set in the new Partnership] or take them substantially forward over the next few years’’ (Council of the European Union, 2008b). However, the Council Decision notably stressed that many problems Albania was facing related to (organised) crime had to be resolved in the course of the next few years as they would present a threat to further development of the Albania-EU Partnership (ibid.). In continuation of the visa liberalisation negotiations, a visa liberalisation dialogue was launched in March 2008 and a road map detailing the requirements for further visa liberalisation was presented by the EC (European Commission, 2018a). A policy paper written by the EU’s Policy Department of External Policies at the request of EP’s Committee on Foreign Affairs again stressed that Albania was ‘’a potential candidate country for EU membership’’ in July 2008 (European Parliament Policy Department of External Policies, 2008, p. 1). On 1 April 2009 the SAA officially went into force after being ratified by all member states, and twenty-three days later Albania formally applied for EU membership (European Commission, 2016f; ibid. 2018). Albania’s application was backed by the European Council on 16 November 2009, with the EU foreign ministers issuing a statement saying ‘’the Council [of ministers] re-affirms that the future of the western Balkans lies in the European Union’’ (EU Observer, 2009b). The Council asked the EC to make an assessment of Albania’s eligibility to start negotiations, and the EC sent a questionnaire to the Albanian government in light of its preparation before accession negotiations. 		During 2010, new scepticism arose regarding the prospect of Albania’s accession to the EU. The majority among citizens against further enlargement had increased further in 2008 and 2010 Eurobarometer polls (Eurobarometer, 2018b), and on 9 November 2010 the EC delivered an Opinion on its perspective on Albania’s application for EU membership, which stated that Albania was not yet ready to start negotiations as long as twelve priorities set by the EC in the Opinion were not met. Most of these priorities addressed issues relating to corruption and the rule of law (European Commission, 2010a). At this time, many EU member states had lost enthusiasm for the Albanian case during the economic crisis, and they prioritized the improvement of the issues mentioned in the EC’s opinion over the beginning of accession negotiations. As stated by Panagiotou (2011, p. 374): ‘’In Albania’s case the situation is exacerbated by the negative perception of Albania within the European Union, as it is perceived [by member states’ governments] as a country of violent crime, mafia, blood feuds and corruption, with criminal links throughout Europe.’’ 						On 15 December 2010 a visa free regime for Albanian (as well as Bosnian) citizens with a biometric passport was introduced after the EC made a proposal to do so earlier that year in May and the Council approved visa-free travel for Albanian citizens to the EU in November (Council of the European Union, 2010). EU Commissioner Füle stated that ‘’the visa-free regime will contribute to making the European perspective more tangible. I am as confident as Commissioner Malmström that relevant national authorities in Albania (…) will soon be able to fulfil all outstanding requirements and continue to guarantee consistent results in the implementation of the roadmaps’’ (European Commission, 2010b). On 1 February 2011 an action plan which addressed the twelve priorities set by the EC’s 2010 Opinion on Albanian accession to the EU was launched and adopted by Albania. However, the 2011 Commission Progress Report on Albania maintained a slightly sceptical tone, and stated that ‘’(….) although progress was made during the last year in some of the 12 key priorities identified in the 2010 Opinion on the country's EU membership application, conditions for opening of accession negotiations have not yet been met,’’ and drew further attention to the ‘’confrontational developments’’ in Albania’s domestic political bodies and the needed improvement of human rights in Albania, especially for minorities like the Roma (European Commission, 2011). 		A year later, in October 2012, the EC found that four of the twelve priorities were met, while the other eight priorities still needed additional progress. Still, on 10 October 2012, the EC formally recommended that Albania should be granted the status of an EU candidate member, ‘’subject to completion of key measures in the areas of judicial and public administration reform and revision of the parliamentary rules of procedures’’ (European Commission, 2016f). In other words, the EC advised the European Council to grant Albania candidate status even though it had still not made enough progress regarding some judicial and political aspects of the Copenhagen Criteria. The main pre-condition for candidate status was that the Albanian general election of 2013 had to be held in a free and democratic manner (European Commission, 2012). On 16 October 2013, the EC issued a press release stating that Albania would be recommended as a candidate country since the elections were found to have been conducted in a sufficiently democratic way. However, the EC stressed that opening accession negotiations would be delayed as long as Albania did not comply with certain criteria regarding the rule of law (European Commission, 2013b). The EC’s recommendation was joined by the EP Committee on Foreign Affairs in December, which stated that Albania should be granted candidate status ‘’without undue delay’’ (European Parliament, 2013). Nevertheless, the 17 December European Council decided to postpone granting Albania candidacy status under pressure from the Dutch and Danish governments, who believed that ‘’we need to have a longer track record before we grant the candidate status’’ (London South East, 2013; Council of the European Union, 2013). After an additional half a year, however, the European Council granted Albania candidate status on 27 June 2014 (Council of the European Union, 2014). Earlier that year, German chancellor Merkel expressed favourable opinions on Albania’s future accession. While referring to the First World War, of which the start was being commemorated that year, she said about the EU and Germany’s relationship with Albania: ‘’(…) we have learned from history: we must talk to one another and move closer to one another’’ (The Federal Chancellor, 2014). New incentive was also given by the EC to the relations between Albania (as part of the so-called Western Balkans Six) and the EU regarding transport and energy infrastructure in the form of a connectivity network in which all partners would meet regularly to discuss issues and set goals. The EC stated the most important goal of this incentive was ‘’(…) improving connectivity within the Western Balkans, as well as between the Western Balkans and the European Union, [which] is a key factor for growth and jobs and will bring clear benefits for the region’s economies and citizens’’ (European Commission, 2018b). 
[bookmark: _Toc528965814]4.2.3 Candidate status and beyond (2014-2016) 
When the EU decided to grant Albania candidate status, the EESC enthusiastically welcomed this decision, but stated that the EU needed to take into account ‘’(…) the importance of a more transparent and inclusive approach towards civil society organisations (CSOs) [in the accession negotiations with Albania], including the social partners, at all stages of the accession process,’’ and that ‘’[t]he EESC considers that strengthening the social partners' capacity to participate actively in social dialogue should be a key priority of EU assistance programmes. Assistance is needed to develop their ability to participate effectively in all economic, social and legal issues, including in EU accession negotiations’’ (EESC, 2015, pp. 1-2). It quickly became clear, however, that the start of actual membership negotiations was still not in sight. On 24 March 2015 the EC set 5 new key priorities regarding ‘’quality reforms’’ for Albania to reach before accession negotiations could begin at the fifth high level meeting with Albanian officials. The needed reforms were, again, mostly related to judicial and political issues, and particular stress was given to the strained relationship between Albania’s government and its parliamentary opposition (Independent Balkan News Agency, 2015). In a EP debate on the draft version of the report in which these five priorities were set, conservative MEP Charles Tannock notably mentioned Albania’s ‘’problematic participation (…) in the Islamic Conference’’ as a factor that needed to be addressed in EU-Albanian negotiations (Top Channel, 2015). 		Despite this, when reporting in November 2015 on the opinion of European interest groups on the accession process of Albania, the EESC noted that ‘’Positive steps in the framework and practices for cooperation are noticed most significantly in Albania, with the adoption of the Resolution the role of civil society in the country’s democratic development by the EP, and the adoption of the Roadmap by the Government that sets its policy towards creating a more enabling environment’’ (EESC & Balkan Civil Society Development Network, 2015, p. 3). On 22 July 2016 the Albanian parliament voted in favour of constitutional amendments regarding the judicial system, which complied with the 5 key priorities set by the EC. The vote was praised by the EU and characterized as being an important step in fighting corruption and organized crime in Albania (Deutsche Welle, 2016b). In accordance with its earlier promise, the EC formally recommended negotiations on the accession of Albania to the EU to begin on 9 November 2016 (European Commission, 2016g). 						On 26 November, however, strikingly two days after the EP voted to suspend accession negotiations with Turkey, Germany suddenly announced it would block the start of accession negotiations with Albania until 2018 as long as certain judicial and political reforms were not made (Independent Balkan News Agency, 2016). This veto against the opening of negotiations with Albania primarily came from the CDU/CSU majority block, of which chancellor Merkel is a part, in the German Bundestag (Exit Albania, 2016). In a joint press conference with Albanian Prime Minister Rama, Merkel also pointed out the problems Germany would have with the opening of negotiations, stressing the same points made by her party in the Bundestag. With the German veto, the sudden perspective on the true start of negotiations with Albania which arose with the EC recommendation was gone. The Albanian government was left disappointed, but still stressed that Albania would continue to strive for EU membership (Reuters, 2016). 
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H1a: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by the presence of actors pointing out the practical needs for the accession of Albania and the absence of actors pointing out the practical needs for the accession of Turkey. 
This hypothesis cannot be validated, as the main reasons cited by the different actors at play for their attitude towards the accession of Turkey and Albania are not related to practical needs as informed by NF. Still, it can be inferred from the empirical analysis that the role supranational actors and interest groups play in both accession processes is important. In the case of Albania, ‘practical needs’ are especially related to economic cooperation between Albania and the EU, as well as issues of security in the Balkan region. During the entire accession process, the EC mainly strived for the integration of Albania into existing structures relating to economics and trade, rather than infrastructure, such as NF would predict. As the accession process with Albania developed, emphasis for the EC and the EP was shifted towards issues related to corruption, crime and democratization in Albania. Similar observations can be made in the case of Turkey, in which initial negotiations were mainly centred around integrating Turkey into EU structures relating to trade and the economy, although transport was mentioned to be an important issue area for the established Customs Union between Turkey and the EU. In later phases of the negotiation process, the EC and EP put more emphasis on the lack of reform on the side of Turkey, even though the EP clearly took a more negative stance in this than the more optimistic EC. Rather than practical needs, security issues played an important role in justifying the EU-Turkey Deal and further integration, like in the case of Albania. All in all, however, the ‘practical needs’ related to infrastructure are mostly absent from the empirical analysis, and there seem to be relative similarities between the cases rather than differences in this regard.
H1b: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by the presence of interest groups exerting pressure in favour of the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey. 
Contrary to what the hypothesis expects, the EESC has not advocated for the non-accession of Turkey to the EU in any way. However, it enthusiastically welcomed the EU decision to grant Albania candidate membership status, which means this hypothesis can be partly validated. It is notable that the EESC decided to create a special joint committee with Turkey in order to aid further integration in 1995, while it decided not to do this in the case of Albania, preferring a more comprehensive joint committee with all Western Balkan countries. It also follows from the empirical analysis that explicit references to the interests of societal groups are absent, even though the EESC has emphasized that interest groups should be given a larger say in the accession processes of both Albania and Turkey by the European supranational institutions. Similarly to hypothesis 1a, there seem to be more similarities than differences between both cases in this regard. 
H1c: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by the EC and the EP advocating for the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey. 
Ultimately, hypothesis H1c cannot be fully validated, as there are insufficient signifiers leading to the conclusion that the EC would be against the accession of Turkey during negotiations with the country. However, there are strong indicators in favour of the idea that the EP’s different perspectives on the accession of Turkey and the accession of Albania, especially in the latter stages of each process, are an important signifier in explaining the different paces of the processes. This means this hypothesis can be partly validated with regards to the role of the EP and its different perspectives towards Turkey and Albania.												As mentioned above, the role of the EC and the EP as supranational institutions of the EU was quite profound in both cases, as NF predicts. It follows from the empirical analysis that the EC does indeed play the role of agenda-setter, both in the case of Turkey and in the case of Albania. The EC played a vital role in the process leading up to the attribution of candidate status for Turkey at the 1997 Helsinki Council. The EC was also the instigator of the decision to start negotiations with Turkey and re-vitalization attempts during the 2010s in the forms of the Positive Agenda and the EU-Turkey Deal. In the case of Albania, the EC was the instigator of the SAP, CARDS and SAA plans leading to integration of Albania into EU structures. When anti-enlargement sentiments arose during 2006, the EC firmly expressed that the accession of Albania (and the rest of the Western Balkans) was vital to the EU because it would ensure increased security in the region. However, the EC did not refrain from being critical of the reforms or lack thereof made by the Albanian government during the 2010s. Finally, the EC’s recommendation to start formal membership negotiations by the end of 2016 indicates its general positivity on the accession of Albania remained stable. However, unlike the hypothesis presupposes, the EC never advocated for the non-accession of Turkey. 							It follows from the empirical analysis that the role of the EP was especially important in the case of Turkey, especially after 2006, when the so-called ‘enlargement fatigue’ arose in the EU. Unlike the position of the EC, the EP was mostly sceptical of the accession process of Turkey, especially regarding the lack of reform within Turkey as a result of the negotiations and the problems regarding human rights in the country. This finally culminated into the decision to put a stop to the negotiations after the Turkish government cracked down as a result of the 2016 coup d’état attempt. In this aspect, the EP played a vital role in putting an end to negotiations, rather than restraining them or slowing down the pace of negotiations. In the case of Albania, the EP expressed its explicit approval of the future accession of the Balkan country in a 2006 resolution and maintained this positive outlook for most of the accession process. However, the EP’s role in the accession process of Albania was quite limited, while the role of the EC and the EU member states was more prominent. 
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H2a: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by members of national European governments advocating for the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey as being in the national interest.  
The empirical analysis shows differences in the positions of member states regarding the accession of Turkey and Albania, the main trend being that Germany and France remain mostly sceptic and the UK remains mostly positive on the accession of both countries. However, mentions to the accession or non-accession of each country being in the national interest of member states are mostly absent. Rather, member states mostly refer to the European interest as a whole, rather than the national interest. Exceptions mostly occur during election campaigns, which will be discussed below. 					In the case of Turkey, the conflict between Cyprus and Greece on the one hand and Turkey on the other hand regarding sovereignty over the Cypriote territory was the main reason for the blockade of the opening of several chapters in the accession process. While both France and Germany were mostly sceptical during the initiation of the negotiation process with Turkey, the position of the UK was predominantly positive as the UK Minister for Europe expressed the accession of new countries to the EU would be beneficial to existing ones. The UK also condemned the tough proposals set by the European Council for Turkey as a result of Cypriote threats to strain the negotiation process. Through Prime Minister Cameron the UK continued to advocate the accession of Turkey as being in the economic and social interest of the UK and of the EU as a whole.					In the case of Albania, the role of EU member states was somewhat less prominent. While the EU member states collectively stated that Albania’s place should be within the EU, direct statements in favour of the accession of Albania are mostly absent during most of the accession process, a notable exception again being the UK’s statements regarding Albania directly after the rise of the ‘enlargement fatigue’ among member states. Germany and France, as well as the Netherlands and Denmark, however, expressed scepticism of Albania’s possible membership due to problems relating to corruption and democratic deficits the country was dealing with. This ultimately became the reason for Germany to block the start of true accession negotiations in 2016.  
H2b: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by members of national European governments advocating for the accession of Albania and the non-accession of Turkey because of (re-)election calculations.  
By and large, this hypothesis can be validated. It is notable that there are many indicators for the validation of this hypothesis regarding the case of Turkey in the empirical analysis, while there are no such indicators in the case of Albania, even though the Eurobarometer polls indicate that scepticism among Europeans towards Albanian accession rose during the 2000s. While statements of members of government advocating for the accession of Albania are absent, there are strong statements of member states’ leaders against the accession of Turkey. It is notable that the position of EU member states’ leaders seems to shift somewhat between election periods and non-election periods, as they tend to express more favourable opinion on the accession of Turkey during non-election periods and more negative opinion during election periods. German chancellor Merkel and French president Sarkozy both made the non-accession of Turkey an important element of their election campaigns, which is a clear signifier in favour of LI’s assumptions about re-election calculations. 
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H3a: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by different levels of awareness of the actors involved in the respective processes. 
It follows from the empirical analysis that this hypothesis can be disconfirmed, since both cases indicate that the different actors involved in the accession processes mention why they are in favour of or oppose the accession of both Albania and Turkey, as indicated above. Reasons given in favour of the accession of Albania and Turkey include the amelioration of economic and trade relations, increased stability of the European neighbourhood and the improvement of the position of human and political rights in both countries. Reasons given in opposition to the accession of both countries are mostly related to statements indicating that either Turkey or Albania has not sufficiently reformed according to the Copenhagen criteria, as well as statements indicating Turkey and Albania are countries that do not geographically or culturally belong in Europe.  
H3b: The different paces of the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU are explained by different discourses on the relationships between said countries and the EU based on conceptions of historical identities. 
The empirical analysis indicates that this hypothesis cannot be validated. The cases of Turkey and Albania have in common that both countries are criticized for not reforming their internal political structure according to the Copenhagen criteria. In other words, the countries are seen as not being similar enough to the EU member states. This indicates that both countries are perceived in a similar way by EU actors, contrary to this hypothesis. This is especially the case in statements made by European government leaders, but the EC also criticized both countries for not living up to the European standards regarding political rights, human rights and democratization. However, only members of EP and government leaders refer to the historic relationship between Turkey and the EU. Sarkozy and Van Rompuy emphasize the differences between Turkey and the EU in terms of geographical reasons and cultural reasons (Islam), respectively, while Merkel only refers to the historical relationship between Albania and the EU (regarding the First World War). 			
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This concluding chapter presents the answer to the research question of this thesis and further key findings of the empirical analysis. Several broader implications of the thesis’s findings are also discussed. Next, a methodological reflection of the thesis is made. The chapter concludes with some recommendations for further research. 
[bookmark: _Toc528965820]5.1 Answering the research question and broader implications
	The answer to the research question ‘’From a European perspective, what explains the different paces of the respective accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the European Union?’’ be answered as follows. When regarding each process from a European perspective, the difference between the paces of is explained by three main mechanisms. The first of these, informed by NF, is that interest groups exerted pressure in favour of Albania through the actions of the EESC. The second of these mechanisms is also informed by NF and highlights the role of the European Parliament during the latter stages of each process, choosing to vote in favour of abolishing accession negotiations with Turkey altogether in 2016, while not showing any opposition to the EC’s proposal to start formal accession negotiations with Turkey in the same year. The third mechanism is informed by LI and can be seen as the most influential mechanism. It highlights the role of the re-election calculations made by EU member state leaders when determining their position on the accession of Albania and Turkey. During election campaigns, national leaders tended to be more sceptical of the accession of Turkey to the EU than during non-election periods. In other words, national leaders’ perception of (sceptical) public opinion towards the accession of Turkey determined that they would position themselves as being sceptical towards Turkish accession, while this did not happen in the case of Albania as public opinion tended to be more favourable to that country’s accession. The fact that aspects of both NF and LI are confirmed by the empirical analysis indicates that both perspectives can be complementary to each other when the interaction between the roles of supranational institutions and EU member states is analysed along the lines of a broader process. Further research on EU enlargement could employ a similar approach and further assess this interaction, combining neofunctionalist and liberal intergovernmentalist assumptions of actors’ behaviour and leading to a more comprehensive approach of International Relations, taking into account all different actors at play.   													Next to the three confirmed mechanisms, there are two broader empirical mechanisms which need to be addressed. The first of these is that there seems to be a decline in favourable sentiments towards accession during the 2004-2016 period among the different actors involved on the European side of the accession negotiations. It is notable that scepticism towards the accession of Turkey seems to arise earlier than scepticism towards the accession of Albania. Also, scepticism towards the accession of Turkey seems to be stronger than scepticism towards the accession of Albania, and these sentiments seem to increase during periods surrounding elections. Related to this, the European electorate seems to take on a gradually more prominent position in the general attitude towards EU enlargement during the 2004-2016 period. Over the years, European leaders seem to take into account their electorate’s perspective on EU enlargement more and more to determine their own position. A possible explanation could be that the French and Dutch referendums on a EU constitution in 2005 and the ensuing ‘enlargement fatigue’ which arose during the second half of the 2000s have shifted the public debate on EU enlargement to be less favourable. The second broad mechanism concerns the prominence of the Copenhagen Criteria as assessment criteria for actors’ attitudes towards each candidate member state. In both cases, both favourable and unfavourable attitudes seem to be at least partly based on the development of each country according to the Copenhagen Criteria. Both the abolishment of negotiations with Turkey and the German veto against opening formal negotiations with Albania were based on grounds related to the status of the rule of law and political rights in these countries. 			There is insufficient empirical evidence justifying the confirmation of the hypotheses H1a (functional spill-over), H2a (national interests), H3a (lack of awareness) and H3b (historical narratives). It is important to note that this does not mean that the independent variables mentioned in these hypotheses do not at all play a role in the accession processes of Albania and Turkey between 2004 and 2016. Some of the assumptions of the theoretical perspectives can be directly compared with the narrative of each accession process. For example, NF’s perspective on the vital agenda-setting role of the European Commission can be traced in both cases during the entire time period, as well as LI’s perspective on the role of member states’ leaders. However, the mechanisms which inform these disconfirmed hypotheses cannot sufficiently explain the difference between both accession processes. The assessment of all hypotheses indicates that NF, LI and constructivism each contain limitations when confronted with this thesis’ research question. This is especially striking for constructivism, as both hypotheses informed by this theoretical perspective fail to explain the different paces of the two accession processes. However, constructivism’s ability to explain EU mechanics should not be completely dismissed. The use of constructivism in this thesis has been superficial to some extent, as it has been used to some extent as an additional non-rational perspective to the rationalist perspectives of NF and LI. This means that more in-depth implications of the constructivist perspective were not addressed in this thesis. Further research could delve deeper into the constructivist mechanisms by applying them to more specific aspects of EU enlargement, for example by focusing on the way leaders’ perceptions of their electorates’ opinion on EU enlargement actually form, as well as the establishment of conceptions related to ‘self’ and ‘other’ in EU enlargement issues.  
[bookmark: _Toc528965821]5.2 Methodological reflection
The disciplined-interpretative case design in combination with a most-similar case design proved to be an effective method of analysing a relatively broad period of time, while still providing the researcher with enough information to assess the validity of each hypothesis. The use of process-tracing as the main analytical tool enabled the rendering of a comprehensive amount of empirical data on the accession processes of Turkey and Albania to the EU, which could then be effectively compared to one another. The mechanisms set out in the hypotheses informed by the three theoretical perspectives could be effectively traced and assessed in the comparison of the two cases as well, leading to three hypotheses being (partially) confirmed. The semi-structured interview also proved useful to a certain extent, especially in the establishment of a broader narrative for both analysed cases. 			However, some drawbacks of the methods used in this thesis should also be addressed. The research design of this thesis has mainly been based on the principle of gaining information about the broader mechanisms behind the accession processes of Albania and Turkey to the EU. This unavoidably makes it more difficult to draw conclusions regarding the details of the researched processes. A different research method, such as a content analysis, could have provided a more detailed analysis of single key events in the accession processes. In addition, due to the interviewee’s desire to remain anonymous, some useful information regarding the position of the EP and the different parties within the EP could not be used in the empirical analysis.								It is striking that most of the hypotheses informed by the theoretical framework are ultimately disconfirmed by the empirical data. While it seems the theoretical perspectives each lack the explanatory power to fully explain the puzzle of this thesis, the empirical analysis indicates that the research puzzle itself might also contain some inherent misconceptions. Most strikingly, the assumed differences between the cases of Turkey and Albania seem to be less prominent than initially assumed. For example, while relations between Turkey and EU seem to be mostly bilateral in nature, relations between the EU and Albania are almost always mentioned in light of more collective relations of the EU with the other Western Balkans. The course of each negotiation process seems to be similar in quite a few ways, which is most prominently manifested in the different actors’ attitudes towards Turkey and Albania and especially manifests during the early stages of each process. However, the differences between the processes as initially assumed do manifest in the middle and latter stages of negotiations.
[bookmark: _Toc528965822]5.3 Recommendations for further research 
Together with the implications mentioned above, the empirical findings of this thesis lead to the following set of recommendations for further research. Firstly, one of the most prominent implications of the research findings of this thesis is that election campaigns are an important factor in determining whether national governments’ leaders make positive or negative statements about the accession of new countries to the EU. It seems that national government’s leaders attribute great importance to public opinion when determining their perspective on EU enlargement in individual cases, as well as EU enlargement in general. Further research could pay attention to the exact mechanisms of this phenomenon, for example by trying to determine to what extent national leaders’ perception of public opinion on EU enlargement actually influences their perspective on EU enlargement. This thesis has employed a qualitative method, namely process tracing, to try and determine certain trends over a twelve-year period, meaning the results of this thesis are mainly indications of certain phenomena, rather than hard scientific evidence. A combination of qualitative and quantitative research on the influence of the variable national leaders’ perception of public opinion on EU enlargement could provide more methodologically convincing evidence for the different behaviour of EU member state leaders during election campaigns when compared to non-election periods. 
Secondly, there seems to be an ‘information gap’ regarding academic research on the accession of Albania to the EU. This thesis has tried to take a more in-depth look into this case through process-tracing, but more thorough analyses of the case of Albania could build further on the research findings presented above. While the conclusion has been drawn that the lack of attention towards Albania when compared to Turkey could be explained by the fact that Albania is often included in the collective Western Balkans by EU institutions, member states and interest groups alike, further in-depth analysis of the individual case of the accession of Albania as well as the accession of the collective Western Balkans could provide the EU enlargement literature with possible new insights about the different variables at play in these accession processes. 
Finally, as stated in Chapter 3.3 (Method of Inquiry), the choice has been made in this thesis to not focus on asymmetrical relations between member states of the EU due to limited space and time in the writing of this thesis, even though LI infers that asymmetrical relations are a factor to take into account in assessing the role of member states in EU membership negotiations. A recommendation for further research therefore is for new studies to take a deeper look into the role asymmetrical relations between member states play or have played in the accession processes of Turkey and Albania, as well as in accession processes for other candidate EU members in general.  
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[bookmark: _Toc528965824]Appendix 1: Interview Protocol
1 General topics
· How would you describe the development of the accession negotiations with Turkey and Albania from 2004 to 2016?
· How would you describe the core differences and similarities between the processes?

2 The role of your party
· What has been your party’s position on the accession of Albania and Turkey to the EU and why? 
· To what degree has your party tried to influence the course of the negotiation processes?
· In how far do you cooperate with EU actors in this aim?
· In how far do you cooperate with non-governmental actors in this aim?

3 The role of other actors
· How would you describe the role of the Dutch government and the Dutch electorate in the issue of Turkish and Albanian accession?
· How would you describe the role of other governments and their electorates?
· How would you describe the role of the European Parliament?
· How would you describe the role of the European Commission?
· How would you describe the role of business associations ? On which level (EU / member state) do you think that they are predominantly active?
· How would you describe the role of civil society actors ? On which level (EU / member state) do you think that they are predominantly active?


Concluding question:

· How would you assess the likelihood of Turkey’s accession / Albania’s non-accession in the coming years? 

Thanks for your cooperation!




[bookmark: _Toc528965825]Appendix 2: Transcription of interview conducted on 26 May 2018 (in Dutch)
(Introduction to the interview)
(Start of recording) 
Interviewer: Eerst een ehm, globale vraag. Hoe zou u de ontwikkelingen rondom het toetredingsproces van Albanië en Turkije tussen 2004 en 2016 beschrijven?
Participant: Ehm, ze zitten natuurlijk niet helemaal parallel op één timing, hè. Turkije loopt natuurlijk wat voor op Albanië, maar als je globaal naar die beide processen kijkt zie je als eerste dat ehm, ehm… Je ziet eerst een enorme piek komen in de snelheid waarmee dingen gebeuren. In bijvoorbeeld het geval van Albanië zie je dat snelle stappen worden gezet als het gaat om de ontwikkeling van dat land richting NAVO, en dan komt Europa ook snel in beeld. Ehm, en dan vervolgens, als het om het eggie gaat en om de uitwerking zie je dat er, ehm, zie je bij Turkije een afkoeling en een verwijdering ontstaan, wat we bij Albanië nog niet meteen zagen. Het is natuurlijk nu na 2016, maar je ziet natuurlijk ook dat dat hele Westelijke Balkanproject net dit jaar een impetus heeft gekregen…
I: (Interrupting) Ja…
P: (Continuing) en daar zie je nu natuurlijk ook de terughoudendheid. Ik…ik hoop wel dat we geleerd hebben van, ja als je elkaar heel snel de liefde verklaart, is dat geen garantie voor succes. 
I: En als je dan kijkt naar de verschillen en overeenkomsten, wat zijn volgens u de grootste verschillen en grootste overeenkomsten tussen de beide processen? 
P: En dan qua proces of qua inhoud, of? 
I: Nou, allebei, zou ik zeggen. 
P: Nou, ik kan het bij Albanië, ehm, misschien, ehm, wat minder goed inschatten. Turkije, dat speelt al zo lang hè? Ehm, toen hebben we gezegd van: oké, ze hebben die aanvraag gedaan, in de jaren 1990 nog een keer opnieuw en daarna om kandidaat te worden, dus zij hebben al veel eerder een aanvraag gedaan. De eerste was in de jaren zestig ofzo. Ehm, en zeker in die tijd, de dingen die er in de jaren zestig gebeuren, zijn heel erg ingegeven door het principe ‘Amerika bepaalt.’ Amerika vindt dat Griekenland bij de Unie moet, dus moet Griekenland erbij, hè. Dat was jaren tachtig. Ehm, zo zag ik het ook wel een beetje bij Turkije, dat was ingegeven door veiligheidsbelangen, de veiligheidsbelangen in de regio, waar ook Amerika meekeek. Ehm, en de huidige discussie… Ik weet niet ehm… In de huidige discussie met Albanië zie je ook dat er naast de voorstanders, zie je dat ook de invloed vanuit Saoedi-Arabië en Rusland, de invloed van China… Wellicht is dus een overeenstemming tussen Albanië en Turkije de geopolitiek. 
I: Ja, ja.
P: En kijk, het verschil is ook weer dat de geopolitiek van de jaren zestig, lees: Amerika, de absolute baas van alles, enorm verschilt van de geopolitiek van nu. Die is in alles, ehm, veel meer messy, veel meer partijen die een rol spelen. 
I: Oké, dus geopolitiek speelt een belangrijke rol…
P: (Int.): Ja!
I: (Cont.) …maar als we dan kijken naar andere factoren?
P: Kijk, Albanië is natuurlijk een kleiner land, ehm, wat een makkelijker rol speelt in die discussies. Turkije is een groot land, dus ik kreeg bij Turkije al de weerzin überhaupt, zo van: als Turkije erbij komt, volgens de huidige regels, hebben ze meer Europarlementariërs dan Duitsland. Dat was een zin die je in het begin heel vaak hoorde. Dat is natuurlijk ook veel minder goed te handelen, zo’n groot land. Europa is een club van grote, nou ja middelgrote en kleinere landen. Als je daar een reus tussen zet, dat werkt niet. Dat heeft Albanië dan, ehm, niet. Ehm, je merkt dat de hele discussie over, ja het zijn natuurlijk landen met, met, met, ehm, voornamelijk een moslimbevolking. Ehm, dat hoor je voornamelijk bij extreem rechtse groepen als argument, maar dat zie ik verder niet een rol spelen. Het grappige is natuurlijk wel: als je kijkt naar de politieke cultuur van Turkije, die heel erg avers is tegen het delen van soevereiniteit. De manier waarop in Turkije geregeerd wordt is: als je de baas bent, ben je de baas. Ik denk dat dat botst met de soevereiniteitsoverdracht in Europa. Dat wordt ook wel eens vergeleken met een houding die je vroeger in bijvoorbeeld Frankrijk zag. Centralistisch geregeld, ehm, land. Trots. Soevereiniteit. En dan is het ook interessant om te zien dat Frankrijk een van de grootste tegenstanders is van Turkije, dus misschien komt dat daar vandaan, (laughs). En dat er een historische component achter zit, that goes without saying. Dat er tussen Turkije en Griekenland nog frictie zit en zo… Dat is overduidelijk. Normaal geldt eigenlijk, tenminste bij andere toetredingen en dat is hier wel anders, van: je wilt nooit het grensland zijn. Duitsland wilde heel graag Polen erbij in de eerste toetredingsgolf omdat ze dan geen grensland meer zouden zijn en dat is, ehm, bij Turkije minder. Zeker ook omdat dat een slechte relatie heeft met het directe buurland Griekenland vanuit de geschiedenis ook. Ehm, dat speelt in beide processen dus minder. 
I: En als je dan specifiek kijkt naar de positie van uw partij ten opzichte van de toetreding van Albanië en Turkije, ehm, hoe heeft die zich ontwikkeld? In de periode 2004-2016, dan hè. 
P: Dan merk je met name dat er bij de verkiezingen van 2014, en daar heeft onze partij wel een belangrijke rol in gespeeld, ehm, veel duidelijker is geworden richting Turkije, dat wij überhaupt geen lidmaatschap voor Turkije meer voorzien. Nu al helemaal niet meer, want het gaat de verkeerde kant op. Dat zie je ook elke keer weer in de jaarlijkse rapportage. Er werd in 2014 ook wel naar Nederland gekeken, want Wilders zou de grootste worden en uiteindelijk is dat, ehm, hem niet geworden. Dus toen zijn andere landen ook wel gaan kijken van: wat waren de issues die specifiek in die campagne speelden? En ik heb toen ook wel aangegeven richting onze partij, onze fractievoorzitter in het EP… Turkije was daar ook één van… Dat ehm… Ook meteen de positie van onze landelijke partij meenemend… In het begin waren wij echt de diplomaat. Toen zeiden wij: het is een kandidaat, dus ze moeten aan de voorwaarden voldoen, enzovoort. Dus helemaal uitleggen en dan kunnen ze lid worden. En in de campagne van ’14 hebben we echt gezegd: nee. 
I: Nee. 
P: En, ehm, hè het feit dat je dus helder wilt hebben en duidelijk bent over specifieke onderwerpen… Dit onderwerp bespreken we niet in de onderhandelingen, maar andere onderwerpen wel als daar stappen worden gemaakt. Meteen na de verkiezingen ook, in ons, zeg maar, startdocument, daar stond ook in van: Turkije geen lid van de EU, maar een speciaal partnerschap. Ehm, dus daar zie je ook wel de kentering. Dat is eigenlijk een soort strijd, dat zag je ook toen dat document werd aangenomen, ehm, een strijd tussen de klassieke mensen die in de commissie van Buitenlandse Zaken zitten, dus diplomaten, die willen, nou ja, don’t rock the boat, zeg maar. Voorzichtig, voorzichtig…
I: Ja. 
P: En in het geval van onze fractievoorzitter ook die juist doorhad van: als we doorgaan op deze weg, is dat gewoon niet geloofwaardig. Dus gewoon de wat meer, ja, mensen met wat meer politieke voelsprieten. Dus je had intern de strijd tussen diplomatiek en de meer politieke lijn. Je zag ook in het verkiezingsprogramma beide signalen terugkomen. Er stond een zinnetje van: nu niet en een andere zin van: helemaal niet, ehm… Dus die strijd bleek daar ook wel in. Maar aan het eind van het proces-Turkije zag je wel dat de scherpte van onze kant er meer in kwam, met name ook in de campagne. 
I: Oké, en wat…
P: (Int.): Als je dan vraagt, wat is de reden…
(Interview shortly interrupted by third person coming into the room and leaving again.)
P: (Cont.): Je merkt ook wel, op een gegeven moment is het ook niet meer geloofwaardig. Jaar na jaar waarin je ziet dat het niet goed gaat… Ja, dan kun je moeilijk doorgaan op deze weg. 
I: En als we dan kijken naar Albanië?
P: Ja, je merkte wel, ehm… Waar Albanië een beetje last van heeft gehad ehm… Aan de ene kant… Je merkte, even los van Albanië en Turkije, je merkte ook wel een beetje dat er in Europa een soort van uitbreidingsmoeheid ontstond in de jaren daarvoor. Men moest de uitbreiding van 2004 en 2007 nog verwerken, die ook in het geval van Roemenië en Bulgarije een beetje prematuur waren waardoor je mensen, landen in de gelederingen kreeg, die daar misschien nog niet klaar voor waren. En dan krijg je van die constructies van: wel in de Unie, niet in Schengen, bijvoorbeeld. Dus die enorme uitbreiding daarvoor maakte dat… Europa was sowieso ‘uitbreidingsmoe.’ Juncker was kandidaat-voorzitter voor de Commissie destijds en die zei ook al van: komende vijf jaar geen uitbreiding. Dus die merkte al dat het er politiek ook niet in zat, die uitbreiding. Voor geen enkel land. En daar heeft Albanië, en eigenlijk de hele Westelijke Balkan, een beetje onder gelden, zeg maar. Dat kwam ook compleet stil te liggen. 
I: En op welke manier heeft uw partij dan geprobeerd de beide toetredingsprocessen te beïnvloeden? Welke middelen zijn gebruikt? 
P: Nou ja, in debatten, commissies… Je ziet ook dat er een meningsverschil bestaat ten opzichte van onze commissaris… In ieder geval kijken de verschillende landelijke partijen binnen de Europese partij er verschillend tegenaan, je ziet meer scepsis nu. Kijk, het begin van onderhandelingen is nog tot daar aan toe. Als je ziet hoe Albanië ervoor staat, nu, dan zijn de data die ook genoemd zijn door de Commissie als mogelijke toetredingsdata totaal onrealistisch. Wat zijn dan de middelen? Wij stemmen in het EP natuurlijk over de toetredingsprocessen, waarbij onze partij wel in meerderheid zit op: onderhandelen kan met Albanië. Dat is wat anders dan ten opzichte van Turkije en dat leeft ook breder. Landelijk zit er dan weer wat kritischer in. Wij zijn landelijk tegen Albanië, met name vanwege de corruptie in het land en het feit dat er nog zoveel werk is, dat je misschien eerst even wat huiswerk zou moeten doen als Albanië zijnde, ja. 
I: En wat is dan de rol van de Europese Commissie in de processen? 
P: De Commissie, die staat eigenlijk overal boven. Die bepaalt ehm… Die bepaalt de lijn van het proces, min of meer. Dus dat is of gasgeven of remmen. Ook omdat Juncker wist, men is ‘uitbreidingsmoe.’ Toen is het niet gebeurd. Maar nu zie je wel dat men weer probeert gas te geven. Dat is ook een beetje een vicieuze cirkel. De Commissie zit er wel prominent in wat dat betreft, over de hele periode. 
I: En wat is dan de rol van andere actoren? In hoeverre werken jullie daarmee samen?
P: Er zijn heel veel verschillende, ehm, actoren in dit geheel. Lobbyisten, Brussel, lokale actoren. Echt samenwerken is niet echt sprake van. Zij lobbyen gewoon bij ons. Albania zit heel erg op de lokale actoren in de lobby, naar nationale parlementen en het EP toe. Ehm, ja, en ehm, ontwikkelingen zoals de vluchtelingencrisis natuurlijk. Turkije koppelt dat ook expliciet. Geen Turkijedeal als er geen versnelling in het proces komt. Albanië doet dat niet zo expliciet. Wat je wel ziet is dat Albanië qua geografische ligging ook wat logischer tussen de EU-landen in het noorden, dus Kroatië, en Griekenland in. Dus het argument klinkt ook van: maak die kaart nou af omdat dit soort ontwikkelingen dan beter te managen zijn…
I: (Int.) Ja, precies…
P: (Cont.) …daar zit dus ook een sterk instrumentele rol in. Toetreding zou dus, ehm, een middel zijn om Europa een sterker geografisch geheel te maken. Wat je ook ziet is het argument dat Albanië een communistisch verleden heeft. 
I: Ja, in hoeverre speelt dat een rol? 
P: Ehm, dat vind ik een gevaarlijk argument omdat je daarmee zegt van: we laten zien hoe democratisch we zijn en dan zodra ze erin zitten zit je als Europa met de gebakken peren. Je merkt dus nu ook al dat velen in Oost-Europa vatbaar zijn voor het idee van de sterke leider en dat minderheden best wel wat ingeperkt mogen worden als ze zeg maar lastig zijn. Dat is wel het sign of the times nu. Dat is ook een splitsing Oost en West. In Oost-Europa gebruikt men dat argument ook en heeft de lobby dat ook wel gebruikt bij de vorige toetredingsgolven, en nu dus ook met Albanië. Dat is min of meer ehm… Ja dat is het wel. 
I: Oké. Als we het lijstje van de verschillende actoren dan afmaken, ehm, wat is dan de rol van de lidstaten, specifiek de rol van regeringen en het electoraat?
P: Ja, lidstaten… De groten zijn het meest invloedrijk, natuurlijk. Duitsland speelt echt de diplomaat. Frankrijk is wat, ehm, wat harder… Die zitten ook met de gedachte van: we willen nog 2004 en 2007 verwerken, dat moet eerst gebeuren zeg maar. Oost-Europa zegt sneller: maak de kaart maar af. Dat merk je heel erg. Ehm, dan heb je ook nog de spanningen tussen de landen van de Westelijke Balkan zelf. Met Albanië wat minder. Het ene EU-land wil graag dat het ene Balkanland erbij komt en het andere wil het andere dus dat maakt het ook nog lastig. 
I: En welke redenen liggen daar verder aan ten grondslag? 
P: Dat is puur geschiedenis. 
I: Puur geschiedenis?
P: Ja, puur geschiedenis… Mijn gevoel hoor! Kijk naar hoe het ging bij de erkenning van Kroatië en Slovenië enzo destijds in de jaren negentig. Duitsland wilde eerst Kroatië geloof ik en daar was toen ook een heel gevecht over… Het feit nu dat al een deel van die voormalig Joegoslavische landen al wel lid zijn speelt ook wel een rol nu. 
I: Heeft dat ook te maken met de beeldvorming onder het electoraat?
P: Bij ons, dus in het Westen, heb je echt het gevoel over Turkije en Albanië van: het zijn Oostbloklanden of ze zijn corrupt, niet democratisch. 
I: Bij ons. 
P: Dat is echt bij ons, ja. In het oosten is het meer van, ehm… Afhankelijk van het land, hè. Ze hebben onderling nog wel bonje, ehm, maar dat zijn meer de kandidaat-landen onderling. Het oosten zal er wat meer open voor staan dan wij, ja. Nogmaals, niemand ligt graag aan de grens, ehm, wat dat betreft. (Laughs) 
I: (Laughs) Ik begrijp het. Even kijken hoor. Wat hebben we nog niet besproken? Ja, het Nederlandse, Europese electoraat. Hoe heeft zich dat ontwikkeld in de periode 2004-2016? Wat was de weerslag daarvan op de beide processen?
P: Een hele grote rol. Uiteraard. Als jij na de val van de Muur had gevraagd aan Nederlanders: moet Oost-Europa erbij? Dan zeg je ja. Economische redenen, maar ook vanwege verdeeldheid in Europa. Van: we horen bij elkaar, en dat is jarenlang verdeeld geweest. Dus je ziet die permissive consensus wel in het begin, maar dat is heel snel omgeslagen. Dat zie je eigenlijk al aan het begin van die periode, hoor. Het eerste referendum in 2005. Natuurlijk heeft het zijn weerslag. Want dat bepaalt publieke opinie, het publieke debat en ook de opstelling van politici. Wellicht is alles wel heel snel gegaan. Dat voegt wel enorm wat toe. 
I: En in hoeverre kunnen we dan, ehm, ook zeggen dat het verschil tussen de toetredingsprocessen van Turkije en Albanië daardoor, ehm, ten dele wordt verklaard? 
P: Ehm, nou ja Turkije is simpelweg ook gewoon groter. Dus dat is veel meer in your face…
(Interview shortly interrupted by third person coming into the room and leaving again)
P: (Cont.) …Ehm, de discussie over Turkije werd ook bij borrelpraat, in het café en op verjaardagen besproken, zeg maar. Die discussie over Albanië… Ik weet niet of jij daar wel eens wat over hoort?
I: Nee, totaal niet. 
P: Precies, totaal niet. Dus ik snap ook je puzzel, hè. Kijk, in de politiek kunnen ze op zich vergelijkbaar zijn met de gedachte van: ho, even niet. Dat zegt West-Europa, dan. Maar Turkije is veel meer in your face, ook gewoon omdat wij veel beter weten wat er in dat land gaande is, wij de Turken veel beter kennen vanwege immigratie enzo dan ehm, Albanië. En Turkije zoekt inmiddels ook zelf de provocatie op, dus dat is veel meer in your face dan Albanië, nog steeds. Slim wel van Albanië, want, ehm… Weasling through, zeg maar, want dan blijf je veel meer onder de radar. Dus kort: het leeft gewoon niet, want we kennen Albanië gewoonweg niet. 
I: Ja, ja. Oké, dan heb ik nog twee vragen over andere actoren en een slotvraag. Wat is de rol van, ehm, actoren zoals bedrijven, ehm, en civil society actoren in de EU, wat is hun rol in de toetredingsprocessen van Turkije en Albanië specifiek? 
P: Dat merk ik heel weinig. Ik merk daar echt weinig van. Kan ik verder ook weinig over zeggen. Ik merk meer een soort van semi-overheidslobby vanuit Albanië, dus dat allerlei junior-ministers ehm, ja, het veld in worden gestuurd om met allerlei mensen af te spreken. Ehm… Ik heb daar domweg geen tijd voor hè, ik krijg wel de verzoeken, maar ehm, die tijd heb ik gewoon niet, dus ik kan daar weinig over zeggen. Wat ik wel zie is in het Nederlandse bedrijfsleven, wat vroeger veel meer was van: hoe groter, hoe beter, ehm, want overal gaan wij baggerwerk doen en infrastructuur aanleggen enzo… Ehm, nu hoor ik daar veel minder over dan, zeg, begin van deze eeuw. Ja… 
I: Oké, komen we op de laatste vraag. Hoe zou u de toekomst van de toetredingsprocessen van Turkije en Albanië dan zien? 
P: Turkije is nu echt een obvious nee. Hou dat maar in je hoofd, zeg maar. Daar is gewoon geen meerderheid voor in het EP. Ja, in de ideale situatie zeg je eigenlijk van: ze hebben al een douane-unie, we gaan in gesprek over wat praktische dingen, ook over migratie, dan zal Europa ook mee moeten betalen in het meewerken aan die stroom. Ga dan niet praten over het Europees lidmaatschap. 
I: Nee, precies. 
P: Dat zou ook kunnen, maar het is natuurlijk de vraag nu in hoeverre Turkije het zelf nog wil, hè. Turkije speelt natuurlijk ook op een heleboel verschillende borden in die regio. Ik zie het niet zo snel weer terugkomen bij die oude situatie, van: we gaan weer aan tafel. Dat lijkt me niet. Onderhandelen over lidmaatschap: nee. Albanië heeft meer kansen. Het is een klein land. Oost-Europa sympathiseert met het idee van: Rusland koopt invloed daar, dus je moet het bij Europa trekken. Niet dat ik dat zelf vind, maar dat is het argument. Dus ik zou zeggen dat Albanië kansrijker is. 
I: Oké, dus ehm… 
P: (Int.) Wat op de Westelijke Balkan nog wel een gevaar is, is dat ze dus alleen hun grensgeschillen en problemen tussen landen zelf, alleen maar ehm, ehm, ehm… Oppervlakkig oplossen en verder hebben ze nog hartstikke mot… Ja, daar moeten we echt voor oppassen. 
I: O ja, precies. 
P: Dus tussen die landen, die wrijving, daar moeten we op gaan letten de komende tijd. Als dat blijft zoals die is, of hij toeneemt, dat zou het echt voor hen kunnen verpesten. Wij staan meer sympathiek tegenover Westelijke Balkan inclusief Albanië dan tegenover Turkije op dit moment. 
I: Oké, dan nu echt ten slotte, (laughs), voor ik het vergeet…
P: (Laughs)
I: Ehm, heeft u zelf nog dingen of aspecten waarvan u zegt: dat moeten we nog bespreken?
P: Volgens mij hebben wij het meeste wel gehad, ehm… Oh, dat is wel grappig om te noemen. Ik kreeg vandaag door dat een minister van Albanië moet aftreden, omdat zijn broer banden heeft met de georganiseerde misdaad… 
I: Oh, wauw…
P: Dat is ook wel een aspect, hoor. Die corruptie is echt… Dat illustreert ook het beeld wel dat Albanië nog even genoeg heeft aan zichzelf in de voorbereidingen op een potentieel lidmaatschap, omdat je daar nog niet klaar voor bent als je met dit soort problemen zit. 
I: Dat is wel heel toevallig, dat dat net vandaag gebeurd. 
P: Ja, maar het speelt echt elke dag, hoor. Daar gebeuren dingen… 
I: Oké, dan denk ik dat we het meeste wel besproken hebben. 
P: Helemaal goed. 
(End of recording)
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