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Abstract  
 
Poland and Turkey traditionally have been known as source countries for migration 
to the European countries until the recent decades. Recently, both countries have 
been gradually turning into transit and target countries. Due to the geopolitical 
location of the two countries for migration routes, Poland and Turkey will be the key 
“gatekeeper” countries in the Eastern borders of the EU in case of Turkey’s 
membership to the EU. In this process, as Poland has experienced, Turkey will be 
subject to Europeanization and related securitization of its migration policies in 
accordance with EU conditionality. However, as concluded from the Polish case, the 
pace of Europeanization and related securitization is likely to depend on the strength 
of EU membership perspective for Turkey. In this framework, this article explores 
Europeanization and EUization, in other words policy Europeanization, and 
securitization in the transformation of migration policies in Poland and Turkey in the 
accession process. In this regard, a comparative analysis is made regarding the 
process of adopting to the accession requirements on issues of visa policy, border 
controls, and “illegal” immigration.   
 
 
Introduction1 
 
Political and economic developments throughout the world such as the end of the 
Cold War and increasing globalization have affected and increased the migration 
movements and created “new waves and patterns of migration.”2 As in the other parts 
of the world, migration issues have  increasingly taken a significant place on the 
political, economic and social agenda of the EU both in internal and international 
affairs. Since the end of communism, Poland has been a “trendsetter” among the 
Central and Eastern European countries on their way towards full membership to the 

                                                
1 An earlier version of this article was presented at the 4th CEU Graduate Conference in Social Sciences 
"Global Transformations: Integration, Transition and Development", Budapest, Hungary, June 20-22, 2008. 
2Ahmet İçduygu, “Demographic Mobility and Turkey: Migration Experiences and Government 
Responses,”Mediterranean Quarterly 15 (4, 2004): 88.  
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EU.3 Poland formally applied for full membership in 1994, and accession negotiations 
on the Chapter 24 of Justice and Home Affairs covering migration issues started in 
2000. After a challenging period of adopting the acquis communitaire, Poland entered 
in the EU in 2004. During this process, the country has been high on the agenda 
regarding migration issues such as “illegal” migration, visa policy, border controls 
and its legal migration potential. Poland, the largest new EU member state, and its 
migration policies are definitely of crucial importance to the amount of and trends in 
East-West migrations.4  
 
On the other hand, another key-country for East-West migrations, Turkey, was 
granted candidacy status for EU membership during the Helsinki Summit in 
December 1999 and the accession negotiations started on 3 October 2005. Thus, as 
done widely in other areas, Turkey has been in the process of aligning its migration 
policies with that of the EU. However, Turkey has not completed the screening 
process yet on Chapter 24 titled Justice, Freedom and Security and thus negotiations 
on this chapter have not started. Actually, the size and challenging nature of the EU 
Acquis in this field under Chapter 24 makes the harmonization process a “complex” 
one5. Moreover, although Turkish accession has been debated in many political, 
economic and social areas, migration has been an area which has interactions in all 
these three dimensions. Thus, it can be expected that migration issues will be one of 
the most significant and debatable areas in the accession negotiations.  
 
Poland and Turkey have experienced “diverse but converging paths to EU 
membership.”6 Although the duration and nature of the accession process of these two 
countries varies, they are comparable in terms of their size, challenging geopolitical 
features, and similar migration patterns. Thus, there are outstanding “commonalities” 
as well as evident differences between the cases of Poland and Turkey which shows 
the need and value for a comparative analysis in various dimensions.7  Turkey and 
Poland traditionally were countries of emigration, although inrecent decades they 
have gradually turned into countries of immigration and transit.8 They are the main 

                                                
3 Atilla Agh, Emerging Democracies in East Central Europe and Balkans (Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 
1998), 28.  
4 Anna Kicinger, Between Polish Interests and the EU Influence - Polish Migration Policy Development 
1989-2004, Central European Forum For Migration Research Working Paper 9 (2005) [database online]; 
available at 
www.cefmr.pan.pl/docs/cefmr_wp_2005-09.pdf , 3.  
5 Valsamis Mitsilegas, “The Implementation of the EU Acquis on Illegal Immigration by the Candidate 
Countries of Central and Eastern Europe: Challenges and Contradictions,” Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
Studies 28 (4, 2002): 678.  
6 Ziya Öniş, “Diverse but Converging Paths to European Union Membership: Poland and Turkey in a 
Comparative Perspective,” East European Politics and Societies 18 (3, 2004): 481. 
7 Öniş, “Diverse but Converging Paths to European Union Membership,” 482. 
8Krystyna Iglicka, EU Membership Highlights Poland’s Migration Challenges (April 2005) [database 
online]; available at: 
www.migrationinformation.org/Profiles/display.cfm?ID=302; Kemal Kirisci, Turkey: A Transformation 
From Emigration to Immigration (2003)  [database online]; available at  
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countries that will form and “guard” the Eastern borders of the EU in the case of 
Turkey’s membership to the EU. Poland, as a country of transit, faced vast challenges 
in the process of Europeanization of its migration policies in the run up to accession. 
As Poland has experienced, Turkey also will be subject to the Europeanization and 
related securitization in the transformation of its migration policies in accordance with 
EU conditionality. In light of these developments, there is a necessity for a 
comparative analysis between Poland and Turkey for examining the recent 
experiences of Poland as the largest country in the recent enlargement of the EU and 
for providing lessons for Turkey which has been experiencing the same process.  
 
Despite the significant and growing challenge and importance of the issue especially 
for Turkey, there is a gap in previous research on the topic. Although there is 
literature on migration policies of Poland9 and Turkey10 separately, there is not much 
emphasis on Europeanization and securitization in the accession process. Moreover, 
there is no comparative analysis of Poland and Turkey on this issue. Given these 
considerations, this article deals with the following research question: how do EU 
conditionality and strength of membership incentives affect Europeanization and 
securitization of migration policies in the cases of Poland and Turkey comparatively? 
Thus, the aim of this article is to analyze the impact of EU conditionality on 
Europeanization/EUization and related securitization of migration policies of these 
countries in a comparative perspective, the variable being the strength or weakness of 

                                                                                                                
http://migrationinformation.org/Profiles/display.cfm?ID=176 
9 Major literature in migration policies of Poland are; Iglicka, EU Membership Highlights Poland’s 
Migration Challenges; Kicinger, Between Polish Interests; Anna Kicinger and  Agnieszka Weinar, eds. 
State of the Art of the Migration Research in Poland, IMISCOE Working Paper 19, November 2007.; Anna 
Kicinger, Agnieszka Weinar, and Agata Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven: The Europeanization of Polish 
Immigration Policy,” in The Europeanization of National Policies and Politics of Immigration, ed. Thomas 
Faist and Andreas Ette (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007); Iwona Piorko  and Monika Sie Dhian Ho,  
Integrating Poland in the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice (06-10-2003)  [database online]; available 
at      
www.epc.eu/en/ce.asp?TYP=CE&LV=177&see=y&t=42&PG=CE/EN/detail&l=6&AI=329; Agnieszka 
Weinar, The Polish Experiences of Visa Policy in the context of Securitization (2006) [database online]; 
available at  
http://www.libertysecurity.org/IMG/doc/The_Polish_experiences_of_visa_policy_in_the_context_of_secur
itization-1.doc 
10 Major literature in migration policies of Turkey are; İçduygu, “Demographic Mobility and Turkey”; 
Ahmet İçduygu, “EU-ization Matters: Changes in Immigration and Asylum Practices in Turkey,” in The 
Europeanization of National Policies and Politics of Immigration, ed. Thomas Faist and Andreas Ette (New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007); Hasan Keser, “Justice and Home Affairs: Europeanization of Turkish 
Asylum and Immigration Policy in the Light of the Central and Eastern European Experience,” Ankara 
Review of European Studies 5 (3, Spring 2006); Kemal Kirisci, Turkey: A Transformation From 
Emigration to Immigration (2003)  [database online]; available at 
migrationinformation.org/Profiles/display.cfm?ID=176; Kemal Kirişçi, “Immigration and Asylum Issues in 
EU-Turkish Relations: Assessing EU’s Impact on Turkish Policy and Practice,” in Migration and the 
Externalities of European Integration, ed. Sandra Lavenex and Emek M. Uçarer (Oxford, Lexington 
Books, 2002); Jonas Widgren, “Turkey on the Threshold to the EU: Will Migration be a Complicating or 
Facilitating Factor?,” in Migration and Labour in Europe, ed. Emrehan Zeybekoğlu and Bo Johansson 
(Istanbul: Şefik Matbaası, 2003). 
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membership perspectives for both countries. To achieve this aim, the regular reports 
prepared by the European Commission for Poland and Turkey which presents the 
progress achieved for membership are analysed. Besides, the other official documents 
such as Accession Partnership Documents drawing a way for the candidate countries 
and National Programmes on the Adoption of the EU Acquis are examined which 
present the demands of the European Commission and the response of the 
governments to these demands. 
 
Drawing on the cases of Poland as a country recently granted full membership and 
Turkey as a country still in the accession process, this article claims that the strength 
and weakness of membership incentives closely affect Europeanization/EUization of 
migration policies in the accession process. Although the transformation of migration 
policies in the way towards EU accession is a tough task, the strength of membership 
perspective helped the Polish policy makers to overcome the challenges of policy 
transformation. On the other hand, the relatively weaker membership perspective for 
Turkey has created a slower and insufficient response for the EU conditionality in 
migration issues. Thus, it can be stated that the key factor in the pace of 
Europeanization in migration issues is the strength of full membership incentives for 
the country. On the one hand, the same diversification between the two countries is 
observed in the securitization approach. Securitization approach can be suggested as 
an outstanding dimension of Europeanization in migration issues. Although migration 
policies are still depoliticized in Poland, a securitized approach has developed along 
with Europeanization. On the other hand, in the Turkish case, migration issues still 
are not politicized and securitized in contrast with the situation in Poland.   
 
In this context, drawing on the theoretical framework of Europeanization/EUization 
process and securitization theory of Copenhagen School, the main topics handled in 
this article in a comparative perspective are harmonization with EU common visa 
policy; tightening of border controls; “combating ‘illegal’ immigration”; and the 
return of “illegal” immigrants.  It should be noted that adaptation to EU asylum 
policies is not addressed in this article due to the comprehensiveness of the issues 
addressed.  
 
Overview of Migration Trends in Poland and Turkey 
 
Poland has been one of the most outstanding countries of emigration among the 
Central and Eastern European countries for more than a century. Presently, Poland is 
a remarkable example of a new member country that has been shifting from a country 
of emigration to a target and transit country since 1990s.11 Geopolitical location of 
Poland at the eastern edge of the EU, and its accession perspective to the EU 
strengthened this tendency12. In this process, Poland has been receiving increasing 

                                                
11 Iglicka, EU Membership Highlights Poland’s Migration Challenges. 
12 Ibid. 
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numbers of immigrants especially from former Soviet Union countries and transit 
migrants aiming to reach the western countries.13 However, as Kicinger argues, 
numerically one can still identify Poland as a country of emigration since the number 
of emigration is still more than the number of immigration.14 
 
Turkey, similar to Poland, has also been facing challenges as a country of transit and 
emigration. In fact, contrary to the general knowledge in the EU public, Turkey has 
been in the process of changing from a country of emigration to a transit and 
destination country in the recent decade.15 This transformation is similar to the 
developments in Poland on the way to EU membership. This trend would transform 
Turkey into a country of immigration after accession which would increase pull 
factors for immigration in Turkey. In light of these, as the main routes of the east-west 
migration passes over these two countries, Poland and Turkey will be the key 
“gatekeepers” of the Eastern borders of the EU in the case of Turkey’s membership to 
the EU.  
 
Turkey, which is a country at the crossroads of three continents and has faced various 
types of migration during its history, has been affected by the changing environment 
and become one of the countries subject to the immigration debate in Europe. Thus, 
as asserted by scholars such as Widgren, migration has had and will keep on having 
an important place in the relations between Turkey and the EU.16  
 
Transformation of Policies, Institutions and Discourses on Migration Issues in 
Poland and Turkey: Europeanized and/or Securitized?   
 
Europeanization is identified as “the reorientation and reshaping of aspects of politics 
and governance in the domestic arena in ways that reflect the policies, practices and 
preferences of European level actors.”17 According to Radaelli, Europeanization 
includes the processes of “construction, diffusion and institutionalization of formal 
and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, “ways of doing things” and 
shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in the EU policy 
process and then incorporated in the logic of domestic (national and subnational) 
discourse, political structures and public policies.”18 
  

                                                
13 Kicinger, Weinar, and Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven,” 181.  
14 Kicinger, Between Polish Interests and the EU Influence, 25.  
15 Kirişçi, Turkey: A Transformation From Emigration to Immigration. 
16 Widgren, “Turkey on the Threshold to the EU,” 47. 
17 Ian Bache and Andrew Jordan, eds., The Europeanization of British Politics? (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 
2006). 
18 Claudio M Radaelli, Europeanization: Solution or Problem?, European Integration online Papers  (EIoP) 
8 (16, 2004) [database online]; available at http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2004-016a.htm  
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Europeanization can be analysed in three dimensions, called internal, enlargement and 
external Europeanization as asserted by Diez.19 In this article, enlargement 
Europeanization is handled in the cases of Poland and Turkey. Enlargement 
Europenisation consists of the “export” of the acquis communautaire and secondary 
legislation and norms of the EU20. This type of Europeanization is mostly based on 
policy Europeanization or in other words EUization in which the influence and power 
of the EU is very apparent.21 As expressed by Featherstone, the relationship between 
the candidate countries and the EU is like that of “David and Goliath, albeit with the 
former having no effective sling in this case.”22 Thus, the “compulsory pathway” 
towards EU membership would create some challenges as well as opportunities for 
both sides.  
 
When looking at immigration policy developments in Poland, it is seen that Poland’s 
migration policy was isolationist from 1945 to the end of Soviet Bloc in 1989.23 
Moreover, Poland “virtually” did not have an immigration policy in the late 1980s.24 
After 1997, the evolution of Polish migration policy has been mostly influenced and 
transformed by EU membership conditionality.25 The unity and commitment of the 
“reforming” elite and the pro EU mobilization from below made the transformation 
and Europeanization of policies swifter in response to the EU conditionality on these 
matters.26   
 
In the beginning of negotiations of Poland in the Chapter 24 of Justice and Home 
Affairs in 2000, there existed a “policy Europeanization” which worked on the basis 
of EU conditionality. The main channels of Europeanization in these matters were 
screening meetings, accession negotiations and twinning projects which started with 
the beginning of accession negotiations in 1998. Thus, Polish policymakers learned 
Europeanized policymaking and “norm diffusion mechanisms.” Kicinger et.al. argue 
that the common beliefs, ideas and norms of Polish policymakers and the discourse on 
migration issues are well Europeanized compared to institutional Europeanization. On 
the other hand, they stress that institutional Europeanization and Europeanization of 
“ways of doing things” such as policymaking procedures is observed less in Poland. 
Lack of lobbies, NGOs and parties interested and participated in the transformation of 

                                                
19 Thomas Diez, Wishful Thinking or Longterm Strategy? Europeanization, EU Enlargement and Turkey, 
Lecture delivered at Dokuz Eylul University , Izmir Turkey (April 2007). 
20 Simon J Bulmer and Claudio M. Radaelli, The Europeanization of National Policy?, Queen’s Papers on 
Europeanization (1, 2004).  
21 Thomas Diez,  Apostolos Agnantopoulos, and Alper Kaliber, “File: Turkey, Europeanization and Civil 
Society,” South European Society & Politics 10 (1, April 2005):1-2. 
22 Kevin Featherstone, “Introduction: In the Name of ‘Europe’”, in The Politics of Europeanization, eds. 
Kevin Featherstone and Claudio M. Radaelli (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003).18  
23 Iglicka, EU Membership Highlights Poland’s Migration Challenges. 
24 Kicinger, Weinar, and Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven,” 181.  
25 Kicinger, Between Polish Interests and the EU Influence, 28.  
26 Öniş, “Diverse but Converging Paths to European Union Membership,” 484. 
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migration policies are also asserted. 27 As an overall analysis, one can show 
Europeanization of migration policies as an outstanding example in the 
Europeanization process of Central and Eastern European countries in the accession 
process.28 On the other hand, as a critical approach, Kicinger claims that the migration 
policy in Poland is “not ideal, not widely discussed, not extremely efficient, not very 
well articulated and presented and not comprehensive”, but still “defending Polish 
interests; not only merely reacting to EU integration requirements.”29 
 
In Turkey, migration issues started to take its part in official concerns in the recent 
years with the starting of negotiations in 2005. In contrast to the situation in Poland, 
as a fact in general affairs, “power elite” which include economic elites, political 
elites and the military could not sufficiently reveal the unity and commitment for 
swift reform process.30 In this environment, it is argued that Turkey does not have 
comprehensive, broadly discussed sufficiently established migration policies.31 In 
Turkey which is still in the early stages of Europeanization process in migration 
issues, EUization has developed in these matters rather than Europeanization 
especially since 2001. Because, as the negotiations on the Chapter 24 of Justice, 
Freedom and Security has not started yet, there still exists a state of mind in Turkey 
that the Europeanization in migration issues will be a rather technical adoption of the 
Acquis on these matters. 32 Thus, EUization is mostly expected in Turkey to happen 
on these matters which is an expectation in contrast to the developments in Poland. 
On the other hand, in the light of Polish experience, one can envisage that “strategic 
bargaining and sociopolitical learning” would increase their significance as 
Europeanization increases in these matters. 33 
 
Along with Europeanization of migration policies, a securitization process developed 
in the policymaking on migration issues internally in the EU and in the enlargement 
process of the EU. Securitization theory was developed by Barry Buzan, Ole Waever 
and other collaborators who are also known as the leading members of “Copenhagen 
School.” The main suggestion of this theory is that “security is a speech act.”34 
Waever explains the idea as; “security is not of interest as a sign that refers to 

                                                
27 Kicinger, Weinar, and Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven,” 181-183. 
28 Agnieszka Weinar, Europeizacja polskiej polityki wobec cudzoziemców 1990-2003 (Europeanization of 
Polish Policy towards Foreigners 1990-2003) (Warszawa: Scholar, 2006) cited in Anna Kicinger and  
Agnieszka Weinar, eds., State of the Art of the Migration Research in Poland, IMISCOE Working Paper 19 
(November 2007), 56.  
29 Kicinger, Between Polish Interests and the EU Influence, 28.  
30 Öniş, “Diverse but Converging Paths to European Union Membership,” 484. 
31 İçduygu, “EU-ization Matters,” 210.   
32 Keser, “Justice and Home Affairs,” 129.  
33 İçduygu, “EU-ization Matters,” 203.  
34 See Barry Buzan, Ole Waever, and Jaap De Wilde, Security: A New Framework For Analysis, 
(Colarado:Lynne Riener Publishers, 1998). 
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something more real; the utterance itself is the act.”35 Irregular migration, borders and 
integration of immigrants are some of the many fields in which securitization is 
applied. The term of “illegal” migration is used for the “undesired form of human 
mobility” and this issue is often treated as a crime. Thus, the need for “surveillance, 
detention, control and penalization” is emphasized and “legitimized”.36 Huysmans 
handles securitization of migration as “the way migration is rendered problematic in 
the security field and not in the political and societal production of the field itself by a 
variety of agents and strategies.”37  
 
The securitization approach in supranational policymaking of the EU is also reflected 
on the preconditions requested from the candidate countries in the enlargement 
process which leads us to the debates on the creation of “fortress Europe.” 
Securitization discourse also took its place in Poland in the accession process. 
Europeanization in migration issues is mainly observed in the securitized dimensions 
of migration policies such as “illegal” migration and border security. This approach 
focused on the fear of mass migration from post Soviet countries in the early 1990s 
since Poland has a long border with these countries, and it had a visa free regime with 
these countries.38 Moreover, in the negotiation process, the topics addressed in this 
article are included in the Justice and Home Affairs Chapter with other topics of 
judicial cooperation in criminal matters, police cooperation, fight against organized 
crime, trafficking in human beings, fight against terrorism, fight against drugs, 
protection of the euro against counterfeiting, which are mostly security issues. The 
handling of migration issues with these security issues is obvious indicators of 
securitization of migration issues in the enlargement process as seen in the Acquis in 
a parallel way. On the other hand, the twinning projects and negotiations on migration 
issues mostly focused on border security and “illegal” migration which reflects the 
security priorities of accession negotiations.39 
 
It is seen in the regular reports and Accession Partnership Documents that the issues 
such as “legal” migration, family reunification and integration issues have been 
hardly mentioned. Thus, this securitized nature of the EU policies and the 
requirements of the candidate countries in this field tend to create strong divisions like 
“insiders-outsiders”40 by the exclusionary characteristics of the process which 
strengthens the arguments on “fortress Europe.”41  
                                                
35 Ole Waever, “Securitization and Desecuritisation,” in On Security, ed. Ronnie D. Lipschutz  (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1995). 55.  
36 Elspeth Guild, Sergio Carrera, and Thierry Balsacq, “The Changing Dynamics of Security in an Enlarged 
European Union,” Challenge Research Paper 12 (2008): 2.  
37 Jef Huysmans, “The European Union and the Securitization of Migration,” Journal of Common Market 
Studies 38 (5, December 2000): 758.  
38 Kicinger, Weinar, and Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven,”  183-184. 
39 Kicinger, Weinar, and Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven,”  184.  
40 Mitsilegas, “The Implementation of the EU Acquis,” 679.  
41 Mehmet Uğur, The European Union and Turkey: An Anchor/Credibility Dilemma (England: Ashgate, 
1999), 247.  
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On the other hand, the use of the terminology of “illegal” for identifying “irregular” 
migration in the regular reports both for Poland and Turkey in the same direction with 
the Acquis could also be thought as an indication of securitization. As King asserts, 
“the language of security needs to be deconstructed because of the emotiveness of the 
debate and its use of military terminologies of migrants constituting an ‘invading 
army’ laying siege to the ‘European fortress’.“42 
 
Regarding migration policy, the most important securitization discourse is the 
discourse of threat to the internal security of the state. Migration policymakers use 
specific securitized terms such as the “the burden”, “bogus asylum seeker”, “the boat 
is full” or “organized crime” to rationalize solutions for migration “problems.” This 
discourse creates the idea of immigration as a threat in the social and cultural sense as 
well as military sense which have been in use mainly since September 11 events.43 
 
Especially after the September 11 events, security discourse on migration issues has 
become dominant in the member states along with the securitizing discourses of 
publics, media and governmental structures.44 For instance, in the UK, the speech of 
Home Secretary David Blunkett in 2002 presents the securitization of political 
discourse regarding migration movements.  
 

I went to Calais and Frethun and to Belgium last week. I secured … agreement… that 
will ensure that we have properly organized immigration controls. We secured the 
fencing and security at the depots. Not because this is anti-asylum, but because it is anti 
the organized traffickers who are exploiting the exploitable across the world; getting 
their families to pay for children as well as adults to be trafficked across Europe, to be 
dumped in Sangatte, and then to try and make their way in containers or under trains 
across to Britain. It is a scandal that needs to be stopped and we should be the first to 
say so.45 

 
In parallel with this tendency, the security discourse is also observed in many of the 
EU official documents. As an example, the discourse in the five-year Hague 
Programme which is one of the key documents regarding migration after Tampere 
Programme shows the securitized feature of migration policies as given below. As 
seen in the wording, there are many securitized words used with migration concept.  

 

                                                
42 Russell King, “Southern Europe in the Changing Global Map of Migration,” in Eldorado or Fortress? 
Migration in Southern Europe, ed. Russell King, Gabriella Lazaridis, and Charalambos Tsardanidis 
(London: Macmillan, 2000). 205. 
43 Weinar, The Polish Experiences of Visa Policy, 2. 
44 Alessandra Buonfino, “Between Unity and Plurality: The Politicization and Securitiation of the Discourse 
of Immigration in Europe,” New Political Science 26 (March 2004): 1.  
45 David Blunkett, October 2, 2002, Home Office website, cited in Buonfino, “Between Unity and 
Plurality,” 41. 
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The security of the European Union and its Member States has acquired a new urgency, 
especially in the light of the terrorist attacks in the United States on 11 September 2001 
and in Madrid on 11 March 2004. The citizens of Europe rightly expect the European 
Union, while guaranteeing respect for fundamental freedoms and rights, to take a more 
effective, joint approach to cross-border problems such as illegal migration, trafficking 
in and smuggling of human beings, terrorism and organised crime, as well as the 
prevention thereof. Notably in the field of security, the coordination and coherence 
between the internal and the external dimension has been growing in importance and 
needs to continue to be vigorously pursued.46 

 
Furthermore, the Council of European Union also uses the securitarian discourse as 
follows emphasizing the importance of tightening of borders in order to “protect the 
citizens from threats against the society”.    
 

The external borders of the EU play a key role in defining and protecting the area of 
freedom, security and justice that we all desire. The control and surveillance of borders 
contribute to managing flows of persons entering and leaving that area and help 
protect our citizens from threats to their security. Besides, they constitute a 
fundamental element in the fight against illegal immigration47 

 
In this setting, it is remarkable that, as a result of Europeanization, Polish 
policymakers also started to share the fears and perceptions on migration observed in 
the EU countries and adopt the securitization and “fortress Europe” approaches, 
although Poland is currently a country with insignificant immigration compared to 
EU15 countries.48 As an indicator, the statement below in the draft national 
development plan is an example for migration-security nexus. 
 

Under the NDP for 2007-2013, the ETC programmes are to address in particular the 
following: 
….. 

A. the assurance of a widely understood security of the state, including the development 
of the migration policy;49 

 
However, migration policy in Poland and Turkey can still be identified as 
“depoliticized” in contrast with high politicization of the issue both in the media and 
political agenda in EU15 countries. 50 
 
 
 
 
                                                
46 “The Hague Programme: Strengthening Freedom, Security And Justice in the European Union,” Official 
Journal of the European Union (3.3.2005): C 53/1.  
47 Council of the European Union, 11 June  2002, cited in Buonfino, “Between Unity and Plurality,” 43.  
48 Kicinger, Weinar, and Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven,” 191, 196.  
49 Draft National Development Plan 2007-2013 [database online]; available at www.npr.gov.pl, 85.  
50 Kicinger, Weinar, and Gorny, “Advanced yet Uneven,” 192. 
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Challenges of Harmonization with EU Common Visa Policy 
 
EU common visa policy is a significant tool to “remote control” immigration in the 
EU which is in line with the securitization approach of EU regarding migration. Any 
third country national who carries a risk for the security of any member state is not 
granted a Schengen visa although the measurement of a security threat is not clear and 
consistent. Furthermore, in order to grant a short-stay visa to a third country national, 
the person is checked from the visa black list and categorized if s/he is a citizen of a 
black list country. This approach is identified as a “police logic introduced into 
consulates”.51  
 
Alignment with the EU visa regime is an essence for candidate countries for EU 
membership since candidate countries are expected to “accept the Schengen Acquis in 
full”52 before accession although they are not automatically included in the Schengen 
area and need to wait for the Council Decision after accession regarding the 
sufficiency of the “capacity and practice in terms of border control and 
surveillance.”53  
 
In the recent enlargement process, most of the candidate countries had difficulties and 
disturbances in the implementation of the EU visa regime as well as in other 
migration issues subject to alignment. The most outstanding example is Poland which 
has close cultural and trade ties with its eastern neighbors of Belarus, Moldova, 
Russia and particularly Ukraine.54 For Poland, this issue has been one of the most 
challenging and politicized issues in the accession process.55 Poland amended its 
Aliens Act in 2001 and 2003. In 2004, Poland ended the visa exemption for 
neighborhood countries such as Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, Georgia, Kazakhstan, 
Moldova, Mongolia, Azerbaijan. It is striking that Poland waited until its accession to 
put visa obligations on Belarus, Russia, and Ukraine.56 The introduction of new visa 
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[database online]; available at 
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56 European Commission, Poland Scadplus (2005) [database online]; available at 
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Report on Poland’s Preparations for Membership (Brussels, 2003) [database online]; available at 
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regimes with these countries was expected to harm relations and historical ties with 
these countries as well as with Polish minorities living in these areas. For example, 
Ukrainian President Kuchma declared that “the EU is replacing the Iron Curtain with 
a paper one.”57 Thus, this issue created a tension between the Europeanization of 
domestic politics and national interests of Poland regarding these neighboring 
countries.58 However, visa issuing was legitimized by EU conditionality discourse 
rather than securitization.59 In the end, Poland fulfilled both its national interests and 
EU membership obligations by issuing visas liberally.60  Facilitation of visas to these 
countries mainly depends on family ties, business relations, and institutional 
collaboration such as academic and educational collaboration.61 
 
In the Turkish case, in the Accession Partnership Document (APD) of 2003, Turkey 
was urged to align its “visa legislation and practice” with the EU legislation in the 
medium term.62 In line with this, the National Programme for the Adoption of the EU 
Acquis (NPAA) stated the priorities regarding visa issues in line with the APD.63 
However, as full alignment could not be achieved, European Commission has stated 
the same need in the priorities for medium term in the next APD64.  
  
In this framework, Turkey needs to align with positive and negative visa lists of the 
EU. Eight countries are to be included in the positive list. Although there is no 
problem raised by Turkey about aligning with the positive visa list, there seems to be 
disturbance about aligning with the negative visa list. Turkey has been making 
progress in alignment but there is still an inconsistency between EU’s negative visa 
list and that of Turkey since Turkey still has not started visa obligations for 
Azerbaijan, Mongolia, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan65. As Kirisci argues, 
this process would direct Turkey to tighten its visa system which used to be liberal. It 
is evident that introducing a visa requirement to countries with which Turkey has had 
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62 European Commission, Accession Partnership with Turkey (Brussels, 19 May 2003) [database online]; 
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online]; available at http://www.abgs.gov.tr/NPAA/up.htm, 666. 
64 European Commission, Accession Partnership with Turkey (Brussels, 23 January 2006) [database 
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close cultural ties or which are neighbors of Turkey, such as Turkish Republics like 
Azerbaijan, has created negative externalities for Turkey. 66 
 
As emphasized by Kirişçi regarding the relations with Turkish Republics, there might 
arise “a net cultural, economic, and social loss, as it may resemble the Cold War days 
when the movement of people between Turkey and these countries was absolutely 
minimal.” This situation also increases the probability of irregular migration 
movement  by making it more difficult for these people to come to Turkey.67 Besides, 
the possible deterioration of business relations and tourism are the concerns on the 
Turkish side especially regarding countries such as Russia, Ukraine and Iran.68 Apap 
et.al. points out the extent of the possible impact by stating that approximately 2,5 
million people from these countries temporarily come to Turkey every year.69  
 
Regarding the alignment in this issue in the enlargement process, some criticisms 
were made, including that of the Reflection Group, stressing that these practices do 
not “take into account the specific needs and interests of the new members in 
maintaining their existing links with their eastern neighbors.”70 After these tensions, 
flexibility in the visa system could be introduced at the borders of Poland and Ukraine 
which could be a possible solution to the problems faced by Turkey in this issue.71  
 
Tightening of Borders: Expanding “Fortress Europe”? 
 
Especially after the September 11 events and London bombings on 13 July 2005, 
security has been the main topic of the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice in the 
EU. In other words, the balance between freedom and security has been lost.72 In this 
environment, one of the key aims of border management in the EU is to establish a 
common migration policy that “manages comprehensively” and “fights against” 
“illegal” migration. The main securitized wordings used frequently in the EU 
documents are “illegal immigration”, “fight against” and “combat”. These expressions 
add “suspicion and criminality” to the people and concepts they are used for.73  
 
As stated by the European Commission, Poland achieved important progress in border 
management despite financial difficulties. In 2001, Poland adopted a Schengen 
Action Plan to implement the border management strategy. The significant 
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inadequacies faced in this process have been a lack of trained staff, administrative 
capacity and infrastructure at the borders.74 Therefore, in the accession process, 
alignment with the JHA legislation created considerable financial, socioeconomic and 
political challenges for Poland. Because of the high implementation costs of JHA 
legislation in particular in the area of border management, financial challenges 
occurred. Poland’s accession made the EU border with Russia, Belarus and Ukraine. 
Thus, these borders became one of the longest borders of the EU “guarded” by a 
single member state (over 1150 km.). This required a high amount of investment in 
staff training and border control infrastructure. An estimated 18,000 officers were 
required for the Polish border management system. A total cost of around 257 million 
Euro is estimated for border control for three years.75  
 
As can be derived from the experiences of Poland, border management would be one 
of the challenging issues for Turkey since it would be responsible for “keeping the 
gates” in the southeastern borders of the EU after accession. Border management has 
been one of the main priorities under the cooperation on justice and home affairs 
between Turkey and the EU due to the length and challenging characteristics of 
Turkish borders, and the fact that Turkish accession would make Syria, Iran, Iraq and 
the Caucasus the EU’s new neighbors.76. Turkey also has long sea borders in the 
Aegean, Mediterranean, and Black Seas. The Aegean Sea in particular is hard to 
control, known as the main gate of transit for migrants trying to pass through Greece 
to other EU countries.77 
 
In the 2007 Regular Report on Turkey, it is stressed that limited progress has been 
made regarding external borders and Schengen.  It is pointed out that the National 
Action Plan on integrated border management “needs to be equipped with a more 
precise roadmap containing concrete actions, targets, realistic deadlines, responsible 
authorities and an estimated budget for each of the actions requiring important 
investment.” Besides, it is emphasized that there have been no considerable steps 
taken on the establishment of the new “border law enforcement authority.” Moreover, 
the need to “training and professionalism of border staff, risk analysis capacity and 
modernization of checking equipment” is pointed out.78 
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The need to establish a “nonmilitary professional corps of border guards” has been 
a significant topic raised under border management.79 However, this issue creates a 
few challenges as observed in the case of accession states. First, border 
management was the main problem for accession states in the harmonization 
process due to the inadequacy of communication and coordination between 
different bodies responsible for borders.80 The need to create a nonmilitary border 
guard, in other words “demilitarization of borders”, raises the issue of lack of 
sufficient resources of the candidate country which is one of the issues raised 
regarding the economic cost of the required effective border management for 
candidate countries81. Although these borders would be EU borders after 
accession, the essential funds have to be supplied by candidate countries prior to 
accession as expressed by European Commission for Turkish case.82 Thus, as was 
experienced in the previous enlargement, Turkey will have to overcome these 
tough problems in order to become a member which would be easier with the 
support of EU assistance. Although this is a massive task for Turkey, this issue can 
be facilitated to contribute “mutual confidence-building” for the whole accession 
process.83 

 
The debates on the evolution of EU migration policies and the EU conditionality 
mechanism for candidate countries regarding border management seem to show 
enlargement as a process towards enlarging “fortress Europe.” As Lavenex argues, 
making the border controls tighter does not necessarily lead to a decrease in irregular 
migration as expected. Moreover, tighter border controls create a threat for liberal 
freedoms and fundamental human rights for the people affected by this process.84  
 
“Combating ‘Illegal’ Immigration” and Return of “Illegal” Immigrants  
 
“Illegal” migration has been on the agenda throughout the world since it is a 
multidimensional phenomenon having socioeconomic, political, geographical and 
humanitarian aspects. Thus, it has also been one of the outstanding issues for the 
internal agenda of the EU and for Turkey-EU and Poland-EU relations due to the fact 
that Turkey and Poland have increasingly become transit countries. In the accession 
process, both countries have been expected by the EU to take serious measures 
against “illegal” migration.  
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Together with its geopolitical setting as a bridge between countries of origin and 
destination for migration movements, Turkey also has a large informal economy 
which increases the pull factors for “illegal” migrants.85  As a result of serious 
measures, Turkey could shift transit migration routes to southern routes of Iraq-Syria-
Lebanon and northern routes of Iran-Caucasus-Ukraine especially in the years of 2000 
and 2001. Furthermore, boat migration from African countries has shifted to Italy and 
France and routes from Sri Lanka and India started using the Suez Canal to arrive at 
Greek Cyprus, Greece and Italy.86 Between 1995 and November 2006, 622,611 
“llegal” migrants were captured.87 
 
It should be noted that there has been an increasing trend of “illegal” migration 
targeting EU countries in all routes, especially the Mediterranean route as seen in the 
recurrent news of sinking vessels full of migrants. These trends could be interpreted 
as a result of restrictive migration policies of the EU leading to “fortress Europe” 
which seems to be “vicious circle” triggering each other. Thus, this shows that 
securitization alone cannot provide a solution to the “problem.”   
 
Although Turkey could take measures against “illegal” migration and it would be 
appreciated by EU authorities, the other tough issue in this matter remains the signing 
of readmission agreements by Turkey. In the Polish case, in 1991 and 1993, a 
readmission agreement with Schengen group of countries and with Germany was 
signed respectively in order to get a visa free entry to these countries.88 Polish 
policymakers believed in irrevocable feature of the transformation and therefore 
accepted further agreements as a precondition for the credibility of Poland in the 
international arena.89 
 
In the Turkish case, achieving a compromise on this issue seems to be complicated 
and sensitive due to the importance attached to it by the EU, and the concerns 
expressed by Turkish officials that the EU does not take into consideration efforts 
made by the Turkish government to prevent irregular migration while being left to its 
own resources, in contrast to the attitude towards accession states in the recent 
enlargement.90 
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The EU officially requested Turkey to sign a readmission agreement in March 200391 
.  In response to this requirement, in the NPAA, the Turkish government presented 
actions that would be taken in advance: 

 
Turkey will initiate, in the medium term, the practices on readmission and expulsion in 
addition to the alignment with the EU legislation required in the preaccession process. 
The Turkish Government will continue to sign readmission agreements with 
neighboring countries and countries of origin covering Turkish citizens, persons 
illegally transiting through Turkey, and foreign nationals caught during illegal 
residence in Turkey. In this vein, Turkey aims to conclude readmission agreements first 
with its Eastern neighboring countries, and then with countries East of these countries 
and finally, with its Western neighboring countries.92  

 
Table 1: Progress Regarding the Signing of Readmission Agreements by Turkey 

Syria: 10 October 2001 (ratified in 
Greece: 8 November 2001
Kyrgyzstan: 6 May 2003
Romania: 16 January 2004

Signed 

Ukraine: 7 June 2005 

Negotiations 
continuing 

Bulgaria, Russian Federation, Uzbekistan, Belarus, 
Hungary, Macedonia, Lebanon, Egypt, Libya, Iran, 
Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Jordan 
 

No response to 
Turkey’s offer 

Algeria, Bangladesh, China, Ethiopia, Georgia, 
India, Israel, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Tunisia. 

Sources: “National Programme for the Adoption of the Acquis,” 666; Turkish 
National Action Plan for the Adoption of the EU Acquis in the Field of Asylum and 
Migration, 28- 29; European Commission, 2005 Regular Report on Turkey’s 
Progress towards Accession, 111; Apap, Carrera, and Kirisci, Turkey in the European 
Area of Freedom, Security and Justice, 50; European Commission, Turkey 2007 
Progress Report, 63.     
 
As indicated in table 1, Turkey is waiting for replies from many countries and in 
many countries negotiations are under way. It should be noted that these facts show 
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how candidate countries have difficulties in convincing third countries to sign these 
agreements.  

 
Due to the concerns of Turkish officials that Turkey would be a “dumping ground for 
unwanted immigrants by the EU”93, the compromise to sign the agreement could be 
reached in March 200494, and negotiations started in May 200595. This process is in 
line with Turkey’s policy that firstly sending countries, then transit countries and 
finally target countries would be addressed96. Thus, with this strategy, Turkey seems 
to aim to ensure the proper functioning of the agreements as a whole which are 
defined by Phuong as “chains of removals.”97 Since the last round of negotiations on a 
readmission agreement between Turkey and the EC in December 2006, there has been 
no real progress on this topic.98 
 
Conclusion 
 
Drawing on the cases of Poland and Turkey, this article claims that the strengths and 
weaknesses of membership incentives closely affect Europeanization/EUization and 
thus securitization of migration policies in the accession process. In Poland, “policy 
Europeanization” or EUization took place in the beginning of accession negotiations 
on the alignment with EU common visa policy, strengthening border controls and 
“combating “illegal” immigration” as a result of tough EU conditionality. It could be 
stated that this process transformed from EUization into “Europeanization” as the 
negotiations proceeded and accession took place. Although the transformation of 
migration policies for EU accession is a tough task, strong support and pro-EU 
mobilization from below helped Polish policy makers to overcome the challenges of 
policy transformation that affected relations with its neighbors and created economic 
and institutional burdens. In this process, a carrot- stick approach is observed in which 
full membership served as an attractive and motivating carrot. Thus, full membership 
incentive was very prominent in the evolution of migration policies in Poland.  
 
On the other hand, the relatively weaker membership perspective for Turkey has 
created a slower and insufficient response from the Turkish side for the EU 
conditionality in migration issues. As negotiations have not started on these issues, no 
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concrete Europeanization and no real transformation has been achieved. Like Poland, 
Turkey will become one of the key “gatekeepers” of the EU after accession, and 
Turkey is likely to face challenges similar to the ones Poland faced with regard to 
migration issues. However, since the carrot of full membership is still not as strong as 
it was for Poland, it is hard to expect that the Turkish Europeanization process in this 
area would be similar to Poland's.  
 
On the other hand, the same diversification between the two countries is observed in 
the securitization approach. The securitization approach can be suggested as an 
outstanding dimension of Europeanization in migration issues. Although migration 
policies are still depoliticized in Poland, securitization has developed along with 
Europeanization. In the Turkish case, migration issues are still not politicized and 
securitized in contrast to the situation in Poland.   
  
Thus, it can be concluded that the key factor in the pace of Europeanization in 
migration issues is the strength of full membership perspective for the country. As 
Europeanization in toughest matters is directly associated with full membership in 
TNAPAM, the pace of policy transfer is likely to depend on the strength of EU 
membership perspective. As stated by Kirisci, Europeanization of migration policies 
is not a “smooth” process, and “ups and downs” will be encountered during the 
transformation of these policies. 99 
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