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The literature review has distilled the perception of Turkey to certain themes, indicating 

to us ‘what’ is thought about Turkey. Taking an abstract look at these findings, it could 

be said that their overall essence – that comprises all issues identified – is the perceived 

‘otherness’ of Turkey. This separating mindset uses certain categories to support a feeling 

of ‘us against them’ to differentiate oneself from the ‘foreign other’. If we are to change 

what is thought about Turkey, we have to know the functionalities, the why, behind the 

emergence of such perceptions. This will then enable us to see how we can influence 

them. So before moving further to the definition of objectives and the exploration of 

reasoning, this dominant theme shall be contextualized in the frame of social 

identification theory. 

 

3. Theoretical Framework 

The social identity theory (SIT) can serve as a useful theoretical framework to explain 

how perceptions of ‘others’ emerge and on what functionalities they base on, especially, 

as it has already been used to analyze perceptions of foreign nations (Christie et al., 2006; 

Rivenburgh, 2000). 

 

SIT was advanced by Tajfel and Turner (1982) to understand intergroup behaviour. It 

supposes, that “individuals are motivated to achieve a positive ‘social identity’ [defined 

as] that part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from knowledge of his 

membership in a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional 

significance attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1978, cited in Taylor and Moghaddam, 

1994, p.61). Thereby it bases on four psychological processes, namely social 

categorization, identification, comparison and group distinctiveness. In particular, it says, 

that (1) we categorize ourselves and others to give our world structure; (2) we identify 

ourselves belonging to a certain group (our in-group) to reinforce our self-esteem; (3) we 

position ourselves by comparing us with other groups (out-group), showing favourable 

bias towards our in-group; (4) we desire the identity of our in-group – and this can be said 

to be the core aim – to be both distinct from and positively compared with other groups 

(Taylor and Moghaddam, 1994). The categories, in which in-groups discriminate against 

out-groups, can be either social, such as sex, religion, nationality, political affiliation etc., 

or personal, such as character, bodily attributes, intellect, taste etc. (Turner, 1982). In the 

categorization process itself, communication plays an important role, as it is likely that 

“levels of in-group bias and feelings of antipathy towards the out-group [...] increase in 
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proportion to the degree of threat to identity implied by the communication from the out-

group” (Brown and Ross 1982, p.161). 

 

Closely linked to SIT are also two other psychological processes: stereotyping and 

ethnocentrism. The term ‘stereotyping’ was coined by Walter Lippmann, referring to 

plates used for the printing process of newspapers, enabling a quick and inexpensive 

reproduction of many copies of a message (Lasorsa, 2009). Stereotyping can be seen as a 

routine means of our mind to economically structure our perception of the environment 

that can’t be experienced in every detail (Kunczik, 1997). Thereby, “we pick out what 

our culture has already defined for us, and we tend to perceive that which we have picked 

out in the form stereotyped for us by our culture” (Lippmann, 1922, Chapter VI). As such, 

stereotypes themselves are statements in simplified categories, grasping general rather 

than individual attributes (Kunczik, 1997), or, as Lasorsa (2008, p.1) puts it, they are a 

judgments of “others not on knowledge of their individual complexities but on their 

inclusion in an out-group”. In the context of nations, do stereotypes also have an 

integrative function, as “negative images of other groups strengthen the cohesion in one’s 

own group” (Kunczik, 1997, p.39), while “any characteristic which defines the in-group 

as different will tend to be evaluated positively” (Turner, 1982, p.35). This behavior is 

also explained as ethnocentrism, stating that ethnocentrically oriented people are inclined 

to use their own weltanschauung as a superior benchmark to judge other cultures 

(Sumner, 1906, cited in Kunczik, 1997). 

 

Now that we know what is said about Turkey and why it is said, we can look at how to 

use these functionalities of perception building to influence public opinion. Public 

diplomacy (PD) can be seen as a means in international relations that is concerned with 

how out-groups communicate themselves to in-groups. It grounds on the idea of 

influencing foreign public opinion via a “direct communication with foreign peoples, with 

the aim of affecting their thinking and, ultimately, that of their governments” (Malone, 

1985 cited in Stignitzer and Wamser, 2006, p.435 f.). To take the opinion of these 

audiences into account makes sense as the democratisation and the influence of people 

on their elected governments is increasing (PDF, 1999). Considered as a ‘soft power’, PD 

does not employ ‘usual’ diplomatic means such as (military) coercion or direct financial 

aid. In fact, it rests on a country’s intangible assets like culture, values and policies, 

respectively, on “the way a country expresses its values in its culture and [...] relations 
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with others”. Vice versa, if the content of these assets is not attractive, PD activities that 

‘broadcast’ them cannot produce soft power (Nye, 2008, p.95). 

The practical perspectives of PD comprise, according to Cull (2008), five different fields, 

namely research, advocacy, cultural diplomacy, exchange diplomacy and international 

broadcasting. While research is concerned with the execution of opinion polls, advocacy 

creates and publishes information materials. Cultural diplomacy, in contrast, promotes 

the interest of an actor via the dissemination of cultural activities. Finally, exchange 

diplomacy concentrates on exchange programmes (e.g. for university students), whereas 

international broadcasting manages the broadcast of balanced news over public national 

radio services. 

 

Considering the fields of categorization suggested by SIT as well as the importance of 

cultural aspects identified in the literature review, a culture-centered PD approach seemed 

to be most suitable for the purpose of this paper. Cultural diplomacy (CD) deals with “the 

exchange of ideas, information, art, and other aspects of culture among nations and their 

peoples in order to foster mutual understanding” (Cummings, 2003, p.1). Constantinescu 

describes it similarly as “a course of actions, which are based on and utilize the exchange 

of ideas, values, traditions and other aspects of culture or identity, whether to strengthen 

relationships, enhance socio-cultural cooperation or promote national interests” 

(Constantinescu, 2013). Thereby, CD is seen as a linchpin of PD, due to the increased 

importance of culture in global relations (Demos, 2007; U.S. Department of State, 2005). 

In contrast to traditional one-way communication, culture-centered approaches allow the 

participant cultures equal access to participate in the discourse, as well as equal influence 

on its outcomes. Hence, they stimulate mutual understanding by concentrating on 

relationship building and dialogue (Dutta-Bergman, 2006). Cultural activities facilitate 

the engagement with others’ heritage and living culture and to find commonalities and 

differences. As such they reduce persistent national stereotypes, something that is 

particularly important for countries suffering reputational damage (Demos, 2007). 

Accordingly, CD activities comprise, amongst others, intercultural exchange programs, 

educational exchanges and scholarships, cultural visits of artists, cultural event 

organization, international culture related conferences and workshops, as well as 

language promotion (DiploFoundation, 2003). 

 

Applying these results – the knowledge of the what, the why and the how – to the issue of 

this paper, one could conclude that Turkey, as an out-group, should seek to decrease its 
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‘potential threat’ to the citizens of the EU-member state Germany as the in-group. By 

communicating its identity through CD acitvities that highlight simililarities to the culture 

of the EU-member states, Turkey could make its culture more ‘appealing’ and might 

reduce opposition to an accession. Research has proposed different approaches to inform 

recommendations for such CD activities. These include agenda-setting (Manheim & 

Albritton 1984), agenda-building (Kiousis & Wu 2008) and media framing (Entman, 

2004). However, as this paper merely aims to gain new insights into a specific public 

opinion, they are not relevant in the focus of this research. 

 

Thus, based on these conclusions and the results of the literature review, the aims of my 

research are 

 to explore in-depth the public understanding of Turkish culture in Germany and 

identify cultural opinions regarding a Turkish accession into the EU 

 to unfold the reasoning and attitudes behind the German informants’ opinions and 

attitudes 

 to make recommendations for cultural diplomacy programs that the Turkish 

government can apply in Germany 

 

4. Methodology 

The literature review has revealed a broad analysis of what aspects the opposition 

regarding a Turkish EU-accession comprises of. Yet, there is a gap of research that 

provides in-depth knowledge about the thoughts, reasons and feelings behind the German 

perception of a Turkish EU-accession, and that also accounts for the possibility of further 

themes. 

 

Therefore, an inductive approach was chosen where the theory emerges from the research. 

As in such an explorative and flexible methodological design “ideas occur as data are 

collected and examined”, it gave the opportunity to uncover all aspects of the research 

issue (WSU, 2009, p.53). Thereby a qualitative research method, which allows exploring 

the motivations of informants, provided the in-depth insights that were needed to meet 

the research objectives and operationalize the findings of SIT in practice. In contrast to 

quantitative research, the explorative nature of qualitative methods facilitates more 

diversity in responses and depicts these as authentic as possible. Furthermore, it “does not 

try to gloss over the subtleties and complications [...] that are essential aspects of human 

experience” (Denscombe, 2007, p.80). As such, it was thought to be more likely to 


