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1. Introduction 
Representing a population of more than 500 million citizens at present, the European Union (EU) is an organization established by six founding states -namely France, West Germany, Italy and Benelux countries- “to prevent further conflict between nations on European soil after the Second World War” (Axford, 504). Since its establishment in 1950 under the name of the European Coal and Steel Community, 22 more states participated in the union as member states. 
However, the EU has lost one of its leading members recently: the UK, after the Brexit event. The word Brexit was coined by merging the words Britain and exit, “the nickname for a British exit of the European Union after the June 23 referendum asking voters: ‘Should the United Kingdom remain a member of the European Union or leave the European Union?’” (Taub, 2016). The proponents of the Brexit, mostly composed of Eurosceptics, advocate that Britain will be able to “protect, or perhaps restore, the country’s identity: its culture, independence and place in the world” after the Brexit process (Taub, 2016). Taub (2016) states that 71.8 per cent of the British population, representing more than 30 million people, voted in the referendum, which resulted in the victory of the Brexit supporters “by 52 per cent to 48 per cent.” 
This article aims at identifying alternative relationships for the UK and the EU, which can be a role model for Turkey as well. Secondary data analysis will be the primary method used in the article. The review of literature part of the study provides the reader with the hotly debated alternative relationships for the possible future EU-UK relationship. In the final discussion section of the study, the suitability of the identified alternative memberships for the UK and Turkey will be analyzed and discussed to prove the hypothesis of this article. The question that will be investigated and answered in this article is that: “How can any alternative options rather than full membership be more suitable for the UK or for Turkey?” This article will contribute to current discussions about alternative options for the UK instead of the EU membership and will move one step further by discussing the suitability of these alternatives for Turkey as well.  


2. Review of Literature 
Brexit, a process that is unprecedented in the history of the EU, has initiated various debates about the future of the UK and the EU relationship. Some alternative relationships which have advantages and disadvantages for the UK such as half membership, Norwegian model, Swiss model, and alternatives like that have been identified by the experts. It is obvious that the attitude that the EU will adopt against the UK will open a door for the other members and candidates of the EU, including Turkey, to review their membership status and evaluate the suitability and the advantages of the new model of relationship for their own relationships with the EU. In that respect, a great deal of articles discussing these alternatives and their suitability for the UK has been published for a long time. 
As a matter of the fact, the EU has already had the system of differentiated integration, “the process whereby European states, or sub-state units, opt to move at different speeds and/or towards different objectives with regard to common policies” (Dyson & Sepos, 2010). Dyson and Sepos (2010) state that in this system, distinct formal and informal arrangements are provided that lead to differentiation in membership and accession to the EU as well as in “economic, trade and security relations.” According to Schimmelfennig (2014), differentiation has become an inevitable part of the deepening and widening processes and its prominence has increased in parallel to the increase in “the EU’s tasks, competencies, and membership.” There are two types of differentiation: vertical differentiation, in which integration in many policy areas takes place at distinct speeds and is achieved at distinct levels of centralization in the process of time, while horizontal differentiation focuses on “the territorial dimension and refers to the fact that many integrated policies are neither uniformly nor exclusively valid in the EU’s member states” Schimmelfennig (2014). It is known that some EU member states prefer to be excluded from certain “rules and policies of the EU,” which is called internal horizontal differentiation, such as from the EMU or Schengen, while some non-EU members adopt certain rules, called external horizontal differentiation, such as single market rules even though they are not EU members (Holzinger, 2011). 
According to Holzinger (2011), the positive impact of the differentiated integration on the internal and external relations of the EU has made it obvious that the differentiated integration will be a “permanent feature of European integration.” After the Brexit, the UK will definitely try to benefit from this system while the other non-EU countries such as Turkey will be following the results with keen interest as the new relationship established with the UK will be reference point for them. Thanks to the differentiated integration system adopted by the EU, the UK will have the chance to examine all the alternatives and choose the most suitable and beneficial one. To begin with the most popular alternatives, the most foreground ones which are half membership, Norwegian model, Swiss model or “total exit from the EU and the single market,” which would mean to trade with World Trade Organization (WTO) rules should be examined by stating the general features of these alternatives briefly and explain the advantageous and disadvantageous of them for the UK or for the EU (Slaughter and May, 2016). 
Piris (2016) puts forward that for the UK most beneficial alternative seems to be half-membership, “a special status […] whereby the UK would remain a full, voting member of the single market, but ditch most other EU policies.” Some politicians such as the Conservative Boris Johnson claim that it is a possible and reasonable relationship that can be established between the UK and the EU. Half membership would give the UK the right to trade in the internal single market as freely as it used to do with all the rights bestowed upon only to the members of the EU. In addition to that, the UK would still have the privilege to participate “in the corresponding EU decision-making process, while obtaining the right to opt out of most of the rest of what the Union does” (Piris, 2016). Such a relationship model seems neither beneficial for the EU -but so for the UK- nor applicable in a short run as the present EU Treaties do not have any rules that would allow such an option so they need to be revised to establish such a relationship with the UK. It is well known that treaty making and ratification of the treaty is a long process and needs consensus among all EU member states. According to Piris (2016), it is obvious that even if the UK seems quiet eager for it, the EU member states and the EU institutions have valid reasons to reject granting such a special status to the UK such as the inequality in its essence against the other member states that have to obey all the rules of the EU, or the possible requests that can be made to get a similar status by the other member states or non-EU member states such as Turkey, Switzerland and others.
The second most popular relationship model applicable for the UK is the Norwegian model which has been intensely discussed during the Brexit process. Norway together with Iceland and Liechtenstein have been non-EU members of “the European Economic Area (EEA) […] established in 1994 to give European countries that are not part of the EU a way to become members of the Single Market” (Dhingra, 2016a). If the UK applies for the membership of the EEA, it will have the same rights and meet the same obligations that Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein do at present. In other words, to be part of the EEA, the UK has to admit and “implement EU rules concerning the Single Market, including legislation regarding employment, consumer protection, environmental and competition policy” (Dhingra, 2016a). However, the UK does not have to implement other rules not related to the Single Market. To illustrate, it does not have to join the monetary union, does not have to be part of the Customs Union, or no need to follow “the EU’s common foreign and security policy or the EU’s justice and home affairs policies” (Dhingra, 2016a). However, Dhingra (2016a) comes out with the fact that the EEA members have to contribute to the EU budget as Norway does, which is actually one of the reasons of Brexit: The proponents of the Brexit have claimed that the UK has been losing more money by contributing to the EU budget than it has been gaining by being a member of the EU. In fact, Norway’s contribution to the EU budget is only % 17 lower than the UK’s net contribution to the budget; in other words, adopting the Norwegian model would not satisfy the UK government in terms of making “substantial fiscal savings” (Dhingra, 2016a). Economist Sam Bowman reminds us another fact that EEA members have to accept and provide “‘four freedoms’ of the single market: the free movement of goods, capital, services and people,” which also would cause dissatisfaction for Brexit supporters because the migration problem was also a Brexit argument that is supposed to be solved through Brexit (Stanford, 2016a). Nonetheless, two big issues leading to Brexit event would not be solved if the Norwegian model is adopted. The worst part may be losing the position as one of the leading powers of decision making process, enjoying veto power that is against the UK’s national interests. 
The next model, Swiss model, has many similarities with Norwegian model in terms of obligations to be met but it is actually more complicated and weary relationship to pursue by the UK because it is based on bilateral agreements that would be made individually with the EU for each policy area. Switzerland, which is a member of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), the organization of which the UK was one of the founding member states but left it to join the EEC in 1973, does not have a membership for the EEA; therefore, the access of the Switzerland to the Single Market is more limited than Norway. However, Switzerland also has to obey the rules of the single market and implement the laws regarding the EU Single Market, so will do the UK if it adopts the Swiss model. However, the UK will not be among the decision making actors again. Dhingra (2016b) reminds that Switzerland also makes contribution to the EU budget even though it contributes less than Norway, so the UK will still have to contribute to the EU budget. Another similarity between the Norwegian and Swiss models is that four freedoms of the single market which are “freedom of goods, capital, services and people” has to be ensured, which is against the Brexit argument against migration problem (Dhingra, 2016a). The biggest difference between two models is that Swiss model needs bilateral agreements sector-by-sector, which would take a long time, while the EEA provides the UK with 25 different agreements already made with the EU. According to Dhingra (2016a), as a single country, the UK has also lost most of its bargaining power, so some bilateral agreements would disappoint the UK in terms of their high costs and low benefits. 
The last but not least popular alternative relationship between the UK and the EU is “[t]otal exit from the EU and the single market” (Slaughter, 2016). This model offers three options for the UK: It can prefer either to participate only in the Customs Union, which is called Turkish model as Turkey joined only to the Customs Union in 1995, or to have “access the EU market under the World Trade Organization (WTO) rules” (Slaughter, 2016), called the World Trade Organization model, which is regarded by Watt (2016) as a “‘fall back’ […] in which trade with the EU would be governed by WTO rules.” Slaughter (2016) expresses that non-discrimination against any members of the WTO, of which number is 161 currently, is the main principle of the WTO “unless covered by a separate free trade agreement.” This means that the EU has to treat the UK in the same way as it treats any other third party. The UK will not have to implement any EU laws or contribute to the EU budget in these models, but it will lose various benefits such as fixed tariffs for their products, free movement of service and capital and things like that the other models would offer. 

3. Discussion
Each alternative model proposed for the UK has costs and benefits, which the UK should analyze in detail and try to choose the most advantageous in terms of its national interests. As for the analysis made by the Centre for the Economic Performance (CEP) before the Brexit referendum, “neither the government nor the campaign to leave the EU has put forward clear and concrete proposals for what comes after Brexit” (Dhingra, 2016a). Nobody knows what will come after Brexit in terms of its economic, social, or political impacts both on the UK and the EU. Yet, what was common about the predictions of Brexit’s impact was that it would have economic costs rather than benefits. The option that was suggested as the best in most of the articles was to stay in the EU. However, the UK made its decision on June 23 referendum: To (Br)exit. 
The Brexit case is an unprecedented one so it is a complicated enigma for everyone. Yet, it is obvious that the EU has to handle the problem as an expert; otherwise, a wrong decision can lead to the dissolution of the EU. If the UK gets its best during the negotiations with the EU, -for instance, half membership would bestows many rights to the UK without many obligations to meet- the other member states would apply for such a special status; in other words, “what new relationship the EU could negotiate with Britain [would] start a domino effect leading to similar referendums elsewhere” (Oliver, 2016). Tim Oliver (2016) emphasizes that the new form of the EU after Brexit shaped not only by the Brexit but also “by a series of pressures connected to the Eurozone, Schengen, Russia, transatlantic relations and global economics.”  According to Aydın-Düzgit (2016), “{t[he major challenge that will be faced by EU policy makers after Brexit is to strike the right balance between keeping Britain engaged with Europe to the maximum benefit of both sides while making the exit option an unattractive precedent for other member states to follow.” As far as the general views are concerned, the EU should not establish an attractive relationship with the country which preferred to leave it. In other words, the UK should be deprived of the several advantages that it enjoyed as an EU member country and it should be punished for this decision and implicitly forced to regret for its decision for (Br)exit. 
According to Yabanci (2016), the EU and Turkey, which applied for official candidacy for the EU in 1987 and was offered an official candidate status only years later at Helsinki Summit in 1999, has been sharing the same opinion “that the prospect of full membership has become more distant and less desirable for both sides” nowadays. However, most of the alternatives discussed above would not be suitable as Norwegian, Swiss and WTO models have already existed for many years, but they are not regarded as satisfying alternatives for full membership. The only remaining alternative, half membership, would be the only beneficial alternative for Turkey instead of full membership due to three reasons: First, more and more EU member countries and the EU citizens are declaring that they are against Turkey’s full membership. With the rise of Islamophobia as well as the rise of the populist and right wing parties all around the Western world, anti-Turkish attitudes have been increasing in the EU member states as well, so it is obvious that the EU will not accept Turkey as a full member, which has been able to close only one chapter out of 35 chapters of the EU’s acquis, in a short while. Even some EU member countries have claimed that Turkey will not be able to become a full member of the EU until the year 3000s. Second, Brexit resulted in the loss of one of the proponents of Turkey’s EU membership. According to Urundul (2016), “Without a support from the UK, Turkey's membership to the EU may get more difficult since the UK had supported Turkey's membership for a very long time.” With regard to the other supporter of Turkey’s membership, the USA, Turkey’s relationship has started to get worse since the 2001 Iraq war. The last but not least reason to give up from full membership and  to seek for half membership would be the fact that one of the leading member states of the EU, the United Kingdom, decided to leave the EU, which means that the EU membership is not something that is irreplaceable. If the UK could give up from its full membership, it may not be something as rewarding, as attractive as it has been thought by the non-EU member countries. However, to make a more realistic analysis of the Brexit and its alternatives, we need a longer period of time to observe its real effects that have not come to the surface yet. 

4. Conclusion
Brexit which has changed the history of the European integration by leaving the EU has initiated many debates before and after the referendum. As it is an unprecedented event, nobody has known its possible impacts on the UK or the EU or what kind of relationship they should establish with each other. There are several alternatives for the new type of relationship among which four of them dominate the current debates: Half membership, Norwegian model, Swiss model or total exit and trade under WTO rules. Each of them except the half membership has costs in addition to their benefits, which are against the Brexit spirit. However, it is not possible that half membership, which is the most suitable and advantageous model in terms of the rights it gives to the UK, would be accepted by the EU because it would lead to a domino effect and finally to the dissolution of the EU. 
As for Turkey, which has been waiting in front of the door of the EU as a hopeless candidate for years, full membership option can be replaced only by half membership as well. The other alternative relationships with the EU may also contribute to the Turkey’s economy but it would be ridiculous to give up from full membership for limited relationship models with various restrictions after waiting for it for decades. However, it does not seem probable even for the UK to be granted such a special status, so half membership does not seem a realistic option for Turkey, either.  Current geopolitical and national foreign policies of Turkey show that Turkey has options other than any kind of EU membership. Developing relationship with Russia and worsening relationship with the EU makes it obvious that Turkey, in fact, has more options than the EU supposes. It is not certain whether Russian partnership would replace the EU membership, but the EU’s increasing reluctance against Turkey’s membership and speeches made against it would naturally force Turkey to seek for other alternatives instead of the EU membership. 
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