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TURKEY'S RIGHT TO A DATE*
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In memory of Prof Asian Giindiiz
Asian was a man of unshakeable integrity. As a friend, he exposed to me
his personal distress in defending human rights cases at the European
level. He was a passionate patriot who believed as deeply in the need for
legal protection of individuals and villages from arbitrary treatment. He
brought the same humanity and patriotism to his work on the international
law of the Aegean, expounding the Turkish case with equal respect for the
political and legal arguments of the Greek government. He was
consistently immensely kind to me personally, and I felt I could always
trust anything he said to me. His sense of obligation and loyalty to family,
to friends, to country and the Institute was absolute. I miss him very much.

Introduction
It is now likely that the European Commission will report in October to
the Council that Turkey has sufficiently met the political criteria set out for
associated countries at Copenhagen, June 21-22, 1993.
Gunther
Verheugen's Enlargement DG will also hopefully be able to say that Turkey
has done its best to settle the dispute with Greece over the Aegean either by
bilateral compromise or by referral of outstanding issues to the International
Court at the Hague. Moreover the Erdogan government has demonstrated
remarkable 1 willingness to end the Cyprus conflict on the basis of the UN
Secretary-General's detailed compromise proposals. The European Council
of heads of government in December will therefore have to decide whether
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to set a date to open negotiations in good faith on the thirty plus chapters of
economic and social reforms to meet the criteria set at Copenhagen and the
criterion set at Madrid providing for effective provision for implementing
the acquis in advance of accession.
This paper will explore the claim that Turkey now has a right to a date
for the opening of accession negotiations. One basis for this claim is that
the Treaty of Ankara in 1963 promised that the question of membership
would be considered when Turkey was in a position to fully meet the
obligations of the treaty of Rome. A second basis is that the Copenhagen
summit of December 2002 promised that negotiations would be opened
'without delay' once Turkey, like other candidates who acceded in May
2004,. had sufficiently met the political criteria. The third ground is that the
Treaty of Rome entitles 'any European country' to apply.
'A right' in this context is not enforceable in an international court, and
the approach taken is not that of a lawyer. In international relations,
authoritative pronouncements and treaties have built up expectations for
those concerned where failure to meet those expectations will have huge
consequences. An example is the expectation of American protection built
!ifOund Article V of NATO. This constitutes an important component of
European security, that an attack on one will be deemed an attack on all.
Yet each nation is required in that event to act as it separately deems fit,
which is what it would have done anyway. Another example, which is
relevant later in this paper, is the West European amendment to Article V of
the Western European Union. When Greece insisted on becoming a full
member as a condition of its signature to the Maastricht treaty, the
amendment made it clear that other states did not see it as their
responsibility to get involved militarily in any Greek military conflict with
Turkey. Moreover, the claim that Turkey has a right to talks on accession to
the European Union has two further nuances.
First, like NATO and WEU, the EU is composed of sovereign states.
Each must individually agree first to the opening of negotiations and later
must itself ratify a treaty of accession. Now that Cyprus is a member state
without a settlement, its agreement is doubtful. On the one hand, President
Tassos Papadopoulos said last year that Cyprus will not veto the opening of
accession negotiations. On the other hand, it is likely that if Turkish troops
are not removed, he will make the same claim that he made in July 2003
about the Annan Plan - that it constituted an 'acceptance of the fait accompli
of the invasion and occupation.'2 In his address on Cypriot television on 7
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April 2004, he said that rejecting the Annan plan would not mean the
·
continuance of a divided Cyprus.
On the contrary, I am saying that the pressure for a solution will be
greater. .. Turkey's accession course will also continue, thus Ankara will be
under continuous evaluation for the adoption and implementation of the
acquis communautaire, and Cyprus will be one of the evaluators.'

Implementing the acquis iil his view would mean unimpeded free
movement and restoration of property throughout the island. After the
Greek Cypriot rejection of the Annan plan, he is not bound by the
commitment in that plan for Cyprus to support Turkish accession, nor is he
bound to compromise with Turkish Cypriots. While Mr Karamanlis
announced in the aftermath of the referenda that Greek-Turkish relations
would be de-linked from the Cyprus problem, and that Greece favoured
Turkish membership, it is still possible that Greece and other countries
would have difficulty in applying overwhelming pressure on Cyprus to
agree a date for opening accession talks with Turkey. There is a precedent
for the Member States taking strong exception to the results of a democratic
vote - the cold-shouldering of Austrians in the wake of Jorg Haider's
admission to the Austrian cabinet. However the common commitment to
oppose the return of fascism in Europe may be different from opposing a
recognised government in its view of how to end secession.
Secondly, democratic leaders are sensitive to public opinion even if they
decide to disregard polls in the national interest. Public opinion has been
permissive rather than enthusiastic about enlargement, and has been
consistently less favourable to the Turkish candidacy than to that of any
other country. Despite the important swing towards acceptance in Germany
and the Netherlands, there is little support for Turkish membership in elite
or popular opinion in Austria, France and Poland. At the end of accession
negotiations, Turkish membership will have to receive the assent of the
European Parliament and surmount the hurdle of popular referenda in some
ratifying states. Therefore public opinion has to be persuaded either that
Turkish membership is on balance in the interests of Europe and each of its
member-states, or that Turkey has established a right to negotiate entry that
it would be dishonourable or dangerous to deny.
For the present, the question of a date thus becomes whether Europe's
leaders can agree that Turkey's right to a date is legally and morally so
strong that they should ignore the doubters in their own countries and make
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strenuous efforts to overcome any veto from Cyprus. It is worth recalling
that the French Presidency got around the Greek veto of December I 994 on
finalising the Customs Union with Turkey by tacitly dropping the
requirement that there must be a settlement in Cyprus before the opening of
talks with the Republic of Cyprus. Even more apposite is the efforts by the
German and Finnish Presidencies to overcome the Greek and Swedish
refusal at the Cologne summit to accept what became the Helsinki
conditional clause on Turkey's candidate status.

1.

Article 28, Treaty of Ankara, 1963

On 18 March 2004, Frits Bolkestein told the Dutch Parliament that
Europe's obligation to Turkey stemmed from the Treaty of Ankara in 1963,
'You cannot tell a country which has applied for membership (sic) forty
years ago, "Sorry, we're closed". That would be an unseemly policy'.
Turkey's Association Agreement with the European Economic Community
was, he said, meant to 'facilitate the accession of Turkey to the Community
at a later date'. Coming from the Commissioner for the internal market, his
accompanying prediction that accession talks would begin in 2006 is
indicative of the Commission's present positive appreciation of Turkey's
political reforms. The Commissioner's personal change of mind can be
documented; in his recent book, The limits of Europe, he took the same line
as many Centre-Right politicians in depicting Turkey as a buffer protecting
Europe from Syria, Iran, and Iraq. The moral argument from long-standing
Association is currently salient because it undermines the appealing
argument that closing the door to Turkey will preclude further applications
to an already extended European Union.
Turkey therefore has been promised since 1963 that its membership will
be considered in good faith once it could meet all the obligations of
membership. Since Turkey has been fully subject to the rules of the
Customs Union since 1996, it has proved that its economy can meet the
competitive pressures from other parts of Europe. Article 28 reads,
As soon as the operation of this Agreement has advanced far
enough to justify envisaging full acceptance by Turkey of the obligations
arising out of the Treaty establishing the Community, the Contracting
Parties shall examine the possibility of the accession of Turkey to the
Community.

MARMARA JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN STUDIES

211

As this obligation has a treaty basis that adds a legal dimension to the
'moral obligation and historic opportunity' with which the Madrid Summit
in 1995 committed the European Union to consider applications from the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe. When Britain joined the EEC in
1973, a paper written in the Foreign Office entitled, 'European Integration:
what to do with the Greeks and Turks'3 accepts the point that Turkey and
Greece had the right to full membership,

3. Secondly, they [Greece and Turkey] have the right, unlike all the
other associate members, to full membership of the EEC. The reason for
this privilege, which is absent from the other Association Agreements, is
that the negotiations which led up to the Treaties of Ankara and Athens
took place in the early 1960s at a· time when the EEC badly needed an
external diplomatic success following the breakdown of talks with EFfA
and was anx ious to keep within the letter of the GATI. As a result, Greece
and Turkey received highly favourable treatment and their tariff
preferences were placed (to satisfy GAIT) in the framework of an
eventual customs union.

So far so good. On the other hand, the historical record has to be treated
with caution, both because the negotiations and the long history of the
Association tell a different story about the intentions of the parties.
Association under Article 237 did not involve Associated States in
privileged discussion as the 'future us'. Even so, the Commission, and
Greece, resisted the Turkish request for Association status. In April 1961 ,
the Commission offered a five-year package of aid and limited trade
concessions which later became the standard offer to Mediterranean
countries, and constituted the economic content of the Treaty of Ankara and
the Additional Protocol. It was not until January 1963, the month of de
Gaulle's veto on the first UK application, that the Commission was
mandated to move for the final three sessions from its 4-page text to adopt
the Turkish text. The Turkish text was nearly identical with the published
Athens treaty, the main difference being a preparatory period during which
Turkey was not required to reduce tariff protection. Article 28 is a copy of
Article 72 in the Treaty of Athens. The belated commitment therefore owes
more to the member - states' decision to treat Greece and Turkey evenhandedly, and thus to romantic phil-hellenism, than to the wish of the EEC6
to accord Turkey the right to membership. What was important from our
present perspective was that the Article 28 commitment to 'examine the
possibility of membership' made it impossible to treat Turkey as ineligible
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because non-European. This differentiated Turkey from the Frenchspeaking Moroccans. However, the article leaves open what the result of an
examination would be, and does not constitute an unconditional or unilateral
right of accession.
After the pomp and splendour of the signing ceremony in Ankara, the
Association was largely forgotten until 1967.4 Thereafter, both the memberstates and Turkey regularly showed a unilateral self-regard that precluded
the we-feeling required for joint decisions under Article 12, Paragraph 4.
The Turkish-born Secretary-General of the Commission, Emile Noel, went
to the nub of the deficiency when he counselied Turkey not to resort to
unilateral measures in 1976,
Not only would it jeopardise our whole Association, but it would be
contrary to the very basis of solidarity - that is the mutual notification of
difficulties, the joint search for optimum solutions - in short, the
replacement of unilateral action by consultation. 5

Examples of such unilateralism are the British and then EEC-wide
quotas on Turkish textiles, the failure to observe the Council's two promises
in 1980 that Greek membership would not affect Turkey and that Turkish
membership was a goal of the EEC, the non-implementation after 1986 of
freedom of movement for labour, the failure to implement the Fourth
Financial Protocol and the European Parliament's blockage on funds
destined for Turkey other than for programmes promoting democracy,
human rights and civil society. On the Turkish side might be cited the
raising of customs rates the day before reductions were due to go into effect
under the interim protocol of 1971 6 , the non-implementation of tariff
reductions, the unilateral suspension of its obligations in 1978 and the
imposition of arbitrary levies assigned to the Mass Housing Fund.
It is relevant therefore to notice that when Turkey surprised many
observers inside and outside Turke/ by applying to become a member in
1987, it did not do so on the basis of Article 28 of the Association. Instead
the application was based on Article 238 of the Rome treaty under which
'Any European State may apply ... ' On 5 February 1990 the Council
adopted the Commission Opinion adjourning the decision on the application
'sine die' ie to an unspecified date after 1993.8 (I cannot recall any
subsequent formal application by Turkey, so have assumed that this is the
application presently under consideration).
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However, it does not follow that Turkey has thereby renounced any
claim under the Association. For example, the Turkish government reacted
sharply to the December 1997 Luxembourg European Council's continued
deferment of Turkey's application. The Turkish government considered 'its
candidature for full membership to the European Union a right deriving
from the Ankara Agreement'. 9 Turks were not impressed that for the first
time 'Turkey's eligibility ...judged on the basis of the same criteria as the
other applicant states' was confirmed at the level of a European Council of
leaders.
The major reason for this return to favour of the treaty of Ankara was
that the final stage of the Customs Union had become operational on 31
December 1995. Friedrich Groning drily expresses the differences in
interpretation of this development when he says of the simultaneous
meetings of the General Affairs Council and Association Council of March
6, 1995,
The Turkish government of Prime Minister Tansu <;iller celebrated the
customs union agreement as a step to full membership. The EU gave no
such assessment. 10

Turkish diplomacy had played no direct part in the deal by which its
poor relations with the EU had been improved and the December 1994
Greek veto on the Turkish Customs Union overcome. Prior to that veto,
Serge Abou, the Commission official who was unusually also the Council's
Observer on intercommunal talks in Cyprus, met in Athens with the Greek
Under-Secretary, Yiannis Kranidiotis. The Commission and Council hoped
that finalising the Customs Union would put the troubled relationship with
Turkey within a stable framework short of membership. The Greek price
was a date for opening accession negotiations with the Greek Cypriot
Government of Cyprus without first requiring a settlement with Mr Denkta~.
Subsequent to the agreement of March 6, 1995 the foreign ministers were
distressed to find that neither Greece nor Turkey wan.ted the Customs Union
to be the basis of peace between them. Greece continued its 'no
appeasement' policy and Turkey threatened to integrate with Northern
Cyprus pro rata with the EU's integration with the Republic of Cyprus, an
antagonism that led to the serious risk of war over Imial Kardak in
December 1995. Nevertheless the governments leant heavily on members
of the European Parliament to persuade them to defy the anti-Turkish
prejudice of their constituents by ratifying the Customs Union as a way of
precluding a Turkish government Jed by Mr Erbakan. 11
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Mr Erbakan's subsequent preference for Islamic governments, Mrs
<;iller's NATO rhetoric and offer to negotiate on trade with France, the
military 'velvet coup' that drove the Refah party from office, reinforced
Brussels' view that Turkey, while important, was not politically a possible
candidate for early EU membership. Before the Luxembourg summit, the
German-speaking Prime Minister, Mr Mesut Yilmaz seriously
misunderstood Chancellor's Helmut Kohl's statement that he would do all in
his power to help Turkey. Herr Kohl did not mean that he supported Mr
Yilmaz' determined campaign for the immediate opening of accession
negotiations along with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. Unlike
most Christian Democrat party leaders, Herr Kohl had not retracted his
assent to the March 1996 joint statement that the European Union was
founded on Christianity. Determined to reunite Eastern with Western
Europe, he did not think that the EU could simultaneously 'digest' Turkey.
Yet in retrospect the finalisation of the Customs Union has proved that
Turkey has the capacity and the will to meet the economic obligations
which had seemed so impossible in 1963. The Customs Union meant not
only that Turkey lost tariff protection against European competition, but
also now had only a low barrier against imports from the USA, Japan and
China. Imports could no more be deterred by the threat of arbitrary
protective devices. The large Turkish deficit with the EU has not been
balanced by the anticipated foreign direct investment, nor by the opening of
the EU agricultural market. Nevertheless, Turkey has surprised Brussels by
the relatively small number of disputes arising from such a large country
having to obey the rules without the legitimacy supposedly derived from
having participated in making the rules.
Turkey having thus established its economic credentials, it is time to
look at the arguments on the Copenhagen political criteria which since 1993
have been the pre-requisite for opening negotiations on harmonising the
economic and social rules of candidate countries with the acquis.

2.

Copenhagen Conclusions of the Presidency, 2002

At the Copenhagen summit in December 2002, more journalists came
from Turkey than from any other country. It was at this summit that the
date of December 2004 was set for making a decision on whether Turkey
had sufficiently met the 1993 criteria to justify setting a date for opening
negotiations with Turkey on harmonising the acquis. This was a diplomatic
success in terms of bringing forward the 'date for a date' from July 2005, the
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joint suggestion of France and Germany. It was a success for the lobbyin~
of two hundred Turkish journalists, whose vociferous enthusiasm helped the
last-minute inclusion of the commitment to open talks 'without delay' in the
event of a decision favourable to Turkey. But above all, it marked the
substantial progress made by Turkish reformers in demonstrating that
Turkey was politically prepared to meet the criteria set at Copenhagen in
1993.
In retrospect, the groundwork for this transformation was laid by a
remarkable and unbureaucratic agreement between the Social Democrat
German Chancellor, Gerhard Schroder, his Foreign Minister from the Green
party, Joschka Fischer, and Mr Ecevit, the Turkish Prime Minister of a
coalition Government. On 12 March 1999, Dr Walther Leisler-Kiep was
sent as a personal envoy of the German Chancellor to Ankara. Dr Kiep was
a prominent member of the opposition Christian Democrat party, himself
soon to be linked with the scandal of ex-Chancellor Kohl's campaign
funding. He was well known in Ankara, having been a chair of the OECD
aid programme to Turkey. He had spent three years of his childhood, 193538, in Istanbul where his engineer father had been a prominent figure. His
message was simple. He asked Mr Ecevit to recognise that Turkey did not
meet the political criteria. The promise was that if Turkey reformed itself,
then Germany would support its candidacy.
To Mr Ecevit's credit, he did not dismiss this as romanticism. He did not
take refuge in the fact that Turkey was refusing political dialogue with the
EU, nor in the difficulties of the coalition. His major reservation was on
Cyprus. Otherwise he seems to have regarded the Accession Partnerships
as compatible with Turkish sovereignty in that reform was 'up to Turkey'
while binding the EU to include Turkey once a defined list of measures had
been implemented. For its part, the German Presidency inserted what
became the Helsinki clauses on Turkey into the agenda for the Cologne
summit. In the face of opposition from Greece, Sweden and Italy, the
Presidency refused to put a Greek compromise version on the agenda.
Instead, with American help, all the other states were induced to accept at
the next meeting in Helsinki that Turkey could be a candidate country with
a mutually agreed programme for reform. The political significance among
the Member States of this promise is difficult to assess. After Helsinki,
those opposed to treating Turkey as an insider, part of the future us,
prevented the inclusion of Turks in ministerial level discussions on the
precedent established for the ten acceding countries. Some diplomats from
countries wary of Turkish membership may well have believed that a weak
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Turkish coalition government was incapable of carrying through reform.
Others may have accepted the argument that while the political criteria
would be difficult to assess, even if the generally desired reform process
was sufficiently successful, it would be even more difficult for Turkey to
meet the social and economic criteria. Their countries would still have a
viable escape route that did not require them to openly oppose Turkish
membership.
At the time of writing, it is indisputable that the Turkish government has
taken seriously the commitment to push through reform despite the fears of
another Sevres and despite dangerous internal divisions. When elections
were called in the autumn of 2002, the deputies stayed to pass reforms
before returning to campaign for re-election. Since November 2002, the
single party government has taken great risks to push through all the
reforms demanded of it, and to allow Mr Annan to 'fill in the blanks' on all
matters where the leaders of the Cypriot communities proved unable to
agree. The questions remaining, on implementation of judicial reforms, on
the subordination of the armed forces to the elected government, are
unlikely in themselves to persuade the Commission and most Member
States that Turkey should be denied a date. On the contrary, declaring a date
on this basis of a contract fulfilled would anchor the reform packages, and
promote investment in Turkey.
If this historical account is accurate, then there are reasons to bet on a
favourable outcome for Turkey in December. Let us suppose that the
government of Cyprus refuses its agreement, arguing that its people voted
against the Annan plan because the compromises offered by Turkey and
accepted by Turkish Cypriots were not enough. It might be speculated that
the Turkish government would withdraw its troops. This seems unlikely as,
despite the proximity of Turkey to Northern Cyprus, most Turkish Cypriots
would feel insecure if the majority population then chose to recover Greek
Cypriot property and exert economic dominance over the minority. It seems
more likely that other Member States, the leadership of AKEL, and the
Cyprus Central Bank will be able to persuade Mr Papadopoulos that the
process of negotiations on Turkish entry will be a more productive route
than angering the other Member States and Turkey.

On the other hand, this leaves one powerful argument that can yet be
deployed at the diplomatic level against giving Turkey a date. Denying
Turkey will preclude a raft of further applications. If negotiations begin
with Turkey, then there may be applications from the Maghreb countries,

MARMARA JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN STUDIES

217

from Ukraine, the Russian federation, Belarus and Moldova, from Abkhazia
and Georgia, and perhaps one day from Israel. If Turkey is refused, then
these others will be more easily dissuaded before the EU becomes too bfg to
be more than a region of industrial free trade. This is the main argument of
those whose vision of·Europe is of strong institutions rather than an anarchic
Europe in which the most powerful state sets the agenda.
The unfairne~s of this argument lies in the fact that Turkey has
committed itself to Europe to an extent that sets it apart from other potential
candidates. It is time to turn to the third basis of Turkey's claim, aimed
particularly at public opinion, that Turkey is entitled as a European state to
be considered in good faith as a potential Member State of a multicultural
European Union.

3.

Article 49, Treaty of European Union, 1992 as amended in 1997
Any European State which respects the principles set out in Article 6
(I) [liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms, and the rule of Jaw] may apply to become a member of the
Union.

Turkey has Europeanised itself. For two centuries, Ottoman and
Kemalist elites have modernised Turkish state institutions and business
practises by adopting European models. At the popular level, the thousands
who cross the Bosphorus each day are the same people, not Asian if they
come from one side and European from the other. Eastern Turkey may be
less Europeanised than the big cities of the West, but it is also true that the
Kurdish dialects are Indo-European, and the Kurdish exiles have gone to
Western Europe. If during the Cold War, Westernisation has meant
Americanisation as much as Europeanisation, it is much easier to find Turks
who have returned from long periods in Western Europe than it is to find
Turks who have returned from the USA. The Turkish public was at one
with popular opinion in Europe in opposing the Iraq war, which Habermas
and Derrida have well described as an assertion of a pan-European public
space. Prime Minister Erdogan's assertions that Turkey has an alternative in
being an American strategic partner and a member of a pan-American free
trade area are as unreal as similar claims in the UK in 1963 and now by
mid-Atlantic and Commonwealth Anglo-Saxons.
European identity has also changed. It is no longer possible to teach that
the roots of a common European civilisation lie in Judaeo-Christian
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religion, Roman Jaw and Greek philosophy. Europe is multicultural. If
Turkey is accepted as a Member State, then representatives of a
conservative Islamic society will be in the European Commission, the
Council and the Court. If not, then second-generation immigrants from the
Indian sub-continent or North Africa, who do not identify with Turks, will
have more reason to fear that they will remain second-class citizens of the
states where they live, and of the EU.
European identity also has a bureaucratic aspect. Its limits lie where the
existing states draw the line - its symbol has more in common with a logo
than with national flags and medieval banners.
However, prejudice against Turkey as too different, too big and too poor
remains close to the surface, especially among women and in the political
parties. West and East Europeans are generally more ignorant of Turkey
than Turks are of Western Europe. In Germany there are Oriental institutes
but no Institute of Turkish Studies. Social Democrats have most in common
with their counterparts in the Turkish left, not least that they have lost touch
with the mass bases of their support. The Christian Democrats, with their
emphasis on church and nation, have found it more difficult to accept the
AK party's request to join them on the basis of conservative and religious
beliefs. There is deep suspicion that Islam prides itself on being indivisible
and that the post-February politicians leading the AK party have a vision of
Europe that is merely instrumental to preserving their right to political
activity in the hostile states of Europe and of Turkey.
Mass opinion in the past has accepted the elites' creation of Europe on
the basis that Europe provides a framework for peace and prosperity.
Turkey's relatively youthful, honest and well educated workforce, and its
consumer needs, may bring prosperity in the long run, but in the short run
Turkey will expect subsidies in total and average gdp terms on a par with
those being accorded to Eastern and Central Europe. Kirsty Hughes
estimates that if Turkey were a member in 2015, its 14% of the EU
population might produce 2.9% of Community gdp instead of its present
production of 1.9% Community gdp. 12
So a successful appeal would have to be on the basis that Turkish
membership would enhance peace between and within European countries.
When Germany was the most unpopular country in Europe in the 1950s,
French doubts were only gradually overcome by the little concrete steps that
created the EEC framework. When Greece, Portugal and Spain became
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members, the motivation was not economic prosperity but political peace to prevent a return to fascism or the advent of communism. Although the
European Parliament was persuaded to vote for the Customs Union with
Turkey in order to prevent the advent of an Islamic government, an antiIslamic appeal now would be outrageous. In his letter of March 1999 to
Chancellor Schroder, Mr Ecevit mentioned Ismail Cern's initiative with
Greek foreign minister, George Papandreou. For the European Union to
take as its objective the creation of peace in the Mediterranean would be a
change from its past policies of avoiding entanglement. Turkey and Greece
have common security aims in the Balkans, and a settlement in the Aegean
and in Cyprus would enable both to reduce expenditure on arms to more
normal levels. Turkey could play an important role as peacemaker in a
genuine European concept for the Middle East and as peackeeper in the
Caucasus and Afghanistan. But my impression is that Greeks still look for
support against Turkey, and Turkey as a large country would still prefer to
deal with Greece as a small country bilaterally.

4. Conclusion
This paper has tried to establish three bases for European leaders to give
Turkey a date in December, all of which are substantial if applied with care,
but none of which are conclusive. The finalisation of the Customs Union
under the aegis of the Ankara treaty of 1963 has demonstrated that Turkey
is economically able to withstand competitive pressures to an extent that
could only be dreamed of in 1959. The AK government's commitment to
reform, with the support of the armed forces, has demonstrated the political
will to make the reforms envisaged by the European Council at Helsinki and
Copenhagen.
Hallstein's ringing endorsement in 1963 of Turkey's
credentials as European may also be taken as testimony to doubts in
Brussels at the time, but in the last four decades Turkey has mostly held to
its European vocation.
If Turkey does get a date for the opening of talks, this will open many
interesting questions. Will the negotiations be short, because Turkey is
already a member of the Customs Union, or long to reassure doubters on
both sides? If the latter, will Turkish frustrations open the way for the kind
of nationalism that Greece displayed in the first decades of membership?
Will the Financial framework after 2007-13 prove the catalyst?
There is plenty of scope for more papers.
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