CHAPTER I
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TURKEY AND THE EUROPEAN
COMMUNITY
TURKEY AND WESTERN EUROPE
Turkish public opinion was shocked and dismayed when in December 1989 the EC
Commission advised the EC Council of Ministers that negotiations for the admission ·
of Turkey to the EC should be postponed for the time being. The Turkish government put on a brave face consoling itself with the thought that "the door remained
open" but, objectively speaking, the Commission's opinion signified a defeat for
Turkish diplomacy and administered a body blow tho the government's plans of becoming integrated with Western Europe.
Since there was a consensus among the major political parties that Turkey should
apply for membership the failure of the application was also a setback for the nation.
Thus even those who would oppose the membership in principle were entitled to regard the Commission's opinion, despite its friendly terms, as a rebuff. No country
takes rebuffs lightly.
The case for Turkey's membership of the EC appears clear and strong from a national and European point of view. It is dictated by the geo-political position of this
major power spanning two continents and constituting a European presence in the
Middle East. Turkey's coastline runs a considerable length of the Mediterranean
which is regarded as the mare nostrum of the European Communitiy whilst Turkish
territory on the European side of the Bosphorus equals to that of Belgium. Short of
retreating to Asia Turkey cannot escape the consequences of the geographical reality.
Since the second world war Turkey has played a significant part in West European
affairs. She is a member of the Council of Europe and a signatory of the European
Convention on Human Rights. As a member of the Western Alliance she has contributed generously to the common defence in NATO. There is no doubt where her
loyalty lies.
Whilst Turkey's commitment to Western Europe is not her only political option, it is
by far the most vital one. It is a far-reaching and lasting commitment transcending
the obligations of a temporary or opportunistic alliance. A country of Turkey's posi1

tion and significance must, in its external relations, pursue several options simultaneously. There is the Black Sea option, the Middle East option and Asiatic option each
of which, having its own attraction and potential. However the European option has,
in addition to military commitment, far-reaching economic and political consequences and therein lies its primary significance. It entails participation in the decision making process which affects the future of Europe and the individual nations.
Those in the Community will determine the shape of European integration affecting
not only the member states but also of the states remaining on the peripheries of the
emerging new order. No major European power can afford to miss the opportunity
of shaping its own destiny.
The internal justification for the European option is rooted in the development of
modern Turkey. Turkey came relatively late on the European scene in a peaceful
mariner when the expansion of the Ottoman empire was effectively halted at Vienna
in 1683 and when subsequently European alliances against the expanding Russian
empire were forged.
During the 19th century sultanate, which was inseparable from Islam, there was a
significant movement towards "Europeanisation" of the Turkish political institutions
and society but by that time the Ottoman empire, like every other empire, was reaching its final phase. The unfortunate alliance with the central powers during the first
world war contributed to its demise. The one-nation republic which emerged there
after became a secular state and a West European-style democracy. Under AtatUrk's leadership this peaceful revolution became an irreversible process but as such
it also meant alignment with Western Europe. During the second world war Turkey
wisely refused the blandishments of the Axis and, whilst remaining neutral, maintained friendly relations with Western Democracies. In the post-war period she became involved in the European process. Thus membership of the EC would not only
have vindicated the aspirations of the founder of modern Turkey but also completed
the integration of Turkey into Western Europe.
In the eyes of certain Europeans the "westernization" of Turkey has not gone far
enough, as they consider that political, social and economic development is still below the standard and that cultural differences between Western Europe and Turkey
put Turkey into a different world. However they do not lay down any firm criteria for
the test. Does it mean that Turkey ought to adopt one particular country as her model and, if so, which? Or, since none is perfect, perhaps an abstract ideal combining
what is 'best' in Western Europe? Neither proposition is tenable since a nation has
to develop from its own inner soul. Similarly the argument derived from cultural differences appears equally unconvincing though one has to bear in mind that, even in a
secular society, Christian and Moslem values, respectively, cannot be ignored. However common humanitarian considerations ought to provide a sufficient anchor for
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political co-operation. Since Western Europe does not reflect any single cultural identity or uniformity but merely a broad Judeo-Christian heritage and liberal way of life
the inclusion of westernized democratic Turkey should not be an impediment to European integration. A negative attitude is unhelpful as it reminds one of the patronising stance exposed at the time of the British application and voiced particularly
by De Gaulle in his contention that the 'British were not really European'.
Membership of the EC is not an accolade of an exclusive self-seeking club since it is
open as of right to European countries and has as its object the unification of Europe.
Moreover it is not a unilateral benefit since it entails reciprocal obligations and a twoway commitment: the member states are committed to a concentrated effort to
unite the Continent and to raise the status of the united Europe in the world councils
whilst the Community, in its collective capacity, is committed to the promotion of
peace and prosperity of the peoples of Europe. In this context no country should opt
out of its responsibility and, by the same token, no country should be excluded without a compelling reason.
Turkey is a Mediterranean country and because of that she became in 1964 bound
by an association agreement with the EC with the express intention of becoming a
member of the Community. The integrative process being a goal in itself apart, the
Community needs Turkey to complete the Mediterranean policy and, moreover, to
open up its potential towards the Middle East and Asia. However at the time of decision the EC became distracted from the general plan of its Mediterranean policy or
perhaps re-shuffled the priorities. Instead of taking on another member likely to call
upon the Community resources it opted for the status quo, thus appeasing the conflicting interests of the existing Mediterranean member states which directly benefit
from the policy and stand to lose if another, perhaps more needy country, is accepted. The Community does not consist of altruistic nations ready to sacrifice selfinterests for the benefit of the others though it is common ground that they have to
make sacrifices for the Community as a whole. Therefore it is not without significance that out of the 17 members of the Commission 8 hail from the Mediterranean countries and that the Greeks were far from enthusiastic about Turkey's
application. Although the members of the Commission are supposed to be objective in their judgement and free from pressure from their governments the Community institutions have not as yet achieved the state of perfection that would make
them immune from pressure or so detached from domestic politics that a confusion
between national interests and Community interests could not take place. Here
again we are reminded of the French partisanship against the United Kingdom in the
sixties except that opposition was carried out within the Council of Ministers rather
than the Commission. Had Turkey been able to apply at the same time as Greece
the outcome would, no doubt, have been quite different since these countries are
comparable in many respects and at that time neither could have objected to the ad3

mission of the other.
ACCESSION TO THE COMMUNITY
Admission of new member states is governed by the provisions of the founding treaties 1 as amended by the Single European Act 1986 (Art 8). The only Treaty qualification is that the applicant state must be European, i.e. situated geographically in
Europe. However past experience suggests further (unwritten) conditions, viz. that
the applicant state must be in the opinion of the existing members a parliamentary
democracy capable and willing to carry out the Community obligations unconditionally.
There is no automatic transition from the status of association to membership even if
the association agreement, as is the case of the Ankara Agreement, expressly provides for future membership. The procedure for admission begins with the application to the Council of Ministers which has to be accepted unanimously and referred
to the EC Commission for its opinion. At that stage any member state may veto the
application, in which case the Commission will not be asked to offer its opinion. In
the absence of veto the Commission will advise the Council. This is the preliminary
stage in the process of accession. If the Commission's opinion is positive the Council unless prevented by veto, will open negotiations with the applicant country which
will be conducted by the Commission under a mandate laid down by the Council. If
the Commission's opinion is negative, it seems the Council may yet decide to open
negotiations because an opinion is not binding in the sense of article 189 of the EEC
Treaty which classifies the Community measures into "binding and non-binding
acts". Indeed this preliminary opinion is in the nature of a consultative document
which forms the basis of the Council decision whether or not to open negotiations
and, if so, how to define the negotiating mandate.
The next stage is reached after the completion of the negotiations when the Council
unanimously accepts the applicant after consulting the Commission and after receiving the assent of the European Parliament acting by an absolute majority of its
component members.
The results of the negotiations are enshrined in the Act of Accession which is attached to the Treaty of Accession. The Act of Accession comprises in detail the conditions upon which the new member enters the Community, transitory provisions,
derogrations from the founding Treaties and the amendments to the founding Treaties. The scale of the exercise is well demonstrated by the Act of Accession of Spain
and Portugal, which consists of 403 articles, 36 annexes, 25 protocols and 47 declarations and joint declarations by the different member states on issues not finally resolved in negotiations.
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The Treaty of Accession itself is a brief document which comprises the signatures of
the parties concerned and signifies formally the acceptance of the applicant as a
member of the Community. The final stage consists of the ratification of the Treaty of
Accession by the existing members and the new member in accordance with their
constitutional requirements. On accession the new member accepts unconditionally
all obligations arising from the membership and assumes all the rights of membership subject to any transitional provisions and derogations comprised in the Act of
Accession.
Accession is a political act determined by the states themselves and as such is not
subject to judicial scrutiny 2· In the process of admission the Council plays a dual role:
that of an institution of the Community and that of a gathering of ministers each representing the interests of his own country. The Commission acts as a purely Community institution being the initiator of policy and the executor of the negotiating mandate laid down by the Council. The European Parliament is not involved in the
negotiations but may debate the issues at will and thus perhaps influence the course
of events. However its assent is required for the admission of a new member.
COMMISSION 'S OPINION ON TURKEY'S APPLICATION
Turkey applied for admission on 14 April1987 and on 27 April1987 the Commission
received from the Council the mandate to prepare its opinion. There was thus no opposition in the Council at that stage.
On 18 December 1989, that is more than two years later, the Commission, through
the member responsible for the Mediterranean Policy, delivered its negative opinion.
Whilst it is not intended to enter here into polemics it seems pertinent to single out
certain contentions reflected in the opinion since these are relevant to the present
and future relations between the EC and Turkey.
Introducing the opinion at a Press Conference in Brussels SR Abel Matutes explained that the application was considered in the context of the internal evolution of
the Community and of a Europe in the course of change. The change, incidentally,
occurred within the last few months before the Press Conference. He stressed that
the Single European Act 1986 has increased the Commission's work in face ofthe
demand for normative measures necessary to complete the internal market by 1993
and in view of the structural changes of the Community which may follow, Therefore
a certain order of priorities had to be adopted since the Community was moving
from the completed internal market to the European Union. In the circumstances the
Community was unable to contemplate negotiations for a new member before
1993. The prospect of the re-unification of Germany and the dramatic changes in
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Eastern Europe have imposed strains upon the Community and focussed its attention on these events. These had to take priority before the enlargement of the Community.
However, said Sr. Matutes, the Commission had made a study in depth of the economic and social conditions in Turkey. He conceded that, in the course of time,
Turkey had achieved a considerable economic growth and, in certain industrial sectors, came close to the Community. However Turkish economy was still relatively
under-developed since its growth represented only about one third of the average
Community level and revealed, moreover, great regional disparities.
Despite rapid growth and structural adjustments unemployment was on the increase and there was concern about the demographic expansion. Inflation remained an acute problem. In view of serious structural disparities in the agricultural
as well as the industrial sector which aggravated the overall position, the Commission was not convinced that negotiations would prove fruitful at this stage.
The Commission criticised also the political situation. Recognizing the constitutional
evolution since the end of the military intervention of 1980, the Commission was of
the view that there were still areas, notably trade union rights, human rights and respect for ethnic minorities, where progress will have to be made.
The Commission felt that it could not ignore the contention which exists between
Turkey and a member state as well as the situation in Cyprus which had already
been noted with concern by the European Council at its meeting in Strasbourg.
For all these reasons the Commission declined to recommend to the Council that
negotiations should be opened.
The Commission confirmed, however, that in accordance with the Ankara Agreement, Turkey is eligible for membership of the Community and that the two parties
have a common interest in deepening the relationship arising from the association.
Therefore the Commission proposed the main lines along which co-operation
should be strengthened in the years to come. Thus, in the first place, the customs
union, envisaged in the Ankara Agreement, must be completed. This means that
Turkey has to adapt her economic and social legislation to that of the Community.
Secondly, the Commission ought to initiate intense co-operation in the financial and
industrial sector as well as any other sector which can prove to be useful. Finally, the
political ties between Turkey and the Community ought to be strengthened.
The obvious conclusion is that Turkey had to face a much stricter test than the test
applied to the admission of Greece, or Spain and Portugal. The economic per6

formance and structures of these three countries were below the Community average and, on the political side, they have only recently emerged from autocracy. It
was thought, though, at that time that their economy will be given an extra boost
when in the Community especially in the context of the Mediterranean policy, whilst
adjustment would be achieved through appropriate transitional provisions. Parliamentary democracy, too, would flourish better in company with the established democracies. Since these assumptions have proved correct there is no reason to believe that Turkey would fail where the other three countries have succeeded.
Contentions between Greece and Turkey are rooted in history both old and recent
and the Cyprus problem has only exacerbated the relations. Both countries, together with the United Kingdom, are the guarantors of the sovereignty of Cyprus. However the Constitution of Cyprus had degenerated and, through internal strife, the island had become effectively divided into two de-facto republics. A Cyprus problem
was already in existence when in 1963 and 1964, respectively, Greece and Turkey
became associated with the Community with the express object of becoming
members. That problem, exacerbated subsequently, did not prevent Greece from
joining the Community though Greek hands were engaged in Cyprus. Since it has to
be resolved and the quarrels between neighbours will have to come to an end as did
the contentions between France and Germany in the context of the European cooperation, it would have seemed wiser to provide a Community forum for the resolution of conflicts in the Mediterranean. In this respect the absence of objectivity and
imagination is manifest in the Commission's opinion. By barring Turkey on specious
grounds the Community failed in statesmanship as the Commission failed to see
through the Community Mediterranean policy based on the membership of the European countries (including Turkey) and the association of the African and Middle
East countries, and the Council acquiesced. It also failed to influence Greece and
Turkey to become the cornerstone of the Community in the Mediterranean as did
France and Germany in Western Europe.
THE AFTERMATH
In the aftermath certain speculations originating, it seems, from unattributed views of
the Commission's officials were bandied about. These suggested that Turkey would
(or perhaps should) accept a co-operation package which would solve the 'Turkish
problem'. Such 'co-operation package' would be negotiated outside the Ankara
Agreement and its object would be 'the modernization of Turkey". Should this come
to pass the Ankara Agreement would be effectively if not expressly abrogated and
Turkey would have renounced the benefits of the association agreement. Clearly this
could not have been done unilaterally since an international agreement can be
brought to an end only by all the parties thereto.
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However these speculations have died down with the presentation of the "Matutes
Package" 3 in 1990 which proposed a customs union by 1995, co-operation in areas
related to customs union, resumption of financial co-operation and promotion of political co-operation. In particular the Commission envisaged intense co-operation in
the areas of macroeconomic and monetary policy, industry, agriculture, services (especially financial services),transport, telecommunications, energy, the environment,
science and technology, social affairs, tourism, training., culture and the media. In
brief it meant going back to the drawing board, i.e. the unfulfilled objectives of the economic section of the Ankara Agreement.
Other activities, especially at the parliamentary level were resumed and, on September 30, 1991, the Council of Association met for the first time after three years of
slumber. A year later, on November 9, 1992, the 33rd meeting of the Council of Association under the British Presidency of the EC (Mr. Douglas Hurd, the Minister of
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs and Sr Abel Matutes, Member of the EC Commission), having reviewed a whole range of questions arising from the Association,
resolved to establish a "political dialogue at the 'highest level" and to proceed, in the
first place, towards a customs union by the end of 1995 4• As a result the EC-Turkey
Customs Co-operation Committee would resume its work immediately, the
progress to be reported to the Council at its next meeting in mid-April1993. It should
be noted that, whilst reviewing the economic objectives of the Ankara Agreement,
the Council did not dwell upon the question of Turkey's membership of the Community. The nearest reference to the point was the Chairman's remark that it is in the
interest of the Community and its member states to develop a relationship with Turkey which reflected this interest and to "build Turkey into Community thinking about
the construction of Europe". The Turkish side, on the other hand, stressed the Government's commitment to strengthen its relations with the Community "in line with
Turkey's application for membership made in 1987". Thus it is evident that the projected customs union and any other developments are aims in themselves leaving
aside, for the time being, the question of membership. This seems a practical approach since a great deal has to be done on both sides to make a new application
for membership realistic.
More apposite to the question of membership is the report to the EC Parliament of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and Security on EC-Treaty relations 5 dated May
21, 1992 and the opinions of other Committees attached thereto. Although the European Parliament has neither legislative nor executive power it reflects the democratic element of the Community represented in the various political parties which
compose it. Its collective views may be coloured by the views of the major parties (at
present socialist) but never the less it performs an important function in forming public opinion about the affairs of the Community. Its importance in this respect must not
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be underestimated especially that Parliament's assent for admission of new member states is required by article 237 of the EEC Treaty.
The report, presented by Mme Raymonde Dury, though sympathetic to Turkey and
understanding certain difficult problems facing Turkey both internally and externally,
is nevertheless severely critical and, in the main, reflects the negative opinion of the
Commission on Turkey's application for membership. It is, however, more detailed
and more appreciative of Turkey's role in the area and Turkey's sacrifices during the
Gulf Crisis. In brief, the report concurs with the Commission's opinion on Turkey's
application "without casting doubt on Turkey's eligibility to join the Community at
some time in the future•. Although it states that "the membership issue is not its subject• the report cannot be understood otherwise than an opinion on the subject of
membership.
The Report, dealing with the political situation in Turkey, welcomes the process of
democratization as well as the recognition of the Kurdish problem, calls for legislative
reforms and respect for fundamental rights of the citizen not just on paper but in real
life especially in police stations, prisons and at the hands of the police, the military
and security forces. Commenting on the state of the Association the report welcomes the resumption of activities, the signing of the co-operation agreements between EC and Turkey in the medical and health field, vocational training projects in
various sectors and tourism as well as the substantial increase in trade. It considers
the renewal of the Association to be beneficial to both partners but, as if by accident,
brings the Cyprus problem into the focus contending that "the democratization of
Turkey can only increase the chances of solving the Cyprus problem·. It dwells upon
the relations between Turkey and Greece commending a continuation of the Davos
process commenced in 1982 which can also contribute to the solution of the Cyprus problem. It recalls the reformed Mediterranean policy which provides an increase of the EC aid to the region but observes that Turkey is not treated on an equal
footing with recipients of EC aid. In fact Turkey is the only country which does not
benefit from the policy. Therefore, the report recommends that Turkey be treated like
the other Mediterranean countries •provided the announced reforms and democratisation have in fact been carried out•. Thus, on these conditions the EC ought
to release the funds earmarked for the purpose in the EC budget and go ahead with
the implementation of the Fourth Financial Protocol.
The report recommends specific measures in the economic and commercial fields
which Turkey should apply, i.e. to deal with counterfeits which have an impact upon
trade with the EC, to put a stop to dumping practices and, by honouring the obligations of the Ankara Agreement, ease agricultural exports to Turkey, abolish customs
duties and charges having equivalent effect. 1t also recommends joint ventures between Community and Turkish enterprises and the creation of a favourable climate
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for EC investments in Turkey.
In the field of culture and information the report expresses hope that Turkish students, scholars and civil servants will take advantage of EC scholarships and visitors'
programmes and that an information office will be opened in Istanbul.
Finally the report urges the continuation and enlargement of the political dialogue at
every level.
The opinion of the Committee on Agriculture, Fisheries and Rural Development 6 lists
the failures of the Ankara Agreement and charges Turkey with not having reduced
significantly the customs duties and with having imposed additional levies on certain
products. It charges both parties with having failed to harmonise their agricultural policies in accordance with article 35 of the Additional Protocol. The opinion considers
that the Common Agricultural Policy could not bear the cost of supporting the modernization of Turkish agriculture. It recommends steps towards effective implementation of the customs union and approves the resumption of the Fourth Financial Protocol on the condition that "Turkey respects human rights and
international law and thus terminates its occupation of Cyprus".
The opinion of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and Industrial Policy 7 reviews the economic situation of Turkey, records steady economic growth
during the period 1980-1987 but also slowing down of the economy later on. It considers that the liberalization of the economy with a view to making it more competitive is still below the EC standards and that import duties and subsidized exports
are incompatible with EC legislation and the Additional Protocol. The economy is
suffering from high external debt, high rate of inflation and increasing unemployment.
It records the adverse effect of the Gulf Crisis despite the EC aid.
The opinion recommends the establishment of the customs union, technical and financial co-operation as well as political co-operation. Whilst noting progress in trade
between the EC and Turkey it observes a substantial structural development gap
between Turkey and the Community, the per capita GOP of Turkey being only onethird of the Community average. It criticises "the state and even armed forces involvement in the economy, and especially in industry".
On the positive side the opinion recommends a technical co-operation and EC assistance programme in industry, agriculture, transport, environmental protection, and
research. In conclusion it enjoins the Turkish government to take measures to "guarantee the unrestricted exercise of all political, cultural and trade union rights in Turkey
and arrive at a fair solution to the Cyprus problem".
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The opinion of the Committee on External Economic Affairs 8 supported by statistical
data, lists the obstacles to the functioning of the Ankara Agreement and blames both
sides for their respective failures. It endorses the Matutes package and, stressing the
importance of the EC - Turkey economic relations, urges the resumption of cooperation according to the package. Advocating financial aid to Turkey within the
Mediterranean policy it was unable to resist a reference to Cyprus.
The opinion of the Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and Working Conditions 9, armed with statistics, finds the working environment unsatisfactory, social security system inadequate and trade union rights and freedoms (including the right to
strike) insufficient for their role in modern industrial society. It blames Turkey for frustrating the implementation of the freedom of movement of workers envisaged in article 12 of the Ankara Agreement. In conclusion it stresses the need of improving the
social conditions of the country, the recognition of the standards of the International
Labour Organization, promotion of better working practices and trade union rights. It
also recommends that not only Turkey but also the Commission and the governments of the member states make efforts to achieve a better understanding on the
integration of Turkish workers and their families resident in the EC.
The opinion of the Committee on the Enviroment, Public Health and Consumer Protection10 roundly condemns Turkey for inadequate protection of the environment
which it attributes mainly to inadequate enforcement of the law. It also considers that
the protection of public health and of consumers is well below that of the Community. It urges Turkey to ratify the relevant international conventions on the protection of the environment and to adhere to the 1990 Nicosia Charter for the elimination of the environmental problems of the Mediterranean. It expresses "the deepest
concern at the destruction of the natural, and historical environment in the northern
part of the Republic of Cyprus, which is under Turkish military occupation".
It believes that the financial protocols and other forms of Community aid to Turkey
can and must contribute to the solution of the environmental, public health and consumer protection problems. However "Turkey itself must, therefore, remove the obstacles it has put in the way of the activation of those mechanisms and to which the
European Parliament has repeatedly drawn attention (human rihgts, the occupation
of Northern Cyprus). •
Although the Dury report and the opinions attached thereto, claim to be neutral on
the issue of membership they inevitably focus attention in that direction. With the exception of one, all the opinions are condemnatory of the Turkish involvement in Cyprus and make the solution of that problem a condition not only of the membership
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of the Community but also of the financial advantages resulting from the Association.
Alas there are two unreconciled communities on the island.
Comments seem superfluous as the report and the opinions portray Turkey as seen
through the eyes of the European Parliament. The message is clear: Turkey ought to
make her image more attractive.
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