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T URKEY: BEYOND THE CUSTOMS UNION? 

The 1995 Barcelona Declaration reshaped the context of the rela
tions between the EU and the Mediterranean countries by introducing 
the concept of« Euro-Mediterranean Partnership » and by envisaging the 
creation of a zone of peace, stability and free trade in the Mediterranean 
by the year 2010. The increasing importance of the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership was also reiterated at the Third Euro-Mediterranean Confer
ence of Foreign Ministers that was held in Stuttgart on April 15-16, 1999. 
Because of its key position in the Mediterranean area, Turkey has also 
been included in the Barcelona Process together with the Maghreb and 
Mashrcq countries, as well as Malta and Cyprus. Yet, Tur·key's unique 
position and status vis-a-vis the EU makes it necessary to assess its rela
tionship with the latter more from the perspective of bilateral relations 
rather than in the Euro-Med context. The main reason is the peculiar po
sition of Turkey, who developed its relations with the Union more on a 
bilateral hasis even before the launching of the Euro-Mediterranean Pro
cess. Turkey had signed an Association Agreement with the EU in 1963, 
completed the Customs Union with the EU in 1995 and the EU recog
nised its candidacy for full membership at the Helsinki European Coun
cil in 1999. Thus even though the period 1995-1999 was marked with a 
gradual deterioration of relations between Turkey and the EU, with 
Helsinki, Turkey has moved one step beyond the Customs Union. It is 
important to understand the dynamics behind the deterioration and the 
following rapprochement between Turkey and the EU that developed on 
a bilateral basis since the experience of Turkey might be considered a role 
model for the other Mediterranean partners who seek to become EU 
members in the future. 

Overview of EU-Turkey Relations until the Customs Union 

In the aftermath of the Second World War, the international setting 
laid a fertile ground for realizing the Western orientations of Turkey that 
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dated back to the late nineteenth century (1). Since the demise of the Ot
toman Empire and the inception of the Turkish Republic the West has 
always constituted the role model for Turkey's political, social and eco
nomic development. Therefore, in addition to NATO that would provide 
the security umbrella against the Soviet threat, the European Economic 
Comf!l.unity (EEC) was regarded by Turkey as a great opportunity to be 
economically and socially integrated with the Western Europe. 

The request of Turkey for full membership in the EEC in 1959 was 
followed by the Ankara Agreement that was signed between Turkey and 
the EEC on September 12, 1963. This was a major event in Turkey at the 
time. The headlines of the leading newspapers reflected the Turkish en
thusiasm as « Bear the difficulties for the next 22 years, then you will be 
able to go shopping in Europe », « Now we are Europeans » (2). This 
agreement was called « Association Agreement » and in formal terms, it 
still continues to govern the EC's relationship with Turkey (3). The stated 
objectives of the Association Agreement were the progressive establish
ment of a Customs Union and the alignment of the economic and social 
policies of the two entities in three stages (preparatory (4), transitional (5) 
and final). It would also include the progressive achievement of freedom 
of movement for workers and financial cooperation to help Turkey speed 
up its economic development. 

All throughout the sixties and the seventies, due to internal prob
lems, the Turks were not well aware of the developments in Europe espe
cially regarding its Mediterranean enlargement, and its broader implica
tions for the future. Therefore, the Turkish government di!d not file an 

(I) For a detailed analysis of the: Turkish modc:rnization and Wc:st,ern oric:ntations, 
see Sc:rif Mardin, (1991) and Fc:roz Ahmad (1993). 

(2) Milliyet (Istanbul daily), Sc:ptc:mber 12, 1963 and Hiirriyet (Istanbul daily), Sep
tc:mber 12, 1963, quoted in Mehmc:t Ali Birand, Turkiye'nin Ortak Pazar Macc:rasi (Istan
bul: n.d.), 44. 

(3) Michael Cc:ndrowicz, The European Community's Relationship with Turkey: 
Looking Backwards, Looking Forwards, Paper submitted to the Conference: of the Commis
sion of the: European Communities, Brussels, July 4, 1991, I. 

(4) The: preparatory stage that started in 1964 lasted for sevc:n years and was con
cluded on November 23, 1970 when the Association Agrec:ment was modific:d by the Ad
ditional Protocol that was signed between the EC members and Turkey and that marked 
the beginning of the transitional stage. 

(5) The Additional Protocol that was signed in 1971 was aiming at the Customs 
Union as a final stage. It would covt:r industrial products, the achievement of frc:e movc:
mc:nt of labor between the parties, a gradual expanding of prefc:rential ttrade rc:gime for 
agricultural products, approximation of lc:gislation and policies in areas determinc:d by the 
Additional Protocol, and the initiation, to the: c:xtent possible, of a process of liberalization 
of trade in services. 
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official application during the second enlargement of the Community in 
1977. This neglect of Turkey was also in the interest of the Community 
who knew that a possible future Turkish application for full membership 
would have to be evaluated in accordance with the Article 28 of the As
sociation Agreement. The Article stated that « as soon as the operation of 
the Agreement had advanced far enough to justify envisaging full accep
tance by Turkey of the obligations arising out of the treaty establishing 
the Community, the contracting parties shall examine the possibility of 
accession of Turkey to the Community » (6). 

The military rule during 1980-1983 in Turkey led to a suspension of 
EC-Turkey relations until the political situation and respect for human 
rights were improved. The resumption of the Association Agreement 
came only after the 1987 referendum that lifted all political restrictions in 
the 1987 elections. The second phase of the Association was marked by 
an important turning point when the Turkish government decided to file 
an application for full membership in the Community on April 14, 1987, 
yet the Commission made an official opinion in December 1989 and re
jected Turkish application (7). 

The rejection was not the end of the road for Turkey. It took fur
ther steps in preparing for the completion of the Customs Union that was 
considered as the most crucial step towards full membership. On March 
6, 1995, the EC-Turkey Association Council Decision 1/95 launched the 
methods for the completion of a Customs Union covering industrial 
products and resumed financial cooperation (8). The Council also decided 
to step up cooperation in several sectors, to strengthen institutional coop
eration and to intensify political dialogue by setting up a consultation 
body called the Customs Union Joint Committee. On December 13, 1995 
the Turkish Parliament gave its approval to the Customs Union, thus the 

(6) See the Agreement Establishing an Association between the European Econo-
111ic Community and Turkey (12 September 1963). 

(7) The Community was mainly concerned with deepening rather than widening. 
Therefore, the reasons for rejection were not especially for Turkey, since the Community 
stated that « unless exceptional circumstances intervened, it could not recommend starting 
accession negotiations with any country before 1993 at the earliest. The Matutes Report 
made a specific reference to the rejection of Turkish application and stated. that expansion 
of political pluralism, improving human rights, persistence of disputes with Greece and 
non-solution to the Cyprus problem were the main factors underlying this rejection. For a 
detailed explanation for the rejection, see Allan Williams, « Tilrkiye: Akdeniz Baglami ", 
in Canan Balkir and Allan Williams ed. Tiirkiye ve Avrupa Bidigi (Istanbul: Sarmal, 1996), 
84. 

(8) Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Affairs, Information Department, Decision 
No: 1/95 (Customs Union) of the Association Council. 
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final stage of the Customs Union was reached with the Decision which 
came into force on December 31, 1995. Even though both sides perceived 
the Customs Union to be mainly an instrument of economic integration, 
it carried wider implications for Turkey, since it would have a positive 
impact· on the socio-political structure as well (Mufttiler-Bac, 1999). 

The Aftermath of the Customs Union: The End or the Beginning of the Prob
lems? 

Even though the completion of the Customs Union was achieved as 
a final stage of the Association Agreement, this did not really mean that 
the EU-Turkey relations became problem-free. For Turkey this was only 
a step on the way of full membership and thus it hoped that the natural 
outcome of the completion of the Customs Union would be the recogni
tion of Turkey for full membership into the Union. Yet, in the period fol
lowing the completion of the Customs Union, EU-Turkey relations en
tered a phase of gradual deterioration due to a number of reasons: Global 
changes, changing priorities of the EU, the ambiguous stams of Turkey 
within the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the non-implementation 
of provisions as the Financial Protocol and the free movement of workers. 

The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 was a major breakthrough in 
shaping the priorities of the EU regarding its enlargement and had also 
repercussions for EU-Turkey relations. The termination of tlhe Cold War, 
the collapse of communism in Central and Eastern Europe, and the re
unification of Germany added new dimensions to the process of Euro
pean integration, necessitating the re-drawing of the Union's Eastern 
boundaries. This border had to protect the security interests of Europe as 
well, so the next enlargement had to encompass the East and Central Eu
ropean countries which were seeking to join the EU. Therefore, the en
largement priorities of the EU changed excluding Turkey (Berksoy, 1998). 

While the Northern members of the EU pushed for enlargement to
wards East and Central Europe, the Southern members were emphasiz
ing the importance of establishing closer relations with the Mediterranean 
countries with whom the EU had a wide range of interdependencies in 
the commercial and economic sense as well as from a historical perspec
tive. Thus the idea of « Euro-Mediterranean Partnership » took its final 
shape with the signature of the Barcelona Declaration in November 1995 
by 27 Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the EU and the Mediterranean part
ners. 

Even though Turkey was excluded from the enlargement strategy of 
the Union, it was invited to participate in the Barcelona Conference, 
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where it was represented by the then Deputy Prime Minister Deniz 
Baykal. At the official level, the Barcelona Process was perceived by 
Turkey as an important step that would bring stability in the region. The 
main expectations of Turkey from this process stated at the inaugural 
conference in Barcelona were the economic and financial aspects of the 
« partnership » and anti-terrorism. In Turkey's view, even though the is
sues concerning political and security matters were of great importance in 
the Mediterranean, the great regional differences between Partners could 
make progress in political and security partnership difficult. Yet, at the 
beginning some other avenues for partnership may prove to be more 
fruitful such as joint action in drug trafficking, terrorism and interna
tional crime, which must be accompanied by measures for combating 
racism, xenophobia and discrimination. To this end, since the beginning 
of the Barcelona Process, Turkey has made clear that the main driving 
force should be trade and investment which would enable a partnership 
between the EU and the Mediterranean partners as well as among the 
latter (9). 

The inclusion of Turkey in the Barcelona Process was welcomed in 
Turkey at the beginning since it was regarded as an opportunity that 
would enable the development of trade which would eventually open 
new fields for employment, reduce economic and social pressures and in
crease welfare in the Mediterranean countries. The critics, on the other 
hand, were basically arguing that through this process Turkey's status 
was lowered to the Maghreb and Mashreq countries who were at the 
stage of signing only free trade agreements with the EU, whereas Turkey 
was about to complete the final stage of the Association, i. e. the customs 
union within a month. Thus the invitation of Turkey to Barcelona was 
perceived as if the EU did not really want to treat Turkey on the basis of 
its 1963 Association Agreement, but rather wants to include it into the 
Barcelona Process (Altunisik, 1997). Thus the initial enthusiasm of 
Turkey for being included in the Process was soon replaced by a debate 
about the aftermath of the completion of the Customs Union which 
would be effective from January I, 1996. 

In this respect, the bilateral relations with the EU were deemed 
more important and the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership was only a side 
issue in Turkey's foreign policy agenda. In the meantime, the Process 
started to lose its meaning for Turkey for several reasons. First, it was 

(9) The Euromediterranean Process and Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, August 
1999. 
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perceived that during the Italian Presidency, there were several concrete 
initiatives in various fields that aimed at realizing the objectives stated in 
the Barcelona Declaration and this was realized through a number of 
high level meetings. However, the successive EU Presidencies did not 
continue this policy and the Process began to lose its momentum (10). 

Secondly, the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership caused frustration on 
the part of Turkey also because of the bureaucratic obstacles that Turkey 
faced even after Turkish projects for MEDA funds were accepted. The 
Commission put forward new bureaucratic developments that restricted 
any possible progress regarding the implementation of these funds. The 
Commission informed Turkey that a so-called Framework Agreement 
was necessary for any project to move forward. However, Turkey was 
the last country to be notified about this information. Thus this put on 
hold those projects that had been approved before this new situation 
arose and a year had to pass before the Framework Agreement was 
signed. The recent creation of a new unit to handle all projects is also ex
pected to create some other difficulties and decrease the pace of imple
mentation of these funds for the relevant projects in Turkey (11). 

Thirdly, Turkey thought that the Barcelona Process began to be en
tangled with the Middle East Peace Process. Instead of concentrating on 
economic and cultural matters as stated in the Barcelona Declaration, the 
EU went ahead with political issues such as establishing a Euro-Mediter
ranean Charter (12). However, as it was seen at the Malta Ministerial 
Conference in 1997, the Foreign Ministers could not agree on a Final 
Communique because of the Arab-Israeli dispute (13). For the above
mentioned reasons, Turkey participated in the informal Ministerial meet
ing in Palermo in 1998 and the Formal Meeting of Foreign Ministers in 
Stuttgart in 1999 with a lower level of representation (Deputy Under-Sec
retary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs). This was an indirect protest 

(10) The Euromediurranean Process and Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Au
gust 1999, 2. 

(11) Moreover, Turkey was concerned at the time that 5ince MEDA funds were 
not forthcoming and as MEDA I would end by the year 2000, the New MEDA II funds 
would be lower than envisaged due to the Kosovo Crisis and the newly established Stabi
lity Pact. 

(12) Third Euro-Mediterranean Confen·nrc of Fordgn Ministers, Chairman's 
Formal Conclusions, Stuttgart, April 15-16, 1999. 

(13) The Euromediterranean Process and Tw·key, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Au
gust 1999, 3. 
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for Turkey has seen the Barcelona Process turn into a Euro-Arab dia
logue and was move away from the initial premises (14). 

The Euro-Mediterranean Process did not mean much for Turkey 
for all these reasons. Above all, it was clear chat Turkey did not want to 
be treated in the same basket with the other Mediterranean partners be
cause of its perceived special status, i. e. being the only associate member 
that has a customs union agreement with the EU and emphasized the 
importance of its bilateral relations with the EU. Therefore, for Turkey 
the Barcelona Process always became second in importance and was 
doomed to be overshadowed by other developments concerning Turkey's 
bilateral relations with the EU. Those issues comprised its membership 
status, the non-implemented provisions such as the Fourth Financial Pro
tocol, the free movement of workers despite the completion of the Cus
toms Union, and the increasing importance of the political criteria for 
membership into the EU. 

The Fourth Financial Protocol and Free Movement of Workers: The Non-Im
plemented Provisions 

The first and foremost problem chat arose in the EU-Turkish rela
tions in the aftermath of the completion of the Customs Union has been 
the non-implementation of the Fourth Financial Protocol due to the 
Greek veto. The Declaration on Financial Cooperation adopted by the 
EU Council of Ministers on March 6, 1995 had envisaged the resumption 
of financial cooperation between Turkey and the EU in parallel with the 
completion of the Customs Union. The aim was to help Turkey adapt its 
industrial sector to the new competitive situation created by the Customs 
Union, improve infrastructure linkages with the EU, as well as to reduce 
1 he difference between the Turkish economy and that of the Commu
nity (15). Despite the fact that the Declaration has been entered into the 
Minutes of the Association Council and has thus acquired legal status, 
and the solidarity obligation arising out of the Association relationship, 
the Declaration has not been implemented as envisaged. 

According to this Declaration, financial cooperation between Turkey 
and the EU was to be composed of the following elements (16): 

- substantial budgetary resources which would take the form of grants. 

(14) Ibid. 
(15) Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, A Strategy for Developing 

Relations between Turkey and the European Union: Proposals of Turkey, 13. 
(16) Ibid., 14. 
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The «mount of this facility was expected to reach 375 MECUs over a five-year 
period starting in 1996; 

- continued access to European Investment Bank loans for 300-400 
MECU available under the 1992-1996 new Mediterranean policy for the financ
ing of infrastructure projects in the fields of environment, energy, transport and 
telecommunications; 

- additional EIB loans for 750 MECU over a five-year period starting in 
1996, in order to improve the competitiveness of the Turkish economy following 
the completion of the Customs Union; 

- grants amounting to 375 MECU and EIB loans worth 700 MECU as 
part of the MEDA program during the period 1996-1999; 

- in cases of special need, and in coordination with international finan
cial institutions, macro-economic financial assistance linked to the execution of 
IMF-approved programs (200 MECU). 

However, this package of 2.8 MMECU has largely failed to materi
alize for mainly political reasons. The only pare of the package that was 
related to the European Investment Bank loans were provided in the 
framework of the EU's MEDA program for 1 2  Mediterranean countries, 
including Turkey that was adopted on March 6, 1995 by the General Af
fairs Council. A total of 339.5 MECU was made available in the period 
1992-1996, and projects worth around 100 MECU have been approved 
since then as part of the MEDA program (17). 

The number of projects and amount of MEDA funds were as fol
lows (18): 

Year 

1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

Number of Projects 

5 
36 
8 

Commitments (ECU) 

33.143.000 
70.246.000 

132.475.000 
140.000.000 (envisaged) 

But even the last part of the MEDA program had problems, since 
the European Parliament adopted a Resolution on September 19, 1996 
calling on the Commission to block, with immediate effect, all appropria-

(17) See 1999 Yearly Programme of the Statc: Planning Organization, 68 :m<l Projects 
in Turkey Currently Supported by the: Buc:.l�etary Means of the Europe.in Commission. 
Council Regulation (EC) No: 1488/96 of23 July 1996 on Financial and technical measures 
to accompany (MEDA) the reform of economic and social structures in the framework of 
Euro-M�ditc:rranean Partnership. (0. J. No: Ll89' 30 luglio 1996, p .  !). 

(18) The Euromeditel'ra11ean Process and Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Au
gust 1999. 
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tions set aside under the MEDA program for projects in Turkey, except 
those concerning the promotion of democracy, human rights and civil so
ciety (19). This resolution which tried to impose conditions on its imple
mentation were rejected by Turkey and cast doubt upon the efficiency of 
the application of the Barcelona Process as well as EU's commitments in 
this regard. As a result, whereas Turkey was reducing its customs walls 
towards the Community products (20), the required Community support 
for the industrial restructuring in Turkey never materialized (Kabaali
oglu, 1998). 

A second frustrating issue for Turkey was the non-implemented 
provision incorporated in the Association Agreement and the Additional 
Protocol on the free movement of workers in accordance with the Arti
cles 48, 49 and 50 of the Treaty of Rome that had to be achieved gradu
ally between 1976 and 1986. The logic behind it was that while Turkey 
would be opening up its markets to Community industrial products over 
a 22-year period, it would have some structural problems. Some indus
tries would result in unemployment yet this would be compensated by 
providing jobs for Turkish workers in the member states. But the non
implementation of this provision brought some negativ.e costs to Turkey 
who did not perceive the completion of the Customs Union as the final 
target of the Ankara Agreement (Kabaalioglu, 134, 139). 

The non-implementation of the provisions regarding the Fourth Fi
nancial Protocol and the free movement of workers in addition to the po
litical conditions set forth for the approval of the MEDA funds shaped 
Turkey's negatjve perceptions of the EU to a great extent and started a 
deterioration in EU-Turkish relations. Turkey considered that the EU 
was unwilling to find a solution to these problems, and blamed the Com
mission who found it difficult to process the projects submitted to it by 
the Turkish authorities because of the limited human resources and ad
ministrative problems within the functioning of the Commission. Turkey 

(19) Following a meeting of the: Conference of Presidents on November 28, 1996, 
a specific procedure was adopted by which Parliament gives its opinion on the:: projects 
the Commission wished to finance under the MEDA program. 

(20) According to the trade figures after the completion of the Customs Union, in 
1996, the imports of Turkey from the EU rose by 34.7% compared to 1995 and reached 
22.7 billion dollars, while the exports amounting to 11.477 billion dollars, rose only by 
3.6%. Thus the EU preserved its place as being the biggest trading partner of Turkey 
with a share of 52.9% in total imports and 49.5% in total exports. In 1997, Turkey's 
exporrs to the EU rose from 12.2 billion dollars to 13.4 billion dollars in 1998 and imports 
from the EU increased from 24 billion dollars in 1997 to 24.8 billion dollars in 1998. See 
Relations between Turkey and the EU, Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 5. 
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also stated that the Commission had changed the guidelines in the selec
tion ..,f projects from what they were originally (21). 

In spite of these developments, speaking at the meeting of the EU
Turkey Association Council on April 29, 1997, the EU representatives 
reaffirmed Turkey's eligibility for membership of the EU. At the same 
time, they stated that Turkey's application would be judged on the same 
criteria as the other applicant countries. In this regard, the Commission 
was called upon to draw up a report on the future development of rela
tions between the EU and Turkey, in the context of the Customs Union. 

Copenhagen Summit, Agenda 2000 and the Increasing Importance of the Po-
litical Criteria for Turkey 

In the 1990s, one important issue to which Turkey did not pay due 
attention was the Copenhagen Summit in November 1993. Instead, 
Turkey focused all its energy on the completion of the Customs Union. 
At this summit under the presidency of Denmark, the EU was refining 
existing principles and criteria for being eligible for membership in the 
Union and also was defining its own identity through these criteria (22). 
Under three main headings they can be summarized as follows: to pro
vide the stability of institutions that secure democracy, the supremacy of 
the rule of law, human rights and respect for minorities; to have a func
tioning market economy and to be able to cope with the competitive 
pressures and market forces in the European Union; to be able to meet 
the responsibilities that would stem from full membership as well as the 
political, economic and monetary union. 

The Copenhagen criteria also laid the basis for « Agenda 2000 », the 
report prepared by the Commission and issued after the Amsterdam 
meeting. In this report, the EU outlined its enlargement strategy and 
while it foresaw the full membership of 12 countries including the Re
public of Cyprus and several Eastern ·European countries, it only sug
gested a plan for enhancing relations with Turkey. 

The report was, in a way, refining the requirements for full mem
bership and was implying that the full membership would not be solely 

(21) A Strategy for De11eloping Relations between Turkey and the European Union: 
Proposals of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 15. 

(22) Can Baydarol, A11rupa Birligi'nin Genislemesi, Avrupa Komisyonu Turkiye 
Temsilciligi, n.d., 22. These new criteria were: included because of CEEC new democra
cies having applied or on their way to membership. Therefore, it was not something spe
cifically designed for Turkey, although Turkey perceived it as such. This is not the place 
to discuss whether such a perception is correct or not, or whether it is shared in the EU. 
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evaluated by the acquis communautaire of the European Union. The em
phasis on the new political and economic targets, has made the issue of 
membership much more different than before. Thus in this context, it 
was foreseen that in addition to the Copenhagen criteria, the Common 
Security and Foreign Policy, Cooperation in Legislative and Internal 
Matters and Economic and Monetary Union would be issues that the 
candidate countries for membership should be taking into account (23). 

Actually, although Agenda 2000 named Slovakia as the only country 
that did not meet the first Copenhagen criteria, when the report on 
Turkey is examined, Turkey, too, is considered as being one such coun
try (24). The report expressed satisfaction with the operation of the Cus
toms Union, yet it was highly critical of the political problems in Turkey, 
including its record on human rights and its failure to find a peaceful so
lution to the Kurdish problem. It stated that Turkey should give « a firm 
commitment to resolve a number of problems in the region and con
tribute actively to a just and lasting settlement of the Cypriot question. » 

The report also proposed a series of measures designed to consolidate the 
customs union, to extend it to new fields as services and agriculture, to 
step up cooperation in several sectors as energy, environment, telecom
munications etc., some of which came under the second and third pillars 
of the Barcelona Declaration. 

In the report, the human rights problem in Turkey was mentioned 
in detail and the Commission even proposed helping Turkey in its efforts 
to improve the human rights situation (25). In this connection, the Com
mission prepared a preliminary draft program proposing cooperation 
with the Turkish authorities and non-governmental organizations to sup
port the Turkish authorities' efforts to increase respect for human rights 
and the:: rule of law. 

The Agenda 2000 report deteriorated EU-Turkey relations further 
since its content was not received with enthusiasm by the Turkish side. 
Concerned that it would be:: left out of both the first and second waves of 
the EU expansion, Turkey asked that the Union officially declare that 
was part of the expansion process, that it would be judged by the same 
criteria and that a pre -accession strategy be developed. Turkey resented 
the repetition of the well-known political and economic arguments 
against itself. At the highest official level, it was stated that since no ref-

(23) Agenda 2000 and Turkey, DPT, Avrupa Birligi ile Iliskiler Genel Miidiirliigil, 
September 1997, Ankara. 

(24) Ibid. 
(25) Ibid. 
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erences were made to Turkey's full membership in the Report, this meant 
that the European Council has been unable to recognize Turkey as a can
didate explicitly (26). 

1997 Luxembourg European Council: EU-Turkey Relations Hit the Rock 

The deterioration of the EU-Turkey relations reached its nadir with 
the decisions on enlargement which were taken at the Luxembourg Eu
ropean Council of December 12-13, 1997. The summit confirmed at the 
highest level the content of Agenda 2000. In this respect, the Summit di
vided the enlargement countries into three main categories (27), and 
Turkey constituted the third category. In the Chairman's Formal Conclu
sions, Turkey's eligibility for accession to the European Union was recon
firmed. The Heads of State and Government also decided to draw up a 
strategy to prepare Turkey for accession by bringing it closer to the Euro
pean Union in every field. This strategy would consist of the intensifica
tion of the Customs Union, the implementation of financial cooperation, 
the approximation of laws and the adoption of the Union acquis and par
ticipation in certain programs and certain agencies. In addition, the Euro
pean Council listed a number of principles which would allow a 
strengthening of ties with Turkey. The European Council also indicated 
that Turkey would be invited to participate in the European Conference 
of March 12, 1998 in London on the same basis as the other applicant 
countries (28). 

The impact of the Luxembourg shock upon Turkey resulted in a 
feeling of exclusion. From the Turkish point of view, Paragraph 35 of the 
Conclusions carried some undertones that would have a disastrous effect 
upon the EU-Turkey relations, since it had received discriminatory treat
ment compared with the other applicant countries. In Paragraph 35 it 
was stated that Turkey should reach human rights standards of the EU 
level and should respect minority rights and the protection of minorities. 
The problems with Greece should be resolved by also including the possi
bility of application to the International Court of Justice, and that Turkey 

(26) President SUleyman Demird, « Introduction », Insight Turkey, January-March 
1999, vol. I, no. I, 5. 

(27) First category countries constituted Hungary, Poland, Czech Republic, Esto
nia, Slovenia and Cyprus. The negotiations with these countries would start in 1998. The 
second category countries which were accepted as candidates for full membership, yet 
with whom the negotiations would start at a later stage were Slovakia, Rum:rnia, Bulga
ria, Lithuania and Letonia. 

(28) Pr(!sidcncy Conclusions, Luxembourg European Council, December 12-13. 
1997. 
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should find a solution to the Cyprus problem in line with the United Na
tions' relevant Resolutions (29). 

The Conclusions of the Luxembourg Summit was regarded by 
Turkey as a « slap in the face » (Ttgrel, 1999, p. 53) and caused a major 
disappointment since eight months before Turkey had announced that it 
expected to be placed in the same basket as the other applicant countries. 
However, it had been leapfrogged in the queue for membership despite 
its Association Agreement, Customs Union and an application for mem
bership lodged 10 years earlier. The EU policy was harshly criticized by 
the Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs who labeled Turkey as a « vir
tual candidate » (Sen, 1999). As a protest of the discriminatory policy of 
the EU, the morning after the Luxembourg Summit, the then Prime 
Minister Mesut Yilmaz gave a live press conference in which he stated 
that Turkey would not participate in the coming European Conference, 
that it was suspending political dialogue with the Union and therefore no 
longer wished to discuss with it issues such as relations between Greece 
and Turkey, Cyprus and human rights. Turkey stated that it would not 
accept the conclusions of the Luxembourg European Council since they 
put political preconditions for the recognition of Turkey's candidacy sta
tus (30) and that the EU-Turkey relations would from then on be based 
on existing texts as the Association Agreement, Additional Protocol and 
Customs Union (31). 

The « t:uropean Strategy for Turkey » 

After a period of great tension following the Luxembourg Summit, 
Turkey began to question the Customs Union agreement, suggesting that 
it should be reviewed to resolve some injustices against Turkey, and pos
sibly even be abandoned (32). It did not attend the European Conference 
cl.::spite many visits by several European leaders to try to change Turkey's 
mind. Turkey insisted that the conference was « void » and it would not 
participate in it unless it was turned into a meaningful institution and did 
not attend the semi-annual gatherings afterwards (33). On March 4, 1998, 

the Commission adopted a work program to add substance to the Cus
toms Union, to extend it to other sectors as services and agriculture, and 

(29) Ibid. 
(30) Press Rdease, Liiksemburg Zirrmi Sonurlar ile llgili Hiikiimet Acklamasi, 14 

Dw:mber 1999. 
(.H) /Jriefing, Oecember 13, 1999, 12. 
(32) Ibid. 
(33) Ibid. 
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to step .up cooperation in the other areas referred to in its July 1997 report 
regarding the future relations with Turkey. This work program was 
called « European Strategy for Turkey ». 

The Cardiff European Council in June 1998 welcomed the Commis
sion's work program for caking forward the European Strategy co pre
pare Turkey for membership, as it would eventually provide the platform 
for developing the relationship on a sound and evolutionary basis (34). In
sisting that the EU had not yet corrected its « historic mistake » Turkey 
boycotted the 25 May 1998 meeting of the EU-Turkish Partnership 
Council (35). 

Following the Cardiff European Council's positive reception of the 
communication on the European Strategy, on July 22, 1998 the Turkish 
authorities sent the Commission a document containing their reactions to 
the proposals contained in the European strategy. It was obvious that for 
Turkey, the European Strategy did not mean much, since i t  did not go 
beyond the objectives of free circulation of agricultural products and ser
vices which was set out in the Ankara Agreement for the final stage of 
the Association (36). Furthermore, it did not even provide for measures 
which would permit the Association Council to function effectively or 
ensure substantial financial cooperation, despite the fact that these are es
sential for progress to be made in the direction of the objectives of the 
Association (37). 

In its response to the strategy, Turkey was also stating that 

... even if they were fully implemented, the proposals contained in the 'Strategy 
Document' would still fall far short of the possibilities made available to the other 
candidates and be insufficient to integrate Turkey with the EU because it continued to 
label Turkey « eligible » for EU membership rather than a « candidate » for full EU 
membership. These proposals must therefore be seen as a starting point rather than an 
end in themselves and must be complemented by other steps which should aim at abol

ishing all restrictions on the movement of goods, services and capital between the two 
parties (38). 

In September 1998, the first technical discussions took place between 
the Commission and the Turkish authorities to decide on a work sched-

(34) Presidency Conclusions, Cardiff European Council, June 15-16, 1998. 
(35) Briefing, December 13, 1999, 1 1 .  
(36) Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Information Department, A Strategy for Vt:vdo

ping Relations between Turkt:y and the European Union Proposals of Turkey. 
(37) Ibid. 
(38) Ibid. 
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ule and the arrangements for implementing the European Strategy. Fol
lowing that, in response to the Cardiff European Council's request, on 
October 21, 1998, the Commission adopted a communication on financial 
support for the European Strategy. This communication included a regu
lation regarding the implementation of measures to intensify the EU
Turkey Customs Union (ECU 15 million for 1999-2001) as well as a regu
lation on measures to promote economic and social development in 
Turkey (ECU 135 million for 1999-2001). 

The Cardiff European Council of 1998 also required the Commis
sion's confirmation that the latter will submit at the end of 1998 its first 
regular reports on each candidate's progress towards accession. In the 
case of Turkey, the European Council noted that « the report would be 
based on Article 28 of the Association Agreement and the conclusions of 
Luxembourg European Council » (39). However, the efforts of the 
Cardiff European Council to compensate the « historic mistake » in Lux
embourg did not eradicate the perceived prejudicial treatment towards 
Turkey. In the following months, the EU basically tried to please Turkey, 
to overcome the Greek veto, and to secure the fulfillment of EU financial 
obligations to Turkey. 

1998 and 1999: �ars of Tension between Turkey and the EU: 

The tension between Turkey and the EU got even stronger when 
Italy started complaining about the human rights abuses in Turkey, be
cause it was flooded with Kurdish refugees at the beginning of 1998. It 
highlighted the Kurdish issue by hosting the Kurdish Parliament-in-exile, 
at the invitation of the leftist Italian deputies and in official government 
buildings. The hosting of the illegal Kurdish Parliament in Italy infuri
ated Turkey who accused Italy for supporting terrorism indirectly. 

A second issue increasing the tension between the EU and Turkey 
was the launching of substantive negotiations on full membership with 
'(Southern) Cyprus' at the EU General Affairs Council Meeting in Brus
sels on 9-10 November 1998. The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs is
sued a Press Statement that the application of the Greek Cypriot side for 
membership in the EU had no legal basis, that the provisions of the 
Zurich and London Agreements of 1959 and Treaty of Guarantee of 1960 
stipulated that Cyprus cannot join international organizations, political 
and economic unions if both Turkey and Greece are not also members. 
The EU was seen as pursuing a policy dictated by Greece, yet it has been 

(39) Ibid. 
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observed that certain EU countries (France, Germany, the Netherlands 
and Italy) have started to perceive problems that might arise if the Greek 
Cypriot side became a member prior to a settlement in Cyprus (40). 

The 1998 First Regular Progress Report on Turkey 

The Commission also prepared a Progress Report by early Novem
ber 1998 on Turkey and this was taken by most observers as a positive 
development in EU-Turkish relations. This report constituted the Com
mission's response to the request of the Cardiff European Council. It ana
lyzed the situation of Turkey in the light of the criteria adopted for eligi
bility for membership in Copenhagen in 1993. 

The Progress Report on Turkey in general provided a historical 
background of the relations between Turkey and the EU, in particular in 
the framework of the Association Agreement. It made an in-depth analy
sis of the situation in Turkey with regard to the political conditions re
ferred to by the European Council i.e. democracy, rule of law, human 
rights, protection of minorities (41). 

It also assessed the situation and the prospects for Turkey regarding 
the economic conditions referred to by the European Council, i. e. mar
ket economy and the capacity to cope with competitive pressures within 
the EU, examined Turkey's ability to take on the obligations of member
ship, i. e. the European Union acquis as set out in the EU treaty, sec
ondary law and policies, and gave a general evaluation of Turkey's situa
tion and prospects on the road to accession with particular reference to 
the European Strategy. 

With regard to the economic criteria, the report was quite favorable. 
It acknowledged that Turkey had most of the hallmarks of a market 
economy, possessing a well-developed institutional and legislative frame
work, including a dynamic private sector and liberal trade rules, despite 
wide regional development disparities. It stressed that « the Turkish 
economy has considerable potential for growth and has shown great 
adaptability, particularly in the context of the customs union, which has 
contributed significantly to its modernization. These factors should in 
theory enable Turkey in the medium term to acquir� a viable market 
economy able to withstand the pressure of competition. » The report con-

(40) Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Information Department. Press Release Regarding 
the Turkish Views on the EU Membership of Greek Cypriot Administration of Southem Cyprus, 
November II, 1998. 

(41) 1998 Regular Report from the Commission on Progress Towards Accession. 
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eluded that the EU would do its best to help the backward regions, inter 
alia by deploying the resources of the European strategy (42). 

The second part of the report wns devoted to the po! itical criteria. 
The report focused on the political situation in Turkey over the past few 
years which was deemed « relatively unstable ». It referred to the dissolu
tion of the religiously-oriented Welfare Party by the Turkish Constitu
tional Court, which was the subject of a Presidency statement on behalf 
of the EU on January 21, 1998 noting that « this decision is in accordance 
with the provisions of the Turkish Constitution. However, the European 
Union is concerned at the implications for democratic pluralism and free
dom of expression ». 

Another political issue that the Progress Report touched upon was 
the September 23, 1998 decision of the Court of Appeals which upheld 
the ruling of the State Security Court against the Mayor of Istanbul, Re
cep Tayyip Erdogan, a member of the banned Welfare Party. He was 
condemned to a ten-month prison sentence for a speech deemed to con
stitute racial or religious provocation. In a statement of September 25, 
1998 the European Union « noted with regret the ruling of a Turkish 
Appeals Court » and « expresses concern at the implications for demo
cratic pluralism and freedom of expression, which prosecution of demo
cratically elected politicians for non-violent expression of their views is 
bound to have » (43). 

Another important chapter regarding the political criteria was the 
Human Rights and the Protection of Minorities. The report stated that 
« the actual upholding of civil and political rights enshrined .in the Turk
ish constitution and law remained problematic. » The report also stated 
that « most of the disregard for civil and political rights is connected one 
way or another with the way in which the government and the army re
act to the problems in the southeast of the country. » It provided a de
taikd analysis of specific problems in Turkey in this respect. Persistent 
cases of torture, disappearances and extra-judicial executions, the dura
tion of police custody, freedom of expression, freedom of the press, condi
tions in Turkish prisons, freedom of association and freedom of assembly 
were regarded as the primary problematic areas. 

In the later pages of the report, it was referred to the National Secu
rity Council (NSC) which is regarded as playing a key role in the formu
lation and implementation of national security policy and also covers a 

(42) lhi<l., see the sc::ction on Economic Criteria. 
(-B) Ibid., sc::e the section on Political Crit.:ria. 
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wide range of political matters. According to the report, the « existence 
of this body shows that, despite a basic democratic �tructure,. the Turkish 
Constitution allows the Army to play a civil role and to intervene in ev
ery area of political life » (44). 

The other issues mentioned were the Kurdish problem and the 
Cyprus issue. Regarding the Kurdish question, the report stated that 
« Turkey will have to find a political and non-military solution to the 
problem of the southeast. A civil solution could include recognition of 
certain forms of Kurdish cultural identity and greater tolerance of the 
ways of expressing that identity, provided it does not advocate separatism 
or terrorism. » Regarding the Cyprus issue, the Report stated that the 
measures taken by Turkey, i.e. economic and financial integration and 
partial integration in matters of security, defense and foreign policy were 
incompatible with international law as expressed in the relevant UN Res
olutions (45). 

1998 Vienna European Council and Turkey 

During the Vienna European Council in December 11-12, 1998 the 
Council underlined the great importance it attached to the further devel
opment of relations between Turkey and the EU, taking forward the Eu
ropean Strategy for Turkey for membership. In this context, it recognized 
the central role of further implementation of the European Strategy in 
line with its conclusions in Luxembourg and Cardiff. 

In Vienna, the Commission's analysis with regard to Turkey was 
generally shared by the Council, which noted the need for particular ef
forts by Turkey to ensure the rule of law in a democratic society accord
ing to the Copenhagen criteria and the relevant conclusions of the Euro
pean Council. The Council recalled the great importance that it attached 
to the treatment of minorities. The Council also underlined the need for 
harmonizing legislation. The transposition of requirements is not suffi
cient in itself, but must be followed by effective implementation and en
forcement. Therefore, the development of administrative and judicial c:1-
pacities is a crucial aspect of preparation for accession and the existence 
of credible and functioning structures and institutions an indispensable 
pre-condition for future membership. Yet, for Turkey the Vienna Summit 
was not able to improve relations, since the EU failed to put Turkey's ap
plication on a legally binding basis. Thus Turkey would continue to con-

(44) Ibid. 
(45) Ibid. 
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c.luct its rdations with the EU in the fr:11ncwork of the Decision of the 
Turkish Government on lkn:mber 14, 1997 (46). 

3-4 June 1999 Colog11c European Council and Turkey 

At this meeting, the initiative was taken by the German Presidency 
with a view to ensuring the recognition of Turkey's candichcy status on 
an equal footing with the others. Compared to the previous government 
in Germany, the new coalition government that came to power in Octo
ber 1998, seemed to have taken a more positive line regarding Turkey's 
quest for EU membership. However, as a result of other objections, espe
cially from the Baltic states, the EU refrained from taking a decision to 
include Turkey in the accession process. This constituted another nega
tive step in recognizing Turkey's candidate status clearly and unambigu
ously so Turkey\ official position remained unchanged (47}. 

Important Developments in the �ar 1999: 

There were three important developments that affected the course 
of the EU-Turkish relations: The Ocalan Affair, the earthquake in 
Turkey, and the Turco- G reek rapprochement. 

I .  The Ocala11 Affair: The leader of the terrorist organmzation-PKK, 
Abdullah Ocalan was a major cause in the further deteriormion of rela
tions between the EU and Turkey in 1999. First of all, after fleeing away 
from Syria, he was arrested upon his entrance to Italy, where he started 
residing in Rome in November 1999. Italy was considering giving him 
political asylum while it attempted to find an international forum on 
which to try him. Feeling rejected by Europe and seeing Ocalan being 
sheltered there, the Turkish public was susceptible to an increasing 
dosage of nationalism in political rhetoric. Europe was perceived to be 
using the Kurds to divide Turkey. The strong nationalist fervor was re
flected at the April 1 8  elections, in which the MHP-the Nationalist Ac
tion Party- that had not been able to cross the threshold for parliamentary 
representation in the 1 995 elections, came in second place ( 48). 

Ocalan was finally captured in Kenya in February 1999 near the 

(46) Ministry of Foreign Affairs, I nforrnation Dcpartmcm, $t:1tcmc:nt made by the 
Minister of Fordgn Affairs on the Conclusion of the EU Vit:nna Summit of 1 1 - 12  Dc
ccmbcr l99ij, 12 December 1998. 

(47) St:ttement by thc Dcputy Spokt:sman of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs re
garding the Conclusions of the Cologne European Council (4 June 1999). 

(48) Briefing, Sc:pte111h•;r 11,  I 999 13. 
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Greek Embassy, and was brought to Turkey. The C)calan operation trig
gered violent PKK demonstrntions in some EU member states. In this 
context the EU made a declaration at the General Affairs Council of 22 
February 1999. At this meeting, the EU stated that it condemned all 
forms of terrorism and reaffirmed its position that the acts of violence 
that resulted in death, hostage-taking, intimidation and extensive destruc
tion would not be tolerated. In addition to these statements, the EU also 
stated that it expects a fair and trial for Ocalan according to the rule of 
law before an independent court, with access to legal counsel of his 
choice and with international observers admitted to the trial and that it 
strictly opposes to the death penalty. 

The EU further stated that the EU upholds the territorial integrity 
of Turkey, but at the same time, it expects Turkey to solve its problems 
through political means with full respect for human rights and the rule 
of law (49). The tension was further aggravated when Turkey opposed 
the sending of observers to the trial on the grounds that « it intervenes 
and influences the independent judiciary ». The trial started on May 3 1 ,  
1999 before the Ankara State Security Court (SSC) in the presence of cer
tain foreign representatives as well as the press. The passing of the death 
sentence against Ocalan on June 29, 1999 by the SSC was followed by EU 
reactions. In its declaration on the same day, the EU Presidency ex
pressed « the hope that Turkey will not carry out the death sentence 
passed on Mr. Ocalan » (50). The death sentence has been appealed be
fore the Turkish Supreme Court and has to be approved by the Turkish 
Parliament as well. At present the decision is suspended. Yet, the issue of 
the death sentence has become a major source of contention between the 
EU and Turkey and revived the debate about the Kurdish problem in the 
country and is perceived to be a major determinant of the EU-Turkish 
relations. The Swedish Foreign Minister, Anna Lindh, for exnmple, 
stated that « for Sweden, two meaningful 'signals of intent' on the part of 
Turkey would be to abolish the death penalty and to remove all the re
strictions on publication, broadcasting and education in the Kurdish lan
guage (51). The current suspension of the approval of the death sentence 

(49) Sc:c the: 1999 Regular Report fmrn tht C:mnrnission on Turkey's Progrcss To
wards Acc.:ssion, October 13, 1999, 6. 

(50) Ibid. 
(51) Briefing, November 29, 1999, 10. The main hone of contention bctwcc:n the 

EU and Turkey on the Kurdish issue is that of « minority rights ». Turkey believes that 
the Kurdish population living in Turkey can not be considcred as minority, since the Lau
sanne Treaty of 1923 does not label them as minority. Thus they should be ;1ck11owlcdged 
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caused an intense debate in Turkey, but it also produced a positive im
pact upon the EU. 

2. The Earthquake m Turkey: A major breakthrough in the EU
Turkey relations came after the massive earthquake in the northwestern 
part of Turkey on 17 August 1999. The EU foreign ministers had discus
sions on relief aid to Turkey at their Meetings in Saariselka, Finland, on 
4-5 September 1999. Moreover, EU Council President, Finnish Foreign 
Minister Tarja Halonen invited Turkish Foreign Minister Ismail Cem to 
attend a working lunch after the General Affairs Council Meeting on 13 
September 1999 in Brussels. This provided an opportunity to express the 
Turkish views concerning the need for reconstruction after the earth
quake as well as discussing the current Turkey-EU relations. 

In addition to two emergency humanitarian aid packages of 2 mil
lion Euros each granted to Turkey, the consensus has been reached at the 
meeting for another humanitarian aid package of 30 million Euros for re
construction (52). The European Investment bank has also decided to 
launch a loan of 500-600 million Euro to help Turkey tackle the conse
quences of the earthquake. The allocation to Turkey of a substantial part 
of the resources of the MEDA II program for 2000-2007 period has also 
been foreseen. However, Greece has not lifted its veto on the 375 million 
Euro from budgetary resource or from the 750 million Euro of the Euro
pean investment bank for Turkey in 1995 when the Customs Union be
tween Turkey and EU was realised (53). 

3. The Turco-Greek Rapprochement: The year 1999 also marked a re
markable rapprochement between Turkey and Greece, which seemed to 
be inevitable if Turkey really wanted to be a full member of the EU. The 
tense atmosphere that was created by the capture of Ocalan near the 
Greek Embassy in Kenya was eradicated by the devastating earthquakes 
in both countries. Both countries rallied to send relief aid to each other 
and this gave the signal of the will for closer relations between both soci
eties. This will was immediately carried to the official level and the Min
isters of Foreign Affairs from both countries agreed on exploring possi
bilities of promoting cooperation between the two countrie·s. Following 

some « cultural rights » instead of « minority rights », within the context of individual ri
ghts within the context of liberal democracy. Ibid. 

(52) 150 million Euros for the 3 - yc:ar period would be: released. This amount 
which is divided into 15 and 135 million Euros has already bc:c:n foreseen within the fra
mework of the « European Strategy for Turkey ». Relutions berwun Tur!(ey and the EU, 
Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 9. 

(53) Ibid. 
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their first round of talks in July, high officials of the Foreign Ministries 
of Turkey and Greece met for a second round in Athens (9 and 10 
Septem�er 1999) and Ankara (15 and 16 September 1999) to discuss items 
related to tourism, environment, economic and commercial relations, cul
ture, cooperation in the multilateral regional field and combating orga
nized crime, illegal immigration, drug trafficking and terrorism and 
eventually signed agreements on these matters (54). 

The 1999 Second Regular Progress Report on Turkey 

The Commission issued its Second Regular Report on the progress 
which Turkey made towards accession on 13 December 1999, in prepara
tion for the Helsinki European Council to be held in Helsinki on 10-11 
December 1999. The report took into consideration progress since the last 
Regular Report and looked at whether intended reforms referred to in 
the 1998 Regular Report have been carried out and examined new initia
tives (55). 

The report assessed the progress in Turkey on the basis of Copen
hagen Criteria. Regarding the political criteria, the Report stated that 
« although basic features of a democratic system exist in Turkey, it still 
does not meet the Copenhagen political criteria » (56). The problematic 
areas were human rights and protection of minorities. Like the previous 
Report, it also points out the National Security Council as playing an im
portant role in the political life of Turkey. 

The Report also touched upon the areas where there have been 
some signs of democratisation among which were the adoption of the 
constitutional and legal amendments removing the military judge in the 
SSCs (57) and a number of proposals made by the government such as a 
draft of the Penal Code which particularly lifts the death penalty (58). Yet 
the Report suggested that these efforts should be pursued to the end and 
extended to all citizens, including those of Kurdish origin. The Kurdish 
problem still occupied an important place in the Report and it was stated 

(54) See Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Joint Communique si
gned after the meeting of high officials of the Foreign Ministries of Tnrkey and Greece, 
Ankara, 16 September 1999. 

(55) 1999 Regular Report from the Commission on Turkey's Progress 1owards 
Accession. 

(56) Ibid., 15. 
(57) Ibid., 9. 
(58) Ibid., 10. 
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that « TV broadcasting in Kurdish, while apparently tolerated for non
political programs, is not still allowed. » (59). 

Regarding the economic aspect of the Copenhagen Criteria, the Re
port stated that Turkey has many of the characteristics of a market econ
omy and is able to cope with competitive pressure and market forces 
within the Union. The Report also stated that Turkey continued to make 
progress in alignment in the areas covered by the European strategy, yet 
it also stated that « the two Regulations adopted in October 1998 by the 
Commission to underpin the European Strategy, have not yet been 
adopted by the EU budgetary authority. It is clear that without appropri
ate funding, it is not feasible to implement all aspects of European Strat
egy (60). 

1999 Helsinki European Council: the Final Breakthrough! 

The Helsinki European Council held in Helsinki on 10-11 Decem
ber 1999 produced a breakthrough in EU-Turkey relations. In the Presi
dency Conclusions of the EC, it was stated that 

Turkey is a candidate stated destined to join the Union on the basis of the same 
criteria as applied to the other candidate States. Building on the existing European 
Strategy, Turkey, like other candidate states, will benefit from a pre-accession strategy 
to stimulate and support its reforms. This will include enhanced poli'tical dialogue, 
with emphasis on progressing towards fulfilling the political criteria for accession with 
particular reference to the issue of human rights, as well as on the issues referred to in 
paragraphs 4 and 9a (61). 

According to the Presidency Conclusions, Turkey will also have the 
opportunity to participate in Community programs, agencies and in 
meetings between candidate states and the Union in the context of the ac
cession process. In addition to that, with a view to intensifying the har
monization of Turkey's legislation and practice with the acquis, the Com
mission is invited to prepare a process of analytical examination of the ac
quis. The European Council also asked the Commission to present a sin
gle framework for coordinating all sources of EU financial assistance for 
pre-accession (62). 

(59) Ibid., 14. 
(60) Ibid., 7. 
(61) Presidency Conclusions, Helsinki European Council, 10-11 December 1999, 

par. 12. 
(62) Ibid. 
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Concluding Remarks 

Ti1rkey's long journey to become an EU member entered a new 
phase with the completion of the Customs Union between Turkey and 
the EU in 1995, since it meant the completion of the final stage that was 
mentioned in the Association Agreement. However, developments that 
followed the Customs Union on both sides revealed that this was not re
ally the end of the road for Turkey. This period was marked with tension 
and consequent deterioration in the relations between the two sides. It co
incided with the launching of the project of « Euro-Mediterranean Part
nership » that started with the Barcelona Declaration in 1995. However, 
even though the EU considered and treated Turkey as. one of the 
Mediterranean Partners, Turkey was not really very enthusiastic about 
the whole process because of its general feeling of exclusion from the 
Union, and its perceived ambiguous status within the « Partnership ». 
Therefore, bilateral relations with the Union meant more for Turkey 
since it considered itself as being one step ahead of the other Mediter
ranean partners. In this regard, the recognition of Turkey's candidacy sta
tus in Helsinki marked another important turning point in EU-Turkey 
relations. The EU showed its good will for changing the tide and 
Turkey, with the series of reforms in the economic and political sphere 
seems to be trying hard to meet the Copenhagen criteria. 

Regarding the Euro-Mediterranean context, the future of the rela
tions depend very much on the mutual understanding. The Euro
Mediterranean Process will gain a much more solid ground for Turkey to 
the extent it is backed up with improvements in its bilateral relations 
with the Union. It seems that Turkey wants more to be on the « Euro » 
side of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership than the « Mediterranean » 
and wants to be treated accordingly. For the EU, Turkey is an important 
test case for handling of future relations with the Mediterranean partners 
since Turkey at the present, can be considered as a bridge between the 
« Euro » and « Mediterranean » sides of the Partnership Process. Also, 
from the Partners' perspective the problems and prospects that Turkey 
has had with the Union provides a good opportunity to assess the future 
of the « Euro-Mediterranean Partnership ». 
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