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The accession of Turkey to the European Union is a weighty and difficult matter. As far as possible it should be judged fairly and without prejudice, with a view to the long-term consequences for both sides. There are advantages and disadvantages to the accession. Let me start with the advantages. 

A first advantage is that the EU is seen to stick to its promises. Governments should carry out their undertakings, except if very urgent reasons prevent this. In December 1999 the EU decided in Helsinki after a shamefully short discussion to grant Turkey the status of candidate-member. A number of member-governments now appear to regret this promise but the fact remains. Turkish accession to the EU would honour it. 

A second advantage, it is claimed, would be the bridge that Turkey  would form between the EU and the world of Islam, or at any rate the Arab world. The Dutch in particular are fond of the bridge-metaphor because apart from the fact that one can walk over a bridge or sleep under it, it obviates the necessity of having a point of view. There is A and there is B and the aim is to bring them together. But in the case of the Arab world I doubt whether this would work. Turkey has colonized most of the Arab world for centuries and the Arabs have not forgotten it. Any such bridge is unlikely to be trustworthy. If the EU wants to deal with the Arab world, it should do so directly. 

Then there are those that claim membership of the EU would  “stem the tide of Islam” in Turkey. The results of the recent parliamentary elections have strengthened this claim. I do not believe a word of it. Whether the influence of the Islam in Turkey grows, diminishes or stays the same is totally beyond our ken and influence. Any such development would occur for internal reasons that regard Turkish society and no-one else. And it is good that this should be so. 

Some fear the geo-political consequences of a refusal to let Turkey in. Would it not run to Russia if it were rebuffed by Europe? Would it not ally itself with the Turkish speaking republics in Central Asia? I regard these possibilities with a sceptical eye. Russia and Turkey have never been very close and the Central Asian republics are small and weak. 

We now come to economic matters. The EU and Turkey have concluded a customs union in 1995 which basically means that they now belong to the same common market except – regrettably – for agriculture. Membership of the EU would here not give all that much more to Turkey. It would oblige the EU to reform its Common Agricultural Policy but that is necessary anyway.  

Yes, Kazachstan looks like becoming an important oil-province and Turkey will straddle the oil-and-gas road to the EU. So? Would Turkey block the pipelines and stop the flow? It would then forgo transit-revenues. Why should it cut off its nose to spite its face? 

When I add all this up,  I am left with not much more than the first advantage: the EU would carry out its promise.

Let us now look at the drawbacks and the difficulties that stand in the way of Turkish ambitions. I shall begin with those that may be remedied, even though it would be politically difficult. 

There is the matter of Cyprus. If one wants to join a club, it is odd that one should not want to recognise one of its members. This is a situation that begs to be remedied. A solution was found tot the thirty-year-old quarrel in Ireland. Why not in Cyprus? 

Next is the vexed matter of the Armenion genocide, as I persist in calling it. In south Africe there has been the Truth and Reconciliation procedure. Why not in Turkey? Must this matter hang forever like an albatross around the neck of successive Governments of Turkey? How many more journalists like Hrant Dink must be murdered in the name of Turkishness? 

Art. 301 of the Penal code indeed. Turkey is a large, stable and successful country that is modernising rapidly. Would its existence really be threatened by journalists delving into the crimes of the past? 

Various opinion polls show that among European populations those that favour Turkish entry form a minority. Now of course people may change their minds. In fact they frequently do. But it would be wise to take this no-vote seriously. One of its causes is the fear that after the accession of Turkey many of its citizens would cross the border and settle abroad, as is now happening with Poles and other inhabitants of the new member states. This would in particular hold for Germany and Holland, whose sizable Turkish minorities would act as magnets for others to follow, in search of social welfare states. In fact the accession of Turkey would necessitate the reformation of the West-European welfare state. I foresee that in the case of entry the freedom of movement of persons will become a real stumbling bloc. 

In April 1990 I spoke in both Istanbul and Ankara a a guest of the Turkish society for the study of international relations. I spoke of my scepticism regarding Turkish membership of the EU. I gave as my main reason that Turkey was not really a European country. What, then, was a European country, I was asked? A country that has been influenced by the great historical currents and events which have made Europe what it is today. What were these currents and events? The Latin form of Christianity, feudalism, the Renaissance, the Enlightenment and the rise of democracy, I replied. 

I now attach less importance to this argument. Firstly, because some peoples do change in character: look at the Germans. Secondly, because Romania and Bulgaria were let in and they did not satisfy these criteria. 

The major obstacle which I now see has been brought home to me during my five years as a member of the European Commission, between 1999 and 2005. It concerns the consequences of the entry of Turkey. It makes the entry of the Ukraine virtually unavoidable. The Poles never miss an opportunity to advocate it. This is understandable for many Polish-speakers live in the Ukraine as  a result of Stalin’s westward push. Many a minister from the EU says at home: “The Ukraine? Never!” But in Kiev they sing a different song. President of the European Commission Barroso recently said that the Ukraine had a European vocation. Sad to say, the fact of the matter is that European ministers have lost the aptitude to say No. And after the Ukraine will come Belarus, Moldova and perhaps even the three Caucasian republics. Together with the Yugoslav successor states this would mean a Union of some forty members. That Union would lose all cohesion. Now already member states more and more go their own way, let alone then. This is why former German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt said: “We cannot manage that”  (“Das können wir nicht verkraften”. ) It would be a case of imperial overstretch. 
 Let me end on this note. If I were a Turk, I would not want to join the European Union. Economic cooperation? Yes! Friendly relations? Most certainly. But look at Norway and Iceland. Look at Switzerland. There is salvation outside the EU. I wish Turkey well but not at the cost of damaging the EU. 
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