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SIXTH REPORT 
 
 

The Foreign Affairs Committee has agreed to the following Report: 

TURKEY 

Summary 

   
Turkey's candidacy for EU membership, agreed in December 1999, is the focus of this Report. 
Prejudices, which are particular to Turkey's candidacy, shape attitudes both in the EU and in 

Turkey. Turkey's candidacy is welcome in principle, and concerns within the EU about cultural 
and religious difference, and longstanding historical animosity, need to be set aside. On the 

Turkish side, there is a need to overcome mistrust of Europe and to encourage more widespread 
understanding of the EU. Turkey's size and large population and its borders with several 

countries of concern give rise to reasonable hesitation within the 
EU. 

   
Turkey must meet objective political criteria before it can begin to negotiate for accession. 

Despite a number of legislative reforms, the human rights situation on the ground in Turkey has 
improved little. The prevalence of torture can only be tackled by changing attitudes and by 

improving forensic skills. Issues of minority rights, freedom of expression and capital 
punishment are highly politicised. Outsiders must exercise great sensitivity when demanding 

reform in these areas, which is nonetheless essential. The role of the military in domestic 
Turkish politics has not always been negative, but it is incompatible with EU membership. It 

does not bode well for Turkey's prospects of EU membership that this role is unlikely to change 
substantially in the short term. 

   
Financial assistance to Turkey from the EU has been substantially less generous than that to 

other candidates, and needs to be reassessed. Turkey's inclusion in the Convention on the Future 
of Europe is welcome. 

   
The idea that reform can be encouraged by setting a date for accession negotiations is 

problematic. A settlement of the Cyprus problem before the end of 2002 would be highly 
beneficial to Turkey's hopes of EU accession. 

   
Turkey is an extremely valuable ally in the ongoing war against terrorism, which is likely to 

assume an important role in maintaining security in Afghanistan, but which is deeply concerned 
about the possibility of a US military intervention in Iraq. Turkey has little in common 

politically with its Asian neighbours, but it has a limited role to play in bringing together Europe 
and the Islamic world. 

   
The United Kingdom is in a particularly good position to encourage progress in Turkey's 

candidacy. British visa operations in Istanbul have been subject to unacceptable delays, but these 
are now gradually being tackled. Ways of improving British-Turkish understanding include the 

possibility of a visit to Turkey by the Prime Minister.  
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Background to the inquiry 

1. Turkey is of great importance to the United Kingdom. It is a long-standing strategic ally and 
fellow member of NATO. It is the only secular Muslim democracy in its region. It is a major 

trading partner. Since December 1999, Turkey has also been a candidate for membership of the 
EU, and is by far the largest of the current candidates both in terms of geographical size and 
population. It is a welcome candidate, but also a problematic one. For all these reasons, we 

resolved in November 2001 to inquire into "the United Kingdom's relations with Turkey, with 
reference to Turkey's role in European defence structures and its prospects for accession to the 
European Union". In the course of our inquiry, many of the complications relating to Turkey's 

role in European defence structures were resolved. Consequently, Turkey's EU accession 
prospects are the main focus of this report. 

2. On 5 February we heard oral evidence from a panel of independent experts: Dr William Hale of 
the School of Oriental and African Studies, Dr Philip Robins of St Antony's College, Oxford, and 

Mr William Park of the Centre for Defence Studies, King's College London. A week later, we 
took evidence successively from Mr Michael Leigh of the Enlargement Directorate in the 

European Commission, Mr David Barchard, an analyst with many years' experience of Turkey, 
and from Dr Heidi Wedel and Mr Tim Hancock of Amnesty International. On 4-7 March we 
visited Turkey, calling on a wide cross-section of those involved or interested in Turkey's EU 

application, both in Ankara and Istanbul. 

3. On 21 March we held our final oral evidence session of the inquiry, hearing from the Foreign 
Secretary, Jack Straw, accompanied by Mr Peter Ricketts and Mr John MacGregor from the 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO). We also visited Cyprus on 24-27 March, meeting 
leading figures from both the Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities, as well as from the United 

Nations. A full programme of both our visits is annexed to this report. We have received 
substantial written evidence, which is published at pages Ev 1-Ev 125. We are extremely grateful 

to all those who have helped us in our inquiry. 

Turkey's EU candidacy 

A BRIEF HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

4. Turkey's EU candidacy is best understood in the context of the country's recent history. The 
idea of the Turkish nation state is relatively new, and is a direct consequence of the collapse of the

Ottoman empire after the First World War. The mistrust that often underpins Turkish attitudes 
towards western Europe dates back to this time, and to the Treaty of Sevres of 1919, under which 

the territory that now makes up Turkey was to have been partitioned between a number of 
European countries, among them the United Kingdom. The Turkish state owes its existence to a 
successful military campaign led by Mustafa Kemal (later known as Atatürk), following which a 

new Treaty was signed at Lausanne in 1923, recognising the state almost to the extent of its 
current borders. 

5. The ideology on which Atatürk founded his state has become known as Kemalism. Turkey was 
and is a unitary state with a strong national identity, and it is secular, with state and religion 

strictly separated. The army is entrusted with the protection of the state, not only from external 
enemies, but also from internal threats, both to the country's territorial integrity—the "indivisible 
unity of the Turkish state" is enshrined in the Turkish constitution—and to the Kemalist nature of 

the state.[1] 

6. Although Europe was and is an object of mistrust for many Turks, Atatürk also equated Europe 
with modernity, and believed that the Ottoman Empire had collapsed because of its failure to 
modernise. He therefore looked westward, and sought to turn Turkey into a modern European 

state. As Dr David Shankland writes: "Turkey is a Muslim country, but it is one formed in 
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Europe's image."[2]  

7. In a speech in 1924, Atatürk said "The decline of the Ottomans began when, proud of their 
triumphs over the West, they cut their ties with the European nations. This was a mistake which 
we will not repeat."[3] It was this context that drove Turkey to be among the first countries to 

apply for membership of the European Economic Community, signing an Association Agreement 
as long ago as 1963. However, Turkey's progress towards membership has been slow. The 

Customs Union envisaged in the Association Agreement was put in place only in 1995. Turkey's 
rejection as a formal candidate for membership of the European Union at the Luxembourg 

European Council in December 1997, when many countries were accepted as candidates which 
until only a few years before had been communist dictatorships, engendered much anti-European 

feeling in Turkey. Turkish leaders claimed that Turkey's candidacy was being blocked on 
religious grounds, following comments by the Chairman of the European People's Party that "the 

European project is a civilisational project. Turkey's candidature for full membership is 
unacceptable",[4] and reports that the then German Chancellor, Helmut Kohl, had described the 

EU as "a Christian club". 

8. This negative atmosphere altered at the Helsinki European Council in December 1999, when 
Turkey was accepted as a candidate to join the EU. The results of this acceptance were an 

improved relationship on a number of levels, including co-operation in tackling illegal drugs 
smuggling,[5] and the commencement of a legislative programme designed to bring the Turkish 
constitution and legal codes into line with the Copenhagen political criteria.[6] Turkey can only 

begin formal accession negotiations once these criteria have been met. The difficulty is that 
Turkey's vision of itself as a nation under threat from both within and without is often believed to 
require a strong army with a role in preserving domestic stability, and limits on individual rights 

and freedoms—neither of which is acceptable under the Copenhagen political criteria.  

9. Before examining in more depth Turkey's efforts to meet these criteria, it is worth asking two 
fundamental questions about Turkey's candidacy. On the one hand, there is concern in Turkey that 

the EU may be bluffing, that it may have no real intention of allowing Turkey to become a 
member. On the other, Turkey's own commitment to take the steps necessary to become a member 

of the EU is sometimes uncertain,[7] as when the Secretary-General of the National Security 
Council recently suggested (perhaps as a counter-bluff) that Turkey should be looking to ally 
itself with Iran and Russia, rather than pursuing its EU candidacy.[8] Is the EU serious about 

Turkey, and is Turkey serious about the EU? 

IS THE EU SERIOUS ABOUT TURKEY? 

10. The political and economic criteria set out at Copenhagen in 1993 need to be fulfilled by 
Turkey before it can become a member of the EU.[9] But a country does not become a member of 

the EU on the objective judgement of the European Commission alone. Its accession must be 
agreed unanimously by the Governments and the Parliaments of the current members of the 

Union. Some of these may have reasons for not wishing Turkey to be a member of the EU, even if 
it does succeed in fulfilling the Copenhagen criteria. We will consider in turn possible barriers to 

Turkey's membership: concerns about cultural and religious difference; concerns about 
geographical position, size and population; and traditional enmity. 

Cultural and religious difference 

11. When we asked a representative of the European Commission about statements by certain 
European leaders that the EU is an exclusively European, Christian organisation, from which 

Turkey should therefore be excluded on principle, we were assured that "our Heads of State and 
Government, the European Parliament, all official bodies of the European Union have always 

made absolutely clear that the European Union is based on common values, common principles 
and not on a particular culture or a particular religion"—a statement which we welcome.[10] We 
find objectionable the idea that Turkey should be excluded from the EU because 98 per cent of its 

population is Muslim, or because it is somehow culturally different from its southern European 
neighbours.[11] There are large Muslim communities in this country and in other European 
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countries, who are already active citizens of the EU. If Cyprus becomes a member of the EU, as it 
is shortly expected to do, the EU will include—at least notionally, and hopefully in practice—a 

largely self-governing Turkish Cypriot Muslim community. We conclude that Turkey's cultural 
and religious traditions will make a positive contribution to the diversity of the EU. 

Pursuing Turkey's candidacy evenhandedly gives an important signal that the EU is not a 
closed Christian club, but an open organisation which can embrace those parts of the world 
within its geographical compass, both Christian and Muslim, which are prepared to accept 

common political and economic values, including respect for human rights. 

12. We heard in Turkey that the country's accession hopes may be stalled if Edmund Stoiber is 
elected German Chancellor in September. Some in Turkey believe that he opposes Turkey's 

candidacy altogether, partly for cultural reasons, and partly because he fears the effect of Turkey's 
accession on the size of Germany's own Turkish community. These would be bad reasons for 

opposing Turkey's candidacy, and we believe that the British Government can play an important 
role in ensuring that they are not allowed to prevail. We welcome the Foreign Secretary's 

statements to us that "We want to see Turkey in ... We are completely committed to them joining 
if they fulfil the Copenhagen criteria."[12] We recommend that the Government speak out 

forthrightly in defence of Turkey's EU candidacy whenever it is opposed on the grounds of 
culture or religion. 

Geographical position, size and population  

13. Turkey physically borders two of the three states on President George W Bush's 'axis of 
evil'—Iran and Iraq—as well as Syria, which has a long history of promoting terrorism abroad. It 

also borders on the Caucasus, another region of instability. It could be, as David Barchard has 
suggested,[13] that Turkey's accession to the EU would have a stabilising influence not only on 

Turkey itself but on the region more generally. Member states, however, are unlikely to be 
comfortable with the idea of the EU sharing land borders with such troublesome  

neighbours. 

14. According to the OECD, Turkey's population in 2000 was approximately 66 million (about 18 
per cent of the current population of the EU), projected to increase to 83 million in 2020, by 

which date its population is expected to be larger than that of any other individual EU member 
state or candidate.[14] Meanwhile, its per capita GDP, at 6,400 PPS[15] (a little more than a 

quarter of the EU average), is lower than all of the other candidate countries except Romania and 
Bulgaria.[16] We can only agree with David Barchard that "Turkey's size and large population 
means that the task of 'digesting' it in the EU will be a formidable and prolonged one and both 

sides have to be realistic in recognizing this fact and coping with it".[17] Such 'digestion' is 
considered particularly important in the case of Turkey because it has a very mobile workforce, 

which might seek work en masse elsewhere in the EU, if the domestic economy were not 
sufficiently strong to provide a comparable standard of living locally after the expiration of any 

transitional period on freedom of movement of labour. 

15. Turkey's accession would also affect the balance within the EU between small and large 
member states, and might therefore necessitate a further round of institutional reform. As a large 

state, Turkey would expect to be able to send at least one Commissioner to Brussels, but 
following the accession of the 27th member state (Turkey is likely to be the 28th), the number of 

Commissioners will be fewer than the number of member states. Turkey's accession would 
therefore probably deprive one of the other member states of its right to appoint a Commissioner.  

16. With the accession of twelve other candidates likely before Turkey's turn comes— candidates 
which will, according to the Foreign Secretary, increase the population of the European Union by 

20 per cent, but its GDP by just 4 per cent—it would hardly be surprising if EU member states 
were inclined to stop to take breath before seriously considering Turkey's accession.[18] Added to 
this is the further complication of institutional adjustment. The Foreign Secretary has told us that 

"if the European Union ends up by being able to cope with the accession of these [other 
candidate] states, it will be able to cope with Turkey's accession".[19] Nevertheless, member 
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states and the Commission are unlikely to be keen to hurry the process along. We conclude that 
Turkey's geographical position, size and population, and its comparative poverty, may well 

delay the eventual date of its accession. We recommend that the Government, while it 
should remain committed to encouraging Turkey in its candidacy, should also temper this 
encouragement with the pragmatic advice that accession is certain to be some years away. 

Traditional enmity 

17. Relations between Greece and Turkey have improved greatly in recent years, not least because 
of the efforts made by the two countries' foreign ministers, George Papandreou and _smail Cem. 
There remain two potential stumbling blocks to this new climate of friendship, however: disputed 
maritime boundaries in the Aegean, and Cyprus, both of which are discussed more fully below.

[20] Any EU member state can veto the candidacy of any other country, and the accession of any 
candidate can be vetoed either by a member state's Government or by its Parliament. It is feared in 
Turkey that the Greek Parliament, if not the Greek Government, might exercise this right of veto. 

There is an even greater fear that in the absence of a settlement on the island the accession of 
Cyprus would lead to a double veto which would prevent Turkey beginning accession 

negotiations, let alone becoming a member of the EU.[21] 

18. Turkish politicians often complain that Turkey is not on a level playing field with the other 
candidate countries. We have no doubts about the impartiality of the European Commission and 
its abilities to judge Turkey objectively according to the Copenhagen criteria. But in one sense it 

is true that Turkey is not on a level playing field. The other candidates have no enemies who 
might veto their accession. Indeed, Cyprus has the support of Greece to the extent that Greece 
would be prepared, it is reported, to veto the entire enlargement project rather than see the first 
wave of enlargement proceed without its chosen protegé.[22] Turkey has no such friend. The 

European Commission may judge that Turkey has fulfilled the Copenhagen criteria entirely, but if 
the Government or Parliament of one member state opposes Turkey's accession, Turkey cannot 
accede. We recommend that the Government do all it can to ensure that Turkey's progress 
towards EU accession is judged according to the objective Copenhagen criteria, and that it 

is not unreasonably obstructed by individual member states.  

IS TURKEY SERIOUS ABOUT THE EU? 

Insecurity about European motives 

19. All of those that we met in Turkey—politicians, journalists, academics, commentators and 
businessmen—claimed to support Turkey's EU candidacy. It is clear, however, that not all 
factions within the Turkish state are fully committed to carrying out in practice the reforms 

required for Turkey to meet the criteria for EU accession. This lack of commitment is exacerbated 
by doubts that the EU will ever accept Turkey. During our visit to Turkey, even the Chairman of 
the EU Secretariat-General, Ambassador Volkan Vural, whose task is to co-ordinate Turkey's EU 

candidacy within the Government, and Ambassador Özdem Sanberk, Director of TESEV, an 
NGO dedicated to promoting Turkey's candidacy, expressed concerns on this score. 

20. It is obvious that insecurity runs particularly deep in Turkey about Europe's true intentions 
towards its candidacy, and that this needs to be borne in mind in any statements made by the 

British Government. We welcome the Foreign Secretary's clear statement to us that "I very much 
hope and the United Kingdom Government hopes that Turkey will become a full member of the 

European Union, and we are giving every encouragement we can to them. The question of 
rejection does not arise".[23] This is precisely the sort of statement that deserves repeating 
frequently and with some force for the benefit of the Turkish authorities and public. We 

recommend that the Government make regular statements both publicly to the Turkish 
media and in private to the relevant Turkish authorities, restating the Government's 

commitment to Turkey's eventual membership of the EU and reassuring the Turkish public 
that Turkey's candidacy is being treated on the same terms as every other candidacy. 

21. It was suggested to us on a number of occasions in Turkey that a clear indication from the 
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European Commission of a date on which formal accession negotiations will be opened—a 'green 
light'—would help greatly to allay misgivings about the EU's intentions, and would give the 

reform project added impetus. We consider in greater detail below, in our analysis of Turkey's 
efforts to meet the Copenhagen political criteria, whether such a green light would be either 

feasible or useful.[24]  
 

1   Ev 109, para 5 [Malcolm Cooper] Back 
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TURKEY  
 

Grasping the nettle 

22. It is clear that there are some within the Turkish establishment who oppose either Turkey's EU 
candidacy itself or the reforms which Turkey must carry out in the pursuit of this candidacy. Just 
before we visited Turkey, the e-mails of the European Commission's representative in Ankara, 

Karen Fogg, were leaked to an anti-European weekly—evidently with malice aforethought by a 
section of the establishment which had intercepted this private material. The newspaper published 
a selection of this correspondence, claiming—on the basis of misinterpretation and quotation out 
of context—that Ms Fogg "had organised a 'secret network' whose 'strategic goal' was to promote 
Kurdish separatism, unravel the secularism bequeathed by Kemal Atatürk and generally 'destroy 

Turkey'."[25] The ensuing scandal meant that the very positive news of Turkey's full participation 
in the Convention on the Future of Europe received little or no coverage in the Turkish media. 

23. Those who are prepared to use this sort of spoiling tactic to damage Turkey's relations with 
the EU represent only one end of the political spectrum. The Turkish public is largely in favour of 
EU accession, with opinion polls showing support of about 70 per cent. There are those within the 

Turkish Government who are committed not only to EU membership as an ideal but also to the 
practical reforms necessary to achieve it. But some of the reforms are hard for many Turks to 

stomach, for example because they are viewed as undermining the integrity of the Turkish state 
by giving cultural rights to Kurds, or because they weaken the role of the military, which is 

viewed as the rightful protector of the Turkish state. Michael Leigh explained to us that hesitation 
is usually a result of the belief that "certain aspects of the Kemalist tradition may not be 

compatible with EU membership and they themselves are not ready to make this sacrifice" and he 
noted that "it is a continuous effort for those in Turkey who see this [accession] as a priority to 

persuade some of their compatriots to move in this direction".[26]  

24. We conclude that the ongoing debate about EU accession within the Turkish government 
and society at large is healthy, and to be expected in a democratic state. We recommend that 
the Government should support Turkey's efforts to fulfil the Copenhagen political criteria, 

even if progress is slower than the Government would wish. We further recommend, 
however, that the Government support the position of the European Commission, that while 

it remains a matter for Turkey how speedily it wishes to fulfil the Copenhagen political 
criteria, accession negotiations will not commence until those criteria are implemented.  

Understanding the EU 

25. While some 70 per cent of Turks favour EU accession, we heard in Ankara from the British 
Ambassador, from the European Commission and from Turkey's own EU Secretariat-General that 
very few people in Turkey have an accurate understanding of how the EU functions. Membership 

of the European Union is seen by many in the Turkish authorities as a completion of Atatürk's 
project of Europeanisation. But being a member of the European Union is about more than 

recognition as a European state with a European identity. It was put to us during our visit that the 
Turkish authorities want to join the European Union not to achieve economic and political union 

for the common good, but to be a member of some sort of exclusive club. It was also put to us that 
many in Turkey believe that the EU acts as a monolithic entity, with a President like that of the 

United States. As an example, it was explained to us that resolutions of the European Parliament 
speaking of an Armenian genocide are seen as having the endorsement of the Union as a whole.
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26. The budget foreseen for 2000-06 for the European Commission's Communication Strategy for 
Enlargement in Turkey is _5.8 million. That foreseen for the ten candidate countries of central and 

eastern Europe for the same period is more than _50 million.[27] We heard in Ankara that the 
Commission is committed to spending more on communication strategy in Hungary than it is in 

Turkey, with a population six times larger. 

27. Turkey has had an even worse deal in terms of actually benefiting from this commitment, 
because of delays in the approval by the European Council of the framework for pre-accession 

assistance.[28] As a result, there has been no sustained financial support for the European 
Commission's information activity in Turkey since its Representation in Ankara was established 

in 1999. Minimal ad hoc financing in 2000-01 dried up entirely in September 2001, with the 
effect that, in the period to March 2002, the Representation was only able to carry out non-funded 

information activities. Funds are now at last being made available through the MEDA global 
allocation and pre-accession assistance, but the length of the tendering process means that major 
information projects will only begin to be implemented in 2003. We conclude that as a result of 

delays in providing the funds necessary to deliver the European Commission's 
communication strategy in Turkey, an important opportunity has been missed to inform the 
Turkish public about the EU at a crucial stage in that country's candidacy. We recommend 

that the Government should act with its EU partners to ensure that the European 
Commission's information activity in Turkey is adequately financed. 

28. The British Government also has a role to play in ensuring that the Turkish people are 
informed about what the EU is and how it operates. In recent years a number of Turkish 

academics and officials have attended conferences on the EU at the expense of the British 
Government. This is clearly important, but a wider reach and more realistic appreciation can best 

be provided through the mass media. 

29. Supporting Turkey's accession to the EU is a key strategic theme for the British Council.[29] 
The Council is an ideal medium for disseminating knowledge not only about the United Kingdom, 
but also about the EU. We are aware that the Council already organises a biannual conference for 
discussion and debate on issues facing Britain and Turkey in the European context. It is less clear 
from the Council's submission if it also works to promote understanding of the EU in its contacts 
with those ordinary Turkish people who call in at its centres, visit its website and benefit from its 

work in English language teaching. We recommend that the Government should seek to 
establish bilateral programmes and to participate fully in multilateral programmes in 

Turkey to increase understanding of the EU at all levels of society, so that Turkish people 
are better informed on what joining the EU would mean for their country. 

PRECONDITIONS FOR ACCESSION NEGOTIATIONS  

30. Before Turkey is able to begin accession negotiations, it must, as we have already mentioned, 
fulfil the Copenhagen political criteria. We consider below the requirements of these criteria as 

regards human rights, what progress Turkey has already made in meeting them, and the 
shortcomings that remain. We then look at a related issue, the role of the military in Turkish 

society. It is also necessary for a candidate, before negotiations can begin, to resolve any 
outstanding border disputes with other members and candidates, either through bilateral 

negotiation, or failing that, through the International Court of Justice. We therefore also consider 
progress on Turkey's maritime boundary dispute with Greece. 

EFFORTS TO MEET THE COPENHAGEN POLITICAL CRITERIA ON HUMAN RIGHTS 

31. As set out in 1993 at the Copenhagen European Council, membership of the EU requires "that 
the Candidate State has achieved stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, 
human rights and respect for and protection of minorities". An accession partnership between the 
EU and Turkey was formally adopted by the European Council on 8 March 2001. This sets out 

the short- and medium-term measures necessary to ensure that Turkey meets the criteria for 
membership. Measures to be adopted in the short term were "selected on the basis that it is 

realistic to expect that Turkey can complete or take them substantially forward by the end of 
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2001". Medium-term priorities were expected to take more than one year to complete, but it was 
hoped that work on achieving these would also begin during 2001. 

32. On 19 March 2001, Turkey adopted its own National Programme for the Adoption of the 
Acquis (NPAA), setting out how the Government intended to meet the Copenhagen criteria. On 3 

October 2001, a package of constitutional amendments was adopted, aimed at bringing the 
Turkish constitution in line with the Copenhagen political criteria. The European Commission in 
its Regular Report on Turkey's progress towards accession of November 2001[30] commented 

extensively on these amendments and on the NPAA. In December 2001, the Presidency 
Conclusions of the Laeken European Council noted that the constitutional reforms had "brought 
forward the prospect of the opening of accession negotiations with Turkey". Since the beginning 

of this year, numerous further legislative amendments have been adopted. 

33. William Park commented that "the sheer energy with which this programme has been tackled 
is testimony to the depth of Turkey's EU aspirations".[31] There is no doubt that many in the 

Turkish administration are committed to driving the legislative programme though. But there are 
two areas of shortcoming at this macro level. First, there remain legislative reforms demanded 

under the Accession Partnership which the Turkish Government has been unwilling or unable to 
adopt. The Regular Report points out that "a number of restrictions on the exercise of fundamental 

freedoms have remained" and that "the present NPAA makes it insufficiently clear how Turkey 
will address a number of priorities in the Accession Partnership".[32] We deal with some of these 

below. Secondly, as identified in the Regular Report, "despite a number of constitutional, 
legislative and administrative changes, the actual human rights situation as it affects individuals in 

Turkey needs improvement".[33] Little appears so far to have changed on the ground—indeed, 
according to representatives of leading human rights NGOs, who we met in Ankara and Istanbul, 

the situation has actually deteriorated over the last year. 

34. In a large country like Turkey it will be a much harder struggle to ensure that good human 
rights practice is the norm than to reform legislation. We were concerned during our visit to 

Turkey, however, at the weight placed by the politicians we met on the legislative changes that 
had been carried out, and at the apparent lack of focus on measures to ensure their 

implementation. It is not obvious to us that the Turkish authorities fully understand how important 
it is that, in the words of our witness from the European Commission, "there has to be a change in 

the conceptual approach, in mind set, on the part of judges, of prosecutors, of the police, of the 
military, so that these legal changes are actually translated into improvements in conditions for 
ordinary citizens".[34] Despite the frequent pronouncements of the Commission and member 

states, we are not sure that the Turkish authorities have really taken on board the fact that, until 
"the actual human rights situation as it affects individuals" improves, the EU will not allow 

Turkey to begin accession negotiations.[35]  

35. Amnesty International has told us that "no concrete steps have been taken at grass roots level 
to effect real improvement in the human rights situation",[36] and Human Rights Watch has 

written that "while the reforms that really count are not being tackled, tinsel and varnish are being 
applied to give the impression that the government is on the case."[37] This view is supported by 
human rights NGOs in Ankara and Istanbul, who speak of their concern that the administration is 
going through the motions of reform, with no real intention of carrying it through into practice. 

We conclude that the jury is still out on whether the Turkish authorities are really 
committed to the nuts and bolts of human rights reform, or whether they are merely 

applying tinsel and varnish. The energy devoted by the Turkish administration to ensuring 
that human rights principles are not only written into law, but also carried into practice, 

will be the real test of Turkey's commitment to human rights. 

REMAINING SHORTCOMINGS 

36. We will now consider a number of the areas of human rights reform on which the Accession 
Partnership concentrates. The British Government has an important role to play in helping Turkey 
to carry out these reforms. We agree with Dr William Hale that it is "important that it should not 
just stand on the sidelines, criticising Turkey for its failures over human rights and other issues, 
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but be actively involved in helping the authorities to implement the needed reforms".[38] It is also 
important to distinguish between those shortcomings which exist without any sort of state 

justification, the prevalence of torture for example, and those limitations on human rights which 
are intentionally imposed for ideological reasons, such as curbs on minority cultural rights and on 

freedom of expression. Both categories need to be tackled, but Turkey is likely to be more 
receptive to criticism and assistance in the first category than it is in the second. 

Torture 

37. Amnesty International (AI) write in their submission to us that: 

"torture can be described as systematic, in the sense that it is a pervasive technique used by 
law enforcement agencies, regardless of the approval or disapproval of higher officials or of 
the government. Torturers are rarely brought to justice ... The geographic spread, the range 
of potential victims and the number of testimonies received indicated that almost anybody 

could be tortured".[39] 

38. Torture seems to be prevalent in Turkey for two reasons: because those committing it are 
generally allowed to get away with it, and because it is one of the only evidence-gathering tools 

which the Turkish police and gendarmes know how to use. There have been some recent positive 
legal reforms designed to help reduce the likelihood of torture occurring,[40] but in the analysis of 

AI, what progress there has been is "not a speedy progress and not a very committed one".[41] 
David Barchard has told us that "I do not think anyone at the top of Turkish politics is in favour of 

torture at all. I do not think anyone wants to wink at it or turn it aside."[42] But it clearly needs 
pushing up their list of priorities. 

39. Laws are needed to prevent the circumstances in which torture can occur—incommunicado 
detention, and detention without charge. But it is also necessary to ensure that those who commit 
torture are punished for it, and currently there are many legal obstacles to bringing those alleged 
to have committed torture to trial. This is not just a case of changing the law—after all, torture is 

already illegal in Turkey and a confession obtained through torture is, in theory at least, 
inadmissible in court. What is also required is a change in culture, particularly in the judiciary and 
in the police and Jandarma,[43] so that allegations of torture are properly investigated and those 
accused of torture can be brought to justice more easily. We agree with Dr Heidi Wedel from AI 
that a stronger focus on torture is needed,[44] and with Dr William Hale that "urging the Turkish 
authorities to take stronger and more effective measures against police who are guilty of torture" 

should be a high priority for the British  

Government.[45]  

40. We heard from human rights NGOs in Ankara that EU member states tend to raise with the 
Turkish authorities allegations of torture in highly politicised cases. The NGO representatives 

regarded this as counter-productive, as Turkish bureaucrats are often suspicious about the motives 
of European support for groups such as the Kurdish minority. As AI makes clear, torture is 

common occurrence in Turkey, and not just for those accused of political crimes. We 
recommend that one of the Government's main priorities in pursuing human rights reform 

in Turkey should be the prevention of torture. We further recommend that in raising 
allegations of torture with the Turkish authorities, the Government should take care to 
concentrate as much on cases involving ordinary Turkish civilians accused of 'ordinary' 

crimes as on those involved in politicised cases. 

41. One aspect of British experience which could serve as a useful parallel for Turkey is the 
Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, which sets out categorically what can and cannot take 

place in a British police station. Clear legal ground rules of this sort do not currently exist in 
Turkey, and it is therefore difficult for those apprehended to know precisely what their rights are, 
as well as for the law enforcement authorities to know precisely what they are and are not allowed 

to do to obtain evidence. This is the sort of grounding which is essential to instil good practice, 
and to ensure that those who disobey this practice can be brought to justice. We welcome the 
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Foreign Secretary's statement to us that he is ready to consider the usefulness of this parallel, and 
ways of encouraging advice "police officer to police officer".[46] We recommend that the 

British Government explore with the Turkish authorities whether the Police and Criminal 
Evidence Act can be drawn on as a model for similar legislation in Turkey. 

42. Dr Hale has told us that: 

"one of the reasons why this [torture] is such a routine practice in Turkish police stations is 
that the Turkish police are not very good at gathering the normal forensic evidence, witness

evidence, etc, which one would need in order to convict somebody of a crime. In these 
circumstances they tend to resort to brutal methods in order to get confessions."[47] 

It would clearly reduce the Turkish police's reliance on torture if they were better able to obtain 
the evidence to secure a conviction by other methods than confession. In 2001-02 the British 

Government was involved in a number of training projects for the Jandarma, in custody, detention 
and public order policing, in forensic science training and in English language training, as well as 
in organising sponsored visits to the United Kingdom by Jandarma personnel. We recommend 

that the Government continue to organise and fund projects specifically aimed at improving 
the ability of law enforcement agencies throughout Turkey to gather evidence by other 

means than through confession. 

43. We were surprised to hear from Amnesty International that they have no input into the 
Government's human rights training programmes for the Turkish authorities.[48] NGOs such as 

Amnesty have first-hand experience of the human rights situation on the ground in Turkey, and it 
could be useful to draw on this experience when devising training programmes intended to 

improve this situation. We recommend that the Government consider consulting NGOs such 
as Amnesty International when planning and constructing training programmes intended to 

improve the human rights situation in Turkey. 

Prisons 

44. We are aware of concerns about the recent replacement of F-Type prisons in Turkey with 
facilities with smaller cells, in which prisoners have less opportunity to associate with one 

another.[49] Hunger strikes by prisoners in protest at these conditions have led to a number of 
deaths and have attracted the attention of the international media.[50] The little that we have 

heard about the situation seems to justify concern. Unfortunately, however, we have received little 
evidence on this subject, and in the circumstances we do not feel sufficiently informed to 

comment further. 
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Minority rights 

45. What constitutes a minority is not always understood in the same way in Turkey as it is in 
western Europe. The Treaty of Lausanne ascribed special rights to non-Muslim minorities only. 
Turks often therefore view minorities as people having special rights because of their religion, 

not, for example, because of their cultural or linguistic heritage. Until recently it was not 
uncommon for unassimilated Kurds to be referred to as 'Mountain Turks', who, it was rather 
absurdly claimed, had somehow forgotten their Turkish allegiance, heritage and language. In 
contrast, the submission of the Turkish embassy in London recognises "Turkey's multicultural 

heritage", although the suggestion that the Turkish model has involved fostering this heritage is 
rather hard to accept.[51] We conclude that Turkey can only make progress in its EU 

candidacy if it guarantees cultural rights for all its citizens, irrespective of their origin. 

46. The real source of resistance to granting rights of any sort to the Kurdish minority stems from 
the fact that until recently a "vicious internal struggle"[52] was being fought between the Kurdish 
Workers' Party (PKK), a terrorist group demanding independence for Turkish 'Kurdistan', and the 
Turkish army, with much of the local population caught in the middle.[53] As a result, demanding 
rights for the Kurds is generally equated in Turkey with terrorism or abetting terrorists, whether 
violence or the threat of violence is used or not. The fear is (or is stated to be) that allowing free 
broadcasting or publication in the Kurdish language would both stir up separatist sentiment and 

allow separatist terrorist groups to disseminate propaganda. Even generally pro-European Turkish
politicians have spoken against the provision of education in Kurdish as an attack on the integrity 

of the state,[54] but the main resistance to granting any rights to the Kurdish population comes 
from the second largest party in the governing coalition, the ultra-nationalist MHP.[55] According 
to the Financial Times, "the MHP has defended its stance by arguing that the EU has no intention 
of admitting Turkey. It cites as proof of EU 'hypocrisy' a failure to include in the bloc's recently 

adopted list of terror groups the PKK and the left-wing DHKP-C, which have killed thousands of 
people in Turkey."[56]  

47. Both the PKK and the Revolutionary People's Liberation Party/Front (DHKP-C) have been 
proscribed by the United Kingdom as terrorist organisations, which they undoubtedly are. The 
European Union, however, has so far failed to designate these groups as terrorist organisations, 

even though the British Government has been pressing it to do so, and even though, according to 
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, there are no objections in principle from member states to 

these two organisations being so designated.[57] We discovered during our visit the extent to 
which this is a cause of mistrust and rancour within Turkey. It is used within Turkey as a prime 
example of European double standards in the fight against terrorism, and it fuels paranoia that 

European countries are committed to the break-up of the Turkish state. Even the submission of the 
Embassy of the Republic of Turkey, which is notably moderate in tone, states in apparent 

frustration that "the struggle against terrorism should not be compromised by selectivity".[58] As 
Malcolm Cooper writes, Turkey will only "be willing to bring its human rights policy closer in 
line with western norms as long as western pressure is not seen to be aiding forces that threaten 

the integrity of the state itself".[59]  

48. We conclude that the failure of the European Union to designate the PKK as a terrorist 
organisation provides fuel for Turkish paranoia about European designs on the territorial 

integrity of the Turkish state. This failure also prevents the EU from being able to act 
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effectively to promote Kurdish cultural rights and to speak in support of those within 
Turkey who are unfairly labelled as terrorists because they promote those rights peacefully. 

We recommend that the Government urge its EU partners to designate the PKK and 
DHKP-C as terrorist organisations as soon as possible. At the same time, we recommend 
that the Government remind Turkey that an organisation or individual should only be 

labelled terrorist if it uses or threatens to use violence to achieve its ends. 

49. Amnesty International writes that "any peaceful expression of views, even concerning the 
political structure of the state and possible secession should be permitted".[60] Given the recent 
conflict in the south-east of Turkey, The Turkish authorities should perhaps be allowed a small 

measure of understanding if they are unwilling to permit demands to be made publicly for a 
separate Kurdish state, even if these demands are made peacefully. But Turkey's recent history of 
terrorism and internal struggle should not used as a reason to deny the Kurdish population cultural 

rights as a minority within the Turkish state. 

50. Currently, even the right to demand these cultural rights is curtailed.[61] We recommend 
that the Government suggest to the Turkish authorities that current legislation denying 

cultural rights to the Kurdish minority and preventing peaceful demands for these rights 
increases rather than diminishes the risk that these rights will be demanded by violent 

means. 

51. While the Kurds are by far the best known of the generally Muslim minorities living within 
Turkey, they are by no means the only such minority. It has been a not always helpful tendency of 

western European governments and NGOs to demand rights almost exclusively for the Kurdish 
minority, with its history of separatist agitation, while coming close to ignoring other minorities, 
such as the Laz and the Alevi, who have a history of living peacefully within the Turkish state. 

We recommend that the Government should take care to insist that the Turkish authorities 
grant cultural rights not only to the Kurdish minority, but also to other minorities without a 

history of separatist agitation.  

52. The Turkish authorities claim that the Kurdish and other minorities should feel a primary 
allegiance to the Turkish state, rather than to their local community. Current policy makes this 
less, rather than more, likely. Education is provided only in Turkish, a language which many 

Kurds do not understand. Children whose parents do not speak Turkish are caught in a vicious 
circle, which effectively prevents them from having the opportunity to participate fully in Turkish 
society. Similarly, the courts, hospitals and local government are largely inaccessible to those who 

do not speak Turkish. We conclude that by providing education at least of the Turkish 
language through the medium of local languages, and by enabling people to access state 

institutions through their mother tongue, the Turkish authorities would be enhancing, not 
diminishing, the cohesion of the Turkish state. 

Freedom of expression and association  

53. Many of the limits on freedom of expression and association are linked to the historic situation 
in the south-east of Turkey and to the perceived need to protect the secular nature of the state. 

There have been some welcome moves in recent months, such as the abolition of articles of the 
Constitution banning statements and publications in Kurdish[62] and permission for Amnesty 

International to open an office in Turkey, permission which had long been  

denied.[63]  

54. However, the situation on the ground has not improved. As the European Commission notes 
in its Regular Report:  

"Both the Penal Code (notably Articles 159 concerning insults to parliament, army, republic 
and judiciary and Article 312, concerning incitement to racial, ethnic or religious enmity) 

and Article 7 and 8 of the anti-terrorist law (disseminating separatist propaganda) continue 
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to be widely used by public prosecutors and judges to restrict freedom of expression".[64] 

We heard during our visit to Turkey of students who had been detained in January by a state 
security court on charges of "promoting separatism and inciting racial hatred" by presenting a 

petition calling for an optional Kurdish language course at their local university. Amnesty 
International notes that "individuals who have denounced rape in custody ... have been charged 

with insulting the security forces".[65]  

55. Freedom of association also remains strictly limited, not only by law, but also by the actions 
of the judiciary against organisations which they perceive as a threat. In Turkey we met officials 
of HADEP, the only legal political party to advocate Kurdish minority rights. They told us that 
multiple charges had been filed against the party and its officials, as a blatantly partisan way of 

trying to prevent the party from operating effectively. Similar action is taken against parties 
perceived as linked to political Islam, four of which have been banned by the Constitutional Court 

since 1983. 

56. Once again, it is not just a question of laws needing to be changed. Much of the problem 
appears to be the attitude of the judiciary and law enforcement authorities, who view themselves 
as responsible for protecting the Kemalist nature of the state above and beyond any responsibility 
for protecting individuals' human rights.[66] There appear to be signs of a "fundamental change of 

attitude" as demanded by Amnesty International in at least some areas of Government.[67] But 
the judiciary's view seems to remain that laws should be interpreted to protect the nature of the 
state rather than the rights of the individual. We conclude that Turkey is unlikely to meet the 
Copenhagen political criteria regarding freedom of expression and freedom of association 

until there is a fundamental change in the way that the Turkish judiciary and law 
enforcement authorities act and think. 

57. Another example of how reactionary political forces can hide behind legal technicalities is the 
saga of the BBC World Service's right to use FM rebroadcasting facilities in Turkey. As the 
World Service explains,[68] in November 2001 the Turkish broadcasting regulator, RTÜK, 
decided for the second time in two years that rebroadcasting was illegal. We discovered in 

Ankara, however, that it was less a matter of legality, than of a battle between politically moderate 
and reactionary forces within RTÜK, which had led to the bizarre situation in which the chairman 

of RTÜK was taking his own organisation to court. We recommend that the Government 
continue to urge the Turkish authorities to enable the BBC World Service to recommence 

FM rebroadcasting within Turkey as soon as possible. 

Capital punishment 

58. Turkey has maintained a moratorium on the use of capital punishment since 1984. The 
abolition of capital punishment is a touchy political issue, however, mainly because nationalists 

within the Government coalition wish to retain the right to order the execution of the leader of the 
PKK, Abdullah Öcalan, who is currently in prison under sentence of death.[69] In October 2001, 
an amendment to the Constitution abolished capital punishment except for cases in time of war, 
under the imminent threat of war and for terrorist crimes. The first two exceptions are permitted 

under Protocol 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights, but the third is not. It is this third 
exception, however, which is particularly important for those who wish to retain the right to order 
the execution of Abdullah Öcalan. Conversely, by refraining from executing Mr Öcalan, Turkey 

has advanced its EU candidacy. 

59. This is an issue which may take some time to resolve because of Turkish internal politics. It is 
currently being argued out within the Turkish political establishment whether the exception for 

terrorist crimes can be removed without constitutional amendment (and hence by a simple 
parliamentary majority) or only with such an amendment (requiring a two-thirds majority, which 
the Government would be unlikely to achieve). We conclude that it may take some time before 
the Turkish Government is able to carry through legislation to abolish capital punishment 

for terrorist crimes. We therefore recommend that until such legislation is passed, the 
British Government should concentrate on seeking to ensure that the Turkish moratorium 
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on carrying out the death penalty is maintained. 

THE MILITARY 

60. The Turkish military's role in domestic politics is very different from the position of the armed 
forces in member states of the EU. The Turkish military is under civilian control in name only. 
The chief of general staff reports not to the Minister of Defence, as in other European countries, 

but to the Prime Minister. The military, through the National Security Council (NSC), advises the 
Government on matters not merely relating to national defence, but also to large areas of domestic 

and foreign policy. Although the NSC is technically speaking an advisory body, in practice 
civilian politicians bear in mind the military's tendency to intervene in domestic politics when its 
advice is not followed. Recent changes to the composition and to the description of the role of the 
NSC, in order to bring it in line with EU requirements that it have a majority of civilian members 
and that it should have only an advisory role, have not so far changed how it operates in practice.

[70]  

61. In Istanbul we held a fascinating discussion with Dr Gareth Jenkins, an expert on the role of 
the Turkish military in domestic politics. He argued that the military did not actually make policy,

but rather set the parameters within which politicians could act. In his view, the military is both 
committed to Atatürk's policy of Europeanisation and uncertain that the changes demanded of 

Turkish society by the Copenhagen political criteria are consistent with protecting the Kemalist 
nature of the state. The paradox for the military is that if it commits itself to Turkey's EU 

candidacy, it must also commit itself to passing under civilian control.  

62. There is little or no accountability as far as the Turkish military is concerned. It is happy to 
advise the Government on most areas of domestic and foreign policy, and it is happy to make its 
views known to the press. What the military will not do is discuss its role in domestic politics or 
its views on particular policies at an official level. When we asked to meet a representative of the 
armed forces during our visit to Turkey, we were told that the armed forces would only meet their 
military counterparts from abroad—counterparts, however, who in the case of European countries
have no equivalent role in domestic politics.[71] Human Rights Watch has recommended that "the 

EU should ask that the [Turkish] government include the military in a discussion of how the 
Copenhagen Criteria can be met without risking the instability the military and nationalist 
politicians fear".[72] But to date, the military has been unwilling to hold such discussions.  

63. The European Commission also seems unwilling to countenance such contacts. Michael Leigh 
has told us: 

"where we have nothing against, in principle, informal contacts with, for example, civilian 
administrative staff working on the National Security Council ..., given the decision-making
structure of the country and its own constitutional structures, I think it is most appropriate 
for the Commission to have contacts with the government, with the parliament, with the 

judiciary while being aware of the context in which this democratic system is functioning".
[73] 

We conclude that the military is a factor in domestic politics which the Government and the 
EU cannot afford to ignore. As the Turkish military is clearly not yet prepared to withdraw 

from domestic politics, we recommend that the Government use what contacts it has to 
encourage the military to engage in open debate on the political reforms required of Turkey 

by the EU. 
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