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Abstract

The main purpose of this paper is to examine ptessileas of cooperation or conflict
between Turkey and Poland within the scope of thel&rkish accession negotiations.
The negotiation process, which was initiated oncBoBer 2005 creates a new situation
for Poland — once an applicant country, now a nesvtber. Therefore it is important to
clarify whether Turkey’s EU membership would cdosti a threat to the Polish
position and interests or rather a chance for muz@peration within the Community.
The authors intend to analyse official stances arisecutive Polish governments on
various negotiation areas with Turkey as well akevant reports and speeches by
influential politicians from both countries. On shbasis they will attempt to determine
whether Polish and Turkish interests are convergendivergent, especially as far as

the future shape and speed of European integratierconcerned.

The Legal Basis of the Polish — Turkish Relations f#ter 1989

Social as well as political changes which wereiated in Poland in 1989
resulted in intensification of Polish — Turkishagbns. This process could be observed
at various levels including contacts between highel state officials representing
Poland and Turkey as well as private enterpriseas iadividuals. It resulted with a
growing need for a new legal framework meeting exgueons and requirements of both
sides.

The most important document related to the bilatesiations between Poland
and Turkey was signed in Warsaw on 3 November 1'99& Agreement on Friendship

and Cooperation Between the Republic of Poland taedRepublic of Turkey was



concluded for 10 years with an option of automagiiolongation every five years.
Termination of the agreement requires prior writtetification.

As far as Turkey's application for EU membershigasicerned, Article 3 of the
Agreement provides that “Both sides will act wittetaim of removing differences in
development in Europe and in transforming the Eeaopcontinent into an area of
common welfare and cooperation’lt should be emphasized that when the Agreement
was concluded the EU and NATO membership of Polaasd still a distant prospect.
The Polish side counted on Turkish support witlie North Atlantic Treaty Alliance
and in its relations with the European institutiomarkey, as a NATO member since
1952 and a country associated with the Europeamdfom Community since 1963,
was seen as one of the most important partner®dtand. Undoubtedly, the Turkish
government fulfilled its obligation when Poland wacepted as a new NATO member
in 1999. At present, following Poland’s accessiontiie EU in May 2004, Article 3
must now be interpreted as obliging it to suppantk€y’s bid for EU membership.

Polish — Turkish relations have been very intenggeeially since 2003 when
Poland was preparing to join the Union. MinisterFoireign Affairs of the Republic of
Turkey, Abdullah Gul, visited Poland in February020 Four months later, on 1 June
2004, President Ahmet Necdet Sezer came to Warsawrder to sign another
agreement concerning further bilateral cooperation political, economic, social,
security and cultural issues. Furthermore, a spagi@ement related to closer scientific
cooperation was concluded

The Polish political scene changed following thelipmentary elections in
2005. As a consequence, a new government domiratedght-wing parties was
formed. Although they had not been in favour ofKkisin membership of the EU before
the elections, the coalition parties changed th#itude and decided to continue the
policy of the previous cabinet. The new Minister Fdreign Affairs, Stefan Meller,
visited Turkey from 13-14 April 2006 and met withirRe Minister Recep Tayyip
Erdaozan in Ankara. The official purpose of the meetingswto secure dynamism in the
bilateral relations which both sides described asgry been the best for 15 yedrsth
this context the Turkish side expressed its gra@gitto the Polish authorities for their

1 “Uktad o przyjani i wspétpracy midzy RzeczpospolitPolsk a Republily Tureck z 3 listopada 1993
r.” in Z. Leszczyiski, A. Koseski (eds.)Stosunki mddzynarodowe. Dokumenty i materiaty 1989-2000
(Puttusk: Wyrsza Szkota Humanistyczna, 2001), p. 278-279.

% D. Pszczotkowska, ‘Polska chee Turcji w Unii Eveggkiej’, Gazeta Wyborcza& June 2004.

% p. Dobrowolski,Wizyta Ministra Spraw Zagranicznych RP Stefana &fellw Turcji w dniach 13-14
kwietnia 2006 r. Source: www.msz.gov.pl.



long-standing support of its EU aspirations. Asareg the technical talks, the
representatives drew attention to increasing dgtivi economic relations as well as
broad new prospects for future cooperation in tea af energy security. Later Foreign
Minister Meller flew to Istanbul where he participd in the opening ceremony of the
Chopin Association in Turkey and met with the dice®f the Topkapi Museum. The
visit to the museum was organised in order to itigate possibilities of potential

cooperation between Turkish and Polish historians.

It should be emphasized that all these meetingadset Polish and Turkish
officials were very successful and were conductea ivery good atmosphere which
strengthened bilateral relations between Turkey Roldnd. All the agreements which
were concluded created favourable conditions fah&r cooperation and determined its

future development.

The Official Position of the Polish Authorities Corterning Turkey’s Candidacy

Polish policy towards Turkey is determined by tludigh government. As far as
Turkish accession to the EU is concerned, no ratkne on this issue will be held in
Poland. It is clear that the role of the Polishhauties will be decisive in the future,
hence declarations and opinions of consecutiveidaets, prime ministers as well as
ministers of foreign affairs need to be analysedatail.

During his visit to Poland in 2004, Turkish Ministéor Foreign Affairs,
Abdullah Gul, stated that he was sure of Polistpeugor Turkey’s EU membership:

| would like to remind you that when the whole afr&pe forgot about Poland,
the Ottoman sultans remembered it. Of course irariRpllike in every other
democratic country, there are different politicabws with regard to our
membership of the EU. Undoubtedly, we respectfalhem; however, the most
important are the official positions of Polish ikl leaders and the mainstream
of public debate. We are certain that Polish lemdétach particular importance
to Polish — Turkish relations. When Poland appf@dmembership of NATO,
Turkey supported it

The above statement is proved right if one analysesnt speeches of and
interviews with various representatives of the $tolauthorities. The former President

of Poland, Aleksander Kwaiewski, clearly declared that he was in favourktf

* D. Warszawski, ‘Turcja jest atutem Europy — uaazef tureckiej dyplomacji Abdullah GulGazeta
Wyborcza3 March 2004.



membership for Turkey with full rightsOn 1 June 2004, during the official visit of
Ahmet Necdet Sezer in Warsaw, President ¥wewski stated: "We also talked about
the European Union and the President of Turkey @uotted me on the accession of
Poland to the Community. We are ready to shareeaperience. Moreover, we will
also support the Turkish accession negotiationghvkiill require a great deal of work
and commitmenf’ This statement not only proves Polish support farkey’'s EU
accession in political terms, but is also tantamaara declaration of technical support
on which the Turkish side relies.

The pro-European policy of the Turkish governmeas hlso been supported by
all Polish cabinets since 2001. Prime Minister leéskililler, a member of the Social
Democratic Party (SLD) who was in office betwee®22004, visited Ankara on 7
April 2003. During his short stay in the Turkishpdal the Polish Prime Minister met
with Recep Tayyip Erdgan in order to discuss the then situation in Ifagithermore,
Leszek Miller seized an opportunity to assure thekiEh Prime Minister of Polish
support for Turkey on its way to the EU. Althougbldahd had only just signed the
Accession Treaty and was not in fact an EU membate sat that time, such a
declaration was very important for Recep Tayyipdgeh. Unfortunately, it did not
have any measurable effect. The situation changeehvwa new cabinet, headed by
Marek Belka, was formed in May 2004.

As Marczuk points out:

“The fall of Miller's government resulted in extews changes in the
Polish foreign policy. The cabinet of Marek Belkaig attention to a
strategic but neglected partner, namely Turkey.régards the Turkish
accession to the Community, the Polish Prime Manistupported the
idea. Moreover, he even described Poland as anssadbar of Turkey
within the EU”".

® Some EU politicians propose a “privileged parthiy’s for Turkey as a substitute for full EU
membership. Among them are German Chancellor Anlyidekel and Austrian Chancellor Wolfgang
Schussel. Privileged partnership is usually defiasddeepened cooperation in the fields of defence,
security and social contacts. In case of Turkeyrttaén argument in favour of privileged partnership
concerns an insufficient level of preparation oe gart of the European Union for further enlargetmen
A. Rubinowicz-Griindler, ‘W Niemczech toczy gijorca debata na temat ewentualnego picigj Turcji

do UE’, Gazeta Wyborcz& March 2004.

® Statement by Mr. Aleksander Kémgewski, President of the Republic of Poland deéideduring the
visit to Poland of Mr. Ahmet Necdet Sezer Presidérihe Republic of TurkeWarsaw, 1st June 2004
Source: www.msz.gov.pl.

" K. Marczuk, ‘(Nie)nowy partner?Zycie, 16 July 2004.



Prime Minister Marek Belka described the plan tdoethTurkey in the process
of European integration as “a fascinating projectBurope®. Consequently, during the
summit of EU leaders in December 2004 Poland supgdhe opening of accession
negotiations with Turkey without any special pregitions. This policy of Marek
Belka’'s cabinet remained unchanged. In July 200& Yice-Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Jan Truszczyski, commented on the Austrian proposal with regtrda
privileged partnership as a substitute for full Kisih membership of the European
Union: “We have never taken into consideration anyileged partnership between
Turkey and the EU. No solution other than membershih full rights will be accepted
by Poland™. It should be emphasized that the Polish goverasiod by its promise
on 3 October 2005 when the negotiations officiakgan.

Minister of Foreign Affairs, Adam Rotfeld, in antéamview with the daily
“Rzeczpospolita” of 4 October 2005, declared thataRd still supported Turkish
aspirations to join the EU. Furthermore, he cud the Union for a lack of an
unambiguous position on the issue:

“If the Union wants to be treated seriously, it hagell Turkey whether
its participation in European integration is poksibr not. We treat
Turkey seriously and have our answer to the questio our opinion
Turkish membership in 10, 15 or 20 years will hastirther

modernization of this country. It will be a goodaexple for the whole
Islamic world. That is the same logic which was [@dd by the Allied
Forces in the case of Germany or Japan after WiMddl 11. Well, it

worked then, so it will also work this time in Teg™°.

Undoubtedly, Adam Rotfeld’s statement has beenafrthe most pro-Turkish
opinions presented by the Polish authorities sthes became interested in Turkish
accession.

After the parliamentary elections of 2005 the nayhtrwing cabinet decided to
continue the policy of its predecessors towardkd@yrThe cabinet is formed by three
parties, namelyrawo i Sprawiedliwg’ (PiS), SamoobronandLiga Polskich Rodzin
(LPR). Although the LPR represents a rather Eupgsceoint of view and does not
support Turkish accession, it has no influence ¢ercurrent Polish position as far as

membership for Turkey is concerned. What is mdre,rhain coalition partyPrawo i

8 .
Ibidem.
° J. Bielecki, ‘Polska wierna kandydatorRzeczpospolite25 July 2005.
10 3. Bielecki, ‘Traktujmy Turkéw powaie. Wywiad z Adamem Danielem RotfelderRzeczpospolita
4 October 2005.



Sprawiedliwgé, changed its stance on Turkey following the etewi Like the German
CDU/CSU, PiS once opted for a privileged partngrsar Turkey, currently however, it
continues the policy introduced by its predecessdush a change proves that national
interests became more important than party interst members of PiS after their
party had come into power. The new Minister of kgneAffairs Anna Fotyga, at the
opening the first chapter of EU — Turkey negotiasian June 2006, declared on behalf
of Poland that she was against the so-called ‘Edlysorption capacity’ being a new
condition for candidate states. Although she prilpaneant future membership for
Ukraine, the declaration also applied to TufReylso, the Speaker of the Lower
Chamber of the Polish Parliament, Marek Jurek,nduhiis visit to Ankara in July 2006
assured the Turkish Prime Minister as well as thkiSh chief negotiator, Ali Babacan,
that Poland would “still support Turkey on its waythe EU”. He drew attention of the
Turkish authorities to the fact that both countreesild cooperate in order to ensure
European energy security Marek Jurek is also a member of the ruliRgpwo i
Sprawiedliwgé party.

All the above statements and opinions create a pesitive picture of Polish —
Turkish relations. They also prove that Poland’ppgut for Turkey has not changed
and is not determined by any political changesoatdr Although this support cannot be
associated with any specific convergent interestsisibased rather on political visions,
especially of the future role of the EU, it congtiits the most important component of
Polish-Turkish bilateral relations. The questionwkether public opinion in Poland
shares the views of political elites. Once Turkmsbmbership of the European Union
becomes an important part of political debate itaRd political parties will tend to

meet their voters’ expectations.

Polish Public Opinion: 2003-2006

According to a survey conducted by Eurobarometéneérautumn of 2004, Poles
were the biggest supporters of further EU enlargeniMore than 78 percent supported
the ided’. Interestingly, among the first ten countries vehpro-enlargement opinion

was the strongest were eight new member states.

K. Niklewicz, ‘UE przetamata impas w sprawie nejgaii z Turcp’, Gazeta Wyborcza3 June 2006.
12 A, Majda, ‘O gazie i Unii’ Gazeta Wyborcza 0 July 2006.
13 R. Soltyk, ‘Polacy chewickszej UE’,Gazeta Wyborcza 0 December 2004.



The Public Opinion Research Center (CBOS) conduetesurvey entitled
‘Opinions about further EU enlargement’ in NovemB&04*. Respondents were asked
questions concerning the enlargement process.dfurtre, they had to grade particular
potential candidate states, for example, Turkeyrddco or Ukraine (see Figure 2). The
survey was conducted a month before the Europeandiialecided to begin accession
negotiations with Turkey.

Firstly, respondents had to specify the criterinichv should be taken into
account while accepting particular countries. Mibr@n 68 percent pointed to the free-
market economy as one of the most important caitehile 57 percent marked defence
of human rights and fundamental freedoms. Only 8ent chose a true democratic
system as an important factor. From the Turkismipof view, the most interesting
questions concerned the Christian roots of cangigattes. The outcome of the survey
revealed that only 11 percent of Poles paid attentd the cultural background of
potential new EU membefs

Taking into account the above results, a highlle¥esupport for the Turkish
candidacy in Polish society is not surprising. $ight percent is a very good result
especially in comparison with the relatively lowéds of support in France, the
Netherlands or Germahy It should be emphasized that in a similar surveyducted
by CBOS in February 2003 this level was only 5Icpat®. During the same period the
number of people who were against Turkish access#oneased from 32 to 21 percent.

The tendency was proved by another survey condwrtelb May 2006 by PBS
DGA. Sixty-two percent of respondents answeredawofir of Turkish accession, only
15 percent were against and 23 percent could nkerany decision. Even though the

level of support was lower than in 2004, it remdinery high. By the way, the average

* The full text of CBOS Report BS/187/20@bpinie o dalszym rozszerzeniu Unii Europejsk@pinions
About Further EU Enlargement) is available only iRolish on the following website:
www.cbos.pl/spiskom.pol/2004/k_187_04.pdf
!> As mentioned above, the survey had being carnigdetween 5 — 8 November 2004, namely a month
before the European Council decided to enter amresggotiations with Turkey in October 2005. In
Poland, like in other new member states exceptherRepublic of Cyprus, possible consequences of
such decision had being discussed publicly shddrbahe summit in Brussels. As a matter of faug t
debate aroused neither much controversy nor stter® in Germany or France, however, Poles were
informed about then political and social situatio urkey.
16 See:Opinie o dalszym rozszerzeniu Unii EuropejskB30S Report BS/187/2004, op. cit.
" For example, in March 2003 only 21 percent of Butespondents accepted the plan concerning
Turkish accession to the EU. Sé&ostawy Polakéw, Holendrow i Bozykéw wobec rozszerzenia Unii
Europejskiej,Raport CBOS BS/56/2003 z marca 2003(Rositions of Danes, the Dutch and Poles
Concerning EU Enlargement - CBOS Report of March 0330
\{\éww.cbos.pllspiskom.pol/2003/k_056_03.pdf. The abmport is available only in Polish.

Ibidem.



level of support for Turkey was 48 percent in tieevrmember states and 32 percent in
the so-called ‘old’ EU membérs According to one of the latest EU surveys, “Tytke
accession would be opposed by 81 percent of AnstriBO percent of Germans and 68
percent of Greek Cypriot&”

Such positive outcomes of surveys in Poland draw aitention to possible
explanations. Historical background seems to beodrtee most important factors. The
Ottoman Empire’s almost legendary support for tbe-recognition of the partition of
Poland in the 19 Century is well known to most Poles as it is tatighschools. The
scale of Polish emigration to the Empire has beesciibed in various books and
article€™. Furthermore, many Poles travelled to Istanbubrider to trade with Turks
during the economic crisis in Poland in the 1980s.

A pro-Turkish orientation in Poland is also visikite the Polish press. Most
articles concerning Turkish membership support Aakand the present convergent
interests of Turkey and Poland rather than potetitraats or sources of conflict within
the EU. Such articles appear in popular nationwmgsvspapers such as ‘Gazeta
Wyborcza’ and ‘Rzeczpospolita’ or weekly magaziseeh as ‘Newsweek Polska’,
‘Polityka’ or ‘Forum’. For example, 22 articles aliolurkey and matters related to that
country appeared in ‘Gazeta Wyborcza’ and 8 in tpespolita’ between April and
October 2004. The majority contained very positoygnions on Turkey’'s candidacy
and its presumed influence on the internationaitjposof Poland.

Another argument concerns the lack of a Turkishamity in Poland. Turks who
live and work in Poland are predominantly businessrar specialists. Therefore they
do not fit the Turkish minority stereotype whichepails in Germany, France or the
Netherlands due to the significant number of Turkghese countries. For the time
being Poles do not perceive Turks as potential etitgps on the domestic labour
market. Obviously this may change in the near tuttiTurks begin emigrating to and
seeking employment in Poland, however, there ikingtto indicate such a scenario at
the moment. The Polish labour market is still la#isactive for Turkish citizens than

those of Western Europe. Interestingly, althougle®support Turkish aspirations in

19 A, Jabtaiska, ‘Potksgzyc w petni’, Wprost 9 October 2005.

2 :Schuessel believes Turkey won't be EU membEutkish Daily News3 August 2006.

2L 30 far a lot of books relating to the rich histafyPolish — Turkish relations have been published
Polish. Here are a few examples: D. Chmielows$tasko — tureckie stosunki dyplomatyczne w okresie
miedzywojennymWarszawa: Dialog, 2006); J. Satka, Stownik Polakéw w Imperium Os#askim i
Republice Turcji(Krakow: Wydawnictwo Akademickie, 2005); J. Satka, Adampol — Polonezkdy:
1842-1992 (Krakéw: Universitas, 1997); J. S.atka, Odaliski, poturczécy i uchodcy. Z dziejow
Polakow w Turcji(Krakéw: Universitas, 2001).



relation to further EU enlargement, many of theml wot accept the presence of
Turkish emigrants in Poland. This phenomenon isgted in detail in the part of this
paper concerning the divergent interests of Tudkay Poland.

Additionally, the Catholic Church in Poland is nopposed to Turkish
membership. Its current stance could be descriteedhautral. In fact, the Polish
episcopate has not as yet adopted any clear atitucthis case. Although some
clergymen criticize the accession of an Islamicntguto the EU, their voice is not
strong enough to change the impression that thercBhaccepts this new political
project?. Its attitude could be described as a ‘soft yesTurkey.

Last but not least, more and more Poles choose eYyuds their holiday
destination. It is estimated that more than 60,B00sh citizens visit the country each
summer. Moreover, many people travel to Turkey logirtown either for tourist or
business purpos&s No doubt their impressions determine the way thegent Turkey

to relatives or friends.

Figure 1. Are you in favour of the Accession of Tur  key
to the EU?
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The above figure is based on the findings of CBOSeys of March 2003 (BS/56/2008hd November
2004 (BS/187/2004) as well as a survey conductedBfy DGA in May 2006.

22 For example, the Primate of Poland, J6zef Gleramrented on the planned Turkish accession to the
EU: “We do not want in Europe those people who dhceatened us and were defeated in the Battle of
Vienna of 1683 by King Jan IIl Sobieski. We do mant a culture which differs from ours”. See: D.
Warszawski, ‘Turcja jest atutem Europy,..op. cit. Nevertheless, it should be emphasiZeat such
radical opinions are very rare.

23 3. Przybylski, ‘Kurdowie grim obcokrajowcom’ Rzeczpospolita28 czerwca 2006 r.



Figure 2. Should the following countries join the E U
in the future?
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The above figure is based on the findings of CBOSey BS/187/2004f November 2004.

Convergent Interests

There are many areas in which Poland and Turkey ltanvergent interests.
First of all, both countries share the same visibrfuture EU development as they
represent the group of bigger member states instefrterritory and population. As
their demographic structure is similar, Poland &adkey will have similar expectations
concerning future EU budgets as well as the shap@arious EU policies. Moreover,
Turkey will join the group of cohesion states.

Both Polish and Turkish authorities conceive of tessian Federation as a
regional competitor. This rivalry can be observesl far as energy security is
concernetf. Close cooperation with Turkey would enable Polard become

4 There are a lot of definitions of energy secudtysecurity of energy supply. According to Evelyne
Bertel, of the Nuclear Energy Agency within the @mgsation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD), “the notion of security of egesupply seems clear enough and may be defined
in a broad sense as the lack of vulnerability dfamal economies to volatility in volume and prioé
imported energy. However, a precise definition leé toncept specifying its boundaries is not easy to
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independent of Russian supplies. For example, lPalismpanies could buy oil
transferred from the Caspian oil fields via Turkisdrritory. As a matter of fact,
nowadays Polish authorities insist on the introgumcbf a common European strategy
for the security of energy supply in which Turkegutd play the primary role. The new
approach stresses the need for diversificatioruppkes. Undoubtedly, Turkey is very
interested in such a scenario, because it coullrasult become a key player both in
the Eastern Mediterranean and within the Europeaior) Furthermore, it would be
able to compete effectively with Russia in Centala and provide countries situated
there with alternative ways of transferring theasgand oil to Europe. Meanwhile,
Turkey has already become the main transit counttite Mediterranean. The Baku —
Thilisi — Ceyhan oil pipeline, the second longesthe world, was officially opened in
July 2008°. Another major engineering project is currentlglenconstruction, namely
a gas pipeline called “Nabucco” in which Polangasy interested. In the future Kazakh
and Iranian gas will be transferred this way thfodgirkish territory to Southeast and
Central Europ®. The project could bring not only economic bersefitit also political
stability to the Balkans and the Caucasus. Lashbuteast, Poland and Turkey as EU
members could have a significant influence on amom European strategy for the
security of energy supply.

As regards regional cooperation with Turkey, thdidhoauthorities are very
interested in activities and cooperation with GUAMI urkey is also in favour of closer
cooperation with GUAM members as in this way it cgeture its interests in the
Caucasus as well as in the Black Sea region. FHunttre, good relations with
Azerbaijan open the gate to Central Asia, not dotyTurkey, but also for Poland. It is

vital as far as security of energy supplies is eoned.

obtain. Security of energy supply has economiciad@nd political dimensions at the same time. Byer
system analysts and economists can define the ggoraspects, but the social and political dimension
are more difficult to capture. In addition, the lys#& of energy system evolution shows that nationa
policies aiming at security of energy supply haiféetent objectives depending on the country contex
and global situation, and therefore follow differ@pproaches”. Source: E. Bertel, ‘Nuclear Enengy a
Security of Energy SupplyNEA News2005, No. 23.2, p. 4.

%3, Arsu,Baku — Ceyhan pipeline a great accomplishm&yprus Observer”, 14-20 July 2006.

% p. Wolski, Gaz z Kazachstanu dla UniiDziennik’, 18 May 2006; J. StrzelczylAlternatywa
Nabucco “Rzeczpospolita”, 14 September 2005.

2 GUAM is a regional organisation which groups f@lIS states, namely Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan
and Moldova. “The group was created as a way ohmring the influence of Russia in the area, and it
has received backing and encouragement from thtetl@tates”. Between 1999 and 2005 Uzbekistan
belonged to the organisation and then it was knowss GUUAM. Source:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lGUUAM.
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According to former Polish Minister of Foreign Aiifs, Adam Rotfeld, if both
Turkey and Ukraine become EU member states, Polaodld be more secure.
Therefore the Polish government is in favour oirtsenultaneous accession and tries
to associate both cases. However, this is unlikklg to the complicated political
situation in Ukraine at the moméht Besides, Adam Rotfeld stated that as an EU
member Turkey would contribute to stabilization tine Balkans and provide a
guarantee that it would be impossible to attacloperfrom that directic.

Close relations with Ankara will also strengthem tRoland’s position in the
Middle East. In that regard, Poland has always tamiad friendly relations with
countries in the region, however, its current jpeditas well as economic activity could
be greater and not only limited to its military peece in Iraq or as part of a peace-
keeping mission in Lebanon. Even though the Turkistte model is not attractive to
Arab countries, Turkey still remains a regional powvith a significant influence on the
political situation and could therefore represeatious Polish interests in the Middle
East’. The same argument concerns former Soviet repuitli€entral Asia.

Turkish accession will also result in an increasee¢onomic activity between
Poland and Turkey as European integration creaéys possibilities for business
cooperation and removes trade barriers. It shoalérbphasized that Poland as an EU
member state has already become a more attractide partner for Turkey. According
to official statistics, the value of Polish exporbsTurkey increased three-fold in 2004
compared to 2003 amounting to $US601 million and5$86 million respectivefy.
Yet this cooperation could be more intensive angoexvalues higher. The Turkish

market is vast and offers new prospects for P@rglrprises.

%8 Before the EU summit in Brussels of 17 Decembe¥428ome Polish politicians had advised Prime
Minister Marek Belka how to put European countetpamder pressure and convince them to support
Ukraine. Poland was to demand a special declaratimeerning future EU membership for Ukraine in
exchange for Polish acceptance of the commenceafemtcession negotiations with Turkey in 2005.
Jacek Saryusz - Wolski, Vice-President of the EeampParliament, was among the biggest supporters of
such policy.

29, Bielecki, ‘Traktujmy Turkéw powaie. Wywiad z Adamem Danielem Rotfeldem’, op. cit.

30 Before 2003 Arab countries had tended to percBiviey as a representative of American interests in
the Middle East. Another source of tensions wascitse relations with Israel, especially military
cooperation. When the Turkish Grand National Asdgrdid not agree to maker Turkish military bases
available for American forces in 2003 despite sjr@upport from Prime Minister Erglan, relations
between Turkey and Arab countries, especially Symaroved.

%1 J. Bielecki, ‘Korzystamy na tureckim boomi&zeczpospolital7 December 2004.

12



Divergent Interests

Although Turkey and Poland have many convergingresdts, Turkish membership
could also constitute a threat to the Polish pmsiin a few areas. Firstly, Turkish
accession will affect the amount of European fuatiscated to Poland. Obviously,
such a decrease in available funds will not be mh@st important consequence,
however, it will be perceived as such almost imraedy by those local authorities
which are responsible for their distribution. Thene® many scenarios in this regard
concerning the financial aspects of Turkish mentoprs According to Robert
Dziewulski and Marcin Cecot, the first budgetanaréllowing enlargement may cost
the EU from €8,5 billion to €21 billion if Turkeins the Community in 20£% The
authors assumed that 28 countries will be EU merstag¢es in 2014, namely the EU-25
plus Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia. In this scen#éne final sum depends on the
conditions of accession accepted by both sideseXample, the higher sum represents
100 percent of allocated funds paid from the fpestr. A future solution in this area will
be vital as far as funds available for Poland arecerned.

Undoubtedly, the final cost will be determined by Bolicies. If the EU decides,
for example, to decrease funds for the common algui@l policy, Poland will be
forced to compete with Turkey for the limited amboh money. Nevertheless, such a
situation may also create opportunities for PolishTurkish cooperation while
negotiating future EU budgets. Both countries aditainly be interested in a maximum
outlay for the CAP.

Turkish accession will affect the voting systenEUd institutions, especially as far
as qualified majority voting (QMV) in the Councilf dVinisters is concerned.
Undoubtedly, the Polish voice in EU institutionsliwbe weakened after further
enlargements, and especially after Turkish accessinpared to the present situation.
However, Poland will not lose much of its votingwsy in comparison with medium
size or small member states. The results of rekaato the probable consequences of
Turkish membership of the EU was conducted by Kgtaa Smyk support this claim.
The author bases her argument on the Banzhaf Pbwlex and assumes that 29

% R. Dziewulski, M. CecotNajwaniejsze konsekwencje cztonkostwa Turcji w Warszawa: UKIE,
2004), p. 43.
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countries would form the EU after 20f5Moreover, she presumes that the voting
processes in the UE-29 would be based on the mlewavisions of the Treaty
Establishing a Constitution for Euroije

Katarzyna Smyk claims that the Polish vote in theuil of Ministers will lose
weight, namely 3,1% according to the Banzhaf Poweex; however, its loss will be
relatively small and similar to those of other Ermember states. In this context,
Turkish accession will be disadvantageous primanlyEU members with medium-
sized or small populations, such as Greece or iston

At the same time Turkey will have the right to vetoy decision which requires
unanimity within the Council of Ministers. Obvioysh larger number of members will
result in an increase in divergent interests andkdyy like all other EU countries, will
be able to make use of its veto in order to blatk ansatisfactory proposals. Although
unanimity is required only in a limited number ases, for example, constitutional

amendments, its influence on EU law is still sigmaiht.

% The Banzhaf Power Index is “a quantity to measheepolitical power of each member of a voting
system. A member of a voting system is, e.g., &para parliament or a country in a confederation.
general, each member will have a certain numbeotefs, and so its power will be different. The xde
derived by simply counting, for each member, thenber of winning coalitions it can participate intbu
which are not winning if it does not participate”.

Source: http://math-it.org/Mathematik/MathPol/Baazhtml. See also: A. D. TayloMathematics and
Politics. Strategy, Voting, Power and Pro@flew York — Berlin: Springer-Verlag 1995).

% K. Smyk,Konsekwencje przygtienia Turcji dla procesu decyzyjnego w Unii Eurjsgiej (Warszawa:
UKIE, 2004), p. 1-4.
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Table 1. QMV positions of UE members according to t

he Treaty

establishing a Constitution for Europe

Population in Banzhaf's Banzhaf's Change in
Country percent of index in index in percent
EU-29 EU-25 EU-29

Germany 14, 7% 0,10407 0,10203 -2,0%
Turkey 12,6% - 0,0996 -

United Kingdom 10,7% 0,07614 0,07644 0,4%
France 11,0% 0,07587 0,07611 0,3%
Italy 10,3% 0,07475 0,07469 -0,1%
Spain 7,3% 0,0567 0,05491 -3,2%
Poland 6,8% 0,05602 0,05429 -3,1%
Romania 3,9% - 0,03786 -

Netherlands 2,9% 0,03715 0,03052 -17,8%
Greece 2,0% 0,03304 0,02495 -24,5%
Czech Republic 1,8% 0,03287 0,02474 -24,7%
Belgium 1,8% 0,03279 0,02463 -24,9%
Hungary 1,8% 0,03271 0,02453 -25,0%
Portugal 1,9% 0,03262 0,02442 -25,1%
Sweden 1,6% 0,03162 0,02314 -26,8%
Bulgaria 1,4% - 0,0225 -

Austria 1,4% 0,03103 0,02239 -27,8%
Slovakia 1,0% 0,0287 0,0194 -32,4%
Denmark 1,0% 0,0287 0,0194 -32,4%
Finland 0,9% 0,02854 0,01918 -32,8%
Croatia 0,8% - 0,01886 -

Ireland 0,7% 0,02737 0,01768 -35,4%
Lithuania 0,6% 0,02737 0,01768 -35,4%
Latvia 0,4% 0,0263 0,01628 -38,1%
Slovenia 0,4% 0,02598 0,01585 -39,0%
Estonia 0,2% 0,02547 0,01521 -40,3%
Cyprus 0,1% 0,0249 0,01445 -42,0%
Luxembourg 0,1% 0,02465 0,01413 -42,7%
Malta 0,1% 0,02465 0,01413 -42,7%

Source: K. SmykKonsekwencje przygtienia Turcji dla procesu decyzyjnego w Unii Eursge]
(Warszawa: UKIE, 2004), p. 6.
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Although Poles generally support Turkey on its re@dEU membership, they are
afraid of Turkish emigrants. This is shown by thécome of a survey conducted by
CBOS in August 2004. It appears that 21 percenespondents perceived the future
presence of Turks in Poland as advantageous. ltrasbn47 percent were against
Turkish emigration to Poland while 32 percent hadisea as far as that issue was
concernetf. Interestingly, such an outcome seems to contrdlit membership with
full rights for Turkey which is supported by mos$tRoles. According to the survey, free
movement of people, guaranteed in the ‘Charterusidemental Rights of the European
Union’, should be limited in the case of Turkeytiéle 15, Paragraph 2, of the Charter
reads as follows: “Every citizen of the Union hhe freedom to seek employment, to
work, to exercise the right of establishment angtovide services in any Member
State®®. The question is why Poles are opposed to poteFiikish emigration. By the
way, it should be emphasized that Poles are segptat only about emigrants from
Turkey, but also those from other non-EU countrifise relevant findings from the
CBOS report are presented in Table 2. The mostsjilku explanation for such an
outcome in Poland is the high level of unemployménAugust 2004, when the survey
was conducted, unemployment was very high haviraghed 20,6 percefit In
comparison with August 2004, it had decreased t¥ ¥ercent by July 208%
Nonetheless, unemployment still constitutes ond®imost serious problems for Polish
society and therefore any political decision whmsight complicate the situation in the
Polish labour market is viewed with anxiety. Thevey shows that 47 percent of
respondents pointed to the economic threat of extiayr, while only 7 percent were

concerned with terrorism and 6 percent with cultditierence&.

% Source:Obcokrajowcy w PolscéForeigners in Poland), CBOS Report BS/141/2004ilable only in
Polish on the following website: http://www.cbosFPISKOM.POL/2004/K_141 04.PDF

% Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Un2000/C 364/01.

37 Source: http://www.stat.gov.pl/dane_spol-gosp/araednosc/kwart_inf_ryn_pracy/2005/I/tab3.pdf

3 Source: http://www.stat.gov.pl/dane_spol-gosp/ardwdnosc/bezrob_pow/2006/07_06.xIs. All above
statistics were prepared by Central Statisticalo®fin Poland.

%9 SourceObcokrajowcy w PolscéForeigners in Poland), op. cit., p. 4.
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Table 2. Would you accept emigrants from these coun  tries in Poland?

Country of origin YES NO NO IDEA
Russia 30 43 27
Vietnam 29 42 29
Belarus 27 43 30
Ukraine 26 47 27
African states 28 34 38
Arab states 18 55 27
Turkey 21 47 32

The above table is based on the findings of CBO®%suBS/141/2004 of August 2004.

Conclusions

Turkish membership constitutes a significant oppaty not only for the
European Union in general, but also for Polandhddigh the quality as well as the
intensity of bilateral relations between Turkey aRdland will depend on future
particular interests, there are many convergemrasts and tremendous potential for
cooperation within the EU. In contrast to those rhemstates with middle-sized or
small populations, Poland will be able to gain fatlanks to Turkish membership. It
will not lose much of its current influence in Ehktitutions, for example in the Council
of Ministers. Furthermore, Polish and Turkish vgtipatterns in those institutions can
be expected to be similar or even the same.

As far as Turkish membership is concerned, the aiigjeclared by consecutive
Polish governments has been a permanent comporfefolesh foreign policy.
Moreover, it has been independent from changebdmblitical scene. The attitude of
the new right-wing cabinet, which was formed assult of the parliamentary elections
of September 2005, is the best example of suchreotyt According to the official
statements of leading politicians, Poland will matept a privileged partnership for
Turkey as a substitute for a membership with figits.

Representatives of Polish authorities refer totjpali advantages and European
visions connected with membership for Turkey ratihan to particular advantages for
Poland. From the Polish point of view the most sigant contribution that Turkey
could make would concern European security in génand the security of energy

supplies in particular. Turkey’s future role agansit country for crude oil and gas to
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Central Europe will be crucial and of great strategnportance for Poland which seeks
alternative sources of supply.
As regards public opinion, Poles are generallyavofir of Turkish membership.

In comparison with other EU citizens, the perceata§ supporters of Turkey is the
highest in the EU. There are at least a few reagmmsuch an outcome, namely the
historical background, the positive picture of Teykn the Polish press, the absence of
a Turkish minority in Poland, and no clear attituethe pasrt of the Catholic Church
as well as an increase in the number of contadisee® Poles and Turks, especially
thanks to mass tourism to Turkey. However, ther@de a paradox connected with the
level of public support in Poland for Turkish memdep. Although it is as high as 62
percent, Poles do not seem willing to accept emigrbom Turkey. One of the CBOS
surveys shows that the main reason for such a garsdhigh unemployment rather

than cultural differences.
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