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ABSTRACT

THIRD-COUNTRY PARTICIPATION TO THE EUROPEAN UNION’S CSDP:
TURKEY’S CSDP JOURNEY THROUGH OPERATIONS AND MISSIONS

ERGUN, Seyda Nur
M.S., The Department of European Studies
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zerrin TORUN

2021, 237 pages

The European Union has been moving towards strategic autonomy for years, and this
effort has recently been more obvious. The EU’s most visible actions in “global
actorness” are arguably crisis management missions/operations. As an EU candidate
for accession and a NATO Ally for over half a century, Turkey has been involved in
the shaping of the European security and defense identity and policy. Turkey and the
EU have had ups-and-downs in the accession process, and these have reflections on
Turkey’s interaction with the European Union’s Common Security and Defense
Policy (CSDP). This study attempts to develop an understanding on the evolution of
Turkey’s synergy with CSDP by analyzing her participation/non-participation in EU
crisis management missions/operations. In doing so, and by the conviction that this
evolution requires more than a “one-size-fits-all” approach to understand, the study
calls upon Europeanization and de-Europeanization arguments, Turkey’s role in
peacekeeping to support these arguments and institutional soft-balancing concept to

offer alternative motivations.

Keywords: CSDP; crisis management; Europeanization; soft-balancing;

peacekeeping
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AB’NIN OGSP’SINE UCUNCU ULKELERIN KATILIMI: TURKIYE’NIN
OPERASYON VE MISYONLARLA OGSP YOLCULUGU

ERGUN, Seyda Nur
Yiiksek Lisans, Avrupa Caligmalari Bolimi

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Zerrin TORUN

2021, 237 sayfa

Avrupa Birligi yillardir stratejik 6zerklik hedefi dogrultusunda hareket etmektedir ve
bu yonelimi ozellikle son donemde daha belirgin hale gelmistir. AB’nin “kiiresel
aktorliigline” isaret eden en goriiniir faaliyetleri tartismaya agik olmakla birlikte kriz
yonetimi misyon ve harekatlaridir. Bir AB iiyeligine aday iilke ve yarim asir
askindir NATO Miittefiki olarak Tiirkiye, Avrupa gilivenlik ve savunma kimliginin
ve politikasinin sekillenmesi slireglerine dahil olmustur. Tiirkiye ve AB iyelik
siirecinde inisli ve yokuslu bir siiregten gecmis ve bu siirecler Tiirkiye’nin Avrupa
Birligi’nin Ortak Giivenlik ve Savunma Politikasi’yla (OGSP) etkilesimine de
yansimistir. Bu ¢alisma, Tiirkiye’nin AB kriz yonetimi misyon ve harekatlarina
katilma veya katilmama durumunu incelemek suretiyle Tiirkiye’'nin OGSP’yle
sinerjisinin evrimine dair bir anlayis gelistirmeye tesebbiis etmektedir. Bu ugurda,
bahsekonu evrimin tek bir yaklagimin 6tesinde bir anlayis gerektirdigi diisiincesiyle,
calismada Avrupalilagma ve Avrupa’dan uzaklagma tartismasi, bu tartismayi
destekleyecek sekilde Tiirkiye’nin barist koruma c¢abalarindaki rolii ile alternatif
aciklamak  sunabilecek  kurumsal = yumusak  dengeleme  kavramindan

faydalanilmaktadir.



Anahtar kelimeler: OGSP; kriz yonetimi; Avrupalilasma; yumusak dengeleme;

baris1 koruma
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH QUESTION

1.1. Introduction*
Over decades, the European Union has committed to shaping an autonomous Foreign

and Security Policy (CFSP), and in affiliation with that, a Common Security and
Defense Policy (CSDP)!. This effort is an ongoing one, but there has been a good
deal of initiatives undertaken to put the EU on the map as a security actor, including
a number of crisis management operations and missions. With almost all of EU
member states being NATO Allies, some of these efforts have been in conjunction
with NATO’s own, while some have not. The most visible aspect of EU’s CSDP is
arguably crisis management operations/missions that have been deployed around the

world.

As an accession country and a non-European NATO Ally, Turkey has been involved
in the shaping of Europe’s Common Security and Defense Policy since the very
beginning of the European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI)? within the Western
European Union. Relations between Turkey and the EU, reflecting on Turkey’s
ongoing accession journey, contain elements that are essentially interlinked with

cooperation in security and defense realms.

Currently, Turkey has become a significant actor in crisis management, with a wide
range of initiatives ranging from conflict mediation and facilitation to participation in

peacekeeping missions/operations covering a large area. While these initiatives have

* Views expressed here represent the author’s own and cannot be affiliated with any official position.

! “Treaty on European Union” (Preamble, Art. B&J., Maastricht, 7 February 1992)

2NATO, “Final Communiqué of the Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” (Berlin:3
June 1996), accessed 5 September 2021, https://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1996/p96-063e.htm



https://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1996/p96-063e.htm

regularly been in support of the CSDP, there are cases where Turkey and CSDP

appear to be out of touch.

Since CFSP, and CSDP, is a chapter included in the accession negotiations, it
represents a necessary aspect of policy and action alignment for Turkey as an
accession country. European Union has been monitoring Turkey’s alignment
progress in the foreign and security policy domains since 1998 as reflected in
Progress Reports®, which pay attention to her participation in crisis management
efforts. Therefore, participation in crisis management initiatives serves as one of the
measuring items for candidates’ eligibility, if not for nudging the EU’s judgement in

a favorable direction.

Turkey is still officially a candidate country, from whom convergence on EU’s
foreign and security policy is expected. This merits a closer look at the Union’s crisis
management initiatives, which are handled under CSDP, and their
collusion/collaboration impact on Turkey. As both the EU and Turkey have a large
footprint in crisis management in the globe, this study attempts to make sense of the
journey of Turkey’s synergy with EU’s CSDP over the years by analyzing the
Union’s crisis management initiatives and Turkey’s involvement/non-involvement in
them in the hopes of developing an understanding towards a possible pattern that is
indicative of Turkey-EU relations in foreign and security policy, with a particular

focus on the latter.

1.2. Research Question and Methodology
As briefly laid out in the introduction segment, the aim of this study is to take a

closer look at the EU’s crisis management missions/operations that have been
conducted so far*, and attempt an analysis of prospects for Turkey’s participation and

non-participation in them. By doing that, the study aspires to sketch an overarching

3 "Turkey Reports Prepared by the European Commission," Directorate for EU Affairs (2021),
accessed 5 September 2021, https://www.ab.gov.tr/regular-progress-reports_46224 en.html.

4 For the scope of relevance of this study, EU’s supporting action to AMISOM in Darfur will be
excluded.


https://www.ab.gov.tr/regular-progress-reports_46224_en.html

interpretative account on the evolution of Turkey’s involvement in CSDP, with a
particular focus on crisis management missions and operations. The main question of
this study is “How has Turkey’s involvement in the CSDP evolved between 2003-

2021 through crisis management missions and operations?”

In order to recount the evolution of Turkey’s participation in CSDP, this study makes
use of primary and secondary sources to deliver a logical timeline of events, which
would have both descriptive and perceptive elements. While doing so, the study
refers to primary sources including legal documents such as Treaties, Council
Decisions, Joint Actions, Communiqués, Press Releases, official statements and
speeches as well as other original documents issued by relevant institutions and
entities. Secondary sources include policy papers and reports published by think

tanks, books and journals by scholars in the field, newspaper articles and websites.

In the absence of comprehensive data on Turkey’s involvement vis-a-vis CSDP
missions/operations apart from the Turkish General Staff’s official webpage, semi-
structured interviews have been conducted with two Turkish Ambassadors, who are
currently employed at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey and

shall be referenced anonymously. Both interviewees previously served at NATO.

Since the research attempts to answer a “how” question, the study adopts an
explanatory approach to recount events based on historical data. In attempting to
answer this “how” question, the study employs three conceptual tools:
Europeanization and de-Europeanization, peacekeeping, and soft-balancing. These
concepts are applied to each case of crisis management initiative under CSDP from
the perspective of Turkey as a contributor or non-contributor to figure out her

potential motivations.

Chapter 2 seeks to provide an overview of the evolution of CSDP, third country

participation and Turkey’s relevance in the case.



The historical narrative method intended to be applied also requires a delineation of
periods in Turkey-CSDP synergy, which will be detailed in Chapter 3. This Chapter

also contains the literature review as well as the conceptual framework of the study.

In Chapter 4, the first set of CSDP operations are dissected in line with the analytical
approach adopted in the study. The following Chapter 5 addresses the second batch
of CSDP crisis management missions/operations vis-a-vis Turkey’s participation.

Findings and discussions are then reviewed in the conclusion, Chapter 6.



CHAPTER 2

INTRODUCTION TO THE EUROPEAN UNION’S COMMON SECURITY
AND DEFENCE POLICY AND SYNERGY WITH TURKEY: HISTORICAL
BACKGROUND

2.1. A Brief Overview of CSDP’s Evolution

The search for European security architecture could be traced back to the end of
World War II where European states proved themselves to be still capable of
destabilizing the continent by interstate conflicts even after World War I. The
European rapprochement that began in the aftermath of World War II and the
enlargement, integration and evolution of this into the European Union could also be
read as the creation of a security community.> Of course, building the European
security architecture did not happen overnight. It took many years and efforts for it to
culminate in the current form of CSDP, with 35 missions and operations under its

belt.

For many, the European Union is seen as the socio-political pillar of the European
project, whereas NATO assumes the military pillar. There has been another
multilateral security and defense organization through the history of European
security architecture: the Western European Union or WEU in short. However, WEU
was not the only product within NATO of European integration in the field of
security and defense following the end of World War II.

France’s strong desire to push back against any possibility of rearming West
Germany, which was not a NATO member at that point in time, gave birth to what
was called the “Pleven Pan”, which formed the basis of the Treaty Establishing

European Defense Community. Similar to the Schuman Plan’s spirit, Pleven Plan

5 Andrej Tusicisny, "Security Communities and Their Values: Taking Masses
Seriously," International Political Science Review 28, no. 4 (2007): 426-427.



also sought to achieve restraint on Western Germany by way of forming a
supranational structure. The would-be European Defense Community was designed
as part of NATO, with Article 5 applying to Community members. As would be
imagined, pooling of national armies under the Community was a higher level of
integration than that of coal and steel production. Military and national security was
regarded as sensitive areas over which to partially give away sovereignty. The Treaty
ended up being rejected by the French Parliament and Italy, and the project was
altogether shelved with the accession of West Germany to NATO, at which point the
WEU took precedence.®

Following the failure of the European Defense Community, a new diplomatic
initiative was championed by the French President de Gaulle. Known as Fouchet
Plans, this initiative marked a move from the supranational structure envisaged for
the European Community, or EC, to an intergovernmental union of sovereign states.
The Plan was on the table in 1961-1962 with the idea of creating a “union of
European states” with the addition of foreign policy and defense dimensions.
Nevertheless, its fate resembled that of European Defense Community. Due to
disagreements among the inner six regarding their visions for European integration,
especially for the Dutch and Belgians who tended to be more pro-Atlanticist than
France, negotiations over the initiative were suspended and then never picked up
again.” Instead, the WEU took off within NATO, but had been dormant throughout
the Cold War.

Originally named the Western Union, or WE, an alliance built in 1948 among the

Benelux countries, France and the United Kingdom, the Western European Union

6 Josef L. Kunz, “Treaty Establishing the European Defense Community,” American Journal of
International Law 47, no. 2 (1953): 275-281, Cambridge University Press.

7 Anthony Teasdale, “The Fouchet Plan: De Gaulle’s Intergovernmental Design for Europe,” LSE
‘Europe in Question’ Discussion Paper Series, London School of Economics and Political Science
(2016): 1-3.



was formed with the renewal of the Brussels Treaty of 1948 in 1954.8 WEU was an
essential part of the Western bloc within the transatlantic community, along with the
United States, which in combination represented NATO. Western European Union
membership was reserved for EU member states that were also NATO allies at the

same time.’

WEU did not have collective standing armed forces, but relied on individual military
capabilities of its member states. Following the Cold War and its destabilizing
implications throughout the Southern and Eastern European neighborhood of the EU,
the WEU decided to get involved in crisis management. With that conviction, the
WEU took up the Petersberg Tasks, adopted with the Petersberg Declaration in
1992.'° These tasks then included humanitarian and rescue tasks, conflict prevention
and peace-keeping, crisis management, including peacemaking. Moreover, under

Petersberg tasks, the WEU forces were made available to both the EU and NATO.!!

The WEU was also tasked with the creation of a European Security and Defense
Identity (ESDI), which was intended to strengthen the “European” pillar within
NATO, as opposed to a separate EU pillar. By creating and strengthening such an
identity, NATO would be reassured that Europe could take care of the crises and
disputes wherever NATO would not choose to get involved, which may be

interpreted as a way to take some of the burden off the US in providing European

8 “Brussels Treaty,” Western European Union, (Paris: 23 October 1954).

 Knud Erik Jorgensen, “The Western European Union and the Imbroglio of European Security,”
Cooperation and Conflict 25, no. 3 (1990): 135-137.

10 Alyson JK Bailes and Graham Messervy-Whiting, “Death of an Institution: the end for Western
European Union, a future for European defence?,” Egmont Paper 46 (2011): 25-26.

1 "Glossary of Summaries,” EUR-Lex, accessed 4 September 2020, https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/petersberg_tasks.html.


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/petersberg_tasks.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/petersberg_tasks.html

security.'?> Additionally, at the 1996 Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic
Council (NAC) / North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC), a communiqué was
adopted that allowed the WEU to use NATO assets if necessary. This was known as

the original Berlin arrangement. '

When the post-Cold War bliss was overshadowed by the crises that erupted at the
doorstep of the EU, namely in Kosovo and Bosnia, the Union began to gradually
assume a more assertive voice in the security and defense of the continent. The
breakout of the Kosovo War in 1990s shook Europe and awakened it to its failure to
act. It also showed Europe how incapable it was in preventing a crisis from evolving

into a fully-blown conflict and resolving it.'*

”15 and a

At this juncture, even the United Kingdom, the “awkward European partner
traditional opponent to a separate EU security and defense capability-building
outside of NATO framework, warmed up to and then actually championed the idea

of having available capacity with European partners to act in cases such as Kosovo.

In fact, it was the joint declaration by the United Kingdom and France at St. Malo
that seeded the creation of an “autonomous European action”. This was in spite of
the fact that traditionally and historically, France and UK had been at odds with each
other over the issue of European security, especially in the post-war era. The St.
Malo Summit came at the backdrop of yet another stalemate between the two at the

Amsterdam Council of 1997 over whether to integrate the WEU to the EU, which

12 Bailes and Messervy-Whiting, “Death of an Institution: the end for Western European Union, a
future for European defence?,” 40-44.

B NATO, “Final Communiqué of the Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” (Berlin:3
June 1996), accessed 5 September 2021, https://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1996/p96-063e.htm

14 Jolyon Howorth, “Foreword,” in Debating European Security and Defense Policy, ed. Maxime H.
A. Larivé (Oxford/New York: Routlegde, 2016): xi-xii

15 Stuart Wilks, “Britain and Europe: An Awkward Partner or an Awkward State?,” Politics 16, no. 3
(1996): 159-161.
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was supported by France and opposed by the UK, despite Prime Minister Blair’s pro-

EU tendencies.'®

The following year at the informal summit in Portschach, Blair called for a stronger
European stance in foreign policy and security issues. Fast forward to St. Malo
Summit in the same year, British Prime Minister Blair and French President Chirac
adopted a joint declaration advocating autonomous action and military capabilities
for the Union, which laid the basis for 1999 Helsinki Summit and the pledge to
deploy military forces by 2003, also known as the Helsinki Headline Goal.!’

The Summit triggered a series of discussions among member states over cooperation
in security and defense policy. While it was the Treaty of Maastricht where the
concept of European defense was first substantiated, such cooperation was conceived
with the WEU in mind, not a separate entity or policy, but rather a bridge between
the EU and NATO. As covered earlier, the first seed of European security and
defense cooperation was sown at the NATO Foreign Ministers Meeting in Berlin,
where it was agreed that ESDI would be created, and parts of NATO command
structure would be “lent” to WEU for European operations in areas where NATO did

not want to be involved.'®

The impetus created by St. Malo declaration and subsequently its acknowledgement
at the Vienna Council took shape at the Helsinki European Summit in 1999 of 2003
headline goals: having 60,000 military personnel deployable within 60 days by 2003.
The Summit concluded that new political and military bodies and structures would
be established with modalities developed in full consultation, cooperation and

transparency between the EU and NATO. It also foresaw that arrangements would be

16 Andrew Shearer, "Britain, France and the Saint-Malo Declaration: Tactical Rapprochement or
Strategic Entente?". Cambridge Review of International Affairs 13, no. 2 (2000), 283-285.

17 Shearer, "Britain, France and the Saint-Malo Declaration: Tactical Rapprochement or Strategic
Entente?" 283-285.

18 Peter Ricketts, "The EU and Defence," RUSI Journal 162, no. 3(2017): 31-32.



elaborated that would allow non-EU European NATO members and other interested

entities to contribute to EU military crisis management undertakings. '’

On the other hand, the key conclusion that sparked a diversion of interpretation
between EU and non-EU NATO members was the emphasis on EU’s autonomous
capacity to take decisions and, where NATO as a whole is not engaged, to launch
and conduct EU-led military operations in response to crises.?’ However, following
much deliberation, the EU agreed to complement this stress on autonomous capacity,
by adding that “this process would avoid unnecessary duplication and does not imply
the creation of a European army”.?! Besides, it aligned more with the three D’s
cautioned by Madeline Albright, former US Secretary of State, namely no
decoupling, discrimination and duplication with NATO, which she laid out in an

article following the St. Malo declaration.??

With the coming into force of the Amsterdam Treaty in 1999, a separate European
foreign and security policy and the post of “High Representative” to oversee it was
announced.”® The Treaty provided for closer relations with the WEU, which was a
separate entity from the EU at that time, but paved the way for its eventual
absorption “with a view to the possibility of the integration of the WEU into the

Union, should the European Council so decide”.** The scope of this closer

19 Peter Ricketts, "The EU and Defence," RUSI Journal 162, no. 3(2017): 31-32.

20 Peter Ricketts, "The EU and Defence," RUSI Journal 162, no. 3(2017): 31-32.

21 "Helsinki European Council Conclusions”, European Council, 1999, accessed 10 July 2021,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/hell _en.htm#b.

22 Madeline Albright, “The right balance will secure NATO's future,” Financial Times, 7 December
1998.

2 European Union, “Treaty of Amsterdam,” Art. J8, 1 May 1999

24 European Union, “Declarations Adopted by the Council,” in Treaty of Amsterdam, 1 May 1999
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cooperation between the EU and WEU was to be “humanitarian and rescue tasks,
peace-keeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including
peacemaking”.?® These tasks were originally assigned to the WEU, but with the
Treaty of Amsterdam, the EU interpreted Article J.7 as the transfer of Petersberg
Tasks to itself.

The Council appointed Javier Solana to the post of the newly created High
Representative for the European Security and Defense Policy as well as the
Secretary-General of WEU.?® His main task was to oversee the transfer of functions
from the WEU to ESDP. The WEU Ministerial Meeting in Marseilles gave the
greenlight to the transfer of the Organization’s capabilities and functions to the

ESDP.%’

With the Treaty of Nice, signed in 2001, the relevant provisions of the preceding
Amsterdam Treaty were amended to emphasize the “progressive framing of a
common defense policy” and “cooperation among member states in the field of
armaments”. The amended Article also referred to functions falling under Petersberg
tasks: “humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces
in crisis management, including peacemaking” within the progressive framing of
EU’s common security and defense policy. This clearly indicated ceding WEU’s

tasks to the Union.?®

The Treaty of Lisbon, ratified in 2009, abolished the pillar structure that was

introduced in the Treaty of Maastricht, and created the Common Security and

2 Treaty of Amsterdam, Article J.7 para. 2

26 Council of the European Union, “Council Decision appointing the Secretary-General, High
Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, of the Council of the European Union,”
13 September 1999, Brussels, accessed 10 February 2021, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A31999D0629&qid=1635123744030

27 Western European Union, “Declaration by the WEU Council of Ministers” (Marseille: 13
November 2000).

28 BEuropean Union, “Treaty of Nice,” Art. 1 (2), 1 February 2003.
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Defense Policy (CSDP) with the High Representative as its chief and established the
European External Action Service (EEAS) to be in charge of executing the CFSP and
CSDP.%

When the Treaty of Lisbon inherited the mutual defense clause of the WEU, the
latter was eventually dissolved with a joint statement in 2010 by its full members
(Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal,
Spain and the United Kingdom) that envisaged the cessation of WEU activities

“preferably” by June 2011.%°

From that point onwards, the EU has been on a journey of consolidating the CSDP
and its strategic capabilities with the ever-increasing challenges in the global security
environment.>! It has been a clear sight from the moment St. Malo Summit was
convened that the EU pursued a policy to Europeanize security and defense, in the
hopes of relying less on the NATO for European security and gain the ability to act

autonomously in strategic matters.>?

EU’s efforts to galvanize CSDP have been gaining significant traction, with the
addition of initiatives such as the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) and
the European Defense Agency (EDA), along with over 30 CSDP missions and
operations under its belt. The former High Representative and the Vice President of
the European Commission (HR/VP) Mogherini’s “Global Strategy for the European

Union’s Foreign and Security Policy” set ambitious goals for the Union, aiming to

2% European Union, “Treaty of Lisbon,” Art. 9B (2), 1 December 2009.

30 “Statement of the Presidency of the Permanent Council of the WEU on behalf of the High
Contracting Parties to the Modified Brussels Treaty — Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy,
Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom,” Brussels, 31 March
2010.

31 Petros Violakis, “Europeanisation of the EU Defence and Security Policy after the End of the Cold-
War," (Routledge, 2016): 1-4.

32 Omiir Orhun, "European Security and Defence Identity - Common European Security and Defence
Policy: A Turkish Perspective," Perceptions (2012): 1-6.
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empower Europeans to take more responsibility for their security and defense
capabilities.®* It is also worthy to note that boosting the CSDP was among the top

priorities for former President of the Commission Juncker’s election campaign.**

The separation of European Security and Defense Policy from NATO and its
evolution into CSDP is interpreted by many authors from different approaches.
Benjamin Pohl argues that the French were the ones flying the EU flag on the way to
establishing CSDP.3* Pohl associates the traditional French foreign policy reflex
towards balancing the US with the inception of CSDP. France was serious about
creating an “autonomous” security and defense policy within the EU where it would
be possible to take charge in Europe without the US’ shadow. From this perspective,
CSDP operations may be interpreted as France counter-balancing the US, especially

where the stakes are high for French interests.>¢

The conception of the CSDP is explained from various perspectives in the literature.
According to Stephanie C. Hoffman, what led to the eventual creation of CSDP was
the ideological congruence of the ruling parties in three major EU powers at the same
time. The Labor government in the UK, RPR in France and SPD/Greens in Germany
were all converged enough ideologically for the CSDP to kick-off.>’

3" A Global Strategy for the European Union,” European External Action Service (2018), accessed 4
November 2020, https://eeas.curopa.cu/topics/eu-global-strategy/49323/global-strategy-european-
union_en

3% “Towards a European Defence Union,” European Commission, Brussels (2014): 1-4, accessed 12
July 2021, https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/towards-a-european-defence-union_en.pdf

35 Benjamin Pohl, EU Foreign Policy and Crisis Management Operations, (Oxford: Routledge, 2014):
14-15.

3¢ Benjamin Pohl, EU Foreign Policy and Crisis Management Operations, (Oxford: Routledge, 2014):
14-15.

37 Stephanie C Hofmann, European Security in NATO's Shadow: Party Ideologies and Institution
Building, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015): 5-6.

13


https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/eu-global-strategy/49323/global-strategy-european-union_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/topics/eu-global-strategy/49323/global-strategy-european-union_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/towards-a-european-defence-union_en.pdf

Whereas some neo-functionalist authors link the birth of CSDP to the spill-over
process triggered by the economic integration that laid the foundation of the Union in
the first place.®® Indeed, European states acted on their intention to converge their
political will as opposed to cooperating solely in the economic sphere by establishing
a European Political Cooperation (EPC) in the 1970s, though it was kept separate
from the European Economic Community (EEC).* In time, it transformed into an

integral part of the EU, whether in terms of acquis or institutions. *°

Another commentary in the literature about the conception of the CSDP is related to
the EU’s desire to elevate the institution to the level of a global security actor.*!
Kaunert and Zwolski connect this idea to Duchene’s conceptualization of Europe as
a civilian power and how the EU aims to achieve this global power status through
normative means, as suggested by Manners. This conceptualization puts more focus
on the EU’s soft power application, especially through its economy and values.*?
Hedley Bull pointed out that Europe “should become more self-sufficient in security
and defense” because the security-related interests of western European states and

the United States were not aligned.**> When the ESDP, and later CSDP, came into

38 Julian Bergmann, "Neofunctionalism and EU External Policy Integration: the Case of Capacity
Building in Support of Security and Development (CBSD),".Journal Of European Public Policy 26,
no. 9 (2018) 1256-1260.

39 Petros Violakis, “Europeanisation of the EU defence and security policy after the end of the Cold-
War” (PhD diss., University of Exeter, 2016), 80; 194.

40 Neil Fligstein, Alina Polyakova and Wayne Sandholtz," European Integration, Nationalism and
European Identity,” Journal of Common Market Studies 50, no.1 (2012), 113

41 Christian Kaunert, and Kamil Zwolski, The EU as a Global Security Actor: a Comprehensive
Analysis beyond CFSP and JHA, (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), 5.

42 Kaunert and Zwolski, The EU as a Global Security Actor: a Comprehensive Analysis beyond CFSP
and JHA, 6.

43 Hedley Bull, "Civilian Power Europe: a Contradiction in Terms?," Journal of Common Market
Studies 21, no. 2 (1982):155-156.
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being, the concept of “civilian power Europe” had to be revisited and further

elaborated in order to explain the actorness of Europe in world affairs.**

While the European security architecture has been mainly supported by NATO, there
is a renewed push to make the NATO-EU cooperation’s ‘“separable but not
separate”™® balance leaning towards EU’s strategic autonomy.*® This concept became
a target in the Global Strategy*’, then was fervently promoted by the French
President Emmanuel Macron and German Chancellor Angela Merkel*, and finally
became firmly embedded in the new “geopolitical Commission”- proposing a more
assertive role for the EU in global foreign and security affairs as championed by the

President Ursula von der Leyen and her deputy/High Representative Josep Borrell.*’

In light of the recent tidings surrounding the state of the transatlantic affair, assessing
the overall sentiment of the US towards an increasingly autonomous Europe in
defense and security is challenging. The former Trump administration scolded the

attempts by France and Germany towards strengthening EU’s military capabilities,

4 Kaunert and Zwolski, The EU as a Global Security Actor: a Comprehensive Analysis beyond CFSP
and JHA, 9.

4 “NATO Ministerial Communiqué M-NAC-1(96)63,” 1996, accessed 5 November 2020,
https://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1996/p96-063¢.htm.

46 “Buropean Council Conclusions— 19/20 December 2013," 2013, accessed 5 November 2020,
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/140245.pdf

47 "European Council Conclusions on Implementing the EU Global Strategy in the Area of Security
and Defence," 2016, accessed 5 November 2020, https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-
releases/2016/11/14/conclusions-eu-global-strategy-security-defence/.

48 Buropean Parliament, "The EU Strategic Autonomy Debate," 2021, accessed 8 July 2021,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/690532/EPRS_BRI(2021)690532_EN.pd
f

49 "Speech by President-elect von der Leyen in the European Parliament Plenary on the Occasion of
the Presentation of her College of Commissioners and their Programme," European Commission,
2019, accessed 8 November 2020,

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/es/speech 19 6408

15


https://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1996/p96-063e.htm
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/140245.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2016/11/14/conclusions-eu-global-strategy-security-defence/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2016/11/14/conclusions-eu-global-strategy-security-defence/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/690532/EPRS_BRI(2021)690532_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/690532/EPRS_BRI(2021)690532_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/es/speech_19_6408

but it could also be argued that the said administration gave the excuse for this drive
in the first place by most notably demanding European allies to raise their defense
budgets in contribution to NATO. Plus, there have been some sour reactions®' from
the US towards CSDP initiatives which could be attributed to their exclusivity to
member states only, casting out non-EU allies. However, there is a renewed hope for
“saving” the transatlantic relationship during President Biden’s term, though it is still
unclear how quickly the severed bond could be fixed and how far the EU’s drive for

strategic autonomy could be favored by the White House.>*

In fact, the new “geopolitical Commission” seems to be setting another ambitious
course on its CSDP agenda and the EU’s role in global affairs. Nevertheless, it is not
only the US that has been left out by the EU’s efforts to isolate the European security
architecture from non-EU countries that have helped build it in the first place. One
such country in particular, namely Turkey, merits a closer study to provide a glimpse
at the evolution of the CSDP through NATO’s and non-EU Allies efforts, which

could also shed light on Turkey-EU relations in terms of security and defense.

2.2. A Critical Look at Third Country Participation in CSDP

In the literature, it is possible to find numerous works that consider the
ineffectiveness of the EU in managing the crises in the Balkans in late 1990s and
early 2000s that resulted in the creation of CSDP. The historical background has
been covered in the earlier sections of this study, however; for the sake of unpacking
third country participation, it is important to touch upon the transition from the WEU

to EU.

0 Maia de la Baume, and David M. Herszenhorn, “Merkel joins Macron in calling for EU army to
complement NATO,” Politico, 13 November 2018, https://www.politico.eu/article/angela-merkel-
emmanuel-macron-eu-army-to-complement-nato/.

5! Guy Chazan, and Michael Peel , “US warns against European joint military project,” Financial
Times, 2019, https://www.ft.com/content/ad16ce08-763b-11e9-bbad-7¢c18c0ea0201

52 Michael Shurkin, “Welcoming a Stronger European Defense,” Rand Blog, 22 January 2021,

accessed 8 July 2021, https://www.rand.org/blog/2021/01/welcoming-a-stronger-european-
defense.html
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WEU was not exactly a robust security and defense organization, and it was mostly
regarded as a side-dish to the main course of NATO in European security and
defense.® Even the European Security and Defense Identity grew within NATO,
with the WEU as the institution in charge. The membership of WEU was only
reserved to the European Allies, and non-EU European allies such as Turkey had

more swing as associate members.>*

Associate members of the WEU had the right to fully participate in the Planning
Cell, unlike third states participating in CSDP operations today. Associate members
were also entitled to take part in WEU operations and exercises with the same rights
as full members, and to be informed about ongoing missions/operations. There were
only two points that made them less involved in WEU than full members: Article V
on collective defense which was only reserved to EU-NATO members, and the
condition for participation in WEU missions/operations, which required simple
majority from full members, as opposed to the possibility of veto from a member
state in the Council today. Lastly, associate members contributed to the WEU

budget.>®

Security and defense realm has long been considered as the "domaine réservé" of

member states at the national level®, and it has taken years for the CSDP to take off

53 Knud Jergensen, “The Western European Union and the Imbroglio of European Security,”
Cooperation and Conflict 25, no. 3 (1990): 150-151.

54 Seyda Hanbay. “Involvement of Non-EU European NATO Members in Common Security and
Defense Policy: The Turkish Case,” (MA diss., Ankara University, 2013), 130-137.

55 Miinevver Cebeci, "NATO, the EU and Turkey: The CSDP Stalemate," Marmara Journal of
European Studies 20, no. 2 (2012): 97-98.

3¢ Hylke Dijkstra, Policy-making in EU Security and Defense (Palgrave Macmillan: Basingstoke,
2013), 1-5.
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from the ground by convergence of the member states’ positions.®’ The effectiveness
and necessity of the CSDP is still largely debated. Security interests and threat
perceptions vary from one member state to another, and when most of them are
already NATO members, the argument on the added value of a separate security and
defense policy has received challenging reactions from inside and outside of the

Union?®.

There are also varying approaches to the US response to a separate European security
structure outside NATO. Some authors argue that the US had reached a point where
it was no longer eager to send troops on the ground due to the Vietnam syndrome.*
Instead, the US chose to provide air capabilities, for instance, in Kosovo, which
determined the outcome of the conflict. On the other hand, it is no surprise that the
US has not been the biggest supporter of the European pillar conceived within
NATO turning into a separate entity that could potentially undermine NATO in some

shape or form.*

The US is not alone in the way it is being excluded from the CSDP, especially in
terms of non-involvement in decision-making mechanisms, because Turkey, a

NATO Ally and EU candidate, has been treated with the same kind of exclusion but

57 Julian Bergmann, and Patrick Miiller, "Failing Forward in the EU's Common Security and Defense
Policy: the Integration of EU Crisis Management," Journal of European Public Policy 28, no. 10
(2021): 1670-1671.

8 Hadewych Hazelzet, “The added value of CSDP operations,” European Union Institute for Security
Studies Brief Issue 31 (2013):1-5.

39 Klaus Larres, “Une Europe démilitarisée? Un regard américain,” Politique étrangeére 1 (Spring,
2014): 4.

60 Alexander Vershbow, “The American Perspective on ESDI/ESDP,” Perceptions 5, no.3 (2000): 1-
6.
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still has given support and contribution to the conception and development of the

CSDP.%!

The visibility and legitimacy of the EU’s bid to become a global actor is closely tied
to its presence in different parts of the world as a security provider or a stabilization
force. For the EU, CSDP operations and missions serve this purpose.’> However,
there is also the visibility and legitimacy of the operations/missions to discuss.
Thierry Tardy argues that participation from third states to CSDP mission/operations
goes a long way to increasing their visibility/legitimacy, even though such

contributions tend to be modest.®

He also adds that for candidate countries such as Turkey and aspiring states such as
Georgia and Ukraine participate in order to “raise their profiles and familiarize
themselves with the security and defense aspect of EU”.%* Interestingly, he suggests
that regional powers such as Russia and Turkey might seek an opportunity to shape
or influence EU policies at the operational level by joining a CSDP
mission/operation. Furthermore, other third states regularly participate in CSDP
missions/operations with different motives, one of them being the security interest

they associate with a mission/operation.%

61 Esra Cayhan, "Towards a European Security and Defense Policy: With or Without Turkey?,".
Turkish Studies 4, no. 1 (2003): 45-46.
82 Pohl, EU Foreign Policy and Crisis Management Operations, 19-20.

8 Thierry Tardy, “CSDP: Getting Third States on Board,” European Union Institute for Security
Studies Brief Issue 6 (2014): 1-4.

64 Thierry Tardy, “Revisiting the EU's Security Partnerships,” European Union Institute for Security
Studies Brief Issue 1(2018): 1-4.

65 Thierry Tardy, “Revisiting the EU's Security Partnerships”.
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Third state participation follows strict rules that favor the EU side, which indicates
an asymmetrical relationship between the EU and non-EU participating states, which

has proven to be a cause for tension®®.

From the Union’s perspective, working with third states in CSDP missions and
operations brings more capacity for a successful conduct, which is an advantage,
considering that it sometimes struggles to staff its own missions with member
states.” As a matter of fact, the EU utilizes third states to fill the gaps in its
missions/operations, and these states do not get involved in the planning of the
Concept of Operations (CONOPS) or the Operation Plan (OPLAN). This
arrangement is often perceived by third states as having no choice but to say yes to
everything the EU decides. The existence of a Committee of Contributors, tasked to
provide input about the day-to-day functioning of the operation, does not give much

to lift the level of third states from secondary to an equal footing with the EU.%®

As a third state participating in CSDP missions/operations, Turkey’s case cannot be
explained only by the description of an “aspiring accession candidate” since it is also
a NATO Ally who has been involved in the crafting of the European security
architecture from the very beginning.® And Turkey’s dynamic with the CSDP is
very much associated with NATO-EU relations in general, which have not been

elevated to the level desired by both entities as yet.”

% Thierry Tardy, “Revisiting the EU's Security Partnerships”.

67 Tardy, “CSDP: Getting Third States on Board,” 1-4.

%8 Tbid.

% Mahmut Bali Aykan, "Turkey and European Security and Defence Identity/Policy (ESDI/P): A
Turkish View," Journal of Contemporary European Studies 13, no. 3 (2005): 336-337.

70 Sinan Ulgen, “The evolving EU, NATO and Turkey relationship: implications for Transatlantic
security,” EDAM (Centre for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies) Discussion Paper Series, no 2
(2008): 1-8.
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Cebeci interprets the stalemate among NATO-EU-Turkey regarding CSDP as
deepened by two major factors: one is the European segment born and raised within
the NATO family but gradually and decisively carving out an “EU-only” creed
within it, and the other is the EU’s asymmetrical approach towards Turkey that has

developed during the country’s accession process.’!

The Turkish-Cypriot conundrum’, as Akgiil A¢tkmese and Triantaphyllou put it, is
considered as the main obstacle to strengthening NATO-EU cooperation by the
majority of commentators. Indeed, if anything, since its accession in 2004, Cyprus
has shown in multiple occasions that it tries to punch way above its weight against

Turkey, a country who does not recognize it in the first place.

Dursun-Ozkanca argues that the accession of Cyprus into EU marked a turning point
in the ongoing inter-institutional deadlock’, whereas Billion wrote that the
disagreement “impeded NATO-EU cooperation.”™ This so-called conundrum is
important in analyzing Turkey’s place in the CSDP since it is relevant for Turkey’s
participation in missions and operations and the overall health of NATO-EU

cooperation.

"I Cebeci, "NATO, the EU and Turkey: The CSDP Stalemate," 95.

2 Sinem Akgiil A¢ikmese, and Dimitrios Triantaphyllou, "The NATO-EU-Turkey Trilogy: The
Impact of the Cyprus Conundrum," Southeast European and Black Sea Studies 12, no. 4 (2012): 567-
568.

3 Oya Dursun-Ozkanca, “Turkey—-NATO relations at a crossroads ahead of NATO’s new
Strategic Concept,” Hurriyet Daily News, 15 October 2010,
http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=turkey-nato-relations-at-a-crossroads-ahead-of-
nato8217s-new-strategic-concept-2010-10-14

7 Didier Billion, "La Turquie, L’OTAN et L’Union Europeenne - La Difficile Articulation Des
Politiques De Cooperation Strategique," Institut de relations internationales et stratégiques (IRIS),
2010, accessed 20 April 2021, https://www.iris-france.org/docs/kfm_docs/docs/observatoire-
turquie/2010-11-10-cooperation.pdf.
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2.3. Insert Turkey — A Non-EU Ally with Significant Contributions to European
Security

Throughout the Union’s journey to flesh out CSDP, Turkey, an accession candidate
and a NATO Ally since 1952, has contributed to the construction and maintenance of
the European security identity and architecture.” Notwithstanding, EU’s tendency to
narrow the CSDP circle by excluding non-member states, NATO Allies even,
coupled with its reluctance to proceed with Turkey’s accession negotiations has put
Turkey-EU as well as NATO-EU relations through some rough paths over the
years.”® The idea of Turkey as a security provider to Europe’’ will be highlighted in
this study by looking at Turkey’s participation in the CSDP missions and operations
as a non-EU third country, and a NATO Ally.

As the WEU was sidelined by the establishment of NATO in shaping the European
security architecture, non-EU allies including Turkey became associate members.”®
The WEU’s role was closely tied to NATO since the former initially served as a tool
to uphold the “European pillar” of the transatlantic community, charged with the
construction of a European security and defense identity to aid NATO. It was not

until the revamping process in 1984 that the WEU enjoyed visibility in significant

75 Hiiseyin Bagci, and Ali Yildiz, “Turkey and the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP):
Confrontational to Cooperative Relationship,” Foreign Policy Institute 30, no. 3-4 (2004):111-113.

EE)

76 Ulgen, “The evolving EU, NATO and Turkey relationship: implications for Transatlantic security,
1-8.

77 Tuba Unlii Bilgig, “Turkey as a Security Provider to the EU: Turkish Perceptions,” In Turkey and
the EU: the Process of Change and Neighbourhood, ed. Atilla Eralp and Cigdem Ustiin, (Ankara:
Middle East Technical University, 2010), 167.

8 André Dumoulin, “The composition of WEU,” Digital Research in European Studies - University
of Luxembourg (CVCE), 2016, accessed 19 December 2020,
https://www.cvce.eu/en/obj/the_composition_of weu-en-2530303b-f81b-4783-8ec]-
8dae3baba7dc.html.
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security and defense matters. This visibility grew further with the introduction of

Petersberg tasks in 1992.7

As a candidate country, a NATO Ally, and a WEU associate member, Turkey has
facilitated the construction of European security architecture since the beginning.
This is not only due to Turkey’s position of shielding the southernmost flank of the
transatlantic territory but also as a member of the European family in negotiations for
accession to the Union.®” With such motivations, Turkey has taken part in numerous

operations and missions within and without its capacity as a NATO Ally.

The first of such was the joint monitoring operation (Operation Sharp Vigilance, later
Operation Sharp Guard) undertaken by WEU and NATO in 1992 for UN sanctions
against Yugoslavia.®! As mentioned in the section above, the conflicts in the Balkans
were the primary drivers for Europe to form a collective European military
cooperation apart from NATO/WEU. The EU received Turkey’s support and
assistance in all the operations and missions undertaken in the Balkans, namely
EUFOR Concordia, EUFOR ALTHEA, EUPOL Proxima, EUPM/BiH and EULEX

Kosovo.??

Another important step was the upgrade of the Berlin Agreement between NATO
and the EU. This new deal was called the “Berlin Plus”, adopted on 16 December

7 Suhnaz Y1ilmaz. “Turkey and the European Union: A Security Perspective,” In Turkey and
European Security, ed. Giovanni Gasparini, (Rome: Instituto Affari Internazionali Publications,
2007), 57-58.

8 Thsan Kiziltan, "Improving the NATO-EU Partnership: the Turkish Perspective," Turkish Policy
Quarterly 7, no. 3 (2008): 34-35.

81 "NATO/WEU Operation Sharp Guard," accessed 5 May 2020,
https://www.nato.int/ifor/general/shrp-grd.htm.

82 Unlii Bilgig, “Turkey as a Security Provider to the EU: Turkish Perceptions,” 179.
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2002.8% Under this arrangement, two major EU operations have been carried out
using NATO assets and capabilities: EUFOR Concordia in the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and EUFOR Althea in Bosnia and Herzegovina,

the latter still being active.3*

It is worth highlighting that the use of NATO assets in EU operations under the
Berlin Plus is, in practice, subject to NATO’s “right of first refusal”, meaning that in
order for the EU to take on such operations and missions, NATO must decline to

intervene in a given crisis.®

From Turkey’s point of view, certain aspects of the Berlin Plus arrangement must be
dwelled upon. The Berlin Plus deal maintained the conditions for NATO-EU
consultation arrangements for the crisis management operations/missions with
recourse to NATO assets and capabilities. This channel already existed between
WEU and NATO under the original Berlin arrangement.?® In addition, for EU-led
crisis management operations under the Berlin Plus arrangements, NATO allies must

give unanimous support to sharing the Alliance’s assets with the EU.*” Turkey, for

8 NATO, “Istanbul Summit Media Guide,” (2004): 92-102, accessed 17 November 2020,
https://www.nato.int/docu/comm/2004/06-istanbul/press-kit/presskit-en.pdf.

8 Pohl, EU Foreign Policy and Crisis Management Operations, 40.

85 Washington Summit Communique, para. 9.a: “We acknowledge the resolve of the European Union
to have the capacity for autonomous action so that it can take decisions and approve military action
where the Alliance as a whole is not engaged.” NATO, 1999, accessed 22 December 2020,
https://www.nato.int/docu/p1/1999/p99-064e.htm

8 Tim Waugh, “Berlin Plus Agreement,” European Parliament, n.d., accessed December 2020,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/berlinplus_/berlinplus_en.pdf

87 Arnold Kammel, and Benjamin Zyla, "Looking for a ‘Berlin-Plus in Reverse’? NATO in Search of
a New Strategic Concept," Orbis 55, no. 4 (2011): 655.
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instance, tabled reservations regarding the Berlin Plus arrangements that delayed the

deployment of the operation Concordia for five months.3®

When the EU absorbed the WEU tasks in 1999 with ambitious military goals, Turkey
began to think more sensitively about the future role of non-EU NATO members in
security cooperation. As a WEU associate country, Turkey could participate in
important WEU activities including bi-weekly ambassadors’ meetings, deploy
personnel in the planning cell, and was represented at the WEU Assembly. Even
though Turkey was not fully involved in the decision-making process, when NATO
assets were required through Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF), she could fully

exercise her right as an Ally to participate in the WEU decision-making.®

In addition, since the privileged access of the associate WEU countries had been
considerably shrunk, the modalities of how NATO assets and capabilities were
envisaged to be used in WEU-led operations within the framework of Petersberg

tasks, especially their transfer, monitoring and return, had to be clarified.

The EU’s decision at the December 2000 Nice Summit came as a blow to Turkey’s,
and other non-EU NATO Allies’ contributions to the European security architecture
because the Union completely excluded them from participating in WEU’s decision-
making structures.”® One of the major reasons why the Nice Summit decisions were
not welcomed by Turkey was that the new arrangement for non-EU NATO Allies did

not fully compensate the position the country had as an associate member to WEU,

8 Eva Gross, "Operation Concordia (FYROM)". In European Security and Defence Policy: First 10
Years (1999-2009), ed. Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel Keohane (Paris: European Union
Institute for Security Studies, 2010), 175.

8 Seyda Hanbay, "Involvement of non-EU European NATO Members in CSDP: the Turkish Case,"
Baltic Journal of Law and Politics 4, no. 1 (2011): 7.

% Y1lmaz, “Turkey and the European Union: A Security Perspective,” 59.

25



which could diminish the role Turkey could play — as she has done for years- within

the European security architecture.’!

Ankara’s reaction was critical of the EU’s expectation from non-EU NATO Allies to
automatically comply with political decisions taken without their involvement.”?> On
the other hand, Turkey’s crisis-prone neighborhood had ample potential for crisis
management operations, so naturally she would have liked to get involved in or least

be informed about them before they are officially launched in her proximity.*?

Another major problem for Turkey was that unlike the arrangements within the
WEU, the CSDP missions and operations were subject to invitation by the Council.
This meant that even one single country vetoing Turkey would be enough to ensure
its exclusion from any mission or operation to be undertaken in her neighborhood or
elsewhere.”* On the NATO front, if an Ally were to veto the decision to undertake a
crisis management action based on the Berlin Plus arrangements, then it could be
taken up by the EU through the CSDP. This would mean another risk for Turkey to
be excluded in crisis management, probably her NATO Ally and EU member state

Greece.”

Turkey’s abovementioned concerns triggered a negotiation process on the Berlin
Plus package, which was concluded in 2002, two years later than intended. During

this period, EU could not undertake any CSDP missions or operations. The

°! Hanbay, "Involvement of non-EU European NATO Members in CSDP: the Turkish Case," 11.

°2 Aykan, "Turkey and European Security and Defence Identity/Policy (ESDI/P): A Turkish View,"
337-338.

9 Cebeci, "NATO, the EU and Turkey: The CSDP Stalemate," 101.

% Hanbay, "Involvement of non-EU European NATO Members in CSDP: the Turkish Case," 8.
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breakthrough came at the Copenhagen Summit in 2002,°° which ensured that the
CSDP would not be used against an Ally, and that Greek Cyprus and Malta would
not take part in CSDP missions and operations within the Berlin Plus framework
when they become EU member states. Following this progress, the Berlin Plus

framework became effective in March 2003.%7

2.4. Turkey-Greek Cyprus vis-a-vis CSDP and the road to Berlin Plus

Turkey unlocked the EU full membership perspective with the Association
Agreement in 1964. However, it was not until 1987 that Turkey made an official
application to the EU for full membership. The reason it took time for Turkey to take

this step is because the country had gone through two coups in that period.”®

The EU did not respond by announcing the start of negotiations upon application
since it was experiencing what some describe as an “enlargement fatigue” after
Spain, Portugal and Greece’s accession and also was occupied with the introduction

of the single market.”

A new hope blossomed in Turkey-EU relations when the Customs Union was

enacted in 1995, but did not stay alive long enough because two years later at the

% Council of the European Union, “Declaration of the Council Meeting in Copenhagen on 12
December 2002,” Annex II to Presidency Conclusions, 2002, accessed 6 April 2021,
https://www.consilium.europa.cu/media/20906/73842.pdf
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Luxembourg Summit, the Union did not list Turkey among the countries to be

included in the next enlargement wave, whereas Greek Cyprus was listed.!®

The Council Conclusion made reference to conditions for Turkey to strengthen her
relations with the EU: establishing satisfactory and stable relations with Greece and
supporting negotiations over the Cyprus issue under the aegis of UN Security
Council Resolutions.!’! To right the wrong it made at Luxembourg, the EU decided
in its 1999 Helsinki Summit to grant Turkey candidate status.'®” The Union’s
motivation behind this decision should be considered in relation to the possibility of
Turkey’s detachment from the newly established security concept of the EU in its

periphery, the Balkans.

Meanwhile, Greek Cyprus was greenlit to start accession negotiations at the General
Affairs Council in 1995.'% Turkey reacted by convening the Parliament and calling
for a decision to integrate the Northern Cyprus into Turkey’s territory if the EU were
to accept Greek Cyprus.'® Greek Cyprus’ accession was never tied to conditions
whereas the restrictions put on Turkey’s accession were unparalleled to any

enlargement decision.

100 “Statement on the EU's Luxembourg Decision,” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Turkey, 14 December 1997, accessed 17 May 2021, www.mfa.gov.tr/turkiye-cumhuriyeti-_disisleri-
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101 «“presidency Conclusions,” Luxembourg European Council, 12-13 December 1997, accessed 10
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102 “presidency Conclusions,” Helsinki European Council, 10-11 December 1999, accessed 10 July
2021, https://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/hell _en.htm

193 European Commission, “General Affairs Council Meeting,” 30-31 October 1995, accessed 27
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In a way, Turkey was expected to prove her worth by making progress in settling the
Cyprus issue, but the EU did not make it clear whether Turkey was supposed to
actually resolve the issue on her own or through supporting the UN efforts.!% What
Helsinki Summit put on Greek Cyprus’ shoulder was merely limited to that “the
political settlement of the issue will facilitate the accession of Cyprus”.'% This,
according to Akgiil A¢ikmese and Triantaphyllou, implied that the EU did not take

Turkey’s messages on potential integration of Northern Cyprus into consideration. %’

The Helsinki Council also officially introduced the ESDP and highlighted the need
for a clearly defined relation with NATO along with its modalities.! Turkey, similar
to the US, was not hyped about NATO capabilities and assets being used for EU-led
operations now that she had lost most of the privileges as an associate member when
the WEU was absorbed into the EU through the Treaty of Maastricht. Last but not
least, building on the joint declaration of St. Malo, Helsinki Summit also introduced
a Headline Goal for military forces to be made available, called European Rapid

Reaction Force (ERRF), for the newly created ESDP.!%

An agreement on the modalities of NATO-EU cooperation was planned to be
incorporated in the Washington Summit Communiqué but the negotiations were

stuck due to Turkey’s hesitations over the new framework the EU was pushing.

105 Akgiil Agikmese and Triantaphyllou, "The NATO-EU-Turkey Trilogy: The Impact of the Cyprus
Conundrum," 560.

106 «“presidency Conclusions,” Helsinki European Council, 10-11 December 1999, accessed 10 July
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Therefore, the Communiqué did not contain more than an acknowledgement of the
EU’s efforts and goals and a pledge to ensure the fullest possible involvement of
non-European Allies in EU-led crisis management operations.!'® Even in 1999, the
WEU had to rely on NATO for the capabilities and assets needed to take on any

operation because of its limited autonomous capacity.'!!

The following Councils in Feira and Laeken laid down new details for the non-EU
European Allies’ participation in CSDP and modalities for NATO-EU cooperation.
The unfolding scenario was still not ideal to Turkey for two main reasons: one is that
Turkey, as any other non-EU country, had to be invited by the Council to participate
in EU-led Petersberg tasks mission/operations, and two is that the framework the EU
set up did not allow for any actual role in the decision-making and political steering

of missions/operations, only in decision-shaping.''?

What Turkey wished to gain from the negotiations over the Berlin Plus deal was a
compensation for the considerable loss of entitlement as per WEU acquis. In specific
terms, this involved eliminating the aspect of an invitation to participate in EU-led
missions/operations, and instead be entitled to do so while also being involved in the
planning phase of operations as opposed to a mere subject to operational and political

decisions the Union might make!"?.

Even deeper motives of challenging Turkish position towards EU-NATO
cooperation formulated within the Berlin Plus package as enshrined in Feira and

Laeken Summits involved the threat of Greek Cyprus accession to the Union,

110 Antonio Missiroli, "EU-NATO Cooperation in Crisis Management: No Turkish Delight for
ESDP," Security Dialogue 33, no. 1 (2002): 13; 16.

1 1bid. 14.

112 Ibid. 16.

13 Missiroli, "EU-NATO Cooperation in Crisis Management: No Turkish Delight for ESDP," 16.
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potential missions/operations to be deployed by Greece against Turkey’s national
interests, especially in the Cyprus theatre, all without any compelling incentives for

Turkey to satisfy her national security needs.!!*

A breakthrough was achieved thanks to American and British mediation efforts when
Ankara warmed up to the terms of the Nice Implementation Document (a slightly
altered version of Ankara’s document). The document acknowledged the special
position of the non-EU NATO Allies by offering an ad hoc 15+6 (EU members +
non-EU NATO Allies) meeting format on the political and bilateral levels, but

participation in operations still required invitation.'!>

It also distinguished between ‘EU-led operations using NATO assets and
capabilities’ and ‘EU-led operations not requiring recourse to NATO assets and
capabilities’.!'® On the bright side, the deal allowed for non-EU European Allies to
get involved in the planning phase of operations when recourse to NATO capabilities
and assets was in question. Besides, the Committee of Contributors was first
proposed in this document, a platform where day-to-day operational decisions would

be discussed.!”

This break was in vain as the North Atlantic Council Meeting in December 2000 did

not bring a closure as everybody hoped due to Greek Cyprus’ suggestion of

114 Ricketts, "The EU and Defence,” 36.
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Issue,” (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015) 66-70.
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deploying the premature ERRF as a peacekeeping mission on the island and

committing forces to it.!!8

In search of an understanding, the British drafted an informal paper which contained
elements to reassure Turkey that no decision would be taken regarding a CSDP
mission/operation at the EU-level against her without her involvement or in the

country’s geographical proximity.'!

The UK Prime Minister Tony Blair sent the informal paper as a letter to the then
Turkish Prime Minister Biilent Ecevit, who agreed to the understanding as framed in
the text. It was then attached to the Laeken Summit Conclusion but the Greeks did
not accept and asked for time for further discussion and reflection. This was because

the letter was leaked to the public via a newspaper before the Council meeting.'?°

The ensuing negotiation efforts by the British and Americans yielded a compromise
where the Declaration of the Council Meeting of Copenhagen in 2002 concluded that
‘the Berlin Plus arrangements and the implementation thereof will apply only to
those EU member states which are also either NATO members or parties to the
“Partnership for Peace”, and which have consequently concluded bilateral security

arrangements with NATO”.!?!

This clause clearly meant the exclusion of Greek Cyprus and Malta. Greek Cyprus
was neither a NATO Ally, nor a party to the Partnership for Peace. Additionally,
Greek Cyprus did not and could not sign a bilateral security agreement with NATO

118 Antonio Missiroli, "EU-NATO Cooperation in Crisis Management: No Turkish Delight for
ESDP," Security Dialogue 33, no. 1 (2002): 17.

119 Ricketts, "The EU and Defence,” 35.
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32


https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20906/73842.pdf

because of a possible veto from Turkey.!?? This exclusion checked one of the boxes
for Turkey to get on board with the Berlin Plus arrangements. However, the same
Council meeting also concluded that Greek Cyprus, along with 10 other candidates,
would become EU members in the next enlargement wave, and it acknowledged
Turkey’s alignment with the Copenhagen criteria, officially approving the start of

accession negotiations with Turkey.!??

An interview with an EU official revealed that since Greek Cyprus would not agree
with being left out of decision-making as an EU member in some aspects, the Union
had to push through the deal before accession. There was also the urge from some
major powers within the EU, most notably France that pushed for the CSDP to take
control of the NATO’s SFOR in Bosnia and showcase EU’s strategic autonomy.
Needless to say, there was a considerable amount of pressure to get the Berlin Plus

deal signed.'?*

While the Berlin Plus was negotiated within the EU and the North Atlantic Council
at the same time, the resultant texts agreed internally were not identical. According to
a Turkish diplomat, the Turkish side requested the inclusion of “and strategic
cooperation” as opposed to merely military cooperation between EU and NATO.!%
This proposal did not find resonance from the EU at the behest of the Greek side.
The ensuing incongruity has led to different interpretations pertaining to the coverage

of Berlin Plus till this day.!?® Again, the French were very receptive to the biddings
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of the Greek and Greek Cypriots in championing an interpretation of the deal limited
to the military dimension of cooperation between two organizations, meaning that it
would only apply to the cases where CSDP uses NATO assets and capabilities to run

operations/missions.

NATO sided with Turkey'?’ in arguing that strategic cooperation involves political
decisions, therefore excluding Greek Cyprus from participating in
operations/missions falling under the Berlin Plus framework.'?® This contested
understanding of the scope of the Berlin Plus framework has rendered the EU-NATO
cooperation unable to move further than Operation Althea. Yielding to the Greek and
Greek Cypriot insistence, the EU does not allow for current joint meeting mechanism
between the two organizations to go beyond discussing Operation Althea-related

issues.!'?’

Pohl argues that although this constipation is often attributed to Turkish-Cypriot
dispute, the larger stakes point towards the divergent motives the US and France had
for the future of the European security architecture, and they often operated around
such disputes to further their agenda. He elaborates this argument by pointing out
that the tug-of-war to drive their visions was palpable at the time of the American
invasion of Iraq. Despite this incongruity in the background, the Berlin Plus

negotiations yielded result, thanks to the “Atlanticist” EU member states.'>°
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The framework was officially signed on 17 March 2003, very close to the US
invasion of Iraq, and it was invoked for the first time in Macedonia, with the EU

taking over from NATO’s Operation Allied Harmony.'*!

In Turkey’s 2005 Progress Report’s CSDP section, it is stated that Turkey’s
participation in CSDP is riddled with difficulties due to divergent interpretations by
the EU and Turkey of the Berlin Plus arrangements. The paragraph continues as

follows:

Turkey’s participation in the ESDP continues to present certain difficulties.
Indeed, Turkey and the EU have a different interpretation of the “Berlin
Plus” agreements between EU and NATO. As a result, Turkey’s insistence
that Cyprus and Malta be excluded from the EU-NATO strategic co-
operation in crisis management has so far hampered such co-operation.'>’

The last blow that ended up massively entangling Turkey-CSDP, and Turkey-EU
relations at large, was the accession of Greek Cyprus, a non-recognized entity to
Turkey, to the EU in 2004, with the biggest enlargement wave in the Union’s
history.!** Even though Turkey negotiated resolutely to ensure the exclusion of
Greek Cyprus from the Berlin Plus framework, the accession of the latter would
prove to be a predominant challenge for not just Turkey-EU relations and Turkey’s
accession process, but also for closer NATO-EU cooperation.!** At this point, it is
worth mentioning that the Turkey-EU, and to a large extent for the purpose of this
study, NATO-EU relations have been substantially tied to Turkey-Greece-Greek

Cyprus relations, which will more comprehensively feature in the upcoming sections.
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When the Brussels Summit in December 2004 confirmed that accession negotiations
would start with Turkey in 2005, Turkey-EU relations took a more positive turn.
However, since Greek Cyprus was now a full EU member, it had the capacity to
block the process. And it did so by placing a unilateral veto over 8 chapters,

including chapter 31: Foreign, Security and Defense Policy.!*

The EU started the institutionalization of third countries to CSDP missions and
operations in 2004 with the introduction of Framework Partnership Agreements.!*¢
The FPA lays out the main operational and political modalities of a
mission/operation. To date, 8 countries have signed an FPA with the EU, including
all the candidates, whom have also taken part in CSDP missions/operations.'*” These
FPAs, however, have not been able to create as robust a network as NATO through
the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC).!3® Turkey signed an FPA with the

Union in 2006, which came into force in 2007.'%°

As briefly laid out above, Turkey has substantially contributed to the European
security, and continues to do so as an EU candidate and a NATO Ally, which
debatably remains the main pillar of the European security structure. This study will
attempt to elaborate on Turkey’s relationship with the EU’s CSDP through a closer
look at missions and operations undertaken by the Union. The following sections will

focus on Turkey’s journey in detail and try to make sense of Turkey-EU relationship
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from a security-oriented perspective by zooming in on the decisions and reactions of

Turkey with regards to CSDP missions and operations.
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CHAPTER 3

A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF TURKEY’S PARTICIPATION IN CSDP
OPERATIONS

3.1. A Periodical Categorization of CSDP Missions/Operations in Review

Before dissecting each CSDP mission/operation with regards to Turkey’s
involvement, it would serve the purpose of this study well to attempt an analysis on
Turkey’s CSDP journey. In this vein, setting some milestones along the road could

support such analysis.

Leaving the associate membership to the WEU and the perks that came with it, the
first dynamic that may function as a milestone for Turkey vis-a-vis CSDP could be
the operationalization of the latter with the initiation of EUPM Bosnia. Since the
crises that spawned the CSDP were concentrated in the Balkans, it is important to
note the fact that Turkey, within and without the Berlin Plus arrangements, took part

in all CSDP engagements in the region.

In total, there have been five CSDP missions/operations in the Balkans. The EU
invited Turkey to participate in all five of them. Two of them were Berlin Plus

operations: Concordia and EUFOR Althea.

This study will then categorize the second milestone of Turkey’s CSDP journey as
the beginning of her accession negotiations in 2005 whereby the dynamic of
Europeanization in the sense of fulfilment of the EU’s expectations from Turkey
reaches its peak. Alternatively, the accession of Greek Cyprus to the Union could

serve as the second milestone in terms of analyzing this journey. However, for the
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sake of the conceptual approach adopted in this study to examine this period, the

initiation of accession negotiations with Turkey is more appropriate. '

Following the formal opening of negotiations on 3 October 2005, Turkey partook in
a series of CSDP missions and operations, such as EULEX Kosovo, EUPOL COPPS,
EUAM Ukraine and EUFOR RD Congo.

The period covering the second milestone could be argued to coincide with Turkey’s
selective Europeanization phase whereby she seems to prefer aligning with the EU’s
expectations on a case-by-case basis rather than on absolute conditionality. This
selective nature manifests itself in the choices made by Turkey to participate or not

participate in the CSDP initiatives undertaken during this period.

For this study, the third milestone is designated as the attempted coup in Turkey on
15 July 2016 and its aftermath vis-a-vis the relations with the EU. Turkey declared
state of emergency'*! and withdrew its staff from EUAM Ukraine and EULEX
Kosovo.!'*? The state of emergency was lifted on 18 July 2018. Consequently, Turkey
re-applied for posting staff at these missions but her applications have not been
received favorably by the EU so far. Presently, the only CSDP initiative that Turkey
participates in is EUFOR Althea, the exception to the withdrawal decision of staff

following the state of emergency.

Ever since the CSDP-Turkey relations hit the third milestone, there has not been a
new operation/mission to which Turkey contributed. On the other hand, the EU only
launched four crisis management initiatives after this period, EUAM Iraq, EUAM
RCA, Operation Irini and EUTM Mozambique.

140 On a related side-note, even though the Europeanization dynamic peaked with the start of
accession negotiations, Turkey still maintains EU membership as a strategic goal, consistently
enshrined as a tenet in her enterprising and humanitarian foreign policy as well as in the discourse of
high-level political figures.

141 "Cabinet Decree on Declaration of State of Emergency," Official Gazette, Ankara: 2016, accessed
16 May 2020, https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2016/07/20160721-4.pdf.

142 BEuropean Commission, Turkey 2018 Report, Strasbourg: 2018, 98.
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Between the second and third milestones, Turkey was invited to a number of CSDP
missions/operations to which she either agreed to contribute / issued approval to send
support, or decided not to join. These missions will also be covered in the fourth
chapter, along with the two CSDP initiatives undertaken after the third milestone, i.e.

failed coup attempt in Turkey.

There have also been CSDP missions and operations to which Turkey was not
explicitly invited but may have been interested in joining, such as those in her
neighborhood, namely in Iraq, Georgia and Libya. Last but not least, within the range
of CSDP missions/operations, there are also those that Turkey was not invited and
did not express, as far as the public available sources tell, an interest to join. All such

missions/operations will be analyzed in more detail in their respective chapters.

Throughout this journey along the abovementioned milestones, Turkey’s synergy
with EU’s CSDP has taken different turns, and it would be difficult to analyze all
missions/operations vis-a-vis Turkey’s participation deploying a singular theoretical
approach. Therefore, this study will attempt to make use of three conceptual
approaches to examine the underlying dynamics of Turkey’s participation and non-
participation in CSDP missions/operations. For the purpose of seeking an
overarching assessment, firstly, Europeanization and de-Europeanization tendencies
as manifested in Turkey and EU’s external policy alignment and misalignment

synergies could provide an explanation.

Second, in probing the CSDP missions/operations where EU-NATO
cooperation/competition dynamics loom, a compelling case could be made towards
Turkey’s soft-balancing attempts and opportunities against the EU or its individual

members.

Last but not least, to offer a rationale for Turkey’s participation in the
missions/operations, a look at Turkey’s role in peacekeeping operations and her
motives in such efforts could prove useful. Accordingly, the study will dive into such
CSDP missions/operations from the perspective of Turkey as a peacekeeper as the

third concept for understanding Turkey’s interest in CSDP.
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3.2. A Conceptual Explanation of Turkey’s Journey with CSDP
As mentioned in the above section, the literature on Europeanization could shed
some light on the synergy between Turkey and the EU’s CSDP while looking at

operations and missions through Turkey’s involvement and non-involvement.

According a prominent academic in Europeanization, Robert Ladrech, the concept
refers to a process of adjusting policies to converge with those made by the European
Union. It other words, it indicates the effects of European Union policies on national
policies, i.e. a top-down process. The other aspect of the term involves the extent to
which states influence EU-level decision-making, i.e. a bottom-up process.!®’
However, since the latter process only applies to full member states, for a candidate
country and for the sake of this study, the first process will be adopted in the

analysis.

Another leading academic in the literature on Europeanization, Radaelli, broadly

defines the term as the

processes of (a) construction, (b) diffusion, and (c) institutionalization of
formal and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, “ways of
doing things,” and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and
consolidated in the making of EU public policy and politics and then
incorporated in the logic of domestic discourses, identities, political
structures, and public policies.'**

For full member states, the process is guided through EU-level positions and
decisions, which works through EU institutions and organizational structure.
Especially with the emergence of the CFSP, the drive for convergence on a common
foreign and security approach has been enhanced, whereas it used to be a domaine
réservé for member states. As for candidate countries, even though CSFP was

introduced as a chapter in the accession negotiations, this convergence process

143 Robert Ladrech, "Europeanization and Political Parties," Party Politics 8, no. 4 (2002): 389-403.

144 Claudio M. Radaelli, "Theorizing Europeanization," In The Politics Of Europeanization, ed. Kevin
Featherstone and Claudio M. Radaelli (Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 30.
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through EU-level decision-making and institutions does not operate for them in the
same way as it does for member states. Given the nature of rules and institutions
governing the EU-level decision-making, the bottom-up process of Europeanization

is inapplicable to candidate countries.

As it has been established above that the top-down Europeanization is the only
relevant process for candidates -provoking an asymmetrical power relation between
the EU and candidates- the Union enjoys imposing conditionality over them for full
membership. In other words, candidates are expected to align their foreign and
security policies with CSFP norms and values, especially with the enactment of
Lisbon Treaty!'® Therefore, as a candidate, Turkey is also conditioned to make
necessary adaptations in her foreign and security policy to satisfy the norms, values

and principles promoted by the EU in CFSP.

At the 1999 Helsinki Summit, the EU officially gave a green light to Turkey’s
candidacy status. From this step onwards, the EU conditionality exerted growing
influence over Turkey’s political realm as the country launched into an extensive
reform campaign to fulfill the Copenhagen criteria'*® to formally start accession

negotiations.

Among these norms upheld by the EU in CSFP is the use of civilian instruments in
solving crises. Under the CSDP, the Union has launched a series of crisis
management missions/operations in the Balkans, Middle East, Eastern Europe, Sahel,
Central Africa, Mediterranean and Horn of Africa. As a member of the European
security architecture through her membership to NATO and candidacy of EU,

Turkey has taken part in numerous civilian and military crisis management

145 Meltem Miiftiiler-Bag and Yaprak Giirsoy, "Is there a Europeanization of Turkish Foreign Policy?
An Addendum to the Literature on EU Candidates," Turkish Studies 11, no. 3 (2010): 405-411.

146 Copenhagen, or accession criteria refer to the conditions and principles to which any country
aspiring to become a full member of the EU must conform. These criteria were established by the
Copenhagen European Council in 1993 and reinforced by the Madrid European Council in 1995;
"Accession Criteria," European Neighbourhood Policy and Enlargement Negotiations, 2021, accessed
21 May 2021, https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/enlargement-
policy/glossary/accession-criteria_en.
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missions/operations led by both organizations. This pattern of enhanced participation
to crisis management initiatives ties in with the increasing role of European Union

candidacy dynamics on Turkey’s foreign policy.

The process of Europeanization is also evident in the increasing trend of Turkish
participation to crisis management operations.'*’” The country’s pledge to contribute
to the Headline Goal for 2010 with 6,000 troops, aircraft and ships further testify to
her position as a team player with regards to the European security architecture.
Indeed, even before the Helsinki Summit, then Defense Minister of Turkey
Sabahattin Cakmakoglu declared “Turkey’s readiness to contribute to ESDP with
5,000 troops, 36 F-16s, 2 transportation aircraft and warships and even more upon

mutual agreement.”!*8

The Europeanization of Turkish foreign policy is also identifiable in the political
elite’s discourse after the Justice and Development Party came to power in 2002. The
new government implemented an EU membership-oriented agenda in both domestic
and foreign fronts. Former Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu described this

agenda’s goal as “zero problem policy with neighboring regions "%’

, which triggered
a rising trend of Turkey’s involvement as a mediator and peacemaker in the Balkans,
Caucasus and Middle East. Besides, the country pursued a growingly more active
role within multilateral fora, which again falls in line with European foreign policy

preferences. !

147 Tarik Oguzlu and Ugur Giingor, "Peace Operations and the Transformation of Turkey's Security
Policy," Contemporary Security Policy 27, no. 3 (2006): 472.

148 Bali Aykan, "Turkey and European Security and Defence Identity/Policy (ESDI/P): A Turkish
View," 337.

149 Ahmet Davutoglu, "Turkey’s Foreign Policy Vision: An Assessment of 2007," Insight Turkey 10,
no. 1 (2008): 80-83.

150 Miiftiiler-Bag and Giirsoy, "Is there a Europeanization of Turkish Foreign Policy? An Addendum
to the Literature on EU Candidates," 408; 419.
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In the security theatre, Turkey’s support to the conception and evolution of CSDP
and the numerous initiatives under it ties in with the Europeanization argument.
Though a counter-argument could be lodged by those pointing out that the CSDP
missions/operations Turkey contributed to in the first milestone of Europeanization
period were indeed concentrated in the Balkans due to the country’s strategic
regional interests, the fact that she also supported EUPOL Kinshasa in Congo is a

testament to the abovementioned trend in Turkish foreign and security policy.

The concept of Europeanization as adopted by this study could also throw some light
on Turkey’s participation in CSDP missions/operations in Africa. Thierry Tardy, for
instance, points out that one of the main drivers of participation in CSDP initiatives
for candidate countries is to “familiarize themselves with the various components of
the EU and its procedures”.!>! This claim may be applied to Turkey since she
contributed to CSDP missions in the DRC and approved to send support to missions

in Mali, Central African Republic and Guinea-Bissau, even though the latter did not

eventually happen.

On the other hand, it is important to note the limits of Europeanization and the
bumps on the road of Turkey-CSDP synergy. As Miiftiller-Bag points out,
Europeanization is likely to occur when it benefits the perceived interests of the
candidate state.'** In this case, the biggest obstacle hindering further Europeanization
of Turkish foreign and security policy could arguably be the accession of Greek
Cyprus to the EU and the double-vetoing dynamic it triggered and a ripple effect it
created over the EU-NATO cooperation. This is most visible in the case of the

launching process of EULEX Kosovo mission'>* as well as Turkey’s relations with

51 Tardy, “CSDP: Getting Third States on Board,” 3.

152 Miiftiiler-Bag and Giirsoy, "Is there a Europeanization of Turkish Foreign Policy? An Addendum
to the Literature on EU Candidates," 422.

153 In the preparation phase of EULEX Kosovo, EU initially intended to use NATO assets and
capabilities and made arrangements that would allow Greek Cyprus to get involved in the mission.
Therefore, Turkey objected to the use of NATO assets for EULEX Kosovo.
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the European Defense Agency (EDA).!>* Most recently, the fallout between the EU
and Turkey over the Eastern Mediterranean dispute leading to Operation Irini could
be a notable case in point of this divergence induced by the accession of Greek

Cyprus.

Aside from the Greek Cyprus hitch, the lack of consultations by the EU despite
repeated calls from Turkey in the events of CSDP missions/operations launched in
Turkey’s neighborhood, as agreed within the Berlin Plus deal, has generated another
cause for contention. The initiatives in Iraq and Georgia are particularly noteworthy

to illustrate this affair.

Oguzlu and Kibaroglu attribute this divergence to the incompatibilities of European
and Turkish security cultures, an eroding dynamic whereby the EU began to consider
Turkey as a security burden rather than an asset. Following their argument, the
culmination of this reverse process led to the freezing of accession negotiations in

2006, lowering expectations for Turkey’s Europeanization success.'>

The aforementioned reverse Europeanization trend is conceptualized as “de-
Europeanization” by Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber, who define it as “the loss or
weakening of the EU/Europe as a normative/political context and as a reference point
for Turkish society and politics”.!>® They suggest that such a condition occurs when
actions are taken without the need to align with those of the EU, broadly referring to

a distancing of politics from the European system of norms, values and policy

154 Greek Cyprus currently vetoes Turkey’s associate membership application to the European
Defence Agency.

155 Tarik Oguzlu and Mustafa Kibaroglu, "Incompatibilities in Turkish and European Security
Cultures Diminish Turkey's Prospects for EU Membership," Middle Eastern Studies 44, no. 6 (2008):
947; 959.

156 Senem, Aydin-Diizgit and Alper Kaliber, "Encounters with Europe in an Era of Domestic and
International Turmoil: Is Turkey a De-Europeanising Candidate Country?," South European Society
and Politics 21, no. 1 (2016): 6.
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expectations.'”” Yilmaz studies the Europeanization process of Turkey from the
Helsinki Summit in 1999 to 2014 and concludes that the period 1999-2004 witnessed
progressing Europeanization, followed by 2005-2010 with selective Europeanization
-whereby Turkey handpicked policy adaptations demanded by the EU- and then
evolved into de-Europeanization when EU conditionality on and policy alignment by

Turkey weakened.'*8

The loosening of EU conditionality over Turkey, as Tocci explains, was triggered by
the concerns of some EU member states such as Germany, France and Austria about
the country’s size and demographic growth, calling for a privileged partnership
instead of full membership.!>® Eldem also attributes the incrementally degrading pace
of Europeanization in Turkey to the lack of credibility and sincerity of the EU’s
commitment to Turkey’s accession process, with growing anti-Turkish sentiment in

European political parties and the questioning of a European future for Turkey.'®

Whereas the literature is teeming with studies looking at de-Europeanization

1 and freedom of

dynamics at the domestic policy level, such as in the rule of law!
media and expression'®?, this study will incorporate the conception of

Europeanization as alignment with and de-Europeanization as the distancing of

157 Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber, "Encounters with Europe in an Era of Domestic and International
Turmoil: Is Turkey a De-Europeanising Candidate Country?," 6.

158 Gozde Yilmaz, "From Europeanization to De-Europeanization: The Europeanization Process of
Turkey in 1999-2014," Journal of Contemporary European Studies 24, no. 1 (2015): 86-87.

159 Nathalie Tocci, “Europeanization in Turkey: Trigger or Anchor for Reforms?,” South European
Society and Politics 10, no. 1 (2005): 77.

160 Tuba Eldem, “The End of Turkey’s Europeanization?,” Turkish Policy Quarterly 12 no. 1 (2013):
127.

161 Beken Saat¢ioglu, "De-Europeanisation in Turkey: The Case of the Rule of Law," South European

Society and Politics 21, no. 1 (2016): 133.

162 Gozde Yilmaz, "Europeanisation or De-Europeanisation? Media Freedom in Turkey (1999-2015),"
South European Society and Politics 21 no. 1 (2016): 147.
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politics in the foreign and security realm from the European system of norms, values
and policy expectations by focusing on Turkey’s participation or non-participation in

CSDP missions/operations.

A significant marker that should be mentioned within the context of distancing with
the EU’s expectations is the coup attempt in Turkey on 15 July 2016 and the
following state of emergency. The measures adopted by Turkey were repeatedly
criticized by the European Union to the brink of ostracizing the candidate country.
On top of these, the growing tensions in the Eastern Mediterranean with the Cyprus
issue at the core - coupled with other antagonizing factors stemming from Libya and

3

the Eastern Mediterranean Gas Forum'®’-

when EUNAVFOR MED Irini, also known as Operation Irini, was deployed. Indeed,

severely tested Turkey-CSDP synergy

on 22 November 2020, when a German ship operating in Irini stopped a Turkish-
flagged vessel carrying humanitarian goods to Misrata for inspection without
Turkey’s consent, a NATO ally and an EU candidate, the country reacted strongly

with a press statement highlighting the “biased” nature of Operation Irini.!**

A second, but supportive, approach to the argument on Europeanization of Turkey’s
external actions could be her increasing role in international and regional
peacekeeping efforts.'®> The dataset project TUBAKOV created by Yalginkaya,
Hatipoglu, Acar and Celikpala reveal the extent to which Turkey has been involved
in peacekeeping operations from the Balkans to Africa and Pacific. In fact, Turkey

has also operation-leading experience with ISAF in Afghanistan. The dataset draws

163 "Statement of the Spokesperson of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Hami Aksoy, in Response
to a Question Regarding the Meeting to Transform the Eastern Mediterranean Gas Forum into an
International Organization," Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, 2020, accessed 5
July 2021, https://www.mfa.gov.tr/sc_-3_-dogu-akdeniz-gaz-forumu-hk-sc.en.mfa.

164 "Statement of the Spokesperson of Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Hami Aksoy, in Response to a
Question Regarding the inspection under Operation Irini of a Turkish-Flagged Commercial Vessel
without Turkey’s Consent," Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, 2020, accessed 5
July 2021, https://www.mfa.gov.tr/sc_-115_--turk-bayrakli-bir-ticari-geminin-irini-harekati-

kapsaminda-ulkemizin-rizasi-olmadan-denetime-tabi-tutulmasi-hk-sc.en.mfa.

165 Gokhan Koger, “Turkey’s Contribution to Peacekeeping Operations,” Uluslararas: Iliskiler
(International Relations) 3, no. 11 (2006): 48-49.
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attention to the increasing trend of Turkey’s participation in peacekeeping operations

after 2001.16°

On the other hand, it should not be ignored that the roots of Turkish foreign policy
since the foundation of the republic are deeply embedded in the principle of “peace
at home, peace in the world” as laid down by the founder Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk.
From this perspective, it could be argued that Turkey has pursued peace in her
foreign policy initiatives ever since, as it stands to be the core of her enterprising and

humanitarian foreign policy.!'®’

Even though the Cold War dynamics of a bipolar world prevented the international
community from launching as many crisis management actions as needed to put
down the numerous fires that erupted during the period, Turkey contributed
significantly to the UN military operation in Korea in 1950.!°® Nevertheless, due to
the constraints on her options to maintain national security during the Cold War
rivalry between two superpowers, leading the country to adopt Western military and
political alliances, Turkey could not actively engage in UN peacekeeping efforts at

that time.'¢°

In the aftermath of the Cold War, the nature and intensity of peacekeeping efforts
launched by the international community has transformed. This page in international

peacekeeping is also referred to as “Second-generation operations,” ‘“the New

166 Haldun Yalginkaya, Emre Hatipoglu, Dilaver Arikan Acar and Mitat Celikpala, "Turkish Efforts in
Peacekeeping and the Introduction of the TUBAKOYV Dataset: An Exploratory Analysis,"
International Peacekeeping 25, no. 4 (2018): 487; 490.

167 Burak Akgapar, “Turkey: An Enterprising and Humanitarian Foreign Policy,” In The Road Ahead:
The 21°' Century World Order in the Eyes of Policy Planners, ed. Benoni Belli and Filipe Nasser
(Brasil: Alexandre de Gusmao Foundation (FUNAG), Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Brazil, 2018):
50.

168 Fiisun Tiirkmen, “Turkey and the Korean War,” Turkish Studies 3, no. 2 (2002): 161-180.

169 K emal Kirisci, “The end of the Cold War and Changes in Turkish Foreign Policy Behaviour,”
Foreign Policy 18 no. 3-4 (1994): 5.
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Peacekeeping,” “Wider Peacekeeping,” or “Expanded Peacekeeping”.!”’ As the
bipolar system of international system faded into unipolar one, the United Nations
gained a more prominent role in addressing global security challenges. At the same
time, new security threats emerged and the nature as well as the scale of conflicts
also witnessed significant change. The United Nations Security Council became
more capable of agreeing on taking decisions and actions when such challenges and

conflicts arose.!”!

The turn in peacekeeping allowed more operations to be initiated as is evident in the
increasing trend after Cold War years. With this turn, Turkey emerged as a
significant member of the international peacekeeping community. The rising trend of
Turkish involvement in peacekeeping efforts could be attributed to a number of
domestic and international factors as well. The most significant domestic factor
could arguably be the shift in foreign policy engagement when the ruling Justice and
Development Party came to power in 2002. Whereas the evolution in the conduct of
international peacekeeping in the aftermath of 9/11 attacks could be considered as an
important international factor. As TUBAKOV dataset indicates, between 2001-2015
Turkey’s contributions to peacekeeping operations were markedly increased (35 out

of 57 initiatives).!”?

Oguzlu and Glingdr relates this trend of increasing Turkish involvement in
international peacekeeping efforts with the ideational need to be counted among the
members of the Western international community, in other words, an instrument of
Westernization of Turkish security policy. Hence, peacekeeping operations assume

for Turkey a constitutive power to bolster her European identity by transferring

170 Steven R. Ratner, The New UN Peacekeeping: Building Peace in Lands of Conflict after the Cold
War (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995): 17.

17! Gareth Evans, Cooperating for Peace: The Global Agenda for the 1990s and Beyond, (Australia:
Australian Print Group, 1993): 100.

172 Yalginkaya, Hatipoglu, Arikan Agar and Celikpala, "Turkish Efforts in Peacekeeping and the
Introduction of the TUBAKOYV Dataset: An Exploratory Analysis," 490.
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European norms and values to Turkey.!”®> From this perspective, the CSDP missions
and operations Turkey has contributed to in those crisis theatres that may not be
considered as strategically relevant (such as EUPOL Kinshasa and EUFOR RD
Congo) could be appreciated in a different light.

From the standpoint of Turkey’s role as a peacekeeper, the outstanding components
that could be useful in explaining her involvement may be related to the changing
nature of peacekeeping, the increasing trend of missions/operations, and the shift in
Turkey’s foreign policy as well as the ideational choices she makes to align with the

Western norms and values.

Alternatively, the argument lodged by Dursun-Ozkanca, who views Turkey-CSDP
dynamic from a soft-balancing perspective also contains interesting insights for the
purpose of this study. As per this argument, Turkey is in a pursuit to soft-balance the
EU through CSDP in the Balkans. Drawing on Dursun-Ozkanca’s framing of “soft-
balancing between friends”, the stand-off between Turkey and Greco-Cyprus lobby
within NATO and EU, respectively, over NATO-EU cooperation may be considered

as inter-institutional balancing.'”

Subscribing to the realist theory of international relations, soft-balancing is a sub-
concept of the balance of power theory. Robert Pape conceptualizes soft balancing as
“...actions that do not directly challenge ... but that use nonmilitary tools to delay,
frustrate and undermine aggressive unilateral policies...” by “using international

institutions, economic statecraft and diplomatic arrangements...” '

173 Tarik Oguzlu and Ugur Giingor, "Peace Operations and the Transformation of Turkey's Security
Policy," Contemporary Security Policy 27, no. 3 (2006): 483-484.

174 Oya Dursun-Ozkanca, "Turkish Soft Balancing against the EU? An Analysis of the Prospects for
Improved Transatlantic Security Relations," Foreign Policy Analysis 13, no. 4 (2017): 894-896.

175 Robert A. Pape, "Soft Balancing against the United States," International Security 30, no. 1 (2005):
7-10.
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Kelly contributes to the literature on soft-balancing with introducing strategic non-
cooperation as a method whereby states “deliberately reject possible cooperation ...
to improve their influence” in situations they try to avoid being perpetually sidelined
in decision-making.'” Alternatively, Oswald argues that soft balancing occurs
between friends as in the case of the United States and the European Union, the latter
conspicuously engaging in this behavior through economic integration efforts leading

up to gaining an autonomous security role with CSDP.!"’

On the other hand, He applies the concept to states’ behaviors in multilateral
institutions, referring it as institutional balancing, and differentiates between
inclusive and exclusive aspects of the term. Accordingly, inclusive balancing occurs
when states engage in a norm building practice to influence other states’ behavior or
agendas within multilateral institutions, whereas exclusive balancing refers to
strengthening unity against external pressures.!’® In his more recent work in 2015,
He also fleshes out inter-institutional balancing, which holds that states may use

multilateral institutions to challenge the relevance of other institutions.'”

This notion could be utilized in the case of Turkey using NATO to soft-balance the
EU, especially in scenarios involving Greek Cyprus and Greece.'® Likewise, it could

also be argued that the latter resort to exclusive balancing against Turkey by using

176 Judith Kelley, "Strategic non-Cooperation as Soft Balancing: Why Iraq was not Just about Irag,"
International Politics 42, no. 2 (2005): 154.

177 Franz Oswald, "Soft Balancing between Friends: Transforming Transatlantic Relations," Debatte:
Journal of Contemporary Central and Eastern Europe 14, no. 2 (2006): 158-159.

178 Kai He, “Institutional Balancing and International Relations Theory: Economic Interdependence
and Balance of Power Strategies in Southeast Asia,” European Journal of International Relations14,
no. 3 (2008): 493.

179 Kai He, “Contested regional orders and institutional balancing in the Asia Pacific,” International
Politics 52, no. 2 (2015): 217.

180 Dursun-Ozkanca, "Turkish Soft Balancing against the EU? An Analysis of the Prospects for
Improved Transatlantic Security Relations," 108.
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the EU. In short, institutional soft-balancing may be useful to include in the analysis

toolbox.

Applying the abovementioned concepts to the analysis of Turkey’s involvement vis-
a-vis CSDP, the next two chapters will dissect each EU initiative by drawing on the
arguments offered by the Europeanization and de-Europeanization trend in Turkish
foreign policy, Turkey’s role as peacekeeper and/or her engagement in institutional

soft-balancing against the EU.
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CHAPTER 4

FIRST MILESTONE: FROM CANDIDATE STATUS TO THE START OF
ACCESSION NEGOTIATIONS

In the first milestone, covering the period from candidate status granted to Turkey at
the Copenhagen Council in 1999 to the start of accession negotiations in 2005, there
have been a number of elements that characterized the Turkey-CSDP synergy

regarding involvement/non-involvement in crisis management operations.

One such element was the operationalization of EU’S CSDP with the first series of
crisis management initiatives, mostly concentrated on the responses to crises taking
places in Europe’s doorstep, i.e. the Balkans. In this first milestone, EU initiated
crisis management missions/operations towards the fallout from the breaking up of
Former Yugoslavia, which induced instability in Bosnia and Herzegovina and North

Macedonia (formerly FYROM). '8!

Besides the Balkans, CSDP was also deployed in the DRC twice, one in the form of
a military intervention and the other in policing. Here, the CSDP’s ambitious reach
beyond the crises in the immediate neighborhood showed the willingness of the EU
to take security-related matters into its own hands instead of relying on NATO.!%2

Indeed, NATO’s area of operation did not extend to the West African region, and the

181 Michael E. Smith, "The First CSDP Actions: Taking over from the UN and NATO in the Balkans,"
In Europe's Common Security and Defence Policy: Capacity-Building, Experiential Learning, and
Institutional Change (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017): 81.

132 Barry R. Posen, "European Union Security and Defense Policy: Response to Unipolarity?,"
Security Studies 15, no. 2 (2006): 152.
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Union utilized its means and capabilities to assert its role as a security actor beyond

the European continent. '3

Nevertheless, it is safe to say that NATO maintained a strong relevance as the main
pillar for European security even after the CSDP was operationalized, given that the
first CSDP initiatives took the reins from previous NATO engagements. The EU also

assumed responsibility in complementarity with UN efforts, especially in DRC.

The EU also tested its capabilities with two rule of law missions, one in Georgia and
the other in Iraq. In many aspects, the first few years of CSDP crisis management
initiatives shaped the reach and scope of the EU’s willingness to carve out its role in
global security maintenance, its capabilities, and expectations of Member States from

it.

These aspirations were also closely related to the dynamics of EU-NATO
cooperation. The conception of ESDI within WEU by NATO’s enterprise, its
transformation into CSFP/CSDP with Maastricht Treaty, declaration of Petersberg
tasks on crisis management within WEU, the transfer of these tasks to the EU with
Amsterdam Treaty and the creation of the cooperation mechanism between EU and
NATO in crisis management under Berlin Plus agreement all informed the debate on
EU chartering a more autonomous path, one alternative to NATO, in peace and

security.!84

It was in this environment that Turkey, a formal candidate for accession, a non-
European NATO Ally and a former WEU associate member, maintained keen
interest to act with the European Union in crisis management. From the first

assignment that EU took on with the police mission in Bosnia Herzegovina, Turkey

183 Simon Duke, "Consensus Building in ESDP: the Lessons of Operation Artemis," International
Politics 46, no. 4 (2009): 398-399.

184 petros Demetriou, "NATO & CSDP: Can the EU Afford to Go Solo?," Cogent Social Sciences 2,
no. 1 (2016): 13-14.
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has endeavored to be involved in EU’s efforts to put out fires in the Balkans, their

common neighborhood, all the way to DRC in the African continent.'®’

The first category of CSDP missions also ties in with a regional perspective of the
Balkans and Turkey’s relations with the region. Being a Balkan country herself,
Turkey’s involvement in all CSDP missions carried out in the Balkans speaks to her

inextricable significance for the region’s security and her vested interests. '3

Turkey’s foreign policy in this period was highly aligned with that of the EU’s on
matters ranging from the Balkans to Middle East. Particularly after the AKP
government came to power, full EU membership campaign gained a big momentum
with numerous reform packages on domestic policies, and a European style of
foreign policy prevailed. These compelled the EU to cooperate closely in crisis
management with a candidate country speedily enacting reforms to join the ranks of

member states. '8’

Turkey’s foreign and security policy interests also matched the EU’s expectations for
outcome in the Balkans, where the bulk of first CSDP initiatives concentrated. Not to
mention the retained involvement of NATO in these initiatives entailing close
cooperation with Turkey. Furthermore, the requirements for force generation and
crisis management capabilities outside NATO made the EU more welcoming to third

state participation.

On the other hand, three CSDP undertakings in this period did not grant entry to third
state participation, for reasons explained in their respective sections, signaling the
exclusivity of EU’s interests in certain crisis scenes: Georgia, RDC and Iraq.

Nevertheless, despite the Trojan horse of Greek Cyprus becoming a member state

135 Hiiseyin Bage1 and Ugo Gaudino, "Involving Turkey in EU Common Foreign, Security and
Defence Policies," Eurasian Research Journal 2, no. 1 (2020): 18-19.

136 Interview 1, Interview with a high-ranking Turkish diplomat, 13 May 2020, Ankara.

187 Tarik Oguzlu, "Turkey and Europeanization of Foreign Policy?," Political Science Quarterly 125,
no. 4 (2010): 665-666;669.
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before Turkey in 2004 greatly impacting on Turkey’s negotiation process, from the
initiation of CSDP’s first mission to the formal start of accession negotiations,

Turkey-CSDP synergy was at its highest during this period.

The specific circumstances of the first batch of CSDP missions/operations
undertaken during this period and implications on Turkey’s involvement/non-

involvement will be examined in the following section.

4.1. EUPM Bosnia

EUPM Bosnia was the first real test of operationalizing the CSDP. It was the initial
mission undertaken by the EU. A civilian mission tasked with police reform, the
EUPM was officially approved by the Council Joint Action 2002/210/CFSP,
launched in January 2003 and lasted until 2012 with altered mandate.'®® Even though
the genesis of CSDP was, for the most part, military in purpose, the influence of
Nordic states also introduced civilian aspects.'®® All 27 member states, plus 6 third
states'”® contributed to EUPM Bosnia. According to the Council Joint Action
2002/210/CFSP, all non-EU NATO members, accession candidates and non-EU
OSCE members providing staff to the United Nations International Police Task

Force (IPTF) were invited to join the mission'".

188 European External Action Service, “Factsheet on EUPM Bosnia,” updated in 2012, accessed 12
January 2021, https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/eupm-
bih/pdf/25062012 factsheet eupm-bih_en.pdf

189 Michael Matthiessen, “The Institutional Genesis of EUPM Bosnia,” In Ten years after: lessons
from the EUPM in Bosnia and Herzegovina 2002-2012, ed. Tobias Flessenkemper and Damien Helly
(Paris: European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2013), 13-14.

190 Canada, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine

191 Council of the European Union, “Council Joint Action on the European Union Police Mission

(2002/210/CFSP),” Brussels: 11 March 2002, accessed 12 January 2021, https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32002E0210
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The EUPM replaced the IPTF, which had some 2,000 staff, because the UN no
longer felt available to continue this capacity in Bosnia and Herzegovina but still
believed an international peace presence must remain in the scene.'®? Having said
that, EUPM did not inherit IPTF’s entire mandate, which included executive powers,
and was not involved in active police training, an activity already concluded under
IPTFE.!”® This lack of executive powers in the mission’s mandate was criticized for

weakening its success.

Following the conflict in 1992 and the Dayton Agreement signed in its aftermath that
left the country ethnically and politically polarized and the central state weak, the
highly divided police structure required reform. And since the High Representative,
appointed for overseeing the implementation of Dayton, was also the EU Special
Representative and received large executive powers in 1997, he/she could move the
administration closer to aligning with EU requirements. As part of BiH’s
Europeanization journey, EU put in the condition to reform the police structure for

signing a Stabilization and Association Agreement (SAA) with the country.'**

Through its evolving mandates over the years, EUPM sought to adjust the policing
standards in Bosnia to conform to those held by the EU. In doing so, the mission
faced challenges, particularly with regards to the agenda on centralization of the

police structure. It was then terminated in 2012.'%

192 Matthiessen, “The Institutional Genesis of EUPM Bosnia,” 14.

193 Sre¢ko Latal, “Has Policing Changed? And if not, why not? — Local Community Perception,” In
Ten years after: lessons from the EUPM in Bosnia and Herzegovina 2002-2012, ed. Tobias
Flessenkemper and Damien Helly (Paris: European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2013), 51-52.

194 Michael Merlingen, “EUPM (Bosnia and Herzegovina”, In European Security and Defence
Policy: First 10 Years (1999-2009), ed. Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel Keohane (Paris:
European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2010), 162-163.

195 Zerrin Torun, “Strengths and Weaknesses of the European Union Police Mission in Bosnia-
Herzegovina,” Avrasya Ediitleri 50, no. 2 (2016): 22.
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Turkey was among the participating states in IPTF.'”® Upon invitation by the EU,
Turkey responded positively and concluded a Participation Agreement in 2003,
enabling her to contribute.!”” The agreement stipulated the contribution to be 6
seconded police officers, but according to Turkish records, the contribution was
actually 12 staff, 6 from the General Directorate of Security, and 6 from the General

Command of Gendarmerie.'*®

Considering the accelerated Europeanization trend in Turkey at the time EUPM
Bosnia was launched, and the lack of NATO involvement which leaves the inter-
institutional soft-balancing argument irrelevant in this case, it could be safely argued
that Turkey’s participation in EUPM Bosnia may be more related to her accession
goal. Therefore, the policy expectation of the EU from Turkey was satisfied by her
contribution to the mission. Still, it should not be ignored that for candidate
countries, Europeanization process works best when the perceived interests of the
candidate also allow for the expected action to be taken, which holds true for Turkey

given her engagement with the Balkan country.

Indeed, in his address to the General Assembly in 2014, then Deputy Prime Minister
Mr. Biilent Aring cited Turkey’s staunch support to the principle of the “indivisibility

196 "Bosnia And Herzegovina: Beyond Restraint," Human Rights Watch Report 10, no. 5 (New York;
London: Human Rights Watch, 1998), accessed 14 January 2021,
https://www.hrw.org/legacy/reports98/bosnia/.

197 Official Journal of the European Union, “Agreement between the European Union and the
Republic of Turkey on the participation of the Republic of Turkey in the European Union Police
Mission (EUPM) in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH),” 25 September 2003, accessed 14 January 2021,

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A22003A0925%2812%29

198 Directorate for EU Affairs, “Brief Note on ESDP,” last modified in January 2006, accessed 30
January 2021, https://www.ab.gov.tr/files/tarama/tarama_files/31/agsp.pdf.
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of security” for the transatlantic alliance and accession candidacy to the EU as the

main driver for participation in this mission.!*

Last but not least, since Turkey was already a participating state in the UN-led IPTF
before the take-over by EUPM Bosnia, and her peace-brokering credentials in the
Balkans, a case could also be made about her participation to be in line with
Turkey’s peacekeeping role as outlined in the conceptual explanation chapter. On
that premise, both Turkey’s Europeanization drive and peacemaking role may be

considered as viable explanations for her participation in EUPM Bosnia.

4.2. Operation Concordia

The first military crisis management operation undertaken by the EU, Operation
Concordia was launched 2003 by the request of the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia (FYROM)?* government to assist in the implementation of the Ohrid
Framework Agreement of 2001. The deal, brokered by NATO, included a European
future for FYROM tied to conditions. Since NATO already had assets in the region,
and conducted three operations in FYROM before, it seemed to be the natural path to
deploy a NATO mission to oversee the Ohrid Framework Agreement’s
implementation.?’! Also considering the EU had no assets of its own, separate from
what they already contributed to NATO, it was essential for the EU to access

NATO’s assets and capabilities to carry out such a mission.’?> Regardless of the

199 Turkish Grand National Assembly, General Debate Minutes, 24th Parliament, 5th Legislative
Year, 17th Session, (Ankara: 2014), accessed 15 November 2020,
https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/develop/owa/Tutanak B _SD.birlesim_baslangic?P4=22278&P5=H&pagel

=34&page2=34

200 Currently the official name of the country is North Macedonia.

201 Catriona Mace, "Operation Concordia: Developing a ‘European’ Approach to Crisis

Management?," International Peacekeeping 11, vol. 3 (2004): 479-480.

202 Petar Petrov, "Early Institutionalisation of the ESDP Governance Arrangements: Insights from

Operations Concordia and Artemis," European Integration Online Papers (EioP) 14, no. 8 (2010): 6-
7.
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success of the mission, it was a symbolic achievement for the EU to take on CSDP’s

first military operation in a crisis region.?%?

In 2001, tension between the FYROM armed forces and the minority Albanian
militia groups skyrocketed?®*. The Ohrid Framework Agreement was signed to bring
stability and peace to the country, and the NATO and EU were coordination talks in
line with the Agreement?®®. As part of efforts to implement it, NATO launched the
operation Essential Harvest to disarm the Albanian militia groups. The NATO
operation had 3,500 troops, including Turkey’s company team dispatched on 27
August 2001. NATO’s operation had achieved its target and was terminated on 27
September 2001, and the Turkey military company returned home on 6 October
20012%,

Two follow-up NATO missions were commissioned after Essential Harvest, namely
Amber Fox and Allied Harmony. Turkey participated in the headquarters personnel
of both NATO missions.?” These missions were tasked with the protection of
international monitors in the country. Allied Harmony was also tasked with

supporting the government to take over security functions in the country. When

203 Eva Gross, "Operation Concordia (FYROM)," In European Security and Defence Policy: First 10
Years (1999-2009), ed. Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel Keohane (Paris: European Union
Institute for Security Studies, 2010), 179-180.

204 "NATO Issues: NATO's Role in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,” NATO, 2020,
accessed 19 June 2021, https://www.nato.int/fyrom/home.htm.

205 Mace, "Operation Concordia: Developing a ‘European’ Approach to Crisis Management?," 482.

206 "Contribution of the TAF to Peace Support Operations," Turkish Armed Forces - General Staff,
accessed 4 October 2020, https://www.tsk.tr/Sayfalar?viewName=ContributionToTafToPeace
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Allied Harmony successfully came to the end of its mandate on 31 March 2003, the

EU began preparations to take over the operation.?%8

Allied Harmony yielded successful results and the Albanian minority’s disruptions
were abated, leaving a favorable environment for the EU to launch Concordia with
350 military personnel from EU member states.’” In line with the Council Joint
Action 2003/92/CFSP of 27 January 2003, Concordia began its mandate on 31
March and lasted until 10 December 2003.2!° Throughout the course of the operation,
13 EU member states as well as 14 non-EU states contributed to establishing a stable

environment where the Ohrid Framework Agreement could be implemented.?!!

As the first operation conducted within the Berlin Plus framework, Concordia had
access to NATO assets and capabilities, including the Supreme Allied Headquarters
Europe (SHAPE) in Mons where it was ran. The force commander of the operation
reported to the Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Allied Forces Europe (D-
SACEUR), who had a dual role also as the EU operational commander and thus
reported to the EU Military Committee (EUMC). The chairman of the EUMC was
answerable to PSC, which then informed the North Atlantic Council about the use of
NATO assets. This quite cumbersome chain of reporting worked, albeit with some

hiccups in intelligence sharing on the ground between the two organizations?!?.
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209 Annemarie Peen Rodt and Stefan Wolff, "European Union Conflict Management in the Western
Balkans," Civil Wars 14, no. 3 (2012): 421.

210 Council of the European Union, “Council Joint Action 2003/92/CFSP on the European Union
military operation in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,” Brussels: 27 January 2003,
accessed 23 March 2021, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
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211 Gross, "Operation Concordia (FYROM)," 179-180.
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(2005): 48.
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On the operation side, Concordia’s tasks included patrolling, reconnaissance,
surveillance, situational awareness, and reporting and liaison activities.?!*> Even in the
case of a transfer of functions to an EU operation, NATO kept a small presence in
FYROM. Despite its comparably smaller size and short execution period, Concordia
was deemed a success as the first military CSDP operation, more so in psychological
and symbolic terms. It was seen as the EU’s delivery of action rather than mere
words in crisis management, and help anchor FYROM to the standards of the

transatlantic community®!'.

According to the ICG’s assessment, coordination between NATO and EU was not
pitch perfect, and reportedly NATO officials questioned EU’s field performance.
Their occasional disagreement included the meaning of “border management”, with
the EU seeing it as a civilian while NATO a military issue.?!> When Concordia’s
mandate successfully ran its course, a policing mission called EUPOL PROXIMA
was launched in FYROM.

In unpacking Turkey’s involvement in Concordia, it has to be pointed out first that
Concordia’s planned deployment was postponed from June 2002 to March 2003 due
to the unfinished negotiations over the Berlin Plus arrangement. As explained in the
first chapter, Turkey and Greece were engaged by Allies and EU members in a series
of back-and-forth amendments over the content of the deal which was finally settled
in Copenhagen Council Meeting in 2002. Still, the outstanding discrepancy between
the interpretations of the Nice Provisions that lay down the implementation of Berlin
Plus has remained a contentious debate between NATO and EU. In this case, it could
be suggested that Turkey utilized her NATO membership as a tool to soft-balance the

EU, i.e. inter-institutional soft-balancing.

213 Gross, "Operation Concordia (FYROM)," 173-176.
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4.3. Operation Artemis

The launching of Operation Artemis had a testy pre-story for the US and her
European Allies. A group of French-led EU members initially sought to take over a
large NATO mission in the Balkans. Meanwhile, the US was lukewarm to the idea of
the EU deploying a large force in the region, and according to interviews by EU
officials conducted by Pohl, the underlying calculation of US was to counter French
motives to undermine NATO via CSDP.%!® In response, a group of French-led EU
members, namely France, Germany, Luxembourg and Belgium, convened the
Tervuren Summit in 2003 (ridiculed as Chocolate summit by Donald Rumsfeld) to
prove their resolve for more autonomous European civilian and military capabilities
“to prevent conflicts and manage crisis, including the most demanding missions >

This meeting and its declared intentions created some tension within NATO as well

as the EU.213

Amidst the lurking tension behind, the French pressed ahead with “Operation
Artemis” in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), the EU’s first autonomous
military operation without recourse to NATO assets and capabilities.?'” The move
created controversy due to the lack of communication with NATO before the

operation was launched, as would be expected within Berlin Plus.?** Artemis was

216 pohl, EU Foreign Policy and Crisis Management Operations, 54.

217 “Meeting of the Heads of State and Government of Germany, France, Luxemburg and Belgium on
European Defence”, Brussels: 2003, accessed 30 March 2020,
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2SYI0VuwxeuuwsV_ZRqgeZLj2N5p2ugtMs3xk!1583997504?docld=317247&cardld=317247

218 Ambrose Evans-Pritchard and Toby Helm. "US requests crisis talks over 'Euro Army' threat to
NATO role," Telegraph, 17 October 2003,
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widely viewed as a “French operation with an EU cover”??! because “while it

ultimately received EU clothing, its origin, command and control were French.”???

As specified in the Council Joint Action 2003/423/CFSP launching Operation
Artemis, the EU stepped in to support the UN mission MONUC already deployed in
DRC to manage the crisis resulting from the civil war.??> With 700 staff, MONUC
troops were not enough to contain it, and the then-UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan
asked for France’s help. At the initiative of France, the EU took on the operation to
reinforce UN efforts, which lasted for 3 months.??* The first EU operation under the
UN mandate, Artemis was approximately 2000-strong, receiving additional support
from third countries (Brazil, Canada, and South Africa).?>> The scale of participation
was rather small, and while the operation is written off as a success story for the

CSDP by the EU, it did not put an end to the instability in the DRC.??°

Operation Artemis stirred the question of NATO’s “right of first refusal” in crisis
management efforts. Bypassing the US and NATO, the EU somewhat displayed its
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225 Damien Helly, "Operation Artemis (RD Congo)," In European Security and Defence Policy: First
10 Years (1999-2009), ed. Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel Keohane (Paris: European
Union Institute for Security Studies, 2010), 181.
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own interpretation of “where the Alliance as a whole is not involved” as an attempt

to assert its strategic autonomy.??’

There are no records available and information accessible through interviews
conducted for this study that could throw light on the interactions between Turkey
and EU regarding participation to Artemis. While the Council Joint Action adopted
to launch the operation provides for third state participation upon invitation by the
Council, and a number of third countries did contribute, whether an invitation was
also extended to Turkey remains unknown within the bounds of this study. However,
the fact that Greek Cyprus, not yet a member then, concluded a participation
agreement with the EU to contribute to Artemis®?® is a significant indicator for the

prospects of Turkish involvement.

At the time of Operation Artemis, Turkey already was a contributor to NATO
missions and Concordia, and had only deployed assistance to crisis management

missions in Africa once in Somalia before 20032%°

. While there are no public or
official statements about Turkey’s reaction to Operation Artemis, it is safe to assume
that Turkey’s feelings about the EU’s direction towards self-autonomous capabilities
rather aligned with those of the US, considering the recent “breakthrough” on the

Berlin Plus arrangements.

An additional inference could be made as to Turkey’s non-involvement in Artemis
by weighing in on the country’s foreign policy agenda at the time of the operation. In

fact, Turkey’s focus was on the Balkans and the Middle East, especially considering

227 Cebeci, "NATO, the EU and Turkey: The CSDP Stalemate," 107.
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of Cyprus on the participation of the Republic of Cyprus in the European Union Forces (EUF) in the
Democratic Republic of Congo, Brussels (entered into force on 1 October 2003), https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A22003A1007%2801%29
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the US intervention in Iraq.?*® Furthermore, Turkey’s involvement in sub-Saharan
Africa had remained negligible until then®*!, and any trace of it was largely
economy-driven.?*?> While it might have skipped Operation Artemis, Turkey would

take part in MONUC?* and the next CSDP mission in DRC Congo two years later.

4.4. EUPOL PROXIMA

Following the short-lived military operation Concordia in FYROM, upon invitation
by the government, the EU decided to launch a civilian mission in the country to
reform the police sector.”** More broadly, the mission was mandated with
monitoring, mentoring and advising the law and order sector, practical
implementation of reforming the Ministry of Interior, creation of a border police, and
building confidence between the local police and the population.?*®> Following the
efforts of NATO and EU in FYROM, the security situation was considered as
6

improved to the extent that policeman became more relevant than soldiers.?

Formally launched with the Council Joint Action 2003/681/CFSP adopted on 29
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September 2003, PROXIMA lasted from December 2003 to December 2004,%’

when it was renewed for another year (also referred to as PROXIMA 1I).

In accordance with the aforementioned joint action, third states were allowed to
participate in the mission on the conditions laid out in Nice.?*® The peak number of
personnel the mission had was around 200, with participation from 22 member states
and 4 third countries, namely Norway, Switzerland, Turkey and Ukraine. Upon the

renewal of PROXIMA, 24 member states dedicated staff to the mission.?*°

On the operational front, the mission identified major issues to be reformed in the
security sector, such as the issue of inequitable representation of minorities in the
police, and coordinated and mentored efforts to improve internal security by
developing a capable, depoliticized, decentralized, community-based, multi-ethnic

police service in FYROM.?*

The second policing mission undertaken by the CSDP, PROXIMA started from
scratch, unlike the first policing mission EUBM in BiH that assumed the mandate
from UN IPTF. As provided by the Ohrid Framework Agreement and the Stability
and Association Process (SAP), PROXIMA sought to support the gradual

stabilization of the country.?*! The title of the mission actually refers to it being more
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visible to FYROM citizens, unlike EUPM Bosnia which faced difficulty in

establishing itself in the public’s eye.?*?.

Upon the invitation laid out within the Council Joint Action 2003/681/CFSP, Turkey
responded affirmatively by contributing 4 gendarmerie staff and 1 military officer at
NATO liaison office in Skopje.?** The Turkish gendarmerie staff was dispatched on
15 December 2003 and successfully completed their duty on 15 December 2005.24
The participation is also mentioned in the Commission’s progress report on Turkey
in 2004.>% As required, Turkey signed an agreement with the EU which enabled her

to contribute to Proxima.?*

Having been renewed for a second term, PROXIMA was considered a successfully
executed mission that improved the policing system in the FYROM. Despite having
a small force (~200 staff), the mission established effective patrols which would have

provoked tension in the country in the past.?*’

22]nternational Crisis Group, "EU Crisis Response Capability Revisited," Europe Report no. 160
(2005), accessed 12 October 2020,
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245 Commission of the European Communities, Regular Report on Turkey’s progress towards
accession, Brussels: 2004, 152.

246 Official Journal of the European Union, “Agreement between the European Union and the
Republic of Turkey on the participation of the Republic of Turkey in the European Union Police
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2004, accessed 18 July 2020, https://eur-
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Turkey’s participation to Proxima could easily be placed within the conceptual
context of Europeanization as a candidate country whereby she fulfilled the EU’s
expectations presented in the form of an invitation to join the EU’s efforts in crisis
management. Proxima was a policing mission and was not launched under Berlin
Plus. Still, Turkey demonstrated her will to espouse with the CSDP’s peacekeeping

agenda within and without Berlin Plus in the case of Proxima.

The mission was terminated shortly upon the request of the Macedonian government
due to the fear of having a crisis management mission in the country tarnishing the
prospects of EU membership.?*® Immediately after, the EU would launch another

civilian mission, EUPAT, in FYROM.

4.5. EUJUST THEMIS

In July 2004, EU launched its first rule of law mission in Georgia, EUJUST
THEMIS, which was also the first CSDP operation in the post-Soviet space.’*
Ethnic conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia plus civil protests on the streets of
Thilisi, leading up to the Rose Revolution, fueled social unrest in Georgia.>>* After
the change of administration for the lack of democratization and reform, the new
government represented the victory of the Georgian people and the prospect for
opening up to the rest of the world, especially the West and sparked hopes for
reforming institutions in the country, standing up to Russia and re-integrating the

break-away regions.?!
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Traditionally, the EU’s approach to the disputes in South Caucasus was limited to
supporting the efforts of the OSCE.?? It was the Swedish presidency in 2001 that
made the region a priority on EU’s agenda, and the snow-balling support led to pleas
for the appointment of an EU Special Representative (EUSR) for South Caucasia.?>
The EUSR’s stated objectives were mainly assisting the region’s conflict resolution
efforts, encouraging further cooperation among the South Caucasian states and

enhancing the Union’s visibility.?>*

In 2004, Lithuania proposed a civilian CSDP mission in Georgia, facing some
challengers seeking to avoid Russian antagonism.>>> On the other hand, the newly
formed Georgian government expected the EU to step in after the OSCE Border
Monitoring Mission ended to fill the gap.?>® The Georgian request was met with nods
from the UK and Baltic countries, but France and Germany were not so forthcoming.
In the spirit of moving forward, a civilian CDP mission in Georgia specializing on

the rule of law, first of its kind, was agreed.?*’

The Georgian government officially invited the EU to support the country’s

endeavors in reforming the judiciary. In response, the Council adopted a Joint Action
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on the deployment of Themis in June 2004.2%® The mission was carried out by 10 EU
advising staff®® and did not receive any third country participation, although the
Council Joint Action made reference to allowing third country nationals to tender for
contracts. With a short lifespan, the mission ended in July 2005, leaving behind a
debate over its eventual success given the divide between Georgian expectations and

the mission’s deliverables.2®?

Digging into Turkey’s non-participation, on the surface, Council Joint Action
authorizing Themis did not specify third country participation in clear terms and the
mission, as indicated above, had zero non-EU participation. That being said, an
interview with a high ranking Turkish official revealed that had the EU extended an

1 Hanbay’s

invitation, Turkey would have favorably considered participation.’
interviews with Turkish diplomats who served at the Turkish Delegation to the EU in
2004 further expose that Turkey conveyed its interest to take part in Themis but had

not received a response from the EU.%6

Temporally speaking, Turkey was on a high Europeanization ride at the time of
Themis’ deployment. Furthermore, Turkey was an active participant to the UN
Observer Mission in Georgia (UNOMIG) and OSCE Border Monitoring Mission.?%
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Not least of all, an ardent advocate of the territorial integrity of Georgia,
categorically unrecognizing the secessionist South Ossetia and Abkhazia break-away
regions, Turkey has been in perfectly good neighborly relations with Georgia. All
these add up to the strong possibility of Turkey’s potential affirmative response to
participate had she been asked by the EU. In this case, non-participation by Turkey
was not by choice, but by necessity due to mission’s exclusivity to member states

and rejection to accept third country participation.

4.6. EUFOR ALTHEA

The CSDP’s most ambitious initiative to this day, EUFOR Althea was launched in
2004 as a post-conflict operation and is still ongoing.?** It is the second operation
conducted under the Berlin Plus deal following Concordia in FYROM. The operation
was transferred to the CSDP from NATQO’s Stabilization Force (SFOR) in Bosnia
and Herzegovina®®® when most of the dust was settled thanks to SFOR in terms of

overall security atmosphere.?

As a matter of fact, taking over SFOR and setting up an EU-led military operation in
Bosnia has been occupying the minds of certain member states, particularly France,
for a while before its eventual launch.?®” During the 2002 Summit in Copenhagen,
the EU declared interest in leading “a military operation in Bosnia following

SFOR”.2%® Subsequently, this ambition was cleared at the EU Foreign Minister’s
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level and then confirmed at the NATO Istanbul Summit in 2004.%%° Interestingly,
prior to this nod at an EU-led mission taking over from SFOR, NATO’s top military
commander at the time, General James Jones, opined that it was “too early" for the

EU to step in”.27

NATO’s presence in the country began with the deployment of 60,000 troops under
the Implementation Force (IFOR) in 1995.27! In 1995, NATO transformed this
operation into SFOR with 32,000 troops.?”? As a separate entity, the EU first inserted
itself in the BiH peace process through diplomacy, while NATO maintained a
military presence through IFOR and then SFOR.?"?

The peace process in BiH spawned the position of High Representative with
extensive powers. The European governments increasingly invested more in the
peace process in Bosnia to make up for their earlier ineffectiveness.?’* Althea was
officially launched with the adoption of Council Joint Action in 2004, citing the
endorsement of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1551 adopted in 2004 as
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the basis for the operation’s legitimacy.?’> Similar to the other operations and
missions conducted under the EU command in the Western Balkans, Althea entailed

a promise to BiH’s accession to the EU.?"

When the SFOR takeover finally happened, it was decided that NATO would still
maintain some presence in Bosnia, along with a separate US presence on the
ground.?’”” EUFOR Althea and NATO missions had partly overlapping mandates.
This overlap necessitated a division of tasks and responsibilities between the two
organizations.”’® The EU kept the organizational structure and much of SFOR intact
to ensure smooth continuity but was also self-conscious about proving its additional
benefit. At the end of the day, the involvement of NATO via Berlin Plus as well as

its concurrent presence on the ground put Atlanticist EU member states at ease.?”’

Almost all the force composition of SFOR was transitioned to Althea, with the
significant exclusion of the US as contributor.?®® Aside from American absence,

SFOR contributors Turkey, Norway, Canada, Bulgaria and Romania transferred their
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SFOR staff to EUFOR. Althea’s initial force generation was 7,000 troops, 80% of

which were directly transferred SFOR personnel.?!

The wide-ranging participation to Althea from NATO and EU countries as well as
other third states brandished the image of CSDP in terms of credibility, capability
and visibility. Even though there is not enough reliable data to measure the troop
movements and distributions over the years, contribution of troops by EU states and
third countries is indicative of their expectations from Althea. While Berlin and
Rome showed enthusiasm at the early stages of Althea, the same could not be said
about all EU capitals.?®* Turkey, a non-EU NATO country, contributed more troops

than most EU countries indeed.?®

In reality, Althea was non-military operation with executive powers aiming to fight
organized crime. It has evolved into a hybrid operation mainly handling capacity-
building and training of Bosnian armed forces.?®* Once the security situation in the
country improved, plans for downsizing troops were brought up, which eventually
led to the Council decision to reduce from 6,500 to 2,500 staff.?®> This reduction left

countries like Italy, Spain, Poland and Turkey with bigger roles within Althea.?%

In 2008, France failed to get the EU to seal Althea and call it a success, but ended up
withdrawing her deployment from the operation, followed by Finland. This pullout
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left Turkey and Greece as the strongest supporters for continuing the operation.?®’

The complication was resolved by giving Althea non-executive tasks, which in turn
fueled debates about the necessity of the Berlin Plus. Despite the background noise,
Althea is still operational with near-universal participation, and remains to be within

the Berlin Plus framework.?®®

Currently, Turkey is the second largest contributor to Althea with a maneuver
company and five liaison monitoring teams, consisting 242 personnel deployed in
Sarajevo.”® Since it is a Berlin Plus initiative taken over from SFOR, her
participation did not necessitate a separate agreement to be concluded with the EU

Council.

Althea represents the only operational bond between NATO and EU’s declared
strategic cooperation embodied in the spirit of Berlin Plus. As things stand, the EU
seems reluctant to invoke Berlin Plus again without the ability of full participation by

all member states, i.e. Greek Cyprus.?”’

Turkey’s participation in Althea mainly falls under her Europeanization drive as the
country was pursuing a strong reform process to start accession negotiations with the
EU. It should not be neglected that Turkey participated as a NATO member to all
previous NATO engagements in Bosnia and Herzegovina, which speaks to her long-
standing role as a member of the European security structure. In many parts, Althea
was a “legacy” mission from SFOR, and did not necessarily carry out stabilization

tasks as the preceding NATO operations had already taken care of that goal.
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However, what sets Althea part is the fact that the operation is still operational and
Turkey has not pulled out troops from the operation, even at times when de-
Europeanization dynamics are conceivably superseding. The operation, as mentioned
earlier, is the only monument of the Berlin Plus, an arrangement that has exhausted
EU and NATO negotiation powers for long and whose longevity is supported by
Turkey as well as Atlanticist-leaning EU powers. As the only remaining Berlin Plus
initiative, Althea gives Turkey more leverage via her NATO membership than an
ordinary EU-led operation. This means that Turkey may exercise inter-institutional

soft-balancing against the EU.

As a final point, since the country has long been engaged in all crisis management
initiatives in the Bosnian scene, including the UN Mission in BiH, UN Protection
Force, NATO Operations "Deny Flight", "Deliberate Forge", "Joint Guardian", [IFOR
and SFOR, and rounding up with Althea,®! her participation could easily be

categorized as Turkey’s commitment to peacekeeping.

4.7. EUPAT FYROM

Following the conclusion of EUPOL PROXIMA, the Union planned to bridge the
gains from the mission with a police advisory project upon the invitation from the
FYROM government.?*> At the time, the fragility of the security situation in the rural
areas and outside Skopje prompted the EU to take steps to safeguard the
sustainability of the police reform undertaken with Proxima. With this commitment,

the EU established a police advisory mission in FYROM in 2005, called EUPAT.*?
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In terms of mandate, EUPAT shared the objectives of PROXIMA, prioritizing the
aspects of advising and mentoring the Macedonian police forces at the local level.?**
Since the FYROM government avoided welcoming an EU mission in the country
again with a stability-oriented focus, it was a condition to not present it as a
continuation of PROXIMA, but rather a reform-oriented transition step, thus a police
advisory mission was agreed.?>> Even though EUPAT was mission in nature, it was

not formally referred to as one, but a police advisory team.?®

The Council Joint Action 2005/826/CFSP did not make any references to third
country participation and only EU member states contributed to EUPAT, which had
29 police advisors. Therefore, there was no prospect for Turkey as a candidate or any
other third country participation in the mission. Though there are no official
statements or documents explaining the decision of excluding third country
participation, one might argue that given the bridging function associated with it, and
the short duration and limited scope as well as being considered as an “exit
mission”?*’ for the EU from FYROM, the EU opted to keep it in the house. In this
context, non-participation by Turkey was not by choice or motive-ridden, but was by

inevitability due to a lack of participation prospect.

4.8. EUPOL Kinshasa / EUPOL RD (Congo)
The first CSDP police mission in Africa, EUPOL Kinshasa was deployed on 12
April 2005 and lasted until 30 June 2007. It is one of three CSDP engagements in the
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Democratic Republic of Congo. EUPOL Kinshasa was legally established in
December 2004 by the Joint Action 2004/847/CFSP 2%

Locating the EU’s interests in Africa’s peace and stability, the Commission’s
Strategy for Africa published in 2005 cites support for peace operations,
disarmament, conflict prevention initiatives and tackling the root causes of conflict
among its goals.?”” Furthermore, it is well known that due to colonial ties, some
prominent EU member states have exclusive interests in managing crises in African
countries. As it has been established in the section on Operation Artemis, the
decision to deploy missions or operations may be subject to the lobbying efforts of

certain member states, which is the case in CSDP undertakings in DRC.3%

Suffering from years of turmoil brought by ethnic conflicts and numerous coups
resulting in periods of political instability, the DRC finally had created an interim
government in 2003 following a peace agreement signed in Pretoria, and then a final
act concluded in Sun City.*”! However, violence in the Ituri region persisted,

catalyzing the UN deployment of MONUC. The stability in DRC, according to the
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Sun City agreement, required a robust Congolese police force in the capital, dubbed

as integrated police unit (IPU).>*?

The UN was already engaged in supporting the nation-wide police force, and felt the
need to rely on another entity to take care of the IPU in Kinshasa. To take up the
charge, the interim Congolese government officially invited the EU.’** The EU
responded positively with the deployment of EUPOL Kinshasa to support the IPU in

carrying out its tasks.>**

EUPOL Kinshasa was not a large mission and initially had only 29 staff, including
from two invited third countries, i.e. Turkey and Canada. Although the mission was
approved in 2004, due to the internal discord within EU on the shape of the mission,

it could be effectively deployed in 2005.3%

The main yardstick for EUPOL Kinshasa’s original mandate was to help build the
capacity of IPU to secure national elections in 2006, which were held in a quite
atmosphere.’®® Nevertheless, the security situation still remained volatile in the
country, warranting the EU to extend EUPOL’s mandate with some modification.*"’

Updated as EUPOL RD Congo, the mission’s modified mandate focused on security
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sector reform and expanded the scope to the entire Congolese national police force,

with a Council Joint Action adopted in 2007.3%

Answering the call from the EU, Turkey participated in EUPOL Kinshasa by
contributing staff from June 2006 to June 2007.>* In June 2006, Turkey signed a
framework agreement with the EU for participation in crisis management
operations.’!® Turkey’s participation in EUPOL Kinshasa came after the start of
accession negotiations, passing beyond the period for the first milestone, but time-
wise, it was deployed before the halt in negotiations. Not just by that margin alone,
her drive to support EUPOL Kinshasa could easily be considered within the
Europeanization context as Turkey consistently showed willingness to join CSDP

initiatives since Concordia.

At the same time, her participation in CSDP had thus far been contained in the
Balkans setting, a very strategic region for Turkey. DRC was not exactly considered
as a strategic theatre for civilian intervention by Turkey at the time. However, the
country simultaneously contributed to MONUC, including with a C-130 carrier. This
fact establishes the premise to argue for Turkey’s involvement in EUPOL Kinshasa
on peacekeeping motives beyond purely impressing the EU. In other words, Turkey’s
contribution to EUPOL Kinshasa seems to be attributable to her Europeanization

efforts as well as credentials in international peacekeeping.

398 Council of the European Union, “Council Joint Action 2007/405/CFSP on the European Union
police mission undertaken in the framework of reform of the security sector (SSR) and its interface
with the system of justice in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (EUPOL RD Congo),” Brussels:
of 12 June 2007, accessed 11 November 2020, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32007E0405

309 "Contribution of the TAF to Peace Support Operations," Turkish Armed Forces - General Staff,
accessed 3 March 2021, https://www.tsk.tr/Sayfalar?viewName=ContributionToTafToPeace

310 Official Journal of the European Union, “Agreement between the European Union and the
Republic of Turkey establishing a framework for the participation of the Republic of Turkey in the
European Union crisis management operations,” Brussels: 17 July 2006.
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4.9. EUJUST LEX-Iraq

The Iraqi war came at a critical point in the shaping of CSDP, and is considered as
one of the cases where the US and the EU fell into disagreement over intervention.
The UK was a staunch supporter of the US’s Iraq campaign, but this support did not
find its echo with the other power houses of the Union, namely Germany and
France.’!! That being said, although EU member states were divergent in their
position towards intervention during the war, they pursued a united effort in

reconstructing Iraq in its aftermath through civilian measures.*!

In the aftermath of the invasion of Iraq, the security situation and public order was in
a fragile condition. The vulnerabilities in the Iraqi criminal justice system were
multilayered, not least due to lack of training, resources, infrastructure and staff.!?
The United Kingdom took the lead in rallying the EU to launch a mission to support
Iraqis in the post-war period.*!'# In fact, some member states had earlier engagements
in training Iraqi police before the proposal for a rule of law mission was even

tabled.’’> And it had to be a civilian mission because of the strong opposition by

311 Jonathan Spyer, "Europe and Iraq: Test Case for the Common Foreign and Security Policy,"
Middle East Review of International Affairs 11, no. 2 (2007): 94.

312 Erkan Ertosun, "AB Ortak Dis Politikasi: Irak'm Yeniden insas1 Ornek Olay1" [EU Common
Foreign Policy: Reconstruction of Iraq as a Case Study],” Uluslararasi Hukuk ve Politika 10, no. 39
(2014): 2-3.

313 Alina Christova,"Seven Years of EUJUST LEX: The Challenge of Rule of Law in Iraq," Journal of
Contemporary European Research 9, no. 3 (2013): 427-428.

314 Guido Steinberg, "The European Union Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Iraq (EUJUST LEX):
A Policy Surrogate with Potential," In the EU as a Strategic Actor in the Realm of Security and
Defence: A Systematic Assessment of ESDP Missions and Operations, ed. Muriel Asseburg and Ronja
Kempin, (Berlin: German Institute for International and Security Affairs 2009), 126.

315 Ertosun, "AB Ortak Dis Politikas: Irak'n Yeniden ingas1 Ornek Olay1" [EU Common Foreign
Policy: Reconstruction of Iraq as a Case Study],” 16.
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especially Germany and France to any military intervention in Iraq as well as the

existence of a NATO training mission for Iraqgi military.3'®

To formulate a relevant response to Iraq’s post-war needs, the Council tasked an
expert mission to the country which would be responsible to come up with
recommendations for a future CSDP mission based on the circumstances of the Iraqi
criminal justice system.’!” Pursuant to the findings of the said mission, the EU

officially launched EUJUST LEX in Iraq in 2005.%!®

The EUJUST LEXT- Iraq, as provided for in the Council Joint Action
2005/190/CFSP of 7 March 2005, sought to strengthen the rule of law and promote
respect for human rights through training and providing professional development of
the senior cadres in the Iraqi police, judiciary and penitentiary sectors, and by

promoting cooperation between them.?!”

The rule of law mission was deployed when Iraq was still in a fragile security
condition and because of that, in the first few years, the activities in its mandate were
carried out in European capitals. When the mission was extended in 2009 for the
third time, some pilot activities were carried out in Iraq following a breakthrough
consensus in the EU.*?° Afterwards, in 2011, the mission fully relocated to its

headquarters in Iraq and continued with a reinforced mandate, still within the

316 Ertosun, "AB Ortak Dis Politikas: Irak'n Yeniden ingas1 Ornek Olay1" [EU Common Foreign
Policy: Reconstruction of Iraq as a Case Study],” 16.

317 Stephen White, "EUJUST LEX — The EU Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Iraq". Obrana A
Strategie (Defence and Strategy) 8, no. 2 (2008): 98.

318 Council of the European Union, “Council Joint Action 2005/190/CFSP on the European Union
Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Iraq, EUJUST LEX,” Brussels:7 March 2005, accessed 16 March
2021, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/T X T/?uri=celex%3 A32005E0190

319 Tbid.

320 Christova, "Seven Years of EUTUST LEX: The Challenge of Rule of Law in Iraq," 433.

83


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32005E0190

boundaries of integrated rule of law, until 2013, ultimately training over 7,000 mid-

and senior level Iraqi officers in the justice criminal system.*?!

EUJUST LEX is widely considered as a success in bringing the opposing member
states over the war in Iraq together with a meaningful civilian mission while
cooperating with the US on the ground.*??> On the other hand, its ambitious objective
to contribute to the emergence of a secure and stable Iraq through reforming the rule
of law sounds overly optimistic, considering that training officers in the Iraqi

criminal justice system would bear fruit in the long term.?*

In terms of third country participation, the original Council Joint Action establishing
the mission does not make reference to third countries save for trainings that could
potentially be hosted by them.*?* It was the amended Council Decision in 2010 that

inserted a section on participation by third states as per the established parameters.?
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(EUJUST LEX-Iraq),” last updated in January 2014, accessed 8 January 2021,
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Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Iraq, EUJUST LEX,” Brussels: 7 March 2005, accessed 16 March
2021, https://eur-lex.europa.cu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32005E0190

325 Council of the European Union, “Council Decision 2010/330/CFSP on the European Union
Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Irag, EUJUST LEX-IRAQ,” Brussels: 14 June 2010, accessed 16
March 2021, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
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So far, only Norway is known to have contributed as a third state, and as host for

trainings, Jordan and Egypt have also been involved.>?°

Since this was a mission undertaken in her geographical proximity, a neighbor
country, Turkey was supposed to be consulted as per the agreed Nice Implementation
Document.*?” Similarly, as was within her rights based on the same document,
Turkey also expected an invitation to join the mission, but to avail.>?® When the
invitation did not come, Turkey expressed her desire to contribute to EUJUST LEX-
Iraq®?® with no affirmative bounce back. Turkish Ambassador Kiziltan states that
“not even symbolic consultations were held with Turkey when “EUJUST LEX” was
launched in Iraq or “EUJUST Themis” in Georgia, as would have been possible
under the provision of the Nice document regarding EU operations conducted in
geographic proximity of non-EU allies or that may affect their national security

interests.”3¢

Turkey has been a loyal defender of Iraq’s territorial integrity and called for a

political dialogue to stabilize the country. She also provides substantial assistance in
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(1999-2009), ed. Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel Keohane (Paris: European Union Institute
for Security Studies, 2010).
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Involvement of the non-EU European Allies,” Annex I Brussels European Council Presidency
Conclusions, 24-25 October 2002, accessed 13 January 2021,
https://www.consilium.europa.ecu/media/20917/72968.pdf
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329 Commission of the European Communities, Turkey 2005 Progress Report, Brussels: 2005, 128; “It
(Turkey) has similarly expressed its desire to contribute to the EUJUST LEX in Iraq concerning the
development the rule of law”.

330 Hanbay. “Involvement of Non-EU European NATO Members in Common Security and Defense
Policy: The Turkish Case,” §3.
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the reconstruction and economic development of Iraq.*! Besides, Turkey contributed
to the NATO’s training mission NMI, from 2004 to 2011, as well as UN Iran — Iraq
Military Observer Group (UNIIMOG) and UN Iraq — Kuwait Observation Mission
(UNIKOM).*32 Also at that time, there was a positive progress in Turkey’s accession

to the EU and her potential to fulfill the Copenhagen criteria.

The issue of non-participation for Turkey in the case of EUJUST LEX-Iraq has
similarities with the EUJUST Themis in Georgia, with the former accepting
Norway’s request to participate at a later stage while the latter excluding third

countries altogether.

Buharali perfectly explains this dynamic in his argument suggesting that at the crux
of the disagreement between EU and Turkey when it comes to the lack of
involvement of and consultations with Turkey pertaining to civilian missions in Iraq
and Georgia lies the contrasting interpretation by the EU and Turkey, and officially
NATO, of the Nice Implementation Document. Accordingly, the EU makes the case
that it only covers the responsibility to consult Turkey for military operations, while
activities undertaken in Iraq and Georgia fall under civilian operations, absolving the

Union from the liability of consulting to or inviting Turkey.**

4.10. EUSEC RD Congo
The peace accords signed in 2002 also prescribes the reformation of the Congolese

army, in addition to the police, and the disarmament of militia forces.*** EUPOL

331 "Relations between Turkey and Iraq," Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey,
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Kinshasa was mandated to take responsibility for the police section.’*> Answering
the request by the DRC government, to complement the efforts of EUPOL, and with
the initiative taken by Belgium and France, EU decided to launch a technical

assistance and practical support mission for the Congolese military.*®

EUSEC RD Congo was the EU’s first civilian mission in a military setting, tasked
with security sector reform activities. Launched in 2005, the original wording of its
legal instrument did not provide for third country participation.**” Later, it was
amended and a third country participation prospect was incorporated but only for the

project on improving the chain of payments for the Congolese army.*

The mission had limited staff and focus, and only a number of member states

contributed to it.>** With a mandate running until 2016, the scope of the mission has

evolved more towards security sector reforms.>*?
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Even though the mission allowed third country participation on a project basis, there
is no evidence of an explicit desire by Turkey to support EUSEC RD Congo, and the
mission has only been supported by a limited number of EU military experts.*! At
the same time, Turkey was contributing to EUPOL Kinshasa, EUFOR RD Congo
and UN’s MONUC in the DRC. In the case of EUSEC RD Congo, Turkey’s non-
participation does not fit in the conceptual merits of Europeanization, peacekeeping
or soft-balancing arguments as adopted in this study, but may be categorized as a

choice with no clear motives discernable from public records.

On the other hand, to offer an interpretative point, because she was already involved
in multiple crisis management missions/operations in DRC, Turkey may have chosen

to divert her resources elsewhere.

4.11. AMM Aceh

The conflict between the Indonesian government and the Acehnese independence
movement known as GAM had been raging for 26 years when a ceasefire was
reached in 2002. The ceasefire only managed a fragile peace environment.
Negotiations commenced in 2003 on how to implement it,*** only to break down
shortly, leading to the imposition of state of emergency.’* In the wake of the
tsunami that hit Indonesia in 2004, the Aceh conflict found a new push for
settlement. This time, the Helsinki-based Crisis Management Initiative, founded by

the former Finnish President Ahtisaari, assumed the negotiator role and brokered

341 European External Action Service, “Factsheet on EUSEC RD Congo,” updated in July 2015,
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talks in 2005.3** Consequently, the Indonesian government signed a Memorandum of

Understanding with the GAM on 15 August 2005.

The MoU stipulated that a monitoring mission would be set up to follow the
implementation of the peace process. Ahtisaari appealed to the Council for the
deployment of a civilian mission to fulfill the tasks of monitoring as per the MoU.
ASEAN would have been a quicker choice had it possessed the capacity for carrying
out crisis management initiatives. Pressure by Finland, Sweden, the Netherlands and
France moved the request up in the EU’s agenda, hinting at a political ambition to

prove CSDP’s global reach stretching all the way to Asia.>*

Ultimately, the first and only CSDP mission in Asia was greenlit by the Council on 9
September 2005 upon the invitation from the Indonesian government.**® Five
ASEAN countries were also invited and they provided monitoring support to the

mission.>*’

AMM’s mandate had executive powers granted by the MoU but was limited to
intervention relating to the core tasks of demilitarization and disarmament.**® The

mandate of AMM included demobilization of GAM, decommissioning and
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Operations, ed. Muriel Asseburg and Ronja Kempin, (Berlin: German Institute for International and
Security Affairs 2009), 101.
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September 2005, accessed 22 October 2021, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:0J.L._.2005.234.01.0013.01.ENG
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“Factsheet on AMM Aceh,” updated in December 2006, accessed 2 November 2021,
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/csdp/missions-and-operations/aceh-
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destruction of its weapons, ammunition and explosives, reintegration of active GAM

members, human rights situation and ruling on disputed amnesty cases.>*’

The EU deployed 125 monitors in December 2005 and ASEAN provided 93 staff.
The demilitarization, demobilization and disarmament part of the mandate was
successfully completed, but the mission had to be extended twice to cover the
monitoring of the political process involving the passage of the Law on the

Governance of Aceh and local elections.>°

Terminated in December 2006, AMM Aceh is considered as a gratifying show of
EU’s CSDP capabilities and its multilateral flexibility.’*! The mission’s legal basis
allowed for participation from acceding states and third states, with Switzerland and
Norway contributing monitors, along with five ASEAN countries.*? Turkey did not

participate in AMM Aceh, with no explicitly declared motive.

Judging by the period of Turkey-EU relations, the mission was announced during
Turkey’s strong Europeanization phase. Therefore, an argument for de-
Europeanization would not be merited to explain her absence. On the other hand,
Turkey’s historical relations with Aceh, hailing from the Sultanate of Aceh, may be
worth a look. Turkey focused on delivering humanitarian aid following the tsunami
that hit the region in 2004. This pre-occupation, coupled with her little strategic
interaction with Southeast Asian countries at that time, could present a basic

reasoning for her non-involvement.

3% Council of the European Union, “Council Joint Action 2005/643/CFSP”.
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Institute for Security Studies, 2010), 271-271.
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However, in light of the absence of a tangible lead to argue within Europeanization
or soft-balancing terms, AMM Aceh appears to be a case where Turkey’s non-

participation does not indicate a clear motivation.
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CHAPTER 5

SECOND AND THIRD MILESTONES: FROM NEGOTIATIONS TO 16
JULY 2016 COUP ATTEMPT AND FORWARD

From the start of negotiations in 2005, Turkey has been exposed to two major
blockages of negotiation chapters in 2006 and 2009, including Greek Cyprus’
unilateral blockage on foreign, security and defence policy chapter.>>® Despite this,
foreign policy alignment did not suffer greatly until the third milestone, i.e. failed

coup attempt in Turkey.

A significant feature of this period in terms of the characteristics of CSDP crisis
management missions/operations was the primacy of civilian missions over military
ones. This is frequently attributed to the effects of the economic crisis in 2008 in
Europe and the lack of appetite from member states to spend money on expensive

military operations, compromising on civilian missions that cost less.*>*

In response to the series of crisis and instabilities unfolding in the African continent,
CSDP undertook numerous post-conflict stabilization-oriented military, training and
capacity building missions/operations in DRC, Chad, Central African Republic,
South Sudan, Niger, Mali, Guinea-Bissau, Somalia and Libya. Some of them were
deployed as a bridging measure for larger UN missions or at the request of UN as
additional support, while some were designed for complementarity within CSDP, in
cases such as Somalia. The EU also launched CSDP missions/operations in its
immediate neighborhood, such as Kosovo, Ukraine and extending to Georgia, as well

as in its larger neighborhood, particularly in the Middle East.
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Within this period, Turkey’s neighborhood experienced an upward trend in terms of
conflicts. Arab Spring spiraled into complicated civil wars in Libya and Syria, right
at Turkey’s doorstep. Russian aggression towards Georgia and Ukraine, as well as
the Transnistra conflict in Moldova all influenced the foreign policy actions on both
Turkish and EU side, whose positions converged to varying degrees on these

conflicts.??

Surrounded by active and frozen conflicts from all sides, Turkey’s foreign policy was
compelled to assert a more active role.*>® Turkey’s operations in Syria were met with
criticism from the EU although both actors cooperated in fighting against the Islamic
State.>>” Turkey also initiated a multidimensional engagement in Africa by

leveraging her soft power.>®

Despite differences on the conduct of foreign and security policy in Syria and Iraq,
and the ever-present difficulties implicated by Greek Cyprus’ EU membership, and
in the face of growing threats around Turkey, EU membership still maintained its

primacy as a foreign policy goal for Turkey.**

Unlike the case in the period between first and second milestones, CSDP

missions/operations that were deployed from the second milestone and onwards
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allowed third country participation. Turkey was regularly invited to CSDP
missions/operations within this time span, and participated in four of them, but the
EU’s tendency to ignore Turkey’s calls to consult with her regarding

missions/operations in her neighborhood remained unheeded by the EU.3¢°

As a rising actor in peace-keeping, Turkey’s involvement in NATO and UN missions
at times coincided with CSDP missions/operations in the same crisis theatre. In cases
where cooperation with NATO was encouraged by EU member states for more
effective outcomes from CSDP engagements, there was a tendency of Turkish
rejection due to counter-restrictions by Greek Cyprus, precipitating an inter-
institutional soft-balancing tradition. Despite these ups and downs, Turkey-CSDP

synergy was still viable.

Things took a different turn with the failed coup attempt in Turkey against the
legitimate government by Fethullah terrorist organization and the ensuing state of
emergency, a much critical event that led to the re-assessment of Turkey’s foreign
and security policy.*®! The state of emergency and the transition of government into
a presidential system were heavily criticized by the EU.*? Turkey-EU accession
negotiations were exposed to calls for suspension and foreign and security policy
alignment markedly deteriorated in the Commission’s country reports.’®* In the
mainstream media and general debate, the 18 March Statement — mistakenly
regarded by the EU as merely about migration — seemed to be the only remnant of

decades of Turkey-EU cooperation.
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The tensions over the equitable distribution of hydrocarbon sources in the Eastern
Mediterranean, setting off a major fall-out between Greece-Turkey relations, and
ensnaring the whole of the Union in a standoff against Turkey, occupied almost the

entire Turkey-EU foreign and security policy agenda.

After the third and final milestone, CSDP only fielded four missions/operations:
EUAM Iraq, EUAM RCA, EUTM Mozambique and Operation Irini, the latter being
a bone of contention between Turkey and EU. As far as the access of this study,
Turkey was not invited to participate, nor did she show a particular interest. Despite
all this turbulence, Turkey still maintains her contribution to EU’s largest operation

ever, Althea in BiH.

The following sections are dedicated to each of the missions/operations deployed by

the EU in the period between the start of accession negotiations until present.

5.1. EUPOL COPPS / Palestinian Territories

Conceived out of a police formation project financed by the UK’s Department for
International Development,*** now within the FCO, the EU Police Mission for the
Palestinian Territories — EU Coordinating Office for Palestinian Police Support, or
EUPOL COPPS, was the first CSDP engagement in the Palestine, a territory

engulfed in conflict for decades.*®

Upon the request from the Palestinian Authority by a letter dated 25 October 2005,
EU launched the Police Mission for the Palestinian Territories by adopting Council

Joint Action 2005/797/CFSP, which built upon the existing EU Coordination Office

364 Malin Palm, "Accountability and Effectiveness of CSDP Missions: The Role of Civil Society - The
Case of EULEX Kosovo and EUPOL COPPS," European Peacebuilding Liaison Office, 2010.

365 Ari Kerkkénen, Hannu Rantanen and Jari Sundqvist, "Building Capacity for the Palestinian Civil
Police: EUPOL COPPS and Communications Project," CMC Finland Civilian Crisis Management
Studies (Helsinki: Crisis Management Centre Finland, 2008), 2-3.
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for Palestinian Police Support.>*® While the green light to launch a mission to support
the Palestinian security sector was the fruit of a successful consensus building among
member states, COPPS mission was also expected to raise the visibility of EU in one

of the most complicated conflicts in the world and test the resilience of CSDP.*¢’

The main goals for EU’s involvement in the Palestinian security sector were two-
fold: the first was to re-build the institutions that were largely damaged during the
First Intifada in 2000-2003. And the second was to reform and strengthen the
fragmented and non-transparent security organs following Arafat’s rule.’®
Meanwhile, the main concern from the Union was ensuring that the Palestinian
Authority remains committed to its obligations as per the 2003 Road Map agreed by
the Quartet to restore order and fight against terrorism.*® Correspondingly, EUPOL

COPPS would train, advice and equip the Palestinian police.

The mission was originally designed for three years, but its mandate has been
extended until June 2022, now containing a rule of law dimension as well.*”® When
the mission was fully prepared to be deployed, Hamas won legislative elections and
gained control of the Interior Ministry, a key partner for EUPOL COPPS, prompting

the EU to postpone operationalization until a transitional government took over in

36 Council of the European Union, “Council Joint Action 2005/797/CFSP on the European Union
Police Mission for the Palestinian Territories,” Brussels: 14 November 2005, accessed 17 August
2021, https://eur-lex.europa.cu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?toc=0J%3AL%3A2005%3A300%3ATOC&uri=uriserv%3A0J.L._.2005.300.01.00
65.01.ENG
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Rafah): Peace Through Security?,” In the EU as a Strategic Actor in the Realm of Security and
Defence: A Systematic Assessment of ESDP Missions and Operations, ed. Muriel Asseburg and Ronja
Kempin, (Berlin: German Institute for International and Security Affairs 2009), 84-87.
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2007.2"! After being fully deployed, EUPOL COPPS also supported institution-
building in Palestine, the mission helped establish the rule of law and order in

Palestine by building the Palestinian police force’s capacity of legal sanctions.?”?

The legal text authorizing EUPOL COPPS permits participation of third states.
Initially, the mission accommodated around 30 international staff, but then grew to
41 in 2009 (contributions from 15 member states plus Canada and Norway), and 16
local staff.”> Commission’s Progress Report on Turkey in 2006 recounts Turkey’s
expressed interest to support EUPOL COPPS and any other mission taking place in
Palestine.’’* However, it was not until 2013 that Turkey’s participation became a
reality: Turkey provided a police officer in advisory capacity from September 2013
until March 2014.37° Currently, Turkish participation is absent but calls for vacancies

are being answered with applications by Turkish authorities.*’®

As a predominantly Muslim country, Turkey’s foreign policy is devoted to
mobilizing international support for the Palestinian statehood and the country is a
globally vocal sponsor of the two-state solution to the conflict. Palestine-Israel
conflict is one of the common grounds between Turkish and EU foreign policies.
Even though the timing of Turkey’s eventual contribution to the mission arguably
coincides with her selective Europeanization phase, the intention has its origins in

2006, when the EU was a stronger anchor.
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Nevertheless, a point could still be made that Turkey fulfilled EU’s expectations by
answering the EU’s call to support its mission. And similar to the EU, Turkey has
provided substantial humanitarian assistance to the Palestinian territories and rallied
support for two-state solution by bringing it to the global agenda through multilateral

diplomacy, both actions favored by the CFSP’s principles, ideals and norms.

5.2. EUBAM Rafah

The Israeli and Palestinians signed an agreement in 2005 on movement and access to
facilitate Palestinians crossing between Gaza and the West Bank, which formed a
significant link of the peace process.*”’ It also opened the Gaza-Egypt border, known
as the Rafah Crossing, and delegated it under the EU’s supervision with a

supplement to the agreement titled “Agreed Principles for Rafah Crossing”.’’®

The mandate of EUPOL COPPS excluded the Gaza Strip, which was under Hamas
influence, and the EU sought to support the territorial continuity between the West
Bank and Gaza by contributing to the implementation of the agreement as a third
party.>”® Upon the invitation by the Palestinian Authority and the state of Israel, the
EU planned to deploy a mission to manage the border crossings in Rafah, namely the
European Union Border Assistance Mission for the Rafah Crossing Point (EU BAM
Rafah).3°

377 " Agreement on Movement and Access," PA-X: Peace Agreements Database, 15 November 2005,
accessed 14 May 2021,
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Although the mission was fast operationalized, unlike the concomitant EU POL
COPPS, it faced subsequent challenges in ensuring regular crossings. The first
incident curtailing crossings was the kidnapping of an Israeli soldier. Later in 2007,
Hamas gained control in the Gaza Strip, only humanitarian aid activities were
allowed, suspending the functions of the mission.*®! Currently, the crossing remains
closed due to clashes between Hamas and Israeli forces. EUBAM Rafah still remains
operational but on a standby until the political and security conditions are favorable

to redeploy to the crossing.>*?

As per the Council Joint Action that approved EUBAM Rafah, third countries may
contribute within the established parameters. Turkey’s desire to participate in CSDP
missions in Occupied Palestinian Territories was mentioned in Commission’s
Progress Report in 2006.%*° Yet, there is no official statement explaining non-

participation in EUBAM Rafah.

One might argue that her long-standing contribution to the Temporary International
Presence in the city of Hebron ("TIPH") would render an additional involvement in
EUBAM Rafah redundant. TIPH was also an important instrument of the peace
process with a mandate to “promote the well-being, security and stability of the

Palestinians living in Hebron”.*3* Turkey, along with Norway, Italy, Denmark,
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2009), ed. Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel Keohane (Paris: European Union Institute for
Security Studies, 2010), 302-303.
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Sweden and Switzerland, was a monitoring state from 1997°% until TIPH’s overhaul

in 2019 by then Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu.3

In the absence of substantial elements to make a case in the context of
Europeanization, EUBAM Rafah appears to be a mission where Turkey’s non-
participation did not present clear motives. Still, given her deep involvement in
Palestine’s fate as well as her support to TIPH and EUPOL COPPS, her

peacekeeping credentials should not be ignored.

5.3. EUFOR RD Congo

After the ceasefire signaling an end to the conflict in the DRC, a transitional
government was established, and it was envisaged that democratic elections would
be held in 2006 to lead the country onto the path to stability. The international
community mobilized under the UN roof with a stabilization mission, namely

MONUCG, to supervise the implementation of the ceasefire.*®’

The UN viewed elections as the exit strategy from DRC and focused on securing the
elections, concerned with a potential revival of armed conflict in the aftermath.
Unfortunately, seeing that MONUC’s capacity was rather limited to cover the entire
process, and despite repeated calls from then UN Secretary General Kofi Annan to

reinforce the mission, MONUC was in need of a support system.>® This stimulated
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ed. Muriel Asseburg and Ronja Kempin, (Berlin: German Institute for International and Security
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the UN to approach the EU, who accepted to deploy a CSDP military operation to
DRC as per the mandate given by the UN Resolution 1671.3%

The UK was already deeply engaged in Iraq and Afghanistan at the time, and made it
abundantly clear that she was not going to steer this operation, while France felt that
after commanding Artemis in the same country, it was another member state’s turn to
take the wheel. As a result, Germany was left with the task of commanding the

operation.**

The Council issued a Joint Action in April 2006, authorizing the launch of EUFOR
RD Congo, charging it to support MONUC and contribute to protecting civilians as
well as the security at the airport as laid down in UNSC Resolution 1671.>°! On 30
July 2006, the EU deployed EUFOR RD Congo with 4,000 troops at service.**?
EUFOR’s mandate was for 6 months, and in spite of requests by France and

Belgium, and in favor of Germany’s opposition, it was not extended further.*?

The Council Joint Action authorizing the deployment of EUFOR RD Congo laid out
the terms for third state participation, particularly specifying that all non-EU

European NATO members and accession candidates shall be invited.*** Based on
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Congo,” 122.
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military operation in support of the United Nations Organisation Mission in the Democratic Republic
of the Congo (MONUC) during the election process,” Brussels: 27 April 2006, accessed 2 September
2021, https://eur-lex.europa.cu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32006E0319.
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that statement, the EU invited Turkey to participate, who responded by assigning two

military officers and a C-130 military transport aircraft.>%>

In approving to send staff for EUFOR RD Congo, Turkish Grand National Assembly
attributed the motives for contribution to consolidation of Turkey’s candidacy to the
EU, her continued support to CSDP, and her resolve to take part in peacekeeping
missions.>”® In view of the official statement, it is safe to claim that Turkey’s
participation in EUFOR RD Congo was on the grounds of her Europeanization

perspective as well as raising her peacekeeper profile.

5.4. EUPOL Afghanistan

Afghanistan has been a stage of active international engagement since the 11
September attacks, the fall of the Taliban regime, followed by the formation of an
interim government within the framework of the Bonn agreement. Subsequently, the
UN Security Council mandated International Security Assistance Force, or ISAF,
and UN civilian assistance mission UNAMA.*7 NATO later took over the operation
of ISAF under UK command, and also launched the Resolute Support Mission or
RSM for short, to “train, advice and assist Afghan security forces and institutions to

fight terrorism and secure their country” 3

Having faced decades of civil war, Afghanistan had barely time or capacity to
develop its institutions and governance. The international community has been

present in the country to help build capacity of the Afghan state in various areas,
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from security sector to nation-building.**® However, the fragmented efforts from
different actors hampered the pace of reformation that Afghanistan needed.
Meanwhile, the US maintained its superior strategic presence in Afghanistan over

other actors.*%°

Within the EU circle, it was Finland who brought up the proposal for a CSDP
mission in Afghanistan, and Germans had expertise given their involvement in the
Bonn process and training Afghan police.*”! The EU assembled a fact finding
mission to Afghanistan to evaluate a potential role it could play in reconstructing the
country. The EU was inspired by the findings to deploy a security sector reform

mission aimed at training the Afghan police and supporting the rule of law.4%

There were collateral reasons behind beefing up EU presence in Afghanistan, despite
the lack of appetite from some member states.*”* For starters, the EU was absent
from the Afghan scene save for financial and humanitarian assistance. And equally
important was the mounting pressure from the US to step up European engagement

in Afghanistan.*%*
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Following the Fact-Finding Mission to Afghanistan in 2006, and a letter of invitation
from the Afghan Government in 2007, the EU adopted Council Joint Action
2007/369/CFSP in May 2007 to launch EUPOL Afghanistan.*’> This was the first
CSDP civilian mission deployed in an active conflict zone, which brought its

challenges on the efficacy of the mission.*%

EUPOL Afghanistan encouraged participation from third states, and received
contributions from Canada, New Zealand and Norway.*”” By the wording of the
relevant Joint Action, candidate countries and third states were to be invited.**® In

that connection, Turkey was also invited but opted out.**

Turkey has a strong involvement in Afghanistan and friendly bilateral relations.*!°

She took an active role in the reconstruction and development of Afghanistan,
including through her contribution to the UN Assistance Mission (UNAMA). Turkey
heavily engaged to forge closer cooperation between Afghanistan and Pakistan in a

trilateral format. Turkey also spearheaded a diplomatic initiative by launching a
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European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2017), 1.
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RAND Corporation, 2010), 19.
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410 Turkey does not recognize the current Taliban regime in Afghanistan. For more details on Turkey-
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regional framework called “Heart of Asia-Istanbul Process” for enhanced

cooperation, peace and stability.*!!

On the field, Turkey was one of the biggest contributors to ISAF since 2001 and has
shouldered the leadership of the force multiple times.*'> When the ISAF was
terminated to launch a non-combatant mission RSM*3, Turkey continued her
support, perhaps most notably by providing the security of Hamid Karzai
Afghanistan International Airport.*!4

At this point, it should be mentioned that with such scale of NATO presence in
Afghanistan, EUPOL’s imperfect security arrangement was due in part to a lack of
an agreement for exchanging classified information between NATO and EU.*!*
Turkey’s veto over such an agreement to balance against Greece and particularly
Greek Cyprus could be regarded within institutional soft-balancing. Although the
veto was not specifically aimed at this mission, it impacted the overall success and

the member states’ view of EUPOL Afghanistan.

Still, this is far from justifying Turkey’s non-participation to the mission since
Turkey has participated in numerous CSDP activities despite the souring impact of
her veto over exchange of classified information. Instead, it might have been her
profound involvement in UN and NATO crisis management initiatives that have left

Turkey with little desire to support another mission in an already crowded scene.
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On the Europeanization front, Afghanistan case does not present any divergences
between Turkey and the EU in the realms of foreign and security policy, as she has
supported multilateral initiatives for ensuring peace and stability in the country as
well as worked alongside EU countries on the field. The outstanding assessment
remains for this study that there is no clear motive behind Turkey’s non-participation

to EUPOL Afghanistan.

5.5. EUFOR Tchad/RCA

The conflict in the Darfur region of Sudan uprooted thousands of people who sought
refuge in the neighboring Chad and Central African Republic (CAR). The conflict
environment intensified and permeated through the borders of Sudan into Chad and
CAR. The situation was aggravated by the tension among local tribes who have long
been competing for scarce sources of arable land, food and water in the Sahel, a

region grappling with very high poverty.*

Darfur also served as the base of operations for rebels opposing Chadian President
Déby’s rule, but the base shifted to eastern Chad while opposition grew larger,
turning into proxy warfare between Chad and Sudan, both of which are known to be

stoking violence against each other.*!”

At the time, there was an existing international conflict management presence in the
region because of the outbreak in Darfur. The AU-UN Hybrid Operation in Darfur
(UNAMID) had civilian, police and military pillars, about which Chadian President
Déby held unfavorable views, prompting France to consider taking the lead for a
political CSDP action to support the UN military mission. However, later on, the EU

took on a rather military/security role whereas the UN held the political and
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humanitarian tasks. Subsequently, the UN also launched a mission in Chad and CAR,

called MINURCAT, with police and military personnel.*!®

Owing to France’s historical ties with former colonies and the role she still plays in
these countries’ security, it goes without saying that France was instrumental in
initiating an EU operation.*!® The Council took the decision to deploy a bridging
military operation to support the UN’s efforts in securing civilians and humanitarian
aid deliveries.*”® The legal endorsement of EUFOR was the same that authorized
MINURCAT, namely UNSCR 1778. In 2009, the UN absorbed EUFOR, ending its

mandate.**!

EUFOR Tchad/RCA allowed third state participation, and received contributions
from Russia, Albania and Croatia.**? Even though invited, Turkey did not participate
in EUFOR Tchad/RCA, for which no official statement is available, making it a case

of non-participation without a clear motive.

On the other hand, Turkey contributed a C-160 transport aircraft as part of NATO’s
support to the African Union’s Darfur mission between 2005-2007, along with
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personnel to UNAMID between 2006 and 2011.4* Based on this information, it
could be reasoned that Turkey’s existing support under NATO and UN might have

impacted the decision to refrain from simultaneously supporting an EU mission.

5.6. EULEX Kosovo

The Dayton Accords signed in 1995 did not bring the change Kosovar Albanians
longed for, not did it contain any sign of amelioration of their status. Changing their
tactics of resistance, Kosovar Albanians formed the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA)
in 1997, which provoked a response from Milosevic regime in the form of brutal
crackdowns and severe human rights abuses. These events prompted negotiations
that were held in Rambouillet, but to no avail, even though Kosovar Albanians
agreed to the deal that entailed disarming the KLA, autonomy for Kosovo and

NATO force for security. 4**

When Milosevic rejected the deal, without an explicit UNSC mandate, NATO began
an air campaign lasting for 78 days. Facing defeat, Milosevic agreed to observe
UNSC Resolution 1244, with the promise of deciding on a form of autonomy for
Kosovo in future negotiations, along with authorizing a UN mission in Kosovo,
known as UNMIK, and international security presence under NATO, officially
KFOR.*

By 2004, the delays and uncertainty surrounding the future status of Kosovo
gradually grew into a major problem, leading to violent protests and attacks on

Serbian enclaves in Kosovo.*? At this point, the UN looked for an exit from Kosovo,
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and the Western capitals sought to delay the eventual status of Kosovo to the extent
possible.*?” In the face of the tightening tension, UNMIK and KFOR lost their aura
of invulnerability and invincibility.**® It was the US that urged the actors to hold
status talks, with the eventuality of giving Kosovo independence, which left little

room for the EU states.**°

Kai Eide, a senior Norwegian diplomat appointed by the UN Secretary General to
assess the political situation for direct status talks, put forward in his report that it
was time for the EU to take bigger responsibility in Kosovo, hinting at an EU
takeover from UNMIK.*°

Meanwhile, as per the Ahtisaari Plan, the International Steering Group for Kosovo
was set up for status talks. The group was charged with the appointment and
management of the International Civilian Representative for Kosovo.**! Following
deliberations, the EU Special Representative (EUSR) for Kosovo was also appointed
as the International Civilian Representative, a position with wide executive

powers.*?

As the EU started preparing for a potential CSDP mission, dissonance soared as the

member states harbored widely different positions towards the question of Kosovar
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independence. The Quint member states all backed the Ahtisaari’s end-solution, but
due to their domestic political realities, Spain, Greek Cyprus, Greece, Romania and
Slovakia was against Kosovo’s independence.** Therefore, the upcoming CSDP
initiative for Kosovo would have to take into account the UN’s status-neutral
position as well as a framework that would not exploit executive powers to the

dismay of anti-independence party within the EU.**

EULEX Kosovo was configured as the continuation of UNMIK, the executive and
operational branch of the international presence in Kosovo, thus going far beyond
merely advising or monitoring in and around rule of law. Since the UN Security
Council did not decree a new resolution after Kosovo’s declaration of independence
in 2008 to replace 1244, as anticipated by the EU, full transfer from UNMIK has not
been possible.**> Therefore, the EU had to cite the only UNSC Resolution in force —
1244 — in the Council Joint Action that officially launched EULEX Kosovo in
2008.%¢ This lack of a clear UN mandate has put the EULEX mission through testy

roads.*’

EULEX Kosovo is mandated with supporting the Kosovar authorities by monitoring,

mentoring and advising rule of law components, consequentially reinforcing a multi-
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ethnic judicial and police system in Kosovo.**® EULEX Kosovo has also made
positive contributions to prevention of conflict, albeit with some challenges and
deficiencies.**® As the first CSDP civilian mission to hold executive powers, its
mandate has been prolonged, with the current one covering 2018-2020 but extended

for another year due to Covid-19 pandemic.**

The two main causes of friction challenging the success of implementation were
probably the lack of UN endorsement, cited by Spain as her lack of contribution to
the mission, and the union’s lack of unity pertaining to the status issue.**! Despite
these two major challenges, EULEX Kosovo stands as one of signature CSDP
missions ever deployed, with wide-range contributions from EU member states and
third countries. In fact, EULEX Kosovo is the first CSDP mission receiving support
from Washington, who sent approximately 80 personnel.**? Taken altogether,
EULEX Kosovo was unparalleled in terms of European and local staff size and also

its executive mandate.**
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Turkey was among the contributors to EULEX Kosovo, posting 16 police staff since
16 February 2008,*** some of whom were transferred from Turkey’s existing
participation in UNMIK.** A strong advocate of Kosovo’s independence, Turkey
has multi-dimensional friendly relations with the country.**® During NATO’s air
campaign in 1999, Turkey contributed 10 F-16s, and reinforced this support upon
demand with 8 more F-16s and 3 tanker aircrafts. Moreover, as a NATO Ally,

Turkey has made significant contributions to KFOR.*¥

When the KFOR’s mandate was modified in 2008 to incorporate training tasks for
the Kosovar security forces, Turkey blocked the establishment of a formal working
relationship between KFOR and EULEX due to the long-standing contention about
the Cyprus issue.**® The Commission listed Turkey’s objection as one of the

problems encountered by EU missions in Kosovo and Afghanistan.**

Turkey’s contribution to EULEX Kosovo is regularly mentioned in Commission-
issued Progress Reports from 2008 till 2016. In 2016, in the aftermath of the coup
attempt, Turkey withdrew staff from EULEX Kosovo, also noted in her Progress
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Report from 2018 to 2020.**° Since the suspension of her participation, Turkey has

applied to several vacancies in the mission with no favorable response.*!

When Turkey first joined the mission, Europeanization dynamics were still on
positive grounds, and Turkey’s alignment with EU’s foreign and security policy
positions was high. As the EU took over from the UN mission UNMIK, Turkey
fulfilled what was expected from her by transferring personnel from the previous
mission to support the EU’s. On the other hand, her suspension after the coup
attempt, which marked a backsliding in Turkey-CSDP synergy, still continues. This

indicates a transition towards de-Europeanization.

On a separate but related note, her increasingly problematized objection to
establishment of formal cooperation beyond Berlin Plus is evidently a bitter issue for
EULEX Kosovo. By practicing her rights as a NATO Ally, Turkey conceivably
attempted to soft-balance the EU in general, and Greek Cyprus in particular, the only
EU member state to have never participated in EULEX.*>2

5.7. EU SSR Guinea-Bissau

When the former president Vieira of Guinea-Bissau returned from exile in Portugal
to the country in 2005, the Portuguese obtained more stakes to control in the region.
And during their term for EU presidency, Portugal convinced the EU to launch a

CSDP mission to reform the security sector in Guinea-Bissau.*>
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In February 2008, the EU decided to launch a security sector reform mission in
Guinea-Bissau with Council Join Action 2008/112/CFSP.** The first mission
planned entirely at the headquarters for EU civilian crisis management operations -
the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC), EU SSR Guinea-Bissau’s
mandate was prolonged until 30 September 2010. Being a security sector reform
mission, its mandate focused on contributing to drafting of National SSR Strategy

Document to be implemented by Guinea-Bissau authorities.*>

By virtue of Article 10 of Council Joint Action 2008/112/CFSP, third states could be
invited to participate in the mission provided that they cover the costs of seconded
personnel.**® Thus far, only a limited number of member states have contributed to

the mission.*’

Turkey did not contribute to EU SSR Guinea-Bissau. Her non-participation presents
no clear motives, but given the minor scale of the mission and Turkey’s limited
engagements with Guinea-Bissau, there is also meager motivation for her

involvement in the mission.

5.8. EUMM Georgia
Established in the aftermath of the Russo-Georgian conflict in August 2008, EU

Monitoring Mission (EUMM) in Georgia is an unarmed civilian monitoring mission,
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mandated with stabilization, normalization and confidence-building and reporting the
situation on the ground pursuant to the EU-brokered “Six-Point Agreement” as well

as the Agreement on Implementing Measures.*®

The open conflict between Russia and Georgia, and the declaration of independence
of the breakaway regions of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, presented an opportunity
for the EU to insert itself as a security actor, especially since neither the OSCE nor
NATO showed willingness to take action despite the appeal by the Georgian

government,*’

With the involvement of the EU, OSCE, UN, US, Russia and Georgia, negotiations
in Geneva were initiated on 14 October 2008. The mandates of OSCE and UN
missions were not renewed, making the EU the only international presence in

Georgia.*®

Following the request by the Georgian government, the EUMM was launched on 15
September 2008 with over 200 civilian monitors. The Council Joint Action
2008/736/CFSP serves as the legal basis of its function. As per Article 11 of the Joint

Action, third countries are encouraged to contribute.*!

EUMM was a special case for CSDP in that consensus-building was quick in the

wake of a major conflict at Europe’s doorstep, its implications on EU-Russian
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relations, making this mission the first time when the EU acted as the fundamental
crisis manager with acceptance from Russia in the post-Soviet space, a feature that
underpinned EU’s role as a security actor.*®> Granting that the mission is largely
considered as a success and fulfilled its original goal, EUMM has not been able to
access the breakaway regions of South Ossetia and Abkhazia whereas the mandate

covers the whole of Georgia.*®3

Turkey has a strategic partnership with Georgia, and does not endorse the declaration
of independence by breakaway regions of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Turkey also
supports Georgia's efforts for integration with Euro-Atlantic organizations.*** When
extended an invitation to participate in EUMM Georgia to monitor the situation,
Turkey expressed interest in accepting it but later on received word from the EU that

her contribution was no longer needed.*®

Although her participation never materialized, the intent to include Turkey and
Turkish response in favor indicates positive synergy, particularly after the sour taste
of total alienation in the case of EUJUST Themis. Also taking into account the
alignment of Turkey’s and EU’s positions on the Russo-Georgian conflict, EUMM
Georgia holds enough points to infer that, although participation did not happen,

Turkey and the EU were on the same page.

5.9. EUNAVFOR Somalia/Operation Atalanta
Due to the instability in Somalia, rampant piracy activities off the Somali coast and

in the Gulf of Aden were disturbingly growing, which was a cause of concern for
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populations who depended on humanitarian aid carried by international vessels that
were targeted by pirates.**® To curtail these attacks, some countries provided escorts

to World Food Programme (WFP) ships delivering aid to Somalia.*¢’

Additionally, Operation Enduring Freedom — Horn of Africa had been providing
assistance since 2002 in combating piracy, as did NATO’s Combined Task Force
150.468 Despite these efforts, piracy continued to be a problem in the region, and the
UK took the initiative to launch an EU-led naval operation to step in, with strong

support from Germany.*®

The EU’s first naval operation EU NAVFOR Somalia, or Operation Atalanta, was
launched in 2008 with the objective to provide protection to WFP ships delivering
aid to Somalia and combat piracy.*’® At the core, EU NAVFOR was a military

operation, but it was not designed to engage in the Somali conflict as much as for
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deterring piracy from interfering with humanitarian aid efforts and European trade

interests.*’!

Scale-wise, the operation was smaller than Berlin Plus actions in Macedonia and
BiH, and the strong sense of proving EU’s ability by launching a maritime military
operation under CSDP prompted the member states to take on the challenge without

resorting to NATO means and capabilities.*’

The Joint Action adopted by the Council of EU allows for third state participation,*’?
and countries such as New Zealand, Norway, Montenegro, Ukraine and Serbia
supported Operation Atalanta.*’* EUNAVFOR Somalia, an ongoing operation, put
the EU on the map of a region intensely crowded with international presence
including the US, China, Russia, Turkey, India, Iran, NATO, Combined Task Forces

150 and 151, among others.*”

While the legal instrument enabling Operation Atalanta greenlights third country
participation, Turkey did not join. There is no official statement explaining the
reasoning behind this non-participation, but the fact that Turkey was already engaged
before the launch of Atalanta in patrolling the regional waters and supporting

Combined Task Forces 150 and 151 as well as NATO’s Operation Ocean Shield*’¢
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might have made involvement in Atalanta redundant. Besides, the presence of Greek

Cyprus in EUNAVFOR*"7 could not have helped to change the Turkish interest.

On the Europeanization theme, a case for or against Turkey’s non-participation
would be unavailing since the EU seemingly did not alienate Turkey or other third
states and Turkey did not seem to be interested in Atalanta. As for a discussion on
divergence or convergence of interests, both entities engaged in combating piracy by
individual and multilateral means without conflicting each other’s pursuits.
Therefore, in the absence of a conflicting interest between Turkey and EU in
combating piracy off the Somali coast and the Gulf of Aden, and opposing
approaches to alleviate the situation, non-participation by Turkey should not be taken

as a disappointment for her Europeanization agenda.

That being said, as this operation falls under the period of selective Europeanization
in Turkey’s relations with the EU, Turkey’s non-involvement could be alternatively
attributed to the weaning effect of EU’s conditionality on her foreign and security
policy options and actions. Turkey is a multidimensional actor in Somalia and does
not necessarily synergize with the EU’s presence in the country. Therefore, Atalanta
may be a case where de-Europeanization vis-a-vis Turkey’s engagement with CSDP

actions manifests.

Lastly, Operation Atalanta had to work in a separate geographical area from NATO’s
Operation Ocean Shield within the confines of an informally brokered deal to keep
both operations intact. This was because Turkey would not agree to sharing tasks and
information between NATO and EU.*"® In that context, it could also be argued that
Turkey’s non-participation may be associated with her inter-institutional soft-

balancing prospects.
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5.10. EUTM Somalia

After the Barre administration collapsed in 1991, fragility in Somalia worsened while
successive attempts by the UN and US failed to achieve sustainable order in the
country. With Somalia’s fragmentation gaining speed, it looked like there was little
to hold the country together. Upon the formation of the Transitional Federal
Government (TFG) in 2004, Somalia was expected to take some steps towards
stabilization but this too proved insufficient. Even though the Islamic Courts Union
(ICU) brought some semblance of order, they were ousted by Ethiopian forces due to
fear of extreme Islamism, after which the African Union commissioned AMISOM in
2007 for peacekeeping. The radical branch of ICU, Al Shabaab, which controls the
majority of the southern part of the country, continued to fight against the transition

government.*”’

To make matters worse, Somalia was also battling piracy and East African drought.
These conditions impelled the EU to consider fielding a training mission in Somalia
so that the national security forces could build capacity to combat terrorism and
piracy as well as establish order.**® With this understanding, the EU Council adopted
Decision 2010/96/CFSP on 15 February 2010, which underlines EU’s contribution to

strengthening Somali security sector by providing training to security forces.*"!

Originally planned for 6 months, the mission has been extended so far and is still

running. Due to the security climate in Somalia, Somali forces were taken to Bihanga
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camp in Uganda for training, but later relocated to Mogadishu.*®? This is EU’s first
military training mission, which, according to Oksamytna, signifies the Union’s aim
to empower local and regional actors to cope with the challenges faced by Africa,

rather than seeking to expand military presence.*?

As per the Council Decision that launched the mission, third states are encouraged to
participate within established rules and protocols. Currently, only Serbia is
participating as a third country.*® The absence of Turkish participation could be
liberally attributed to her existing efforts in military training in Mogadishu named

TURKSOM .48

When the civil war broke out in Somalia, the Unified Task Force (UNITAF) was
launched under the mandate given by the UNSC Resolution 794 to stop the
hostilities.**® Between 1993 and 1994, Turkey contributed to this operation with a
mechanized company to facilitate humanitarian aid and peace efforts. Later on,
UNITAF transformed into UNOSOM II, which was commanded by a Turkish

lieutenant for a period. The UN additionally deployed an assistance mission in
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updated in August 2019, accessed 12 June 2021, https://www.eutm-somalia.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2019/08/FACTSHEET-2019_G.B.-DE-SIO.pdf
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Somalia known as UNSOM in 2013. Since 2015, Turkey has been contributing to

this mission on a rotational basis as well.*3’

Given Turkey’s established engagement in Somalia, within the UN mandate as well
as on the basis of bilateral agreement with the Somali government, participating in
EUTM may have seemed non-essential. However, Turkey’s military training
academy TURKSOM was opened in 2017, 7 years after EUTM was launched. Both
training mission’s objective is to support Somali security forces in their fight against

Al-Shabaab.

As for Turkey’s Europeanization status during the first couple of years since the
launch of EUTM, there has been a high level of alignment on foreign and security
policy. On the other hand, Turkey’s integrated approach to Somalia, including with
TURKSOM, has been put under criticism in terms of its aspects that are different
from the “Western” model.**® Thus far, Turkey’s soft power approach in Somalia has
not been matched by EU efforts, but pulling the discussion back to security and
defense aspect, both sides have shared interests. Against the background of the
above, there is no clear motivation behind Turkey’s non-participation in EUTM
Somalia, which might be indirectly due to her existing peacekeeping engagement in
the country. Her preference to UN and national structures over the EU for

peacekeeping in Somalia may also suggest a soft-balancing in action.

On the other hand, a point could still be made towards a de-Europeanization
tendency since Turkey has been present in Somalia independently from the EU’s
efforts, and given that EUTM Somalia’s timeframe fits into Turkey’s selective

Europeanization period.
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5.11. EUCAP Somalia

Following the armed conflict in Somalia leading to the collapse of the state, pirate
attacks in the Horn of Africa rose sharply. Upon the request of Somali Transitional
Federal Government, the UN Security Council adopted 1816, allowing third states
into Somalia’s territorial waters and authorizing the use of all means to fight piracy.
The EU deployed its first naval operation Atalanta in Somalia within the framework

of this mandate.*®’

Nevertheless, the operation by itself was not enough to eradicate the root causes of
piracy, compelling the EU to come up with a more comprehensive maritime security
solution to the piracy problem in Somalia.*® Referring to the EU’s Strategic
Framework for the Horn of Africa*! and the warm reception by Djibouti, Kenya, the
Seychelles, and the TFG of Somalia, the Council approved to launch a maritime

capacity building mission, first of its kind for CSDP.*

The mission set out to assist creation of a self-sustainable capacity for their maritime
security including counter-piracy and maritime governance. Over time, Somalia
became the sole focus of the mission, providing strategic and operational advice,

legislation and mentoring for Somali Coast Guard forces as well as capacity-building
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for judiciary.*® Based in Mogadishu with field offices in Hargeisa (Somaliland),
Garowe (Puntland), Mogadishu and a back-office in Nairobi, the mission’s mandate

has been extended until the end of 2022.4%

EUCAP Somalia allows third countries to participate and Turkey was among the
invited countries, yet she did not contribute.*>> Turkey’s non-contribution in EUCAP
does not have an officially released explanation. Still, similar to the case in other EU
initiatives in Somalia, it might be due to her presence through the United Nations
Assistance Mission (UNSOM) within the capacity of Military Advisor since 2015 on

49 While her contribution to a mission with the same task,

a rotational basis.
UNSOM, speaks to Turkey’s role in peacekeeping, opting out of CSDP’s
engagement might be indicative of the weakening necessity to align with the EU’s
foreign and security policy courses. Considering that EUCAP Somalia also falls
under the period of selective Europeanization for Turkey, coupled with her existing

presence in Somalia separate from the EU’s, it could be argued that her absence is

indicative of a de-Europeanization case.

5.12. EUFOR Libya
Following the events that took place in Libya in 2011 during the Arab Spring, the
UN Security Council adopted resolution 1970 that stipulates imposing arms embargo

and sanctions against the country.*”’ As the security situation deteriorated even
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further, turning into a civil war, the Security Council then adopted another resolution
(1973) establishing a no-fly zone and approving all necessary measures to protect
civilians.*’® Based on these resolutions, a coalition of forces from France, the UK
and the US started an air campaign, which was later combined under NATO’s

“Unified Protector” operation.**

While the UN and NATO were lauded for their quick reaction to the events in Libya,
the EU was criticized for its ineffectiveness.’® This ineffectiveness has been
generally attributed to the incoherence of the Union to adopt an approach to the
crisis.’®! For instance, the European Council was aiming for regime change whilst
the High Representative promoted a less interventionist approach.>%? There were also
major differences between the member states on how to behave in Libya, reaching a

point where it became nearly impossible to discuss a CSDP action.’®

The exposed divisiveness of the EU over the course of inaction towards the Libyan
crisis left little scope for a possible CSDP initiative, which attracted criticism about

how an opportunity to fulfill its intended use in the EU’s southern neighborhood was
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missed,’** which would have been even better if Berlin Plus had been invoked.’®
Much to the critics’ dismay, the EU opted for a military operation with humanitarian
priorities: support to humanitarian assistance in Libya and evacuation of civilians.
The catch line for this mandate was that the EU would only deploy assistance if
requested by the UN’s Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
(OCHA).%%

Then High Representative Catherine Ashton sought to expedite EUFOR’s
deployment, but when she received a letter from the UN’s OCHA underlining the
unnecessity of a military operation to secure humanitarian deliveries,>*” the stillborn
EUFOR Libya was repealed,®® leaving a legacy as an “April’s fool”>®” and the

“Hour of Europe” long passed.>'°
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As per Article 9 of the Council Decision 2011/210/CFSP, third countries, particularly
member states of the Arab League, could be invited to participate in EUFOR
Libya.’!! Turkey expressed interest to contribute to the operation, and would have
contributed had it been launched.’'? She contributed four frigates, a submarine, a
logistic support vessel, six F-16 fighters, two KC-135 tanker aircraft, Special Forces
staff and helicopters deployed in vessels, Underwater Attack (SAT), Amphibious and

Underwater Mission Teams to NATO’s Unified Protector Operation in Libya.>!

A stillborn CSDP effort, EUFOR Libya never materialized, but given Turkey’s
strategic interests in her neighbor Libya and substantial contribution to NATO’s
Operation Unified Protector, and the permissive nature of the Council Decision for

third state involvement, Turkey would have been willing to join the EU’s effort.

After all, even though Turkey did not vie with the EU’s sanctions against Libya, with
regards to the political, security and humanitarian situation, both were on the same

wavelength.>!*

5.13. EU AVSEC South Sudan

Shortly after the independence of South Sudan from the Republic of Sudan in 2011, a
civil war erupted in the newly founded country, and raged for two years. In the first
few years of independence, South Sudan suffered from internal turmoil due to

conflicts among local tribes.>!
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In line with the newly-formed South Sudanese government’s Development Plan for
2011-2013, the EU was crafting alternative engagements, including upgrading
aviation security at Juba International Airport.>'® The South Sudanese government
officially welcomed the EU to provide support in that vein, and the EU devised its

first Aviation Security Mission.>!”

Unfortunately, the conflict that broke out in 2013 as a result of ethnic tensions and
major quarrel between the president and vice-president gave rise to another civil war.
This acute escalation and the volatile security situation in the country eventually led
to the evacuation of the EU AVSEC mission in 2013 before its mandate deadline in
2014313

The Council Decision that authorized AVSEC South Sudan permitted participation

by third states. Accordingly, the EU invited Turkey, who did not contribute.’"

Turkey was among the first countries that recognized South Sudan’s independence’*
and provided 23 police officers to the UN mission in South Sudan (UNMISS) in

2014, maintaining her support with 20 staff today.’?! This existing support might
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have had an impact on the decision to forego EU AVSEC, a mission that could not

be implemented as foreseen due to security conditions.

Based on the available data and given the conceptual approach, Turkey’s non-
participation does not seem to foreshadow any clear motive vis-a-vis
Europeanization. Her sustained participation to UNMISS, on the other hand, attests
to her role in global peacekeeping, and by diverting her resources to the UN instead
of the EU’s mission, a case may be made that Turkey chose to soft-balance the EU’s

relevance in South Sudan.

5.14. EUCAP Sahel Niger

The Malian Civil War that broke out in 2012, instability in Libya following
Qaddafi’s ousting, and the rampant Boko Haram threat in Nigeria all negatively
impacted on the security condition and stability in Niger.>?? In fact, the country has
been quite often cited as the embodiment of state fragility.’** To make matters worse,
Niger struggled with illegal drugs, human and weapons trafficking, and when
combined, all these factors culminated in a multiplicity of cross-border threats facing

the country.>*

Against the backdrop of various instances of instability in the region, the European
Union adopted a strategy for security and development in the Sahel in March

2011.5%° Upon the request of the Nigerien government to address the growing crisis,
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the Council officially approved the launching of EUCAP Sahel Niger, a civilian non-
executive mission mandated to support the capacity-building of the Nigerien security

sector.>%°

The mission was originally tasked with supporting the Nigerien security forces in
upgrading their capacity to fight against terrorism and organized crime, but when its
mandate was prolonged in 2016, the focus shifted to managing migration emanating

from the transitory borders of Niger.>?’

The participating states to the EU CAP Sahel Niger have so far been limited to
Member States notwithstanding the permissive clause in the Council Decision for
third country participation. Turkey evidently did not participate in EUCAP Sahel
Niger, for which there is no clear motivation that could be explained within the
confines of the theoretical approach adopted for this study. Turkey does not have any
crisis management history in the Sahel region, but is in friendly relations with the
countries in the region, including Niger, and contributes financially to the G5

Force®”® tasked with fighting against terrorism.

Whereas Turkey and EU do not have a security and defense related rivalry in Niger,
and in fact share the same objectives of anti-terrorism, stability and development in

329 which is

the region, their rivalry, especially with France, manifests itself in trade
outside the scope of this study. There is no declared motivation for not taking part in

EUCAP Sahel Niger, but judging from the wider scope of Turkey-EU relations at the
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time featuring selective Europeanization, Turkey might have opted out potentially

due to the lack of strategic interest she saw in joining EUCAP Sahel Niger.

5.15. EUBAM Libya

The EU reviewed its options for a CSDP initiative in Libya after the failure with
EUFOR and the termination of military intervention, with Italy and France proposing
a post-conflict civilian engagement.’*° The UN’s mission in Libya (UNSMIL) had
already become operational with the target of disarming the combatants and broad
post-conflict support.*! Since the Libyan war generated a massive humanitarian
crisis with a large number of refugees, the EU pondered the optics for an initiative to
curb the irregular migration flow and trans-border crime, which became even more

urgent with the uptick in militia activity in 2012.3%2

Upon the proposal by the Union, the Minister for Foreign Affairs and International
Cooperation of Libya formally accepted a CSDP mission to assist Libya’s border
management. Thereafter, the Council adopted Decision 2013/233/CFSP to establish
EUBAM Libya to support the authorities to develop capacity for enhancing the

security of the country’s land, sea, and air borders. 3
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In the longer term, the mission aimed to assist Libyan authorities in developing an
Integrated Border Management strategy.’>* Nevertheless, even at the planning phase,
the mission was at risk of serious shortcoming for its viability, but for the sake of
saving face after EUFOR’s doom, the EU chose to be engaged in a more soft-power
capacity in Libya.>> One of the mistakes in the planning was the lack of
consideration for Libyan counterparts, in a divided country drifting towards failed

statehood, as interlocutors for the mission.>*°

When the violence in Libya soared in 2014 with fighting among different factions,
the security conditions no longer qualified for the EUBAM staff to stay in the
country, and the mission was relocated to Tunis with a significant reduction in
size.>*” Facing the challenges of an overly ambitious mandate in a deteriorating

conflict environment, the mission was then put on hold until 2016.3

The mission then enhanced its presence in Tripoli, but following the surge in
violence in 2019 when the hostilities between the self-declared warlord Haftar and
the internationally recognized Government of National Accord (GNA) intensified,

EUBAM headquarters were moved again to Tunis.>*” Since the opening of the Mitiga

534 European External Action Service, “Factsheet on EUBAM Libya,” updated in April 2018, accessed
4 July 2021, https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/version_anglaise.pdf

335 Miihlberger and Miiller, "The EU’s Comprehensive Approach to Security in the MENA Region:
What Lessons for CSDP from Libya?," 62.

336 Maja Kovacevi¢, "European Union’s Common Security and Defence Policy Operations in the
Mediterranean: Missions Impossible," Serbian Political Thought 18, no. 2 (2018): 97.

337 Miihlberger and Miiller, "The EU’s Comprehensive Approach to Security in the MENA Region:
What Lessons for CSDP from Libya?," 62.

538 Chiara Loschi and Alessandra Russo, "Whose Enemy at the Gates? Border Management in the
Context of EU Crisis Response in Libya and Ukraine," Geopolitics 26, no. 5 (2020): 8.

539 European External Action Service, “EUBAM Libya Strategic Review 2021,” Brussels: 19
February 2021, 18.

132


https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/version_anglaise.pdf

Airport, international community, including EUBAM staff, have started to return.>*°

More recently, EUBAM Libya’s mandate has been extended until 2023.34!

For all the permissive nature of Council Decision launching EUBAM Libya to third
state participation, only member states are actively involved in the mission.>*?
Turkey was also invited to contribute, and proposed to support EUBAM Libya.>*?
Yet, the EU rejected security clearance required posts that Turkey applied.’*
Although there is no official evidence to back it up, it would be no surprise if the
rejection was the result of lobbying from Greece and Greek Cyprus, or maybe
straight from France herself, given that Turkey and France have been at loggerheads

over the Libyan political leadership crisis.>*’

In terms of Europeanization argument, and keeping in mind the limited staff Member
States have been willing to compromise, Turkey’s application to EUBAM Libya
vacancies is an indication of her willingness to uphold her European-oriented foreign
and security policy choices. Considering that the mission has been mostly in a slump,
and her rejection by the EU, Turkey might have distanced herself from the trouble of
re-application to EUBAM Libya. This may be appraised as an effect caused by the

EU’s impertinence.

540 European External Action Service, “EUBAM Libya Strategic Review 2021,” 9.

541 Maria Lenzu, "EUBAM Libya: Council extends mandate for a further two years," Council of the
European Union, accessed 20 June 2021, https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-
releases/2021/06/18/eubam-libya-council-extends-mandate-for-a-further-two-years/#

542 European External Action Service, “Factsheet on EUBAM Libya”

343 European Commission, Turkey 2014; 2015 Report, (Strasbourg: 2014; 2015), 72-74.

54 Interview 2, Interview with a high-ranking Turkish diplomat, 23 July 2020, Ankara

545 Michael Peel, Andrew England, Victor Mallet and Laura Pitel, "French spat with Turkey over
Libya lays bare European divisions," Financial Times, 5 July 2020,
https://www.ft.com/content/3b85dd0e-1{2e-40b0-b44b-947b7f75a03¢

133


https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/06/18/eubam-libya-council-extends-mandate-for-a-further-two-years/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/06/18/eubam-libya-council-extends-mandate-for-a-further-two-years/
https://www.ft.com/content/3b85dd0e-1f2e-40b0-b44b-947b7f75a03e

On the other hand, given the current foreign policy positions of EU and Turkey over
Libya, arrested by a broader complication over the Eastern Mediterranean, it is very
unlikely that the EU would consider any interest expressed by Turkey to join a CSDP

initiative in Libya in good faith soon.

5.16. EUTM Mali

In January 2012, when a Tuareg rebellion in Mali broke out, the Malian armed forces
were unable to deter their advance, leading to another coup and ousting of then
President Amadou Toumani Touré. This failure of the state authority exposed the
vulnerabilities of the Malian government, particularly its security forces.**® The US
was not willing to engage in the Sahel’s brewing conflicts, but France deployed

“Operation Serval” on her own initiative.>*’

The United Nations, on the other hand, responded by citing the UNSC Resolution
2071, warranting the Malian army to be restricted and take the lead alongside
African-led International Support Mission to Mali (AFISMA) in regaining control of
the northern part of the country.>*® The French were influential in moving a CSDP
mission in Mali up in EU’s agenda, and the EU started to draft plans for a military

training mission for the Malian army.>*’
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The training mission was deployed in February 2013 with the first mandate
authorized by the Council Decision 2013/34/CFSP>* and is still ongoing with 3 non-

EU states participating as well.*>!

Turkey was invited to participate in EUTM Mali and responded favorably.
Submitting the request to the Turkish Grand National Assembly, then Prime Minister
Mr. Ahmet Davutoglu appealed by citing the UNSC Resolution 2085 that gives
mandate to the EU to train the Malian army, Turkey’s staunch commitment to the
indivisibility of security in the Transatlantic realm as a NATO Ally and a candidate
to the EU, and Turkey’s active engagement in Africa compelling to contribute to the
security and stability in the region.>>® The Assembly granted permission for

participation of Turkish Armed Forces to EUTM Mali for a period of 1 year.>*

Although Turkey’s participation was approved by the Parliament, it was never
commissioned due to the low levels of visibility and involvement in decision making
for the vacant post allocated by the EU.>* EUTM represents a rare case in that
Turkish Parliament approved participation to a CSDP mission in Sahel by invoking

her candidacy and NATO Ally status, as well as contribution to security and stability

330 Council of the European Union, “Council Decision 2013/34/CFSP of 17 January 2013 on a
European Union military mission to contribute to the training of the Malian Armed Forces (EUTM
Mali),” Brussels: 17 January 2013, accessed 25 December 2020, https://eur-lex.ecuropa.eu/legal-
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in Africa, a combination that checks boxes for her Europeanization course, but this

decision did not become real action.

At the end of the day, however, the decision to withhold contribution because of the
low level of decision-making impact and visibility of the post speaks to the selective
trend of Turkey’s Europeanization journey. Although there is no official ground to
support this argument, within the framework of the adopted conceptual approach,
Turkey’s non-participation to EUTM Mali could be debatably considered as a step in
the de-Europeanization direction because she did not commit to the EU’s
expectations in this case. To put it briefly, Turkey’s initial reaction to approve
participation confirms her Europeanization at one level in the decision-making
apparatus, whereas the eventual lack of contribution hinting at the opposite at another

level of decision-making.

5.17. EUFOR RCA

The Central African Republic is one of the most fragile countries in the world, with a
long history of coup d’etats. In 2012, when President Bozizé was in power, armed
conflict erupted between the government and Seleka, a coalition of rebel militia
groups. The security crisis in the country worsened with thousands of internally

displaced people and humanitarian disaster.>>

Having closer political, cultural and historical ties with the country, France launched
an operation on its own capacity, named Operation Sangaris. Concurrently, there was
another operation led by African Union, MISCA.>® In 2014, the United Nations
Security Council called for protection of civilian population in the Central African

Republic and welcomed the readiness of the EU to launch a bridging operation to

355 International Crisis Group, “Central African Republic: Priorities of the Transition,” Afiica Report
no. 203 (Brussels: 11 June 2013), 1-2, accessed 7 January 2021,
https://www.crisisgroup.org/africa/central-africa/central-african-republic/central-african-republic-
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prepare the groundwork for a UN peacekeeping mission (MINUSCA) in the

pipeline.>’

Concerned about the risks of the conflict overflowing to neighboring countries, and
accepting the proposal by the High Representative to play an active part in ensuring
stability in the country, the Council passed a decision to deploy a military crisis
management operation in the Central African Republic,’® first military operation
launched under CSDP in five years. It was designed as a temporary fix until the UN

peacekeeping force could take over from the EU.%>

As is usual for most CSDP undertakings in Africa, France was the leading EU
member state in getting the others on board, and since the French were already on the
ground with Operation Sangaris, the EUFOR RCA would have preliminary
experience.’®® Despite that, force generation emerged as a serious problem, with only
France and Georgia willing to commit troops and the reservations in the EU member

states turning the situation into embarrassment.>®!

In the end, around 800 out of envisaged 1,000 troops could be deployed, but at a

much later time due to force generation problems and the violent security conditions
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on the ground.’®> EUFOR RCA is considered as one of the most dangerous CSDP
operations ever conducted and completed its mandate within the year by transferring

to MINUSCA %3

As per Article 8 of Council Decision 2014/73/CFSP, third state participation was
allowed.>** Turkey was invited by the High Representative. During the presentation
of draft resolution to authorize participation of Turkish troops in EUFOR RCA in the
Grand Assembly, citing third country participations by Georgia and Serbia, the
planned support by Turkey is laid out as strategic air transport assistance to the

headquarters in Bangui by 1 Turkish army staff.>%

In spite of the fact that the Assembly passed the resolution to contribute to EUFOR
RCA, Turkey could not actually send the support because the designated vacancies
turned out to be no longer needed, and operation was terminated before the support

could be delivered.>®®

Notwithstanding the eventual non-contribution, the political will manifested in the
Parliamentarian pass to send support signals a motivation in favor of

Europeanization.
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5.18. EUCAP Sahel Mali / EURACC Sahel

With the Sahel region in crisis, the EU stepped up its assistance within the
framework of the Comprehensive Regional Approach and Action Plan for the Sahel
region.’®” With EUTM Mali training the Malian Armed Forces, the EU had already a
presence in the ground. However, to help with the security sector reform in Mali
beyond training the armed forces, and upon invitation from the Malian government,

the EU launched a civilian mission to complement the EUTM in 201458

Dubbed as EUCAP Sahel Mali, this civilian capacity building mission was entrusted
with assisting and advising the Malian security sector in implementing security
sector reform.>®® The mission has been extended several times with a wider mandate,
engaging in border management against migration flows and supporting Malian

security capacity in combatting terrorism and organized crime.’’°

Due to changing security situation on the ground and the needs of the Malian
security forces in the wake of back-to-back coups in Mali this year (2021), the latest

renewal of the mandate established new priorities such as supporting the return of the

367 Eric Pichon, “Understanding the EU Strategy for the Sahel,” EU Policies - Insight (Brussels:
EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service, September 2020), accessed 20 February 2021,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2020/652050/EPRS_BRI(2020)652050_EN.pd
f
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civil government and securing the environment for the upcoming elections in

202257

The renewal of CSDP missions in the Sahel is attributed to the increasing interest of
EU to managing conflicts in the region, which has turned into a field of
experimentation for the Union of its new strategic concept and a redefinition of its

approach to crisis management.>’?

To better support the Sahel countries in fighting against terrorism through the
regional formation known as G5 Sahel Force, the EU decided to regionalize the
capacity building mission in Mali to cover the G5 area. In that vein, a regional
advisory and coordination cell was established within the mission in 2019, later
known as EURACC Sahel, and the command and control of the mission was

relocated from Bamako, Mali to Nouakchott, Mauritania.>”

The legislative instrument allows EUCAP Sahel Mali to accept third country
participation,”” and currently 3 non-EU states support the mission.’”> Turkey was
invited as well, but similar to the case in EUTM Mali, even though the Grand

Assembly approved participation, the visibility level of vacancies was considered
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low, as well as the level of influence in decision-making mechanisms, which led to

discouragement from sending contributions in the end.>’®

In this context, EUCAP Sahel could be put in the same category for non-participation
and reasoning with EUTM Mali in that the initial pass by Parliament indicates a
political will for Europeanization whereas the consequential non-contribution

suggests the contrary.

5.19. EUAM Ukraine

Following Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014, the Ukrainian then Foreign
Minister sent a request to the EU for a monitoring mission to Ukraine and the EU
dispatched a group of experts to Ukraine to draft a crisis management concept.’’’
Initially, a monitoring mission for the Eastern border of Ukraine was the main
request, but due to the dissent from some member states, it ended up as a security
sector reform mission.>’® It is important to note that at that moment, EU already had
a running border monitoring mission deployed at the Ukrainian-Moldovan border
(EUBAM) whereas this time the crisis scene was Crimea and Ukraine’s eastern

oblasts.

EUAM Ukraine was officially launched in July 2014 with the objectives of
mentoring and advising Ukrainian governmental bodies in generating a strategic
framework for security by creating a conceptual framework for reforms in the rule of

law and re-organizing the security structure to regain control and accountability over
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security services.””® The underlying reason for this directive was to increase public
confidence in Ukrainian security forces, which was tarnished in the eyes of the

public due to violence against Euromaidan protestors.>*°

The contents of the mission created confusion among the Ukrainian counterparts
because the concept of security sector reform was taken as assistance in security and
defense trainings and equipment, whereas for the EU it refers to reinforcing the
relevant institutions in the rule of law.’®' The fact that the EU did not consult the
Ukrainian counterparts in the designing phase of EUAM and the complete exclusion
of any concrete security and defense aspect of the mandate despite repeated wishes
and requests of Ukraine did not satisfy the Ukrainians’ expectations.’®? This was
because the Ukrainians were looking for a solution to an ongoing crisis targeting
their territorial integrity while the EU had to compromise internally, given the
complexity of its member states’ relations with Russia, on a merely civilian mission

with a low-key task.’®3

An alternative opinion on EUAM Ukraine suggests that it was launched as a soft

balancing endeavor by the EU against Russia’s aggression driven by a larger
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geographical approach that seeks to build resilience of Ukrainian institutions to

undermine Russia’s ability to influence Ukraine.’

The mission’s mandate was reviewed after a year to include solid projects and
trainings,’® and runs until 2024.°%¢ Third states may be invited to participate to

EUAM Ukraine, with Canada currently being the only contributor.’®’

Previously, Turkey contributed to EUAM Ukraine upon invitation with a police
officer between 23 November 2015 and 22 February 2016. After Turkey’s
contribution was suspended following the coup attempt on 15 July 2016, Turkey
expressed desire to continue her participation.>®® Ever since then, her applications to

vacant posts in the mission have remained unanswered.>*’

With regards to Turkey’s involvement in the case, she is neighboring Ukraine by the
sea and regards Ukraine as a strategic partner with multifaceted relations that go as

far as passport-free travel.>*® In respect of Ukraine’s territorial integrity, Turkey does

384 Novaky, "Why so soft? The European Union in Ukraine," 244; 247.

385 Zarembo, "Perceptions of CSDP Effectiveness in Ukraine: A Host State Perspective," 202-203.

386 Council of the European Union, “Council Decision (CFSP) 2021/813 amending Decision
2014/486/CFSP on the European Union Advisory Mission for Civilian Security Sector Reform
Ukraine (EUAM Ukraine),” Brussels: 20 May 2021, accessed 15 February 2021, https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32021D0813

87 European External Action Service, “Factsheet on EUAM Ukraine,” accessed 22 July 2021,
https://www.euam-ukraine.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Factsheet-EUAM-ENG.pdf

388 BEuropean Commission, Turkey Reports 2018, 2019; 2020 (Strasbourg: 2018; 2019; 2020).

58 Interview 2, Interview with a high-ranking Turkish diplomat, 23 July 2020, Ankara

3% "Turkey-Ukraine Relations," Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, accessed 18
July 2021, https://www.mfa.gov.tr/relations-between-turkey-and-ukraine.en.mfa

143


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32021D0813
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32021D0813
https://www.euam-ukraine.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Factsheet-EUAM-ENG.pdf
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/relations-between-turkey-and-ukraine.en.mfa

not recognize Russia’s illegitimate annexation of Crimea and the separatist claims

over Donetsk and Luhansk Oblasts.>®!

In that vein, Turkey supports the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission with top
diplomats. The post of OSCE Chief Monitor was carried out by former Turkish
Ambassador Ertugrul Apakan from 2014 to 2019, who relinquished the post to
another Turkish Ambassador Halit Cevik.>*?

Turkey’s participation in the past to EUAM Ukraine is undeniably related to her
proximity to and strategic partnership with Ukraine. From the Europeanization
argument’s perspective, when the mission was deployed in 2014 and Turkey
committed staff in 2015, foreign policy alignment with the EU was backsliding.>*
However, on the issue of Russia’s aggression against Ukrainian territorial integrity,
Turkey and the EU were in tune. Besides, by contributing to EUAM, Turkey
measured up to EU’s call for support. While it may not be crystal clear that she did

so out of her desire to satisfy the EU, this still qualifies as a step in that direction.

On the other hand, accounting for the time elapsed since the pullout of her
contribution and the EU’s lack of admission of her applications may point to a
reserve dynamic, although there are no official and clear-cut indications to that end.
In many aspects, Turkey’s involvement in EUAM leads to the same conclusion as
EULEX Kosovo, i.e. initially qualified as Europeanization and later transitioning to

de-Europeanization, minus the soft-balancing angle.

5.20. EUMAM and EUTM RCA
Upon the letter sent by the CAR transitional Head of State inviting the European
Union to deploy a consulting military mission in January 2015, the European Union

Military Advisory Mission (EUMAM) in Central African Republic was launched
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with the aim of advising the Central African authorities on security and laying the

groundwork for the upcoming Security Sector Reform.>%*

In a sense, the mission was a prelude to broader reforms in the security sector to be
reinforced by the United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission
in the Central African Republic (MINUSCA).>*> Despite being invited, Turkey did

not participate in the mission.>%¢

Five years after the end of EUFOR Tchad/RCA, the EU established a non-executive
mission to the Central African Republic, EUTM RCA at the request of CAR

authorities, to train the Central African Armed Forces in cooperation with

MINUSCA.>?

EUTM CAR admits third countries, and currently Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia,
North Macedonia and Serbia contribute staff.>*® The mission’s mandate has been

extended until 2022 with a wider coverage beyond the capital and the town of
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Bouar.> Turkey’s non-participation is not subject to any official and public records
or statements and is not attributable to a clear motive. She also does not contribute to

the UN integrated mission MINUSCA.%%

The lack of Turkish appetite in joining this mission may have multiple explanations,
one of which could be found in the scarce strategic interest CAR holds for the
country. Besides, as this mission was launched at a time when Turkey’s
Europeanization journey featured a more selective trend, opting out of EUTM RCA

may be viewed from that perspective.

5.21. EUNAVFOR MED / Operation Sophia

In order to tackle the immigration flow from Libya, Italy has been calling on EU
member states to take action and share the burden that she has been carrying alone
with Operation Mare Nostrum. Italy’s repeated pleas fell on deaf ears as the other
member states were lukewarm to the idea of fielding a CSDP operation to fight
illegal immigration.®°! This attitude changed when a refugee boat off the Libyan

coast was tragically capsized in 2015, leaving 800 dead.®*

Adopting Decision (CFSP) 2015/778 on 18 May 2015, with the intention to prevent
human tragedies resulting from human trafficking in the Mediterranean, the EU set
itself on a very arduous task by planning an operation that would be conducted in
three phases: first phase would involve intelligence gathering on migration and

smuggling routes; second phase targeted boarding, search and seizure of suspected

59 Hickendorff and Acko, “The European Union Training Mission in the Central Africa Republic: An
Assessment,” 1-2.
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vessels on high seas and territorial waters of the coastal state, and the third phase

would concern taking any measures deemed necessary against the vessels.5%*

EUNAVFOR MED hit a wall in the second phase of the operation because while the
EEAS fast tracked the planning, the legal basis of a military action against illegal
migration was left fragile.** The Council Decision refers to “any applicable UNSC
Resolution” but there was none that could infringe upon the Libyan sovereignty on
their territorial waters, which meant that the EU had to receive consent from the

Libyan government, which has not been possible.®%

Anxious to operationalize EUNAVFOR MED as foreseen, the EU lobbied within the
UN Security Council for a resolution that would authorize phase two actions, and
what came out of its hard work was Resolution 2240 (2015) which only granted
authority of the said actions on high seas, and with the main objective of saving the

lives of people aboard the vessels used for trafficking.5%°

To some, EUNAVFOR MED is the “trickiest” CSDP operation where the EU has
been criticized for its overreaction instead of inaction unlike in previous crises. Even
the UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon expressed his contempt towards the risky
nature of the operation involving refugees, to which then High Representative

Mogherini defended the action by putting the smugglers into the target board of the
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operation.®’” Others also point out the non-transparent nature of EUNAVFOR MED
and how it focused merely on the symptom, i.e. illegal migration, rather than the root

t608

causes of it””° while some drawing attention to its eventual fate as a salvage mission

in the absence of permission by the coastal state.5”

In absence of approval, EUNAVFOR MED’s focus shifted to accommodate to the
reality due to legal constraints.®!® In 2016, the Council adopted Decision (CFSP)
2016/993, adding two tasks to the operation’s mandate, namely capacity building and
training of the Libyan Coast Guard and Navy, and contributing to information
sharing and the implementation of the UN arms embargo on the high seas off the

coast of Libya.®!!

The Council Decision (CFSP) 2015/778 provides for third state participation upon
invitation by the PSC. Seeing that Libya falls within the category of CSDP crisis
management sites that Turkey considers strategically relevant for national interests,

Turkey would have considered favorably if the EU invited her to contribute.’!?
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However, despite the legal leeway, no third state was invited to participate in

Operation Sophia, and only member states, including Greek Cyprus, was engaged.®!?

EUNAVFOR MED’s mandate discontinued in March 2020,°'* and was replaced by
Operation Irini. The mission rather fell short of its ambitious scope, which is evident
from the force generation aspect as only 2 ships, 6 helicopters and 6 air assets were

deployed before the close of the operation.®!

At the time, NATO was also conducting Operation Active Endeavor in the
Mediterranean with a view to deterring maritime terrorist activity. Terminated in
2016 and succeeded by “Operation Sea Guard”, NATO’s Active Endeavor relied on

naval asset contributions of Mediterranean Allies, including Turkey.®!¢

Turkey’s situation vis-a-vis EUNAVFOR MED is comparable with the case in
EUBAM Libya in that if invited, there is a high chance that Turkey may have
responded favorably. And yet, much as the legal basis allowed third countries, and
given the military nature of the operation warranting invitation to and consultations
with Turkey due to her proximity to Libya pursuant to Nice provisions, the EU

bypassed Turkey.

This is not attributable to Turkey’s involvement in the Libyan scene but perhaps
rather to the sensitivity of immigration in the EU politics and public opinion, making

EUNAVFOR MED a close circle initiative. Besides, since the operation never turned
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into what was expected of it, more ambitious force generation with the support of
third states might not have become an objective. Lastlyy, EUNAVFOR MED
rebuffing Turkey could be triggered by Greek Cyprus, one of the contributors, seeing

that it was a military operation conducted in Eastern Mediterranean waters.

5.22. EUAM Iraq

In the wake of the trauma caused by the Islamic State’s presence in Iraq, the Iraqi
government invited the EU to assist in the implementation of National Security
Strategy’s civilian dimension.®’” The EU responded with an advisory mission in
security sector reform, with a mandate that is broadly defined in civilian terms to
support the Iraqi Ministry of Interior and the National Counter-Terrorism Committee

with the generation of policy design, organized crime and security legislation.®!8

In 2018, the Iraqi government also invited NATO to support the country in the
defense aspect of their plan with a training and capacity-building mission for Iraqi
forces.’!” The main objective of the NATO Mission in Iraq (NMI) is to train the
trainers to build the capacity of the Iraqi forces so that they could fight terrorism and
prevent the Islamic State from resurfacing.%?® As both missions have mandates that

complement each other, in 2019, EUAM and NMI signed a Memorandum of
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Cooperation to reinforce their relationship on the ground.®”! Even though these
ongoing missions cannot formally exchange classified information, they engage in

informal practical communication to facilitate their tasks.®*?

In spite of the Council Decision on EUAM Iraq’s provision for third country
participation upon invitation by the Council, no such invitations have been extended
to any third country including Turkey,®”® keeping it an EU-tight mission with the

exception the Iraqi national staff.

As a NATO Ally, and Iraq’s strategic neighbor, Turkey has been involved in all
NATO initiatives in Iraq, including NATO Training Mission (NTM) in 2004-2011,
and currently contributes to NMI with 25 staff and a 61-strong force protection
unit.®** The lack of consultations with Turkey before the deployment of EUAM in
Turkey’s neighbor Iraq, as is required under Nice Document, and the subsequent lack
of invitation to Turkey for participation clearly do not send out optimistic signs.5%’
Here, once again, the arbitrary nature of EU’s interpretation of Nice Document

covering only military operations creates complications for an Ally country that

shares a land border with Iraq.

Likewise, the lack of communication with Turkey in the run-up to EUAM’s

deployment to Iraq, and considering Turkey’s sizeable support to NMI, a more
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ambitious initiative than EUAM, may presumably have discouraged Turkey from
expressing any interest in supporting the Union’s civilian mission. And the fact that
Turkey recently experienced an attempted coup in 2016, leading to a state of

emergency at the time when EUAM Iraq was launched brings up another discussion.

After the coup attempt in 2016, there appeared a discussion on Turkey’s decoupling
with the EU,%%¢ and led to calls for halting accession negotiations.®?’ Foreign policy
alignment in the aftermath of the coup attempt also suffered from the criticism from
EU towards Turkey’s state of emergency.®®® Therefore, it could be argued that the
fall-out of the attempted coup triggered a de-Europeanization trend in foreign and
security policy realm, which might explain the lack of Turkish involvement in
EUAM Iraq. Still, Turkey’s continued support to Iraq’s fight against terrorism
through NMI and its predecessor signifies her credentials for crisis management
efforts. All in all, both EU and NATO initiatives in Iraq presently co-exist in
complementarity, but her presence with NATO in Iraq may be interpreted as a soft-

balancing leverage.

5.23. EUAM RCA
Following the signing of the Agreement for Peace and Reconciliation between the
Central African Republic and armed groups on 6 February 2019, the CAR

government requested from the EU to assist the country in security sector reform and
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support its internal security forces. In response, the EU deployed an advisory mission

to cover these tasks, named as EUAM RCA, launched on 9 December 2019.%°

The mission allows third state participation, but official EU sources do not indicate
whether any third state currently participates in EUAM CAR.%* It is also not clear if

Turkey was invited or showed interest in contributing to the mission.

In 2014, the UN launched a multidimensional integrated mission to support the CAR
through the political and humanitarian crisis, called MINUSCA.®! Although Turkey
is not listed among active contributors to this mission, the General Assembly has
passed the bill to authorize deployment of Turkish staff to contribute to
MINUSCA %%

Considering the uncertainty over Turkey’s invitation to EUAM RCA, it may not be
clearly justified to categorize her approval to contribute to a UN mission as a soft-
balancing motivation vis-a-vis EUAM RCA. In that context, this could be a case

where Turkey’s absence does not indicate clear motives as per this study’s scope.

5.24. EUNAVFOR MED / Operation Irini
Libya’s political and security fragility persisted even after the formation of the GNA,
with the country’s territory and leadership de facto split between the UN-recognized

GNA, Khalifa Haftar’s Libyan National Army (LNA) and the House of
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Representatives based in Tobruk®*

Amid the unfaltering aggression, with Germany’s
initiative and hospitality, a consultation platform to resolve the Libyan crisis known
as Berlin Conference was born.®* The conclusions of the Berlin Conference
dedicated special attention to achieving a ceasefire, confidence building measures

and respecting the arms embargo stipulated by UNSC Resolution in 2011.93

Grounded on the conclusions about the arms embargo in Libya, the EU decided to set
up a military operation in the Mediterranean, off the coast of Libya, which would
succeed Operation Sophia. Known as EUNAVFOR MED Irini, the operation was
established by the Council in March 2020, and tasked with contributing to preventing
arms trafficking in accordance with relevant UNSC Resolutions primarily, and
capacity building of the Libyan Coast Guard as well as disrupting human trafficking

secondarily.5%

Narrating his visit to Irini’s headquarters in Rome, High Representative Jorep Borrell
reveals the rough consensus-building process to get the member states on board for
Irini, alluding to the criticism inherited from Operation Sophia as a magnet for
immigrants and claiming it to be unrealistic and inapplicable to Irini.®*’ Indeed, the

successor of Sophia has come under fire for neglecting the immigration problem and
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saving lives as it should while focusing only on monitoring ships, ports, landing
strips and submitting classified reports to UN’s Libya panel of experts.®*® From this
perspective, Irini is regarded as a let-down for the expectations from EU to deal with
immigration.®* In fact, Malta threatened to pull out of Irini due to the EU’s lack of

appetite for managing immigration through Irini.%4°

Aside from the lowered expectations in fighting illegal migration, human trafficking
and saving lives from Operation Irini, its very own design is under judgement. The
escalation of tension in the Eastern Mediterranean in 2020 between Turkey and
Greek Cyprus, pulling in EU member states, and the conflicting alliances formed by
the EU trifecta — France, Greece, Greek Cyprus — backing a warlord Haftar and by
Turkey backing the UN-recognized GNA lends a different approach to the real

stimulus behind Irini.%*!

As Irini’s declared objective is to uphold the arms embargo on Libya, the naval
operation risked weakening the UN-backed government who received supplies from
the sea while completely ignoring warlord Haftar’s supply chain running through

land and air.®** The trifecta —France, Greece and Greek Cyprus- weaponized Irini to
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arrest the deal between Turkey and GNA on delimitation of maritime boundaries.%*

EU’s miscalculation with Irini was called out as a “biased operation” used as a tool

against Turkey.®*

What brought Turkey to this assessment was a blatant violation of Operation Irini
when an affiliated German ship boarded and inspected a Turkish-flagged commercial
vessel carrying paint and humanitarian aid to Misrata at gunpoint on November
2020.%4° Protesting this violation, Turkish Foreign Ministry’s official statement
declared the inspection as an act against the international law, and highlighted the
questionable neutrality of Irini and the lack of consultations with neighbors and

NATO Allies before its launch.*

Despite the nod by the Council Decision to invite third states, participation has been

limited to EU Member States.®*” Turkey was not invited by the PSC to participate as
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a third state, but “would not have responded favorably even if invited”.**® As per
Nice Implementation Protocols, Turkey argues that the EU should have held
consultations with her since Irini is a military operation being conducted in Turkey’s
vicinity, in a territory holding strategic interests for Turkey. Turkey brought the issue
of lack of observance to Nice Implementation provisions formally to the EU’s

attention, which did not elicit the desired response from the EU.%%

Turkey’s position vis-a-vis Operation Irini deteriorated when under the influence of
France, Greece and Greek Cyprus, EU’s Foreign Affairs Council decided to include
a Turkish maritime transportation company within the list of sanctions in connection

with Libya.5>°

As things stand, with the latest country report from Commission®! receiving a harsh
backlash from Turkey, particularly with regards to the remarks about the Eastern

Mediterranean, Aegean and Cyprus issues,®>

it is not surprising to see comments on
Turkey-EU dynamic turning into a rivalry.5>® Turkish government’s resolve for full

EU membership remains, which is not the focus of the study. Based on the analytical

648 Interview 2, Interview with a high ranking Turkish diplomat, 23 July 2020, Ankara

649 Tbid.

630 "Press Release Regarding the Inclusion of a Turkish Maritime Transportation Company within the
List of Sanctions in Connection with Libya at the Meeting of the EU Foreign Affairs Council,"
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, accessed 22 September 2021,
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/no_-218_-ab-dis-iliskiler-konseyinin-libya-baglaminda-turk-sirketinin-

yaptirim-listesine-alinmasi-hk.en.mfa

651 "Key Findings of the 2021 Report on Turkey," European Commission, accessed 19 October 2021,
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda 21 5282

652 "press Release Regarding the 2021 Country Report on Turkey by the European Commission,"
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, accessed 20 October 2021,
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/no_-251_-avrupa-komisyonu-2021-turkiye-raporu-hk.en.mfa

653 Luigi Scazzieri, “From partners to rivals? The future of EU-Turkey relations,” Centre for
European Reform, June 2021, accessed 19 October 2021,
https://www.cer.eu/sites/default/files/pbrief turkey LS 23.6.21.pdf
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approach towards Turkey’s Europeanization by involvement/non-involvement in
CSDP operations/missions, Operation Irini qualifies as an example of divergent
expectations/actions between Turkey and EU in common foreign and security policy,

1.e. de-Europeanization.

5.25. EUTM Mozambique

As the most recent CSDP initiative, EUTM Mozambique has been officially
launched on 12 July 2021 to provide military training to the Mozambican army to
deal with the volatile security situation in the country’s northernmost province Cabo

Delgado.%>*

As per the authorizing Council Decision, third states are allowed to contribute to the
mission. Currently, only 10 member states take part in EUTM Mozambique.®*° The
mission still has not reached it full operation capacity, which is expected to occur

mid-December 2021.%¢

Since the mission is still in development, it is not clear which third countries are
invited and whether they include Turkey. Therefore, at this stage, it is too early to
make a judgement on Turkey’s involvement or lack thereof vis-a-vis EUTM

Mozambique.

654 Council of the European Union, “Council Decision (CFSP) 2021/1143 on a European Union
Military Training Mission in Mozambique (EUTM Mozambique),” Brussels: 12 July 2021, accessed 3
December 2021, https://eur-lex.europa.cu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021D1143

655 European External Action Service, “Factsheet on the European Union Military Training Mission in
Mozambique (EUTM Mozambique),” updated on 15 October 2021, accessed 3 December 2021,

https://eeas.curopa.eu/sites/default/files/trainingmozambique_150ct_0.pdf

6% «“EU Military Training Mission in Mozambique set to start its operations,” Council of the European
Union, updated on 15 October 2021, accessed 3 December 2021,
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/10/15/eu-military-training-mission-in-

mozambique-set-to-start-its-operations/
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This study attempted to shed light on the dynamics of the relationship of Turkey with
the European Union’s Common Security and Defense Policy by focusing on
cooperation in crisis management, particularly in EU-led CSDP missions/operations.
As a long-time member of the European security structure and an EU candidate for
full membership, Turkey’s interaction over the years with the CSDP through crisis
management missions/operations is only one aspect of the full range of the
relationship dynamics, but the evolution of these dynamics since the inception of the
first crisis management initiative until today provides a glimpse at the overall puzzle

of Turkey-EU relations in foreign and security policy spheres.

Given the large number of CSDP crisis management missions/operations undertaken
so far, the study adopted a periodization based on three milestones that have
impacted on Turkey-EU relations over the years: the first milestone refers to the
operationalization of CSDP (2003-2005), the second to the start of accession
negotiations (2005-2016), and the third to the failed coup attempt against Turkish
government on 15 July 2016. The CSDP missions/operations are then
chronologically dissected in line with this periodization and with the help of three
conceptual arguments offering possible explanations towards Turkey’s

involvement/non-involvement in each of them.

The first such concept is Europeanization and de-Europeanization trends in Turkish
foreign and security policies since the initiation of CSDP crisis management
operations/missions. Here, the study aimed to interpret the convergences and
divergences between the EU’s policy expectations from Turkey in foreign and
security fields. The cases where Turkey’s interests in the crises that CSDP took an
action aligned with the EU’s wishes and expectations from a candidate country are

considered as signs of Turkey’s motivation for Europeanization. Whereas the ones
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where Turkey did not fulfill such wishes and expectations are taken as signs for a

reverse trend in action: de-Europeanization.

A second approach supports the first concept in that peacekeeping is at the core of
European Union’s foreign and security ideals, and enshrined in CSDP’s Petersberg
tasks, making it an important element of Europeanization in foreign and security
policies. This is relevant to the study because Turkey is a rising player in
peacekeeping and overall crisis management. Therefore, Turkey’s involvement in
CSDP crisis management initiatives is a valuable yardstick for her fitness to be a part
of “Europe”. Turkey’s policy choices in crisis management are also worthy of
studying to wunderstand the potentially underlying motivations for her

involvement/non-involvement in certain CSDP initiatives.

The third theoretical explanation adopted in this study seeks out those cases where
Turkey has been in a position to attempt or succeed in soft-balancing the EU by way
of wielding her membership to another institution, which is referred to as
institutional balancing. With this analytical tool, the study intended to offer an
explanation on Turkey’s relationship vis-a-vis CSDP crisis management

operations/missions where her NATO membership holds sway.

Combining these analytical approaches and linking them with the available data on
CSDP operations/missions and Turkey’s participation/non-participation in them

produces a wholesome picture as displayed in the following tables.
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Table 1. Missions and Operations during the first milestone period

CSDP
Operation/Mission
EUPM Bosnia
January 2003-June

2012
Operation Concordia
March 2003-December
2003
Operation Artemis

June 2003-September
2003

EUPOL PROXIMA

December 2003-December

2004

EUJUST Themis
June 2004-July 2005

EUFOR ALTHEA
July 2004-present

EUPAT FYROM
November 2005-June
2006
EUPOL Kinshasa / RD
Congo
April 2005-June 2007

EUJUST LEX Iraq
July 2005-December 2013

EUSEC RD Congo
May 2005-June 2016
AMM Aceh
September 2005-
December 2006

Participation/Non-

participation

Participation

Participation

Non-participation

Participation

Non-participation

Participation (active)

Non-participation

Participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Motivation / Condition

Europeanization /

peacekeeping

Europeanization / soft-

balancing

No clear motivation

Europeanization /

peacekeeping
By nature of exclusivity to
member states

Europeanization /
peacekeeping / soft-

balancing
By nature of exclusivity to

member states

Europeanization /

peacekeeping

By nature of exclusivity to

member states

By nature of exclusivity to

member states

No clear motivation
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Berlin Plus operation

First autonomous EU-led operation

Lack of consultations with Turkey as
required under Nice Implementation

Document

Berlin Plus operation / Ongoing

contribution

Lack of consultations with Turkey as
required under Nice Implementation

Document



Table 2. Missions and Operations during the second milestone period

EUPOL COPPS
November 2005-present
EUBAM Rafah
December 2005-present
EUFOR RD Congo
April 2006-November
2006

EUPOL Afghanistan
May 2007-December 2016

EUFOR Tchad/RCA
October 2007-March 2009
EULEX Kosovo
February 2008-present
EUSRR Guinea-Bissau
February 2008-September
2008
EUMM Georgia
September 2008-present
EUNAVFOR Somalia
(Atalanta)
November 2008-present
EUTM Somalia
February 2010-present
EUCAP Somalia
July 2012-present

EUFOR Libya (invalid)
April 2011-November
2011

Participation
(inactive)

Non-participation

Participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Participation

(inactive)

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Europeanization / peacekeeping

No clear motivation

Europeanization / peacekeeping

Soft-balancing

Soft balancing

Europeanization / peacekeeping / soft-

balancing

No clear motivation

Europeanization / peacekeeping (if

participated)

De-Europeanization / soft-balancing

De-Europeanization / soft-balancing

De-Europeanization / soft-balancing

Europeanization (if deployed)
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Currently non-participation

Potential redundancy - contribution to

TIPH

Lack of consultations with Turkey as
required under Nice Implementation
Document
Potential redundancy — contribution
to UNAMID
Suspended post-coup attempt, re-

applied, no response

Invited, interested, contribution

revoked by EU

Potential redundancy — contribution

to NATO+CTF

Potential redundancy — TURKSOM
(est. 2017)

Potential redundancy - peacekeeping

Operation demobilized



Table 2. Missions and Operations during the second milestone period (continued)

EU AVSEC South Sudan
June 2012-January 2014
EUCAP Sahel Niger
July 2012-present

EUBAM Libya
May 2013-present

EUTM Mali
January 2013-present

EUFOR RCA
February 2014-March
2015
EUCAP Sahel Mali
April 2014-present

EUAM Ukraine
July 2014-present
EUMAM/EUTM RCA
January 2015-present
EUNAVFOR MED
(Sophia)
May 2015-March 2020

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

Participation

(inactive)

Non-participation

Non-participation

Soft-balancing

No clear motivation

Europeanization / de-Europeanization

Europeanization / peacekeeping (if

participated)

Europeanization / peacekeeping (if

participated)
Europeanization / peacekeeping (if
participated)

Europeanization / peacekeeping / de-

Europeanization

No clear motivation

Soft-balancing

Potential redundancy — contribution

to UNMISS

Invited, applied, rejected (security
clearance requirement)
Parliament approval, consequential
non-participation (low visibility +

influence)

Parliament approval, consequential

non-participation (redundant)

Parliament approval, consequential
non-participation (low visibility +
influence)

Suspended post-coup attempt, re-

applied, no response

Lack of consultations with Turkey as
required under Nice Implementation

Document

Table 3. Missions and Operations during the third milestone period (continued)

EUAM Iraq
October 2017-present

EUAM RCA
December 2019-present
EUNAVFOR MED I
(Irini)

March 2020-present
EUTM Mozambique
July 2021-present

Non-participation

Non-participation

Non-participation

N/A

Soft-balancing

No clear motivation

De-Europeanization

N/A
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Document
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In these tables, participation refers to the eventual outcome of Turkey’s action in the
form of contribution to a given mission or operation whereas non-participation
means the lack of Turkish contribution in the form of staff or asset to a certain

mission or operation.

This is by no means an ultimate explanation for Turkey’s involvement/non-
involvement in CSDP missions/operations, but a mere attempt to make sense of a
complicated relationship. Keeping this table into consideration as well, the insights

gained in search of answers for the research question are presented as follows.

European Union is clearly on a fast-moving path to consolidate its autonomy on
security and defense policy, even though there are reservations shared by some
member states over the possibility of CSDP undermining NATO or the latter losing
primacy. While being outside the scope of this study, ambitious initiatives such as
Permanent Structured Cooperation point towards a pivot for a more strategically

autonomous EU.

Another take-away is that Turkey has been standing by the European security
architecture and maintains NATO membership as her security and defense pillar.
That said, she has strived to include herself in the separate strategic formation that
appeared within NATO and transferred to the EU in the form of CSDP. She lobbied
hard to make sure that her interests would not be sidelined by the EU and she would

not be excluded from this structure as a non-EU Ally.

The fruit of all this lobbying was the Berlin Plus deal struck in 2003, but it has only
been operationalized twice. There are also Atlanticist member states who believe that
using NATO assets and capabilities in EU crisis management initiatives is valuable
and effective. Unfortunately, the only remnant of Berlin Plus is EUFOR Althea BiH

and there seems to be little chance that Berlin Plus would be invoked again.

This brings the discussion to the elephant in the room, the complication of NATO-
EU cooperation: Greek Cyprus’ accession to the EU sullying prospects for both
Turkey’s membership and NATO-EU cooperation going further. One compromise
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the EU had to make for Turkey to agree on Berlin Plus was the exclusion of Greek
Cyprus from ever being a part of it. It did not take long for the mutual veto dynamic

to kick in, with Turkey using NATO membership and Greek Cyprus the EU.

Looking at the tables, one could easily see that during the first milestone, Turkey had
a strong Europeanization drive and participated in all the missions/operations she
was invited. Even then, from the beginning of CSDP, EU’s goal for strategic
autonomy was shaping up, which is evident in the CSDP missions/operations which
were reserved for member state participation: Artemis, Themis, EUPAT, EULEX
Iraq and EUSEC RD Congo. Turkey could not participate in them simply because
she was not invited and the EU did not design these for third country participation.
Therefore, there is no base for an argument on Europeanization of Turkey in these

cascs.

Turkey’s drive for Europeanization in the first period is reinforced by the increasing
trend of her involvement in peacekeeping missions/operations at this time. These
were not limited to EU missions/operations; they featured active engagement in
NATO and UN initiatives as well. The main point is that this period clearly refers to
the strongest will in Turkey for aligning her interests and actions in foreign and
security policy areas with the EU given the boost in Turkey-EU relations following
the announcement of the former’s candidacy status in 1999, which manifests itself in

the persistent involvement of Turkey in CSDP missions/operations.

This does not take away from the fact that there were challenges in Turkey-CSDP
synergy, not least because the lack of consultations with Turkey as was agreed under
the Nice provisions. EU’s engagements in Iraq and Georgia should have sought to
consult with Turkey as a neighboring Ally, and furthermore, invite her. This would
have allayed Turkey’s concerns for being excluded and reinforce her faith in the EU

to honor the deal.

The second milestone heralds the start of a more selective tendency of Turkey in
terms of Europeanization in general, which is reflected in her participation/non-

participation in CSDP initiatives. Two blockages in negotiation chapters, one in 2006
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and the other in 2009, the Lisbon Treaty, and the reluctance of certain member states
and their leaders for admitting Turkey in the EU all played a destructive role by

slowing down the Europeanization enthusiasm in Turkey.

In this period, there have been serious developments that made it difficult for
different actors to respond collectively as well, including the Arab Spring,
subsequent civil wars in Syria and Libya, Russian aggression leading to Russo-
Georgia war, annexation of Crimea to list a few. As a country located in the middle
of this ring of fire, Turkey’s foreign and security policy transformed itself into a

more proactive one.

The EU initiated a series of military and civilian initiatives in Africa and regularly
invited Turkey to join. Of these, Turkey only participated in EUFOR RD Congo.
Turkish Parliament passed the bill to send support to three more missions (EUTM
Mali, EUFOR RCA and EUCAP Sahel Mali), the former two being deployed in 2012
and the latter in 2014, but the support was eventually withheld. This instance points
at the impact of different moving parts in the decision-making machine on the overall

question of participation, which remains as a gap in this study.

Within the period of selective Europeanization, Turkey participated in 4 CSDP
initiatives, and expressed willingness to support 5 more. Meanwhile, the EU legally
kept third-state participation as default for all CSDP initiatives under this period, but
the Council did not open the doors with invitations to all interested parties. However,
the Council’s or Political and Security Committee’s preferences are not under

scrutiny for this study.

As Turkey’s engagement increased, especially in the Middle East and Africa, her
peacekeeping agenda was occupied with other institutions and initiatives than solely
the EU. Turkey participated in several UN and NATO missions. In the cases of
Kosovo, Somalia and Afghanistan, Turkey once again used her NATO membership
to soft-balance the EU. Likewise, the EU sustained its policy of not consulting with
Turkey when deploying missions/operations in her geographical proximity and/or

affecting her national interests. Contestably, Turkey’s preference to divert her
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resources to NATO or UN missions while neglecting those of EU in the same crisis

scenes may be interpreted as her attempt to soft-balance the latter.

Third milestone in Turkey-CSDP synergy could be drawn around alternative events
for different policy areas or for the overall accession process whereas for this study’s
purpose, the failed coup attempt on 15 July 2016 serves as the starkest mark.
Following the declaration of state of emergency, calls for suspending the
negotiations altogether and the mounting divergences on foreign and security
policies all had implications for Turkey’s relationship with the EU in crisis

management.

First of all, after the traumatizing coup attempt, Turkey had to re-assess her foreign
and security policy. The transition from a parliamentarian system to presidential
system also brought new dynamics to foreign and security policy-making. On top of
these, Turkey’s neighborhood remained volatile, and the war in Syria took the
heaviest toll on Turkey in terms of humanitarian aid, immigration and national

security.

Secondly, the long-time fatigue of trying to satisfy the EU while it makes it ever so
harder for Turkey to join its ranks for decades, accompanied by shifting positions
and interests between Turkey and EU all culminated into a weaker Europeanization

period, or as the literature points out, a de-Europeanization trend.

Indeed, during this timeframe, the EU only launched four initiatives, one in Iraq, one
in the Central African Republic, on off the Libyan coast and most recently in
Mozambique. As for Turkey’s involvement, lack of consultations regarding
operations/missions in two of her neighbors were not gestures of good faith by the
EU. Moreover, the war in Libya complicated the EU-Turkey relationship to the brink
of rivalry, and EUNAVFOR Irini was used as a tool against Turkey, a candidate
country and NATO Ally. Turkey’s military training facility in Somalia, established
in 2017, and her presence in the same capacity through NATO Iraq training mission

(NMI) also provide premise to argue for Turkey soft-balancing the EU.
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Even when the gap between mutual expectations and actions seem wide, Turkey’s
long-standing and sustained participation to EUFOR Althea, EU’s largest operation,
keeps the EU-NATO, and indirectly, EU-Turkey cooperation in crisis management
alive. The fact that EUFOR Althea stands as the last monument of Berlin Plus could
be taken as a testament to the existence of, even though to varying degrees, a will

from both sides to hold onto this cooperation.

As would be expected from a study with a wide coverage, there are certain
limitations of this research that ought to be declared. In terms of CSDP missions and
operations, invitation by the PSC and/or the Council is a tricky trail of evidence to
follow thoroughly. Therefore, the motivations on the EU side are crucial to fully
account for Turkey’s reactions in the context of a CSDP initiative. This study,
however, only focuses on Turkey’s involvement/non-involvement without little to no

deliberation on the EU’s perceptions/actions.

Another gap involves the various factors that may be influential in Turkey’s
preference of NATO or UN missions/operations over CSDP’s. These factors could
include the positions or vacancies expected to be filled by Turkish support and/or
their level of visibility and participation in decision-making. Besides, the financial
costs and their coverage in a mission/operation are important items to take into

account when deciding on supporting a crisis management mission/operation.

Last but not least, converging or diverging approaches by different levels of
decision-making to participating in a given CSDP mission/operation are not covered
in this research. It could shed more light on the research question if insights could be
gathered from different levels of the decision-making mechanism to piece together a

fuller image.

While it is a fact that this study’s data reach and theoretical approach may not
explain the whole range of Turkey-CSDP synergy through crisis management
initiatives, there is still some insight to be found in what has been covered. Although
not crystal clear, it is possible to correlate the evolution of Turkey-EU relations with

Turkey’s participation in EU crisis management initiatives. At the same time, as this
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relationship has been complicated with the accession of Greek Cyrus in 2004, Turkey
has resorted to institutional soft-balancing efforts against the EU, and indirectly

Greek Cyprus, by using her institutional arsenal in the sphere of crisis management.

The Berlin Plus was a hard-won deal made with a great amount of compromise and
gave both sides ample opportunities for cooperation. In its current form, it packs the
ultimate blueprint of cooperation between NATO and the EU. Due to the exclusion
of Greek Cyprus, the EU is now in the pursuit of ignoring this deal altogether, and
impose a kind of NATO-EU cooperation on its own terms. However, this is a pursuit

that risks the positions and interests of non-EU NATO Allies.

Taking all the discussion points into account, it could still be inferred that Turkey’s
involvement in CSDP’s crisis management missions/operations reflect the general
state of affairs between the EU and Turkey and the evolution of Turkey-CSDP
synergy is not independent from the overall Turkey-EU relations. To decouple this
synergy from the complex politics of Turkey-EU relations, it may be useful to look at

crisis management from a less political and more practical lens.

These dynamics have characterized the evolution of Turkey-CSDP synergy from
2003 until today. This journey is still on, but needs less political baggage to move
forward. Turkey possesses assets and capabilities for effective crisis management
which could bring comparative advantage to CSDP. Meanwhile, it is up to the EU to
tone down the rhetoric and exclusory attitude towards Turkey, rekindle Berlin Plus,
observe Nice implementation provisions fully, and approach crisis management from

a more technical perspective.
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B. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Which CSDP missions and operations has Turkey participated with military and

civilian personnel?

2. Are there any CSDP missions and operations that Turkey has assisted the EU

financially or in any way other than sending personnel?

3. What is the current situation with Turkey’s participation in ongoing CSDP

missions and operations?

4. What was the motivation behind Turkey’s participation in CSDP’s missions and

operations in Africa?

5. Was Turkey’s participation in the EU missions in D.R. Congo based on an EU

invitation or her own initiation?

6. What was the motivation behind Turkey’s involvement in CSDP missions and

operations in the Balkans?

7. How did the participation process of Turkey in the EU’s missions in the Balkans

take place?

8. Are there any missions and operations that Turkey did not receive an invitation by

the EU but would have wished or expressed interest to participate in?

9. Are there any missions and operations that Turkey was invited by the EU but did
not accept to participate in? Why?

10. Can you detect periods of cooperation and non-cooperation between Turkey and

the EU in CSDP? Why or why not?
11. What do you think about the current situation of the EU-NATO cooperation?

12. What are the obstacles for an effective EU-NATO cooperation? How can they be

eliminated?
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13. Does Turkey facilitate EU-NATO cooperation? Why or why not?

14. How do you think the evolution of deeper EU-NATO cooperation would play out
for Turkey? Why?

15. What kind of EU-NATO cooperation would work best for Turkey and CSDP

relations?

16. What role should NATO play in the CSDP? Why?
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Avrupa Birligi, 6zerk nitelikte bir D1 ve Giivenlik Politikas1 (ODGP) ve buna ilintili
Ortak Giivenlik ve Savunma Politikasi (OGSP) olusturmak icin yillardir ¢aba sarf
etmektedir. Halen devam eden bu ¢aba kapsaminda AB’yi kiiresel ¢apta bir glivenlik
aktorli olarak konumlandirmak amaciyla cesitli girisimler baslatilmistir. Bu
kapsamda kriz yonetimi operasyonlart ve misyonlar1 en goriiniir girisimler arasinda
one ¢ikmaktadir. Uye devletlerin ekseriyetinin NATO Miittefiki olmasinimn etkisiyle,
bahse konu kriz yonetimi girisimlerinin bir kism1 NATO ile isbirligi i¢inde, geri

kalanlar1 ise tamamen AB kabiliyetleriyle gerceklestirilmistir.

AB iiyeligine aday ve NATO Miittefiki olan Tiirkiye, Bati Avrupa Birligi ¢atisi
altinda Avrupa Giivenlik ve Savunma Kimligi'nin ortaya ¢ikisi itibartyla OGSP’nin
olusumu ve gelisimi siireclerine dahil olmustur. Tiirkiye-AB iliskilerinin, katilim
miizakerelerine de sirayet etmek suretiyle, giivenlik ve savunma alanlarinda

isbirligiyle alakali boyutlar1 mevcuttur.

Tirkiye, c¢atismalarin ¢6ziimii, arabuluculuk, barisi koruma operasyonlart ve
misyonlarina katilim dahil olmak tizere kriz yonetiminde aktif bir rol oynamaktadir.
Bu unsurlar, AB’nin ortak dis ve giivenlik politikasinin dayandigi temeller, ilkeler ve
degerlerin merkezinde yer almakta olup, bir aday iilke olarak Tiirkiye nin katilim
siirecinde AB’yle politika ve davranig uyumunun beklenmesi bakimindan 6nem arz
etmektedir. Nitekim AB’nin her y1l hazirladig1 Tiirkiye raporlarinda dis, giivenlik ve
savunma politikalarinin ortiismesi hususu da degerlendirilmektedir. Bu kapsamda,
Tiirkiye’nin dahil oldugu veya katilmay1 istedigi OGSP kriz yonetimi operasyon ve

misyonlarina da yer verilmektedir.

Tiirkiye ve AB’nin giivenlik ve savunma iliskilerine dair bir anlayis gelistirme
maksadiyla OGSP kriz yonetimi operasyon ve misyonlaria Tiirkiye’nin katilma ve
katilmama durumlarin1 ve bunlarin arkasindaki muhtemel gerekceleri vaka olarak
inceleyen bu calismada, ilk operasyonun baslatildigi 2003 yilindan bu yana

Tiirkiye’nin OGSP ile sinerjisinin evrimini anlamlandirmaya tesebbiis edilmektedir.
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Avrupa giivenlik mimarisinin tohumlari, II. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda Avrupa
devletlerinin ekonomi alaninda bagslayan kurumsal yakinlasma ve entegrasyon
siirecinin, hiikiimetlerin bagimsiz yetki alani i¢inde kabul edilen dis, glivenlik ve
savunma politikalarina tesmil etmeye baslamasiyla atilmistir. Oyle ki, AB’nin
NATO’dan “ayrigabilen ama ayr1 olmayan” bir gilivenlik ve savunma politikasi
arayisinin sekillendirdigi OGSP kapsamina bugiine kadar 30’u askin kriz yonetimi
faaliyeti gergeklestirilmis, bunlarin konuslandirilmasi dis, giivenlik ve savunma
politikalarinda yasanan uyumun sonucu AB iiye devletlerinin karar1 dogrultusunda
miimkiin olmustur. Bu operasyon ve misyonlara hem AB iiye devletleri, hem de

ticlincii devletler cesitli vesilelerle katilim saglamistir.

AB’nin Pleven Plani, Fouchet Planlari, Avrupa Savunma Toplulugu ve Bati Avrupa
Birligi (BAB) gibi farkli glivenlik ve savunma isbirligi ugraslarina ragmen NATO,
Avrupa giivenlik mimarisinin temel ¢ipasi olmay1 siirdiirmiis, bununla birlikte, 1998
yilinda Birlesik Krallik ve Fransa arasinda varilan mutabakatla yayinlanan St. Malo
bildirisiyle AB’nin savunma ve gilivenlik alaninda daha belirgin rol oynamasi ¢agrisi

ciddi bir atilim teskil etmistir.

Sadece NATO Miittefiki AB tilkelerine tam tiyelik hakk: taniyan Bati1 Avrupa Birligi,
giivenlik ve savunma alaninda uzun siire atil kalmig, ancak Soguk Savas sonrasi
Avrupa kitasinda ve etrafinda ¢ogalan istikrarsizlikla miicadelede daha etkin rol
oynama karar1 alarak, 1992 yilinda kabul edilen Petersberg Gorevleriyle kriz
yonetimi alanina yonelmistir. 1996 yilinda ise NATO ile BAB arasinda yapilan
Berlin diizenlemesiyle BAB, gerektigi takdirde NATO varlik ve kabiliyetlerinden

istifade etme imkan1 kazanmustir.

AB, Amsterdam Antlagmasi’yla Dig ve Gilivenlik Politikasini resmen olusturmus,
Petersberg Gorevleri’ni biinyesine gegirmis ve BAB’1n da ileride AB yapisina dahil
edilebileceginin sinyalini vermistir. 2009 yilinda yiriirlige giren Lizbon
Antlagsmasi’yla OGSP bugiinkii yapisina evrilmis, 2010 yilinda da BAB tasfiye
edilmistir. Boylelikle, AB iiyesi olmayan NATO Miittefiklerine ortak {iyelik hakki
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taniyan ve Tiirkiye’nin de ortak iiyesi oldugu BAB varligini yitirmis, Petersberg

Gorevleri ise AB tarafindan iistlenilmistir.

Tiirkiye, BAB ¢atis1 altinda ve orijinal Berlin diizenlemesiyle birlikte Avrupa
giivenlik ve savunma yapist baglaminda sahip oldugu hak ve imtiyazlari, AB’nin
artarak Ozerklestirdigi OGSP diizenlemeleriyle yitirmistir. Nitekim, AB, kriz
yonetimi ¢ergevesini belirleyen Petersberg Gorevlerini harekete gecirmesinin
NATO’nun miidahil olmamay1 tercih etmesi sartin1 farkli yorumlamais, baslattig kriz
yOnetimi operasyon ve misyonlarina AB dis1 katilim1 Konsey karariyla davet edilme
kosuluyla smirlandirmigtir. Amsterdam Antlasmasi’nin ardindan BAB, AB ve
NATO arasinda kriz yonetimine iligskin ayrintilari AB bakimindan belirleyen Nice
Zirvesi’'nde alinan kararlar, Tirkiye ve AB dis1 diger iilkelerin Avrupa giivenlik ve

savunma yapistyla etkilesimini iyice daraltmustir.

Bir NATO Miittefiki ve AB aday iilkesi olan Tiirkiye, bu gelismeler karsisinda
Avrupa giivenlik ve savunma yapisi icindeki miistakbel yeri ve sirayet alan1 hakkinda
daha hassas diistinmeye baslamistir. Zira, AB giidiimiindeki kriz yonetimi operasyon
ve misyonlarina katillmin Konsey kararina bagli tutulmasi, Tiirkiye’nin dahil
olmasmi istemeyebilecek tek bir {iye devletin vetosuyla diglanmasi sonucunu
dogurmas1 anlamina geldiginden, bilhassa Yunanistan ve iiye olma yolunda ilerleyen
Gliney Kibris Rum Yonetimi’nin (GKRY) tutumlar1 hesaba katildiginda bu

hassasiyeti dogrular niteliktedir.

Miiteakiben, Aralik 2002 yilinda, NATO ve AB isbirliginin ¢ergevesini belirlemek
lizere yapilan miizakereler sonucunda, hem Tiirkiye, hem Yunanistan, hem de NATO
ve AB tarafindan kabul edilen yeni bir Berlin diizenlemesine gidilmis, AB
giidiimiinde hayata geg¢irilecek kriz yonetimi faaliyetlerinde NATO varlik ve
kabiliyetlerinden yararlanilmasi kosullar1 bu suretle belirlenmistir. Tiirkiye, yogun
miizakereler sonucunda NATO {yeligini kullanarak Baris i¢in Ortaklik iiyesi
olmayan Malta ve GKRY’nin Berlin Art1 operasyonlarina katilmasi olasiliginin

Oniline gecmis, ayrica komsu bolgesindeki muhtemel OGSP operasyon/misyonlari
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oncesinde istisare mekanizmasinin isletilmesi ve davet edilmesi hususlarinda

kazanimlar edinmistir.

Berlin Arti mutabakatinin uygulanmasia dair Nice uygulama hiikiimleri kabul
edilmis, bu hiikiimler Ankara’nin beklentilerini ¢ogunlukla yansitmistir. Bununla
beraber, bahsekonu hiikiimler ¢esitli kriz yonetimi operasyon/misyonlar1 baglaminda
AB tarafindan yerine getirilmemistir. Nice uygulama belgesinde genellikle AB
tarafindan yerine getirilmeyen hiikiimler, AB’nin Tiirkiye’nin basta komgular1 olmak
milli giivenlik ¢ikarlarini ilgilendiren bolgelerde kriz yonetimi operasyonu/misyonu

konuslandirmadan Once istisarelerde bulunmayisidir.

Bahsekonu smmamalara ragmen Tirkiye, OGSP kriz yoOnetimi operasyon ve
misyonlarina en basindan beri kaydadeger destek saglamistir. Bu tezde, Tiirkiye nin
hem bir NATO Miittefiki hem de AB iiyeligine aday bir iilke olarak AB’nin
OGSP’siyle kriz yonetimi alanindaki sinerjisinin  yillar ig¢indeki evrimi
incelenmektedir. Tiirkiye’nin Soguk Savas sonrasinda kriz yonetimine artan yonelimi
ve katkisi, Tiirkiye’nin OGSP ile etkilesiminin degisen dinamiginin genis ¢ergevede
Tiirkiye-AB iligkileriyle nasil ortiistiigiiniin kriz yonetimi alanindaki yansimalarini
yorumlamak bakimindan dikkate alinmasi gereken bir unsur olarak

degerlendirilmektedir.

Kriz yonetimi veya barist koruma calismalari, ayrica OGSP’nin temel taglarindan biri
oldugu i¢in Tirkiye’nin OGSP’yle dinamiginin incelenmesi bakimindan da
anlamlidir.  Calismada  Tirkiye’nin  OGSP’yle  sinerjisi, kriz ~ yOnetimi
operasyonlari/misyonlarina  katilm  bakimindan incelenirken  Avrupalilasma
kuramindan faydalanilmistir. Bu cercevede, AB iiyelik perspektifinin Tiirkiye
tizerindeki etkilerinin OGSP kriz yOnetim operasyon/misyonlarina katilimina
yansimasina bakilmis, Tiirkiye’'nin AB’nin beklentilerini karsiladigi durumlarda
Avrupalilasma dinamiginin 6ne ¢iktig1, aksi durumlarda ise tersine isaret eden

Avrupa’dan uzaklasma olgusunun varligr irdelenmistir.

Tiirkiye’nin kriz yonetimi alaninda yiikselen rolii ve artan etkinligini de dikkate

alarak, baris1 korumanin AB’nin dis ve giivenlik politikasinin temel taslarindan biri
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oldugu degerlendirildiginde, Tiirkiye’nin Avrupalilagsma seriivenini irdelerken barisi

koruma kavramindan da istifade edilmistir.

Ote yandan, bu kavramlarin Tiirkiye-OGSP sinerjisinin evrimini kriz ydnetim
harekatlari/misyonlarina  katilm  baglaminda agiklamada yetersiz  kaldig
diisiincesiyle, ayrica yumusak dengeleme kavramina da bagvurulmustur. Tiirkiye’nin
NATO iiyeligi marifetiyle AB’nin OGSP operasyonlari/misyonlarina ydnelik
tepkileri  kurumsal yumusak dengeleme kurammin tespitleri 15181nda

degerlendirilmistir.

Donemsel olarak bakildiginda, Tiirkiye’nin OGSP kriz yonetimi faaliyetlerinin
harekete gegirilmesinden itibaren, 2005 yilinda AB’ye katilim miizakerelerinin resmi
olarak baslatilmasina kadar gegen siirede OGSP ile sinerjisinin en kuvvetli oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bahsekonu donem, caligmada Avrupalilasmanin, dolayisiyla AB
tiyelik perspektifinin Tiirkiye lizerindeki etkisinin keza en yogun oldugu zaman

olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Miiteakiben, miizakere edilecek fasillarnn GKRY’nin iiyeliginin de etkisiyle
ekseriyetinin bloke edilmesi nedeniyle Tiirkiye-AB iiyelik siirecinde yasanan
duraklama, Tiirkiye-OGSP sinerjisine de yansimistir. Ayrica, ilerleyen yillarda
Tirkiye’nin ¢evresinde meydana gelen krizler ve ortaya ¢ikan istikrarsizlik ortama,
Tiirkiye’nin daha 6nalict bir dig ve giivenlik politikas1 izlemesini gerektirmis, bu
dogrultuda AB ile dig ve giivenlik politikasindaki ortlisme ilk doneme kiyasla
nispeten azalmistir. SOzkonusu Ortiismenin azalmasiyla, Tiirkiye’nin segici
Avrupalilasma egiliminin 6ne ¢ikti§i miisahede edilmekte ve bu durumun,
Tiirkiye’nin AB giidiimlii OGSP kriz yOnetimi operasyon/misyonlarina katilimi

incelendiginde, Tiirkiye-OGSP sinerjisine de yansidig1 goriilmektedir.

Tiirkiye-AB iligkilerinin 6énemli bir doniim noktasinit 15 Temmuz 2016 tarihindeki
darbe tesebbiisii teskil etmektedir. Zira, 15 Temmuz’un akabinde Tiirkiye, dis ve
giivenlik politikasin1 yeniden gozden gegirmis, keza kirilganligin hakim oldugu
komsu bolgesinde istikrarsizlik durumunun devam etmesi, bolgedeki krizler

baglaminda AB’nin beklentileriyle ayrigsan bir tablo ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Bu donemde
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Tiirkiye ve AB dis ve giivenlik politikasinda bilhassa Tiirkiye nin ¢evresine iliskin
farkliliklar belirginlesmis, keza bunlar da Tirkiye’'nin OGSP’yle kriz yonetimi

baglamindaki etkilesimini etkilemistir.

Bu  miilahazalarla  incelediginde, Tiirkiye’'nin OGSP  kriz  yOnetimi
operasyonlarina/misyonlarina katilimmin donemsel evrimi miinferit girisimler

baglaminda asagidaki sekilde 6zetlenebilir.

AB’nin OGSP semsiyesi altinda ilk baglattig1 kriz yonetimi faaliyeti olan “EUPM
Bosnia”, 2002 yilinda Bosna’da konuslandirilmis bir sivil misyonudur. EUPM
Bosna, Birlesmis Milletler Uluslararas1 Polis Gorev Giicii (IPTF) gorevlerinin idari
islev haricindekileri devralmis, ancak aktif polis egitimi de saglamamistir. Misyonun
asil gorevi, Bosna polis giiciiniin yapilandirilmasimin reform siirecine destek
vermektir. Tiirkiye de BM Gorev Giicii’ndeki varolan destegini EUPM’e kaydirarak
bu misyona katilim saglamistir. Bahsekonu katilim, Tiirkiye’nin Avrupalilasma

giindemiyle ve baris1 koruma rolityle uyusmaktadir.

Tiirkiye-Yunanistan arasinda Berlin Art1 diizenlemelerine iliskin AB ve NATO
tarafindan yiiriitiilen miizakerelerin sonucunda ilk OGSP operasyonu “Concordia”,
Mart 2003’te Kuzey Makedonya’da konuslandirilmistir. Concordia’nin dncesinde
NATO, Tirkiye’nin de katilimiyla, Makedonya’da 3 operasyon diizenlemistir.
Concordia, devriye, kesif, izleme, durumsal farkindalik ve raporlama faaliyetlerini
istlenmistir. Berlin Art1 diizenlemesi kapsaminda yiiriitiildiigiinden Concordia,
NATO varlik ve kabiliyetlerini kullanmakla birlikte, NATO Makedonya’da
Concordia’dan bagimsiz mevcudiyetini korumustur. Tiirkiye’nin Concordia’ya
katkisinin hem Avrupalilagsma ve barigi koruma hem de (Berlin Art1 diizenlemelerini
miimkiin kilan miizakerelerde goriildiigii iizere) NATO iiyeligi sayesinde kurumsal

yumusak dengeleme kavramlariyla agiklanabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.

Ardindan 2003 yilinda baslatilan “Artemis” operasyonu, AB’nin NATO varlik ve
kabiliyetlerinden bagimsiz ilk askeri harekati olarak Demokratik Kongo
Cumbhuriyeti’ndeki is savagin akabinde BM baris1 koruma operasyonu MONUC’a

destek vermek {iizere konuslandirilmigtir. AB’nin NATO’dan bagimsiz stratejik
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Ozerkligini savunan Fransa’nin inisiyatifiyle ve NATO’yla istisarelerde bulunmadan
baslatilan Artemis, NATO i¢inde birtakim tartismalara neden olmustur. Tiirkiye,
Artemis’e katilim saglamamistir. Bu kararin nedenine dair calismada kullanilan
kavramlar bakimmdan belirli bir agiklama bulunamamaktadir. Ote yandan, o
donemde hentiz AB iiyesi olmayan GKRY Artemis’e katilim saglamigtir. GKRY ’nin

katiliminin Tiirkiye’nin kararinda etkili olup olmadig1 bilinmemektedir.

Makedonya’daki askeri operasyon Concordia’nin ardindan AB bu defa polis
teskilatin1 reforme etmek tlizere “EUPM Proxima” adli sivil misyonu baslatmistir.
Nice Konseyi’nde alinan kararlar ¢ergevesinde lciincii iilkelerin misyona katilimi
miimkiin kilinmig, Tiirkiye de bu dogrultuda AB’den gelen daveti kabul ederek
katkida bulunmustur. Tiirkiye’nin destegi, donemsel olarak AB’yle iliskilerine de

bakildiginda Avrupalilagsma ve barisi koruma egilimiyle ortiismektedir.

AB’nin bir sonraki girisimi olan “EUJUST Themis”, Sovyet donemi sonrasi
bagimsizligim1 kazanan bir iilkede Birligin baglattigi ilk misyondur. Giircistan’da
2004 yilinda konuslandirilan ve keza AB’nin ilk hukukun {istiinliigli misyonu olan
Themis’e {igiincli iilkelerin katilimi 6ngdriilmemis, dolayisiyla yalnizca AB iiye
devletleri katilim saglamistir. Heniliz liye devlet olmadigi i¢in Tiirkiye de davet
edilmemis ve dolayisiyla katilimi s6zkonusu olamamistir. Bununla birlikte, komsu
tilkesi Giircistan’da konuglandirilan Themis Oncesinde Tiirkiye’yle istisarelerde
bulunulmamasi ve davet edilmemesi, Nice uygulama hiikiimleri bakimindan AB’nin

riayet etmedigi vakalardan biri olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

AB, 2004 yilinda Bosna-Hersek’te kriz sonrasi askeri bir operasyon niteliginde
“EUFOR Althea”y1 NATO’nun SFOR operasyonunu devralmak suretiyle
baslatmigtir. Althea, AB’nin bugiine kadar yiiriittiigii en biiyiikk kriz yOnetimi
operasyonu olarak halen aktiftir ve Berlin Art1 diizenlemeleri ¢ergevesinde
faaliyetlerini siirdiirmektedir. Tiirkiye, konuslandirildigi andan itibaren SFOR’daki
katkisin1 Althea’ya kaydirmak suretiyle operasyona katkisini siirdiirmekte olup, en
fazla katki sunan ikinci lilke konumundadir. Tiirkiye’nin Althea’ya katilimi hem

Avrupalilasma egilimi hem barisi1 korumadaki rolii hem de Berlin Art1 kapsaminda
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olmast nedeniyle NATO iiyeligi bakimindan yumusak dengeleme potansiyeli

zaviyesinden aciklanabilir niteliktedir.

Proxima’dan sonra Makedonya’da AB’nin son OGSP kriz yonetimi girisimi olarak
baslatilan EUPAT, polis danisma projesi niteliginde tasarlanmig ve tigilincii iilkelerin
katilimi 6ngoriilmemistir. Bu nedenle, Tiirkiye’nin katilim saglamamasi, bir se¢enek

meselesinden ziyade misyonun iiye devletlerle siirli tutulmasindan kaynaklidir.

Afrika’da konuslandirilan ilk polis misyonu “EUPOL Kinshasa”, AB’nin Kongo
Demokratik Cumbhuriyeti’ndeki kriz yonetimi girisimlerinin ikincisi olarak 2005
yilinda baslatilmistir. Ugiincii iilkelerin katilimina agik olan EUPOL Kinshasa’ya
Tiirkiye AB’nin daveti iizerine katkida bulunmustur. Tiirkiye’nin bu katkis1 hem
Avrupalilasma egiliminin 6ne ¢ikmasi hem Tirkiye’nin barisi koruma roliiniin

yiikselmesi baglaminda degerlendirilmektedir.

Irak’ta ceza yargi sistemini diizenlemek iizere OGSP kapsaminda 2005 yilinda
baslatilan hukukun istiinliigli misyonu “EUJUST LEX Iraq”a da figlincii iilkeler
dahil edilmemis, 2010 yilinda Konsey Karari’nda yapilan tazminle {igiincii tilkelerin
katilimina izin verilmistir. Ugiincii iilkelerden katkiya yer verilmedigi i¢in Tiirkiye de
misyona katilmamis, ayrica AB, EUJUST LEX Iraq misyonunu konuslandirmadan
once Nice uygulama hiikiimleri uyarimca komsu tllke Tiirkiye’yle gereken
istisarelerde bulunmamistir. Bu riayetsizligin, AB’nin Nice hiikiimlerinin yalnizca
askeri operasyonlar i¢in gecerli oldugu yoniinde ayrigan yorumunun tezahiirii oldugu

goriilmektedir.

Kongo Demokratik Cumhuriyeti’'nde kirillgan olan giivenlik ortaminda silahl
kuvvetlerin kapasitesini gelistirmeye katki saglamak amaciyla AB bu defa giivenlik
sektoriinii reforme etme kategorisinde bir misyon konuslandirmis, “EUSEC RD
Congo” olarak adlandirilan bu misyona da iiciincii {ilkelerin dahli 6ngdriillmemistir.

Dolayisiyla, Tiirkiye nin katilmamasi misyonun tabiatiyla alakalidir.

Bilahare yine 2005 yilinda baslatilan “AMM Aceh” misyonu, OGSP’nin Asya’da
gerceklestirdigi ilk girisim olup, ASEAN iilkeleriyle isbirligi i¢inde ylriitiilmiistiir.
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Ace bolgesiyle tarihi baglart bulunmakla ve iicilincii iilkelerin katilimina miisaade
edilmekle birlikte, Tiirkiye’nin bu misyona katilmayisinin Avrupalilasma veya
yumusak dengeleme kavramlariyla acgiklanamayabilece§i diisiiniilmektedir. Bu
itibarla, Tirkiye’nin AMM Aceh’e katilmayisinin sarih bir nedeni en azindan bu

calisma kapsaminda bulunmamaktadir.

Tiirkiye’nin segici Avrupalilasma donemine gegildiginde, irdelenen ilk misyon
“EUPOL COPPS”, Ekim 2005°’te baslatilmis, Birinci Intifada’dan sonra Filistin
giivenlik teskilatinin egitimine odaklanmistir. Tiirkiye bu misyona katki saglamis
olup, bu katkist Tiirkiye’nin Avrupalilasma giindemiyle uyumlu niteliktedir. Ayrica,
Filistin-Israil ihtilafinin ¢6ziime kavusturulmas: icin ¢aba sarfeden Tiirkiye nin bu

katkisi, baris1 koruma profili bakimindan da anlamlidir.

Bilahare AB’nin Rafah gecislerini gozlemlemek iizere konuslandirdigit “EUBAM
Rafah” ise AB tarafindan hala etkin tutulsa da esasen ¢ok kisa siire fiilen faaliyet
gosterebilmistir. Tiirkiye, bu misyona katilim saglamamistir ve buna dair ¢alisma
kapsaminda agik bir nedene isaret edilememektedir. Ote yandan, isgal altindaki Bati
Seria'nin  El-Halil kentindeki Uluslararast1 Gegici Mevcudiyet Giicii'ne Israil

tarafindan kapatilana kadar katkida bulunmustur.

AB’nin Kongo Demokratik Cumhuriyeti’ndeki tiglincii girisimi olan “EUFOR RD
Congo”, 2006 yilinda {iilkedeki se¢imlerin baris icinde gerceklestirilmesini teminen
BM’nin MONUC misyonuna destek amaciyla baglatilmis askeri bir operasyondur.
Tiirkiye, bu operasyona katkida bulunmus olup, bu katkisinin Avrupalilasma ve

baris1 koruma kavramlariyla ortiistiigii degerlendirilmektedir.

Keza 2006 yilinda AB, Afganistan’daki ilk ve tek misyonu olan “EUPOL
Afghanistan”1 konuslandirmis, bu misyon Afgan giivenlik teskilatinin modernize
edilmesini hedeflemistir. Ugiincii iilkelerin katilimini tesvik eden bu misyona
Tirkiye de davet edilmis, lakin katilim saglamamistir. Bu karara dair agik bir beyan
bulunmamakla beraber, Tiirkiye’nin NATO kapsaminda halihazirda Afganistan’in
baris1 ve gilivenligini teminen yliriitiilen tiim operasyonlarda etkin katki saglamakta

olmasi, AB’nin misyonunu golgede birakmis olabilecegi tahmin edilmektedir.
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Ayrica, birlikte ayn1 donemde faaliyet gosteren AB ve NATO misyonlar1 arasinda

bilgi paylasimina Tiirkiye’nin itirazi, yumusak dengelemeye isaret etmektedir.

AB’nin bir sonraki girisimi, Darfur krizinin yol agtig1 istikrarsizligin Cad ve Orta
Afrika Cumhuriyeti’ne de yansimasiyla olusan giivenlik krizini yonetmek igin
BM’nin konuslandirmaya hazirlandigi MINURCAT misyonu i¢in kdprii vazifesi
gorecek “EUFOR Tchad/RCA” askeri operasyonudur. Tiirkiye davet edilmis, ancak
katilmamistir. Bu karara dair keza acik bir neden bulunmamakla birlikte, Tiirkiye’nin
Darfur krizi baglaminda NATO ve BM faaliyetlerine verdigi katkilar dikkate
alindiginda AB’nin kdprii operasyonunun golgede kalmis olabilecegi ve dolayisiyla

yumusak dengelemenin etkili olabilecegi akla gelmektedir.

AB’nin en biiyiik ve halen aktif sivil misyonu olan “EULEX Kosovo”, BM misyonu
UNMIK’in gorevlerini devralacak sekilde tasarlanmistir. Kosova’nin bagimsizligina
dair AB i¢indeki anlasmazliktan dolayr cesitli sinamalarla karsilasan EULEX
Kosovo’ya Tiirkiye de misyonun baslatildigi 2008 yilindan itibaren katkida
bulunmustur. Bu katkis1 Avrupalilasma egilimine ve barisi koruma roliine isaret
etmektedir. Ote yandan, Tiirkiye’nin 15 Temmuz darbe girisimi iizerine ilan edilen
olaganiistii hal sirasinda Kosova’daki personelini geri ¢cekmesinin ardindan miinhal
kadrolara yaptig1 bagvurularin AB tarafindan yanitsiz birakilmasi, Tiirkiye-OGSP
sinerjisinde zayiflamaya dalalet etmektedir. Ayrica, NATO nun KFOR operasyonu
ile EULEX arasinda bilgi paylasimina yonelik resmi bir diizenlemeye itiraz etmesi

Tiirkiye nin yumusak dengeleme hamlesinde bulundugunu gostermektedir.

Ardindan AB, Gine-Bissau’da giivenlik teskilatini modernize etmek amaciyla bir
misyon baglatmis, AB i¢inden bile sinirlt sayida katilim saglanan “EUSSR Guinea-
Bissau” misyonuna Tiirkiye davet edilmekle birlikte katilim saglamamuistir. Sarih bir
aciklamasi olmasa da, Tiirkiye’nin Gine-Bissau’yla o donemde kisith etkilesiminin
olmas1 ve misyonun AB iilkelerinden de smirli ilgi gérmesi dikkate aliabilecek

hususlardir.

2008 yilinda Rusya-Giircistan savaginin ardindan AB, giiven ve istikrar1 artirma

gorevlerini {istlenen bir gézlem misyonu (“EUMM Georgia”) baslatmigtir. Tiirkiye
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bu misyona davet edilmis, katilim arzusunu belirtmis, ancak AB’den basvuruda
bulundugu kadrolar baglaminda artik destege ihtiya¢ bulunmadigi yanitini almistir.
Tirkiye’nin davete tepkisi, Avrupalilasma egilimini ve barisi koruma iradesini

gostermektedir.

Somali’deki istikrarsizlik nedeniyle Somali kiyilarinda ve Aden Koérfezi’nde artan
korsancilik faaliyetlerinin insani yardim tasiyan gemileri hedef almasinin sorunla
miicadeleye katkida bulunmak amaciyla AB’nin 2008 yilinda baglattig
“EUNAVFOR Somalia/Atalanta” operasyonu, AB’nin denizcilik alanindaki ilk
askeri operasyonu olarak bilinmektedir. Ugiincii iilkelerin katilimina acik olan bu
operasyona Tirkiye katki saglamamis, bunun yerine ayni amaglara hizmet eden
NATO’nun operasyonuyla Birlesik Gorev Giicii 150-151 operasyonlarina aktif
katilimda bulunmustur. Tiirkiye’nin se¢ici Avrupalilasma doneminin emarelerinin
goriilebilecegi bu operasyonda, Tiirkiye’nin NATO ile AB operasyonlar: arasinda

gorev ve bilgi paylasimina itirazi ayrica yumusak dengeleme unsurlari tagimaktadir.

AB’nin bir sonraki OGSP girisimi yine Somali’ye yonelik olmus, 2010 yilinda
Somali  ordusunu  egitmeyi  ongoéren  “EUTM  Somalia”  operasyonu
konuslandirilmigtir. Halen aktif olan bu operasyona Tiirkiye katilmamis, ancak
BM’nin Somali’deki misyonlarina katilim saglamistir. Ayrica Tiirkiye’nin 2017°de
hayata gecirdigi TURKSOM’un EUTM faaliyetlerini yiirlitmesi, AB’nin
operasyonuna katilimmn  Tirkiye acisindan arti  degeri olmayabilecegini
gostermektedir. Bu degerlendirmeler 1s1ginda, Tirkiye’'nin EUTM baglamindaki
tutumunun Avrupa’dan uzaklasma ve yumusak dengeleme belirtileri tasidigi

sOylenebilir.

Ardindan OGSP semsiyesi altinda yine Somali’de deniz giivenligi ve adalet
alanlarinda kapasite gelistirmeyi hedefleyen “EUCAP Somalia” misyonu faaliyete
gecirilmis, Tiirkiye bu misyona da katilmamistir. Bu karar, Tirkiye’nin halihazirda
Somali’de AB’den bagimsiz mevcudiyeti dikkate alindiginda, AB’nin Tirkiye
tizerindeki kosullu etkisinin zayifladigina isaret etmekte, dolayisiyla Avrupa’dan

uzaklagma belirtisi olarak degerlendirilmektedir.
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AB, Libya’da 2011 yilinda yasanan krizle baglantili olarak BM Giivenlik Kurulu
tarafindan Libya’ya yonelik silah ambargosunun uygulanmasini amaglayan bir askeri
operasyon tasarlamig, ancak EUFOR Libya olarak bilinen bu operasyon neticede
konuslandirilamamistir. Tiirkiye, EUFOR Libya’ya katilim arzusunu bildirmistir.
Bahsekonu operasyon hayata gecirilmemis olmakla birlikte, Tiirkiye’nin katkiya
doniik olumlu yanitt Avrupalilasma ve barisi koruma giindeminin varligimi

gostermektedir.

Giliney Sudan’in bagimsizligin1 kazanmasimin ardindan halen devam eden giivenlik
krizini yatistirmak i¢in AB’nin Juba Uluslararas1 Havalimani’nin giivenligine katkida
bulunmaya yonelik 2012 yilinda baglattigt “EUAVSEC South Sudan” misyonu,
catismalarin slirmesi nedeniyle AB tarafindan erken tarihte tahliye edilmistir.
Tiirkiye, bu misyona katilmamis, ancak BM’nin UNMISS misyonuna katkida
bulunmustur. Tiirkiye’nin katkisint AB yerine BM’ye yonlendirmesi, BM iizerinden

AB’ye kars1 yumusak dengeleme tesebbiisii olarak yorumlanabilecektir.

Nijer’in gilivenlik teskilatinin reformuna iliskin AB kapasite gelistirme misyonu
“EUCAP Sahel Niger’e Tiirkiye keza katilmamis olup, bunun sarih bir nedeni en
azindan bu g¢aligma kapsaminda tespit edilememektedir. AB ardindan Libya’da
diizensiz go¢ ve smurdtesi sugla miicadeleye yonelik “EUBAM Libya” adli siir
gézlem misyonu baslatmistir. Misyon {igiincii {ilkelere ac¢ik olmasina ragmen
yalnizca AB {liye devletleri katki saglamaktadir. Tiirkiye de katilim teklifinde
bulunmus ve katki bagvurusu yapmis; ancak basvurulan kadrolara ihtiyag
duyulmadigr yanitim1 almistir. Tiirkiye’nin katki vermek istemesi Avrupalilasma ve
baris1 koruma egilimini desteklerken, glinlimiizde Libya baglaminda Tiirkiye ve
belirli AB iilkelerinin ayrisan tutumlar1 dikkate alindiginda, mevcut durumun

Avrupa’dan uzaklagmaya evrildigi yorumlanmaktadir.

AB’nin miiteakip OGSP kriz yOnetimi girisimleri sirastyla Mali’de gilivenlik
giiclerinin egitimini hedefleyen “EUTM Mali”, Orta Afrika Cumhuriyeti’nde BM
misyonu MINUSCA’ya koprii vazifesinde konuslandirilan “EUFOR RCA” ve

Mali’de “EUTM Mali”nin tamamlayicis1 olarak giivenlik teskilati reformu misyonu
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“EUCAP Sahel Mali/EURACC Sahel” olmustur. Tiirkiye’nin bu OGSP
misyon/operasyonlarina katilim i¢in gereken tezkere TBMM’den geg¢irilmis, ancak
neticede katki gergeklestirilememistir. Katilim yerine gelmemisse de, Tiirkiye’nin

buna iliskin iradesi Avrupalilasma egiliminin varligina 151k tutmaktadir.

Tirkiye, Kirnm’in ilhakinin ardindan AB’nin Ukrayna’ya konuslandirdigi danisma
misyonu “EUAM  Ukraine”in gorevleri giivenlik teskilatinin  reformunu
kapsamaktadir. Tiirkiye, davet {izerine bu misyona katilim saglamig, lakin 15
Temmuz darbe girisimi sonrasi ilan edilen OHAL tedbirleri ¢ercevesinde katkisini
askiya almigtir. OHAL’in kalkmasiyla miinhal kadrolara yeniden basvurularda
bulunmus, ancak bunlara yanit alinmamistir. Dolayisiyla, bu misyon baglaminda
Avrupalilagsma egilimiyle baslayan yolculuk, giinlimiizde AB’nin yanit vermemesiyle

aksi yonde bir rotaya isaret etmektedir.

BM’nin Orta Afrika Cumhuriyeti'nde 2015 yilinda faaliyete gecen askeri
danismanlik misyonu “EUMAM RCA”e Tiirkiye katilim saglamamis olup, bu karara
dair calisma kapsaminda sarih bir neden bulunamamaktadir. Bununla birlikte,
Tirkiye’nin katilmamay1 tercih etmesi misyonun segici Avrupalilasma egiliminin

one ¢iktig1 bir donemde gergeklestirilmesiyle baglantilandirilabilir.

AB’nin Libya sahnesindeki ikinci OGSP kriz yonetimi girisimi olan “EUNAVFOR
MED/Sophia” operasyonu, Libya’daki istikrarsizlik ve giivenlik krizinin etkisiyle
AB’ye yonelik artig gosteren diizensiz gé¢ akinini durdurmayi hedeflemekte olup,
AB bunu askeri yontemlerle gerceklestirmeyi seg¢mistir. Operasyonun planlama
safhasinin aceleye getirilmesi ve bu sathada ongdriilmeyen sorunlarin uygulamada
asilamamas1 nedeniyle Sophia, daha ziyade gdo¢men kurtarma faaliyetlerine ve

ardindan Libya sahil giivenlik gili¢lerini egitmeye yonelmek durumunda kalmistir.

Ugiincii iilkelerin katilimmna hukuken miisaade edilmesine ragmen, Sophia’ya AB
tiye devletleri haricinde katilim saglayan olmamistir. Davet edilmis oldugu takdirde
Tiirkiye’nin katilima ilgi duyabilecegi bir operasyon olarak degerlendirilebilecek
Sophia baglaminda keza AB yine Tiirkiye’yle Nice hiikiimleri g¢ercevesinde

ongoriilen istisareleri géz ardi etmistir. Tiirkiye’nin katilmamasi ¢aligsma kapsaminda
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kullanilan Avrupalilasma kavrami cergcevesinde degerlendirilemese de, Sophia’yla
eszamanlt NATO’nun bolgeye yonelik konuslandirdigi tiim operasyonlara katilmasi
Tirkiye’nin AB’nin bu girisiminin gegerliligine dair bir yumusak dengeleme girisimi

niteliginde goriilebilir.

AB’nin Irak’taki ikinci ve halen devam eden OGSP mevcudiyeti olan “EUAM Iraq”,
giivenlik teskilatinin reformunu hedefleyen bir damisma misyonudur. Ucgiincii
tilkelerin katilimi miimkiin olmakla birlikte, bilinen kadariyla misyona davet edilen
ve katki saglayan iclincli iilke bulunmamaktadir. Tiirkiye’yle keza misyon
baslatilmadan oOnce Nice hiikiimleri geregi istisareler AB tarafindan goz ardi
edilmistir. Tiirkiye’nin Irak giivenlik teskilatinin egitimini amacglayan NATO
misyonuna stiregelen katkisi, AB’ye kars1 bir yumusak dengeleme unsuru barindirma
potansiyeline sahiptir. Ayrica, 15 Temmuz darbe tesebbiisii sonrasinda Tiirkiye ile
AB arasinda dis ve giivenlik politikast baglaminda belirginlesen ayriliklarin da

Tiirkiye’nin bu misyonda bulunmayisiyla alakali olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

AB, 2019 yilinda Orta Afrika Cumhuriyeti’nde hiikiimet ile silahli gruplar arasinda
imzalanan barig anlagmasinin akabinde iilkedeki gilivenlik teskilatinin reformuna
katkida bulunmak iizere “EUAM RCA” misyonunu konuslandirmistir. Bu misyona
hangi ii¢lincii devletlerin davet edildigi bilinmemekte olup, Tirkiye’nin katilim
durumu ¢alisma kapsaminda kullanilan kavramlar ¢ercevesinde agiklanabilir nitelikte

degildir.

OGSP’nin en yeni operasyonlarindan olan Irini, Libya’ya kars: silah ambargosunun
uygulanmas1 gorevini AB’nin kendi kendine iistlendigi ve yine Tirkiye’yle
istisarelerde bulunmaksizin Nice hiikiimlerine riayet etmedigi bir vakadir. Irini,
Libya’nin BM tarafindan taninan Milli Mutabakat Hiikiimeti’yle de olumlu iligkiler
kuramamis, hatta ambargoyu darbe hedefi giiden Hafter’in mesru Libya hiikiimetine
karst saldirilarinin devamina halel getirmeksizin denizle sinirli tutmasi nedeniyle
yanlt bir operasyon olarak kabul edilmistir. Tiirkiye’nin insani yardim tasiyan
gemisinin Irini operasyonunda gorevli bir gemi tarafindan durdurularak zorla

aranmasi, AB’nin ekseriyetiyle NATO Miittefikligi bulunan Tiirkiye tarafindan
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tabiatiyla tepkiyle karsilanmistir. Irini operasyonu, birgok yoniiyle, Tiirkiye ile AB
arasindaki dis ve giivenlik politikalar1 ayriliginin en sarih bigimde goriindiigii OGSP
operasyonu olarak, bu calisma kapsaminda tanimlanan Avrupa’dan uzaklasma

egiliminin de keza en gii¢lii oldugu kriz yonetimi girisimi olarak 6éne ¢ikmaktadir.

Son olarak, AB’nin Temmuz 2021°de baslattig1 en yeni kriz yonetimi girisimi olan
“EUTM Mozambique” bu iilkenin silahli kuvvetlerinin egitilmesini hedeflemektedir.
Heniiz tam operasyonel kapasiteye ulasamamis olan operasyona Tiirkiye’nin davet
ve katilm durumu belirli olmamasi nedeniyle ¢alismanin kavramsal cergevesiyle

aciklanmasi s6z konusu degildir.

Yukaridaki 6zet agiklamalardan goriildiigi tizere, Tiirkiye’nin OGSP kriz yonetimi
operasyon/misyonlarina katilim durumunun sabit bir Oriintiiyli izledigini sOylemek
giictiir. Daha ziyade, kriz sahalarinda her iki tarafin ¢ikarlari, bunlarin ne 6l¢iide
ortiistiigii ve bu ¢ikarlara yonelik giidiilen yontemin de keza ne kadar uyumlu oldugu

gibi unsurlarin ¢esitli derecelerde etkili oldugunun da hatirda tutulmast 6nemlidir.

Tiirkiye-AB iligkileri  bakimindan, Tiirkiye’nin Avrupalilasma skalasindaki
performansinin AB’nin Tiirkiye icin iiyelik meselesi de dahil olmak {izere giivenilir
bir ortak olma iradesini ne kadar giiclii koruduguyla baglantili oldugunun da aym
sekilde hatirda tutulmasi gerekmektedir. Bu agidan bakildiginda, bu ¢alismada OGSP
misyon/harekatlarina katilim AB’nin beklentilerinin bir aday {iilke tarafindan ne
derecede karsilandigina isaret edecek sekilde dar bir Avrupalilasma kavramiyla ele
alimsa da, bu anlayis, katillm saglanmayan her bir OGSP misyon/harekatinin

Tiirkiye’nin AB’den uzaklastig1 varsayimi olarak kabul edilmemelidir.

Ote yandan, Tiirkiye’nin bilhassa Soguk Savas’tan sonra baris1 koruma operasyonlari
ve kriz yonetimi girisimlerine artan yonelimi, ¢alismadan da goriilecegi ilizere, AB
haricinde NATO, BM ve AGIT tarafindan yiiriitiilen ¢cabalara katiliminda da barizdir.
Tirkiye’nin bu c¢abalara artan katilimi Avrupalilasma kavramini destekleyecek
bicimde kullanilsa da, Tiirkiye’nin AB’den bagimsiz bi¢imde yiiriittiigii/katildig

barig faaliyetleri sahip oldugu bu role halel getirecek sekilde yorumlanmamalidir.
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Tiirkiye’nin OGSP misyon/operasyonlarina katilimini incelerken kullanilan bir diger
kavram olan yumusak dengeleme tesebbiislerinin de keza sarih bir sablona oturdugu
sOylenemese de, Tiirkiye’nin ¢ikarlar1 dogrultusunda belirli kriz sahalarinda AB’ye
kars1 yumusak denge manivelalarini kullandig1 goriilebilmektedir. Netice itibariyla,
bu kavramlar birbirinden ¢esitli yonlerde farkliliklar arzeden unsurlar barindiran 30’u
askin OGSP misyon/operasyonlarina Tiirkiye’nin katilim durumunu tabiatiyla tek
baslarinda agiklamak i¢in yeterli olmasa da, bu ugurda nagizane ve dar kapsamli bir

tesebbiis olarak kabul edilebilir.

Herhalilkarda, bu c¢alismanin arastirma sorusu ve incelenen vakalar
degerlendirildiginde, Tiirkiye’nin OGSP ile kriz yonetimi alanindaki isbirliginin
AB’yle iliskisinden heniiz bagimsiz olmadigi, bu sinerjinin evriminde Tiirkiye-AB

iligkilerindeki  gelismelerin  sekillendirici  rol oynadigi  goriilebilmektedir.
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