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ABSTRACT

A CONTENT ANALYSIS OF THE SECURITY DIMENSION OF THE
TURKISH ACCESSION TO THE EUROPEAN UNION

Sayin, Age
M. Sc., Department of European Studies

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Sevilay Kahraman

July 2008, 178 pages

This thesis aims to analyze the security relatibesveen Turkey and the
European Union within the context of enlargememtthis framework, firstly,
the historical background of the changing dynanoicgheir bilateral security
relations is studied by focusing both on the Coldr\@nd the Post Cold War
periods. In this historical study, more emphasipus on the Post Cold War
period where the changing security understandifdg®it Turkey and the EU,
major developments leading to adoption of new meisinas by both actors
and their impact on their security relations aralgyred. Secondly, after
evaluating the importance of security in the Euespentegration and
enlargement processes, the security dimension ef Tthrkish accession,
appearing in the official enlargement discourseh&f EU actors and in the
articles of the leading European think tanks’ sal®is examined via the use
of content analysis method. Following this studycrdical analysis of the
given speeches and articles is made. In the lasttha different security roles
ascribed to Turkey by the EU actors and scholathenrelated speeches and

articles are discussed within the framework of Bytk accession process.



Accordingly, it is argued in this thesis that aliigh Turkey’s significance for
European and regional security is accepted by th@&ors and scholars, this

is not properly reflected on its accession process.

Keywords: Turkey's security importance, enlargemedatiropean security,

hard/soft security, speeches-articles content arsaly



oz

AVRUPA BIRLIGINE TURK KATILIMININ GUVENL iK BOYUTUNUN
ICERIK ANAL izi

Sayin, Age
Yuksek Lisans, Avrupa Camalari Bolimu

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog¢. Dr. Sevilay Kahraman

Temmuz 2008, 178 sayfa

Bu tez Turkiye ve Avrupa Birgi guvenlik iligkilerini gensleme bg&laminda
incelemeyi amaclamaktadir. Bu cercevede, ilk olatekn Sguk Sava hem
de S@uk Sava Sonrasi donemlere odaklanarak ikili guvenlikskilierinin
degsisen dinamiklerinin tarihsel arka plani incelenmektedBu tarihsel
analizde, Turkiye ve AB'nin dgsen guvenlik anlaglarinin, her iki aktor
tarafindan yeni mekanizmalarin benimsenmesine otauibuyik gelimelerin
ve bunlarin givenlik ifkilerine etkisinin incelengd Soguk Sava Sonrasi
déneme daha fazla vurgu yapilmaktatkinci olarak, Avrupa entegrasyonu ve
gengleme sireclerinde guvepin O6nemi dgerlendirildikten sonra, AB
aktorlerinin resmi gegieme kongmalarinda ve ©oncu Avrupa glince
kuruluslarinin — aratirmacilarinin - makalelerinde gorilen Turk katilimmn
guvenlik boyutu icerik analizi yontemi arag@iyla incelenmektedir. Bu
calismayr takiben, verilen kosma ve makalelerin ejarel analizi
yapiimaktadir. Son boélimde, Turkiye'ye, AB aktorlare argtirmacilar
tarafindan ilgili kongma ve makalelerde yulklenen farkli guvenlik rolleri

Tarkiye'nin katilim sureci cercevesinde taimaktadir. Buna gore, bu tezde

Vi



AB aktorleri ve argtirmacilari tarafindan Turkiye'nin Avrupa ve bolgés
guvenlik i¢cin dneminin kabul edilmesine graen, bunun katilim sirecine

uygunsekilde yansitilmagy iddiasi yer almaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Turkiye’nin glvenlik 6nemi, gel@me, Avrupa guiveni,

sert/yumugak guvenlik, kongma/makale icerik analizi.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The security dimension of the relations betweenkd&yrand the
European Union (EU) has been important especialihé Post Cold War era
like other aspects (economic and political) which asually prioritized within
the context of enlargement. During the Cold Wae, réfations between Turkey
and the EU (the then EC) were mainly economic itunea This was caused
both by the dynamics of the European security &gchire constructed by
NATO and the European Community (EC), and by Turketyaditional
security culture. However, in the Post Cold War &mnd beyond, as a result of
global systemic changes (such as the collapse eofSthviet Union and the
emergence of new types of security threats) and téiections in the security
understandings of Turkey (starting to include sw&turity mechanisms) and
EU (starting to include hard security mechanismsgurity interactions have
increasingly begun to occupy their bilateral agentlta light of these
developments and the existing relationship betwEéh enlargements and
European security, Turkey’s significance for Eumpesecurity has been more
emphasized within the framework of its accessi@tess.

Turkey’s importance for European security has hemrally stressed by
Turkish policy makers or élites. While this waskkal to its European/Western
identity in the past; it is currently linked to ifsiture EU membership.
According to some, the claim that “Turkey belong€urope and Turkey is a
European country” stems from the place of Turkeyhimi the European
security architecture; and that the security refegi between Turkey and

Europe have had a role of anchoring Turkey in tbeopean waters in cases



when Turkey’s European identity was questiohdul.addition, many Turkish

analysts supporting Turkey’'s EU membership arga Turkey should be a
member of the EU due to its actual and potentialtrdoutions to European
security. For those analysts, Turkey is an indispble actor in the European
security system in the Post Cold War era and beylraigh its contributions

to regional stability, its importance for the EUight against terrorism, its
potential contribution to the EU’s energy secunty, relations with the Muslim

world and its military capabilities.Others refer to Turkey's geopolitical
location providing the EU with the possibility oting a crucial actor in the
region; and underline its importance for the EUhenrgy security and its hard
power as a contributor to the EU’s peacekeepingcgmaking capabilities.
Moreover, they emphasize Turkey’s potential to dbate to the EU’s civilian

power and identity through its “unique profile” aridonstructive role” in

Middle Eastern conflicts like Arab-Israeli problénSome others point out
Turkey's future EU membership in the implementatioh the European

Security Strategy (ESS) declared in 2003. Accolglingn analysis searching
for whether the EU’s strategic foreign policy pris and objectives as
mentioned in the ESS Document match with thosewkdy, concluded that
Turkey and the EU have similar threat perceptiams @bjectives in the Post
Cold War era and “Turkey’s membership is a vitatt gd the development of

the Common Foreign and Defense Policy” of the “EChere are also many

! Pinar Bilgin, ‘Tirkiye-ABiliskilerinde Givenlik Kiiltiriinin Roli’, in Cem Karadégd.),
Sguk Sava Sonrasinda Avrupa ve TurkiyAnkara: Ayra¢ Yayinevi, 2003, pp. 192-220, p.
193.

2 Meltem Miiftiler-Bag, ‘Turkey’s Accession to thaJEIts Potential Impact on Common
European Security and Defence Policy’, in GiovaGaisparini (ed.)Turkey and European
Security, Rome andistanbul: Istituto Affari Internazionali-lAl and Tkish Economic and
Social Studies Foundation-TESEV, 2008tp://www.iai.it/pdf/Quaderni/Quaderni_E_8.pdf
accessed on 25.06.2007, pp. 13-28.

% Serhat Giiveng and Oya Mawiilu, ‘Turkey and Regional Security’, in Richard Griffiths
and Durmy Ozdemir (eds.)Turkey and the EU Enlargement: Process of Incorfiora
Istanbulistanbul Bilgi University Publications, 2004, pp52230.

4 Can Buharali, ‘Turkey’s Foreign Policy Towards BAémbership: A Security Perspective’,
Turkish Policy Quarterlyyol.3, No.3, Fall 2004,
http://www.esiweb.org/pdf/esi_turkey tpg id_6.paEcessed on 05.06.2007, pp. 1-18.




other analysts emphasizing Turkey’'s EU membershiptlee basis of its
security and strategic contributions to the EU.yTtimw attention to Turkey’s
geo-strategic location, military potential, NATOisembership, relations with
the countries in the region and efforts in bordenagement, which will play
crucial role for the EU’s security and even forgtebal actorness.

While examining bilateral security relations withithe context of
enlargement, on the side of Turkey, there is monphasis on Turkey's EU
membership by highlighting either Turkey's securitgntributions or the
convergence of their security objectives. In théhise, there are not many
studies which legitimize Turkey’s accession on séggrounds focusing on
the EU’s perspective. However, security aspect wké&y’s accession is also
important for the European actors. One of the ssBokriting on the European
Union enlargements argues that in the enlargenewartd Turkey, the only
motive and legitimization used by the Europeareslihas been a pragmatic
approach based on a “unilateral’” security benedislysis, which will be
brought by Turkey to the EU as a result of its mersbip. She continues that
this pragmatic approach of the European actors dseg Turkey’'s possible
contribution to the EU’s security, its geo-strategosition, its importance as a
strategic partner and its stability in the regidFherefore, in this thesis, instead
of giving similar arguments reflecting well-knownopEU view in Turkey, the
EU’s perspective is sought by analyzing the offisgeeches of key European

actors (as primary sources) and the articles ofl¢lagling European think

® See for example, Sabil§enyiicel and Seda Koéknel, ‘The Strategic Futurewk@y and the
EU’, TESEV EU Watch\o.1, November 2006,
http://se2.isn.ch/serviceengine/FileContent?selic#0&fileid=8FB356B2-3680-E24E-
3AA8-9FE57FF926BD&Ing=eraccessed on 04.07.2007, pp. 28adi Erguveng, ‘EU-
Turkey Military Convergence’, in Giovanni Gasparfad.), Turkey and European Security,
Rome andstanbul: Istituto Affari Internazionali-lIAl and Tkish Economic and Social Studies
Foundation-TESEV, 200&ttp://www.iai.it/pdf/Quaderni/Quaderni_E_8.pdiccessed on
25.06.2007, pp. 75-85; Ali Karaosmahe, ‘Avrupa Guvenlik ve Savunma Kingii A¢isindan
Tirkiye-Avrupa Birligi iliskileri’, Dogu-Bat, Year:4, No.14, February-March-April 2001, pp.
155-166.

® Helene Sjursen, ‘Why Expand? The Question of liegity and Justification in the EU’s
Enlargement Policy’Journal of Common Market Studiaol. 40, No.3, 2002, pp. 491-513.




tanks’ scholars (as secondary sources) in ordefféo a different contribution
to these types of studies in Turkey.

In fact, the idea of studying the speeches of Eemopactors; has been a
result of the existence of similar works in Eurogeor instance, in a
Conference papépresented by a scholar in Europe, the relationshtpeen
the Eastern Enlargement and security is searcheddyining the speeches of
different EU actors like Enlargement Commission@rshe European states’
leaders. In that paper, mainly the speeches ofettamsors, which refer to
security aspect of the Eastern Enlargement, angsémt In addition, there is a
series of publication entitled “European Worldvie@sllection” conducted in
2007 at the Robert Schuman Center for Advancedi&U@RSCAS). These
publications provide the worldviews of certain Huean actors like the EU
High Representative of CFSP Javier Solana or tharfiiesioner of External
Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy Berk&rero-Waldner
regarding the EU policies via the analysis of thepeeches or interviefs.
Similar to these, in a MS dissertatiprofficial foreign and security policy
speeches and statements delivered by Solana bethegears 2000 and 2005
are examined in order to find out which foreignipplkoles Solana ascribes to
the EU. Although in each of the RSCAS publicatioasd in the MS
dissertation, the speeches of only one EU actostaidied, this thesis, similar

to the aforementioned Conference paper, includedysis of speeches of

" Atsuko Higashino, ‘Securitizing the Eastern Entangnt of the EU: Project by Elite,
Discourse by Elite’Paper Presented at the Conference'Elites and Elaigeiment, Bremen,
13-14 May, 2005http://www.iaw.uni-
bremen.de/~jtholen/tagungen/papers/AtsukoHigaspéipaccessed on 15.01.2007, pp. 1-21.

8 Xiana Barros-GarciaFffective Multilateralism and the EU as a Militafjower: The
Worldview of Javier Solanaltaly: European University Institute Publicatio2@07,
http://www.eui.eu/RSCAS/WP-Texts/07_08.pdfaccessed 07.06.2007. Clara Portela,
Community Policies with a Security Agenda: The @laelw of Benita Ferrero-Waldneialy:
European University Institute Publications, 2007http://www.eui.eu/RSCAS/WP-
Texts/07_10.pdf accessed 07.06.2007.

® Jimmy Persson, ‘EU Foreign Policy-Role Conceptiorthe 2 Century’, MS Dissertation,

Master of European Affairs in Lund University, Svead 2005,

http://theses.lub.lu.se/archive/2005/06/01/1117@87B3464-449/EU_Foreign_Policy -
Role_Conceptions_in_the 21st Century.R@Ecessed on 27.09.2007.




different European actors like Enlargement Comrmoissis, the High
Representative of CFSP, key European leaders amhakForeign Ministers
regarding security dimension of Turkey’s accessionaddition, as different
from all those works, articles of leading think kanh scholars are also
examined in this thesis, because think tanks apsitant in terms of affecting
and shaping the policies and official speecheb®BU actors.

In order to clarify analysis, there are some funeatal questions to be
answered in different parts of the thesis as: Wheas Turkey placed in the
European security architecture during the Cold Wdow has the classical
security understanding changed in the Post Cold &a? Which types of
developments have occurred in the security pemmeptand mechanisms of
Turkey and those of the EU in the Post Cold War? éfiow have these
developments affected their bilateral relations?atMk the relevance of the
security dimension in the official enlargement disse of the EU actors? Do
European actors and scholars see the security tagshdarkey’s accession
positively? In other words, how do they evaluatekKeéy’s security relevance
within the framework of its accession process? @&lth finding clear-cut and
consensual answers to these questions may notdye ®&ch questions are
important in shaping the general framework of thesits by providing a
background of the security relations between Turkeg the EU; and also by
offering insights about Turkey’'s security importanin the speeches and
articles of the European actors.

This thesis is composed of four chapters. Aftgeneral introduction,
in the second chapter, the historical backgrounthefchanging dynamics of
security relations between Turkey and the EC/Ebiven. This long period of
evolution is divided into two main periods whichturn comprise two sections
of this chapter: The first section focuses on timegence and evolution of the
Cold War security architecture of Europe. The miélurkey in that order is
not overviewed instead; Turkey’'s place within th&tablished division of
labour between NATO and the EC is analyzed. SiheeGold War phase of

European-Turkey security relations is not the nfagus of the thesis, this part



is relatively shorter. In the second section, thbanging security

understandings of both actors in the post Cold péaiod, major developments
leading to adoption of new mechanisms by TurkeytaerdEU and their impact
on their security relations are analyzed. This gartportant for providing a

general background for evaluating the speechesdiuies of European actors
and scholars. In this sense, the analysis in tbenskpart is more detailed.

The third chapter examines firstly the importandesecurity in the
European integration and enlargement processel éwgipecial focus on the
Eastern Enlargement) and then the security aspediutkey’s accession,
which appears in the official enlargement discowfstne EU actors and in the
articles of leading scholars. For the purpose efthesis, speeches and articles
of the European actors/scholars are chosen amargg,ttwhich underline
Turkey’s security importance in a positive manmeithis respect, the speeches
of the EU actors who evaluate the security dimensibthis enlargement in
negative terms are not covered in this thesis, Usecthey are against Turkey’s
accession and reject its actual and potential ggccwntributions to the EU
from the beginning. Moreover, the democracy or humghts dimensions of
Turkey's accession are not included within the s&cudramework of this
study; thus, the speeches and articles that atgzadado not cover the issues
of “the civil-military relations” which is relatedith the democracy dimension
of accessionWhile analyzing those speeches and articles, the period is
taken as between 1999, when Turkey became offijcaattandidate country of
the Union, and December 2007. In addition, the yamalof speeches and
articles is conducted under four main themes: Tyiskeénportance with its
regional actorness; with its geopolitical and ggat significance; with its soft
security contributions and the potential securagsl of the EU by rejecting
Turkey.

During the conduct of this study, two research hods exist. First,
qualitative research method combined with a congosive literature review,
which investigates and describes the historicahtieiships, situations and
developments, is used. In this study, books, adjalvorking papers of research



centers and Chaillot Papers dealing with this stipjeresidency Conclusions
of the European Union Summits are used to supperstudy. Moreover, the
Internet has become very useful in order to setochhe recent official and
unofficial documents of the EU, many articles andngnthink tank sites on
European security.

In addition to the qualitative research methodthie third chapter of
this thesis, a modest type of “content analysishodt is used. Content
analysis is described as “a technique that enablk=archers to study human
behaviour in an indirect way, through an analysisheir communications®
It is also defined as a research tool used to uheter the presence of certain
words, concepts and phrases that are includedogkplor implicitly within
texts or sets of texts (which can be broadly define books, book chapters,
essays, speeches, interviews, discussions, newspagsdicles, historical
documents). It involves the analysis and sometimes the
quantification/frequency of the presence, meaniagd relationships of such
words and concepts, then making inferences abauintessages within the
texts.' There may be various objectives of the use ofesunanalysis. For
instance, two of its most widely accepted objediue social sciences are; to
obtain information that describes an issue or tapi¢ also to formulate themes
(in other words major ideas) which help to orgarsrel make sense out of
large amounts of descriptive informatitinin this research method, there are
different steps that are followed: Firstly, the eral, source (speeches, essays,
articles, etc.) of which the content will be exaadns decided. Secondly, the
unit of analysis (what is to be analyzed in thated material: words, phrases)

is specified. Thirdly, categories, which are aspecft the content to be

1 jack R. Fraenkel and Norman E. Wallen, ‘Contenalysis’, in Jack R. Fraenkel and
Norman E. Wallen (eds.How to Design and Evaluate Research in Educatiew York:
McGraw-Hill, 2006, pp. 482-507, p. 483.

1 Colorado State University web page, ‘Content AsalWethod’,
http://writing.colostate.edu/guides/research/catiteccessed on 02.04.2008.

12 Fraenkel and Wallemp. cit.,p. 485.



investigated, are determined based on previous letye, theory and /or

experience. Fourthly, the coding units (codes) specified, via reading

through the materials, as the words, phrases (tha&lexr parts) which are

relevant to the selected categories. The groupifgisese codes formulate the
general themes under categories. In this sensesamune together and form
themes, which are related to categories. In codiitger the manifest (obvious,
explicit or surface content like words or phrases}he latent (the meaning
underlying what is said or shown) content may ext#ally, all the data is

analyzed and at this step, counting of codes mamnpertant in certain content
analysis. However, codes and themes may be algbassaids in organizing

content and arriving at a narrative descriptiorimdings. In this method, it is

the researcher who determines his/her limits lileetime period or the parts of
texts to be used or skippéed.

In this respect, the main objective of contentlysia used in the third
chapter is to describe how do key European act@énter Verheugen,
Romano Prodi, Olli Rehn, José Manuel Barroso, dé&atana, Tony Blair and
Joschka Fischer) evaluate Turkey’s security relegamthin the framework of
its accession process. The speeches, statementgoanad limited extent
interviews, of those actors, which are accessedhaaEuropean Commission
Archives web page, their own web pages or diffeietérnet sources, are
examined as primary sources (the relevaaterial).

Since the main subject is related with Turkey @s@dccession, speeches
and statements are firstly selected in terms oérrelg to the key word
“Turkey”. As a result of this selection, 45 speexB@atements of Verheugen
made between March 2000-June 2004, 44 of Prodi nhatiseen October
1999-July 2004, 69 of Rehn made between Octobet-Rlaf¥ember 2007, 9 of
Barroso made between December 2004-May 2007, $®laha made between
January 2000-December 2007, 22 of Blair made betwéavember 2002-
December 2006 and 7 of Fischer made between Ap@i#i2November 2006,

3bid., pp. 485-488.



are found out. Some of these speeches are eitleetldirelated with Turkey or
just refer to it. Phrases or sentences used bwdh@s in those speeches are
specified as thanit of analysis

In this study, only onecategory which is the “security aspect of
Turkey’s accession” (that is referred positivelyg, determined rather than
focusing on other categories like economic or palitones. In line with this
category, another selection is made with regarthéoconcept of “security” or
“concepts reminding security” such as “stabilityppeace”. This selection is
important for determining coding units (codes). éalingly, thecodesused in
this analysis are:
- European security, stability and peace
- Regional and international security and stability
- EU’s foreign and security policy
- ESDP
- Fight against terrorism
- EU’s global actorness
- Geopolitical and strategic significance
- Cultural and historical heritage
- Bridge between West and Islamic World
- Example against ‘clash of civilizations thesis’
- Model for Islamic World
- Moderator between West and Islamic World
- Energy security
- Border management
- Loss of EU by rejecting Turkey
After this selection, 50 speeches/statements &l toe found as those, which
include sentences/phrases (units of analysis)rimefeto both Turkey and one
or more of these codes positively. In this analysither manifestor latent
content is coded. In other words, phrases inclutiegcodes, either which are
obviously seen or which can be inferred from tha&tesgces, are examined. For
instance, while sometimes the phrases that invabegiously “Turkey’'s



contributions toregional and international security and stabifitgan be
analyzed, the sentences that include “Turkey’s rdmution to security and
stability of the Middle East, the Caucasus, and Batkans” can be also
examined.

After determining these codes, they are groupetbrding to their
common meanings. Those groupings formulate the rgermieemesof the
thesis, which are:

- Turkey’s importance with its regional actorness

- Turkey’s importance with its geopolitical andagé&gic significance
- Turkey’s importance with its soft security cobtrtions

- The potential security loss of the EU by rejegtirurkey

In this chapter, as the secondary sources, 1€lemtof scholars from
leading European think-tanks like 1Al (Istituto Affi Internazionali-
International Affairs Institute), CER (Center foutpean Reform), CEPS
(Center for European Policy Studies), CERI (CedtEtudes et de Recherches
Internationales-Center of International Studies Redearches), IRRI (Institut
Royal des Relations Internationales- Royal Insiwft International Relations),
Friends of Europe, SWP (Stiftung Wissenschatft ualiti¥), EPC (European
Policy Centre), ZEI (Zentrum fur Europaische Insgmsforschung-Center
for European Integration Studies) and 2 documerdstte Report of
Independent Commission on Turkey (2004) and the r@ission Staff
Working Document (2004) are examined by using simmhethod. First of all,
articles are selected from the afore-mentionedkttanks’ web pages as those,
which were written by analysts between 1999 andr2@@d which are related
with Turkey. Secondly, another selection is maderiter to determine those
that refer to the security aspect of Turkey's asigs As a result of these
steps, articles that include the same (previoustgrthined) codes and themes
with the speeches are analyzed. However, différent speeches, not all the
articles written on this subject are examined ia thesis. Thus, analysis is

limited with only one or two example articles fraach think tank.
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Finally, both speeches and articles including #@me codes are
organized under the four themes and they are nahatdescribed and
commented in the light of space (context and awdienand time of
speeches/articles. In fact, the codes together tivélgeneral themes constitute
the differentroles ascribed to Turkepy the EU actors, because they are all
related with Turkey’s efforts in terms of providisgcurity and stability in the
region.

There are some limitations in using this methoggloFirst of all,
although most of content analysis concentrates raoréhe word counts and
statistical analysis of codes rather than the gémm@ntext, my main purpose is
not to find out the frequency of appearance of éhozdes (in this case roles),
but to understand how the European actors or schadtate Turkey’s different
actual or potential security contributions to itce@ssion process. Secondly,
when the latent content is coded, this may resulthe reliability problem,
which means that subjective judgements may be diecluto some degree.
However, in order to diminish the bias towards eatiyity, the coding of
latent content is maintained limited. Thirdly, teespeeches and articles belong
to different European actors and scholars rathan tbne actor, thus this
renders the analysis difficult and may be a ltttdalanced in terms of selected
people. As a matter of fact, those EU actors akectsl in accordance with
their positions; for instance Enlargement Commissie are chosen since the
issue is related with Turkey’'s accession and thghHRepresentative of CFSP
Is selected as the issue is also related with #woairgdy aspect. Similarly,
scholars are selected among those who write astmbeTurkey and who also
refer to its security contributions. Finally, whepeeches and statements are
taken into consideration, they may well reflectedtty the EU’s official view
and/or they may be related with the political orsp@al view of the chosen
actors. However, in this thesis, this differencaliscounted and those views
are accepted as the official diplomatic view of tBE since those actors
represent officially the Union. Therefore, it issstble to argue that due to

these limitations, the method used in this thesismodest when compared to
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the classical content analysis. However, thereotirer examples to the method
used in this thesi¥. In this sense, this study can constitute theahgtep of a
future work, which will focus more on the statisfipart of content analysis.
Following the third chapter, the findings of thealysis are evaluated
with concluding remarks. In this part, how Europeactors and scholars
approach to Turkey’'s security relevance within fifaenework of its accession
is discussed. Moreover, a table reflecting theregfees made in the speeches
and articles in relation to different security mkgodes and themes of content
analysis) of Turkey is illustrated. Finally, in tlenclusions chapter, all the
results are discussed in the light of the histbritevelopments and Turkey’s

accession process.

1 For instance, in one (Xiana Barros-Garciap. cit.) of the afore-mentioned RSCAS

collections, which concentrates on the worldview Sflana, 150 speeches, articles and
interviews were selected and analyzed in the lgfhthe themes relevant to the paper. Then
only 50 of them were commented under the relatech#is. Although, the statistical analysis
was lacking in that work regarding the obtainedaddt also mainly concentrated on how
Solana sees the world as the High Representati@F8P. Similar to this, in the Conference
Paper entitled ‘Securitizing the Eastern Enlargeinoéthe EU: Project by Elite, Discourse by

Elite’, different EU actors’ speeches made in iefatto the Eastern Enlargement were
examined and those which referred to its securityedsion were presented by the author.
Again, the main emphasis was put on the generaégbrather than the word counts.
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CHAPTER 2

SECURITY RELATIONS BETWEEN TURKEY AND THE EUROPEAN
UNION IN THE POST COLD WAR ERA AND BEYOND

The end of Cold War is arguably one of the mostiattevents, which
has affected the foreign policy of Turkey, interomal relations of the
European Union (EU) and of the global politicalteys. While during the Cold
War, key security risks were emanating from thei&aunion, its collapse has
led to the emergence of new security threats asia raround both Turkey’s
and the EU’s geographical environment. This chahge affected security
understandings of both Turkey and the EU, thusihgatb the emergence of
new mechanisms having impact on their securitytij¥la. Accordingly, the
change in their security understandings as wethes security relations in the
post Cold War period have also reflected in theespes of key European
actors and in the articles of leading think tanksalysts who emphasize the
importance of Turkey’s security contributions te thU. Before starting with
an analysis of the security relations between Tyirked Europe during that
era, the period of Cold War relations needs to \mrwewed so as to provide
the reader with a complementary outlook to the dfiemning nature of the

security relationship on a historical basis.

2.1 European Security and Turkey during the Cold War Era

Immediately after the Second World War, new typdsregional
institutions were established in order to protdetirt members against the
threats of the new world order and/or to preveatrdremergence of a new war
similar to the Second World War. NATO and the E@&@ecessor of the EU)
can be considered as two of the most significant tlidse regional
organizations, which were established with thosg@ses in mind in the Cold

War and which have survived in the Post Cold Waiope
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NATO is accepted as the “largest, most highly orged, and most
stable collective security and defence allianceit thas formed in 1949 by the
United States “in response to the possible thré&owiet military incursions
into Central and Western Europ&The key provision of this military security
alliance is that any armed attack against any fartlge treaty will be accepted
as an attack against all the members. Thus in@asech an attack, all parties
are obliged to assist the attacked member for éstoration and maintenance
of its security. During the Cold War, NATO focused the Soviet threat and
performed both military and non-military functiobs protect its members$.
NATO became the main security organization for \WesEuropean countries
during the Cold War years, when security was inmqgymainly hard security
that was traditionally defined as “feeling secumédsfrom foreign, military
attacks, the invasion of foreign armies, the dangfestrategic or tactical
missiles, weapons of mass destruction and brutakagions*”

After the end of Second World War, the provisidnsecurity in the
European continent was also the key concern of &#edturopeans and this
led to their attempts of establishing the Europ€aal and Steel Community
(ECSC) in 1951, which was the predecessor of thregaan Community. As
different from NATO, the ECSC was founded as a Raem attempt, albeit
with an American support, to prevent the histognirrepeating itself, in other
words, to eliminate the prospect of a further waoag the European countries
in general and between France and Germany in pkatidn this sense, unlike
NATO, it aimed to provide security not against theeat of Soviet Union but
against the re-emergence of a threat of a futurewithin Europe. The project

of ECSC involved the surrender of European staegereign control over the

> A. LeRoy Bennett and James K. Olivarternational Organizations: Principles and Issyes
7" ed., London: Prentice Hall, 2002, p. 258.

' Robert B. McCalla, ‘NATO’s Persistence After thel@ War’, International Organization
Vol. 50, No. 3, Summer 1996, pp. 445-475, p. 448.

7 See Colin Mclnees, ‘The Military Security Agendar, G.Wyn Rees (ed.)nternational
Politics in Europe: The New Agendayndon: Routledge, 1993.

14



coal and steel industries, the two key sourcesanf material of wat® This
project required functional integration among th&dpean countries, which
had become successful as the first step of Europ#agration and led, in
future years, to the emergence of a political comitguwvith its supranational
structure requiring the delegation of sovereigritthe member states. Behind
this project, there was the neo-functionalist idééspill-over” supporting that
integration in the technical/leconomic domain, ¢® field of Low politics
would spill over to High politics fields of foreigand security policy.

It is possible to argue that during the Cold Waml,Eeconomic
integration among the European countries made feignt progress because
integration is easier to attain in low politicasugs that are less controversial
areas compared to high political ones where it seenore difficult to
cooperate around common interests. Moreover, paliintegration could not
be successful due to the difficulty of transferringtional sovereignty to a
supranational authority in areas of foreign polisgcurity and defence. In
addition to the likely resistance of European statethe delegation of their
national power and resources, Europeans alsohfeihgelves comfortable in
terms of security and defence under the securityralia of NATO and that of
the US which maintained stability and provided hsedurity in the European
continent against the Soviet threat of invasionobmilitary attacks?’ In a
sense, during the Cold War, while the internal sgcof the Community was
provided through their economic integration procdbegir external security
was provided by another organization, NATO. Althbuthere were some
attempts like the European Defence Community (ED@j failed, European
integration could not be expanded to security agférite issues. As a result,
due to its growing success in regional economiegration but failure in
political integration the EC was generally chardztsl as “an economic giant,

'8 Stephen George and lan Bache (ed®oljtics in the European UniorQxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001, p. 57.

19 Bilgin, op. cit.,p. 205.
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political dwarf and military worm2® Moreover, it was also described as a
“civilian power” or “soft power” lacking military apabilities of its own?
According to Hans W. Maull, “a civilian power’s bastool must be
cooperation in its relations with other states cioes, in order to realize its
interests it must use non-military measures, bHgiemonomic ones, and it
must have the will to cede its sovereignty with éiv@ of making supranational
arrangements®® In line with its civilian or soft power charactethe EC
developed a different understanding of securitgulgh which it supported the
use of non-military means in the conduct of itseexal relations and especially
its own integration process and other instrumeakesdooperation agreements,
economic aid, trade relations or diplomatic toas dchieving its foreign and
security interests. In this sense, it concentrateme on those instruments
rather than coercive methods or military meangHersolution of problems.

During the Cold War, there evolved a division abdur/responsibility
between NATO and the EC. While NATO became the mizgdion responsible
from the external or hard security of Europe, tli& Es a civilian power, dealt
with its own integration process. In fact, durihg Cold War, NATO left time,
space and resources for the Community to concentrathe softer aspects of
European security. It will not be wrong to arguattthis reality also reflected
in the relations of Turkey with NATO and with th€CEuring the Cold War.
While Turkey's relations with NATO were based onlitary security, its
relations with the EC were economic in nature. €yrklid not develop any
security relations with the EC.

20 Former Belgian Foreign Minister Mark EyskeNew York TimesJanuary 25, 1991.

ZFor further discussion; see Karen E. Smith, ‘StiCiviian Power EU"?’, 2004,
http://www.arena.uio.no/cidel/WorkshopOsloSecuS8iyith.pdf. accessed on 05.01.20@p.
1-19; and lan Manners, ‘Normative Power Europe: énttadiction in Terms?'Journal of
Common Market Studie¥pl. 40, No. 2, 2002, pp. 235-258.

“Hans W. Maull, ‘Germany and Japan: The New CivilRowers’,Foreign Affairs Vol. 69,
No. 5, 1990, pp. 92-93, quoted in Birgil Demir@oskun, ‘EU’'s New Position in the
International Order: From Regional to Global PoweP&rceptions:Journal of International
Affairs, Vol. XI, No: 1, Spring 2006, pp. 49-77.
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Turkey’s traditional security culture in the Cdldar was one of the
shaping factors of the nature of Turkey's relatiomsth these two
organizations. Turkey had a security culture thas wtate-centred and military
focused™ There have been other factors shaping Turkeytfitivaal security
culture, but four of them attract more attentids:Realpolitik Westernization
process, role of military and geography. The foétthese three factors are
emphasized by Ali Karaosmagla and constitute the historical roots of its
security understandind. The fourth one, geography is a commonly accepted
element in the evaluations of Turkey's securitytu@?® The tradition of
realpolitik was inherited from the Ottoman Empire. According to
Karaosmanglu, Turkey’s security culture was affected fromefensive
realpolitik emphasizing balance of power diplomacy: “The feaf
abandonment and of loss of territory became a nasgpect of Turkish security
culture in the Empire and the same fears were it@tkeby the Republic” and
this had a cumulative impact on the developmentaofhard security
understanding in Turke¥f. Westernization process, as another element in
Turkish security culture, is described as a paifigated in 18' century in the
Ottoman Empire as a “mode of action” to prevent Enepire from being “an
object of European great power rivalries as a lapel for partition” and was
continued during the Republican era in order tousedurkey’s place as a

Western country’ In line with this process, which aimed to provitierkey

% Bilgin, op. cit.,p. 213.

24 Ali L. Karaosmanglu, ‘The Evolution of the National Security Cultuamd the Military in
Turkey’, Journal of International AffairsVol. 54, No. 1, Fall 2000, pp. 199-216.

% See for instance&adi Ergiiveng, ‘Turkey’s Security Perceptior@&rceptions: Journal of
International Affairs Vol. 3, No. 2, June-August 1998,
http://www.sam.gov.tr/perceptions/volume3/june-aatd@98/turkeyssecurityperceptions.pdf
accessed on 21.02.2007, pp.1-5 ; M. Fatih Taylurrkish Foreign Policy Towards the Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership and the Black Sea EcanGobperation: A Comparative
Analysis’, Foreign Policy,1-2-3-4, 1999; Cevik Bir, ‘Turkey’s Role in theel World Order’,
Strategic Forum135, 1998.

% Karaosmanglu, ‘The Evolution of the National Security Cultund the Military in
Turkey’, op. cit.,p. 202.

?"bid., p. 204.
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with the achievement of Western standards in sociatural, political and
economic life, Turkey pursued Western values infat®ign policies. As a
matter of fact, Westernization process has reftedterkey’s aim of being a
part of European institutions like Council of EueppNATO or European
Union. The third factor in Turkey’'s security cukurs the role of military.
Karaosmanglu claims that Turkish military has played a sigraht part in
foreign and security policy-making affecting thaditional security culture of
Turkey, and rendering Turkey a hard power. The comynaccepted fourth
factor of “geography” is also crucial in terms d¢faping Turkey's traditional
security understanding. It is generally accepteat thurkey is located in a
geographical position which is neighbour to manyflictual regions like
Caucasus, Middle East or Balkans. In its historpraicess, Turkey has been
highly vulnerable to the threats of a destabilizewgrounding environment
which led it to develop its traditional security listes?® After 1945, the
vulnerability of Turkey's geography was increasingissociated with the
Soviet threat over its territorial integrity.

During the Cold War era, the factors défensive realpolitiknherited
from its historical experiences, the roleroilitary in its foreign and security
policy and its geography vulnerable to the Soviet Union threat led to
development of Turkey’s security culture in accoma with the prevailing
hard security understanding of the Cold War eras possible to argue that,
both Turkey’'s security culture that was similarh@ard security perception of
NATO and their common threat assessment resultethénawareness that
Turkey could not survive the Cold War alone, andsththese factors also
played an important role in its alignment with NATI® 1952. Moreover, its
ongoing Westernization process also played a druaiain its decisiveness in
joining NATO. This was related with the fact thaAINO membership would

strengthen Turkey’s Western orientation by buildinigpng-lasting institutional

8 Erglivenc, ‘Turkey’s Security Perceptionsy). cit.,p.3.
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link with the Western allianc®. In this sense, Turkey was sharing the same
threat with other members of NATO due to its gepgreal location, and at the
same time its goal of Westernization made it loigioa Turkey to become a
member of NATO, the only Western military securdijiance set up against
the Soviet threat.

Turkey's membership of NATO made Turkey automadigca part of
the Western European security system. During tHd @tar, as a result of this
membership, Turkey contributed to the efforts ausang stability and defence
of the European continent. Turkey became an aatiNigary security producer
and a staunch ally of NATO via its strategicallygrsficant geopolitical
location, its military capability and its pro-Westeorientation that allowed its
allies to make use of NATO assets when neélidthe Cold War relationship
between Turkey and NATO was based on reciprocarests and benefits
according to GoOzen who describes this relationshgp “While Turkey
contributed to European security and defence apdihes Soviet Union in
various ways, the Europeans as well as the Unitate$ extended security
guarantees to protect Turkey's national and terakaontegrity against the
Soviets.®! Therefore, Turkey’s relations with NATO constitdtan important
part of its foreign and security policy during Geld War.

In addition to its close security relations witANO, in the Cold War
period, Turkey developed relations with the EC tbofact, seeking closer
relations with the EC was also a logical extensadnits Westernization
process. However, its relations with the EC weranfya@conomic, because the

Community was considered by Turkish policy makees ‘the economic

? Karaosmanglu, ‘The Evolution of the National Security Cultumnd the Military in
Turkey’, op. cit.,p. 209.

%0 Pinar Bilgin, ‘Turkey and the EU: Yesterday’s Aresw to Tomorrow’s Security Problems’,
in Graeme P. Herd and Jouko HURU (ed8l), Civilian Crisis ManagemenSurrey: Conflict
Studies Research Center, Royal Military ~ Academy, ndBarst, 2001,
http://www.da.mod.uk/colleges/csrc/document-listifspecial/m22/M22.pt7/ accessed on
01.09.2004, pp. 38-51, p. 39.

31 Ramazan Gézen, ‘Turkey’s Delicate Position betwd&TO and the ESDP'SAM Papers
No. 1, March 2003, http://www.sam.gov.tr/perceptions/sampapers/ramagazren.pdf
accessed on 15.06.2007, pp. 1-82, p. 16.
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axis/dimension of the Western alliance, supplemgntand cementing the
political pact.®® In a sense, while NATO represented the securiltgrpof
Western alliance, the EC was regarded as its econaittar by Turkey. Soon
after Turkey had become a member of the securitgrpof the Western
alliance, it sought of joining its economic pilleoo. It will not be wrong to
argue that in the mind of Turkish policy makersgréh existed a division of
labour in terms of roles of NATO and the EC for tharopean order and
governance.

Furthermore, another reason behind the developroénéconomic
relations rather than security relations betweerkdy and the EC was their
different security understandings. During the Caldr, while the EC emerged
as a civilian or soft power providing its interrsgcurity through its integration
process and also searching for non-military methaad instruments in its
international relations, Turkey was a military aarth power whose security
understanding was state-centred, military focuskdnce reflecting the
traditional and non-EC security concept of Cold Widrerefore, from Turkish
perspective there was no need for Turkey to devseboprity relations with the
EC, which was seen as an economic entity. Turkeyaions with the EC was
initiated with Turkey’s application for Associateekhbership of the EC in
1959 culminating in the signing of an Associatiomgréement called as
“Ankara Agreement” in 1963. This constituted thestfistep of formal relations
between Turkey and the EC.

According to somi&, there has been security interdependence between
Turkey and the EC throughout the Cold War. In ti@spect, Turkey’'s Post
World War 1l relations with the EC are considerexdthe necessary policy
choice for its security needs. This means that @udeveloped closer relations
with the EC, besides NATO, on the basis of its sgcwwoncerns emanating

%2 Atila Eralp, ‘Turkey and the European Communitytive Changing Post-War International
System’, in Canan Balkir and Allan M. Williams (edsurkey and EuropelLondon: Pinter
Publishers Ltd., 1993, pp. 24-43, p. 24.

¥Harun Arikan, Turkey and the EU: An Awkward Candidate for EU Mership?
Hampshire: Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2006, p..198
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from the Soviet threat and territorial claim fronurkey. As regards the EC,
those security concerns related with the Sovieedhiseemed to be more
important than the other factors in signing an Asston Agreement with
Turkey whose importance for the EC originated fritenNATO membership
and its geographical location. In 1980’s with tBRimnic revolution in Iran and
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, Turlseegeo-strategic position’s
significance increased in the eyes of the EC pahiakers, and respectively,
Greece’s entry to the EC and the reactivation ef\WWestern European Union
(WEU) urged Turkey's application for full membernghof the EC in 1987.
Despite these security realities which have beahzed both by the EC
and Turkish policy-makers, it is possible to arghat they were not as
dominant as the economic and political ones. FioenBC’s perspective; since
Turkey was a member of NATO and as a member of NAT©ould provide
security of the EC, there was no need for its fukmbership. This also
affected the decision of the European Commissioichviejected Turkey’s
membership prospects in 1989. Political and ecooofactors were more
influential than security ones in such a decisierom Turkey’s perspective,
both its application for Associate membership atdrlfull membership of the
EC was affected from Greece’s Associate and Futhbeships (respectively
in 1961 and 1981), which was seen by Turkish pat@kers as a factor
affecting Turkey-EC relations and harming Turkegscurity interests'
However, the EC did not have a security and defestiaecture like NATO,
which would provide hard security to Turkey (indirwith its Cold War
security culture) and it was mainly regarded aseaonomic community to
which Turkey should join in accordance with its \iéesization process and its

goal of not to weaken its political position vis/&-Greece.

% These security interests were mainly related with Turkey’s policies in the Aegean Sea
and Cyprus vis-a-vis Greek policies. Turkish poliogkers thought that Greece within the EC
could strengthen its hand against Turkey which ddag out of the Community in relation to
those policies and this has been also one of tt®riabehind Turkey’s application for full
membership. For more details on this issue, sem$tance Eralpop. cit.
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Although during the Cold War, Turkey's relationsttwthe EC (later
EU) were economic in nature; in the Post Cold Warand beyond, security
interactions between Turkey and the EU gained awing significance. In
light of the Post Cold War developments requiringoaprehensive approach
to security, changes occurring in their securitgemstandings and emergence
of new mechanisms and structures have been reflectaeir mutual relations.
The reflections of these changes were also embeddbd speeches/articles of
the European actors/scholars, especially afteydiae of 1999 when Turkey’'s

accession process was accelerated.

2.2 Changing Security Understanding in the Post dd War Era

With the end of Cold War, a critical perspectivevénd the classical
meaning of security has emerged. Even during tH&04,9there has been a
widening in the conception of security and secustydies have begun to
question the traditional meaning of security whietas state-centred.
Moreover, the traditional understanding of securdysed dissatisfaction about
its narrower scope that is a military perspectiasdal on hard security. As a
matter of fact, with the end of Cold War and theederated impact of
globalization, threats to security could no longanerge from a bipolar
structure with two superpowers- where it was easyetermine the enemy and
the potential threats created by it- but from angxeh Threats were no longer
conventional (states-made) in character but copfztear as organized crime,
illegal migration, human and drug trafficking, tism in a globalizing world,
and their sources could not be easily determineddafined unlike the threat
coming from a hostile staf8.Therefore there has been a need for redefining

the notion of security; the latter should no moeedefined only with a state-

% Christopher Coker, ‘Globalization and Insecuritythe Twenty-First Century: NATO and
the Management of RiskAdelphi PaperNo. 345, 2002, Oxford: International Institute for
Strategic Studies.
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centred and military focus but it should also imgusoft security’ issues in
addition to ‘hard security’ issués.

After the end of Cold War, a new framework for asé in security
studies has emerged besides the mainstream woakagl&ith hard security
matters. This new framework is soft security omehtand addresses threats
ranging from social and economic inequalities @ iticrease in the number of
mass destruction weapons, international crime, ietloonflicts, illegal
migration, terrorism and so 6h.This substantive change is also defined as
“the move from a strict focus on the security of 8tate (national security)
toward a broader or alternative focus on the sBcuwif people either as
individuals or as a global or international colieity.”*® Hence an increasing
emphasis has been placed upon a move from hardft@ecurity and from
state to human security.

Conceptually, security has ceased to imply hardr#gaonly, the latter
defined as “feeling secure/safe from foreign, mailjt attacks, the invasion of
foreign armies, the danger of strategic or tactioédsiles, weapons of mass
destruction and brutal aggressions, as was thedtasey the Cold War”, but
also includes the so-called soft security, whicln t@ defined as “feeling
secure/safe from political oppression, hunger, remvhental pollution, social

% Pinar Bilgin, ‘Clash of Cultures? Differences Beam Turkey and the European Union on
Security’, in Ali Karaosmangu and Seyfi Tghan, (eds.)Europeanization of Turkish Foreign
Policy: Prospects and PitfglAnkara: Foreign Policy Institute, 2004, pp. 25-p31.

37 While, in the Western literature, both the pratifiion of weapons of mass destruction and
terrorism are accepted as soft security threagsetts not a consensus among Turkish scholars
about their threat classification. While some li®é@veng and Mergoglu, op. cit. p. 220 or
GoOzen,op. cit.p. 15 accept them as soft security threafgyriZiyal, ‘Re-Conceptualization of
Soft Security and Turkey’'s Civilian Contributions International Security'Turkish Policy
Quarterly, Vol. 3, No. 2, 2004, http://www.turkishpolicy.com/images/stories/2004-02
globalsecurity/TPQ2004-2-ziyal.pdfaccessed on 15.07.2006, pp. 1-9, p. 3; or K&ingdci,
‘Turkey’s Foreign Policy in Turbulent TimesChaillot Paper,No. 92, September 2006, Paris:
Institute for Security Studie&ttp://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/cp092,patficessed on
19.10.2006, pp. 1-110, p. 3tpnsider them as hard security threats.

%0le Waever, ‘Securitization and Desecuritization’Ronnie D. Lipschutz (ed.Dn Security,
New York: Columbia University Press, 1995, pp. 46/. 47.
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fragmentation, human tragedy, immigration, unexgeeffects of weapons of
mass destruction (nuclear, chemical, biologicat) sm on.**

Soft security is a concept emphasizing the negesditviewing the
security challenges not just from a military pertpe but also from other
perspectives. This is related with the fact th& slources of threats are not
always conventional including military force butsal unconventional like
illegal migration, drug and human trafficking, twnism, environmental
degradation, economic inequalities and so on. lmntiees where there are
intense economic inequalities and increasing uneynpént rates, the result is
political discontent and the consequent illegal natign of people to
developed countries out of their search for béifierconditions. This situation
is not preferable by the developed countries bexths results in the increase
of population, unemployment rate, xenophobia aidein their societies. For
example, the increased migration flows from the tBoto the Western
European countries has become a cause of intokethat has been exploited
by rightist political partie&® In addition, economic problems in poor countries
also foster drug and human trafficking destroyingcial and normal
infrastructure within and across countries. Westeonntries have tried to
eliminate these trafficking questions but sinceytaee non-military threats in
nature, they require non-military solutions withe teupport of international
law. Environmental degradation also has been aws®ig0ft security problem
threatening directly the human life by destroyihg pure resources of water
and food. Environmental conditions for human lifiee &hallenged by soil
erosion, desertification leading to intensive dtusg water scarcity and lack

of food that force people to migrate and even leguid violent conflicts?

% MclIneesop. cit.

% Hans G. BrauchSecurity and Environment in the Mediterrane&erlin:Springer, 2003,
p.246.

“Lbid., p.246
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It can be said that different soft security thre@dse a crucial impact
on each other even causing a vicious circle. Thesenational soft security
problems require organized cooperation among stabels non-state actors.
One single state cannot be successful in dealitig suich questions. Hence,
there is a parallelism between the broadened utasheling of security at the
theoretical level and the practical need for inseeh international and
transnational collaboration for dealing with nevit security challenges.

In the Post Cold War era, political actors havdized the necessity of
dealing with the above mentioned types of secutliseats. International
organizations like NATO, OSCE have redefined therova concept of
security. Since there was no more a Soviet thréathwvas the main strategic
purpose of NATO, the alliance in order to survagea regional security and
defence alliance had to redefine its security maissand responsibilities by
broadening their meaning in both functional anditmial sense. Security,
according to NATO, was no more just a military issawt would include also
social, political, environmental dimensions; thdér@ave been new kinds of
threats as ethnic- religious conflicts, civil wardrug trafficking, people
trafficking, mass migration, environmental degramtand so ofi? Therefore
the redefinition of security has also been relevdot international
organizations besides states as key actors of ltimlgsystem. In fact, soft
security issues, comprising economic, political,vimnmental, social
dimensions of security have never been excludea fite policy agendas of
the major states; however these issues have beendsated to hard military
security associated with power politics and war.

There have emerged a new security agenda in theGodg War era
and the emphasis over soft security has incred¥bade the importance of soft
security has increased in the agenda of states cagdnizations, these
developments have not undermined the importanteuaf security threats and

military tools to cope with them. It is often undixod that there is not a clear-

2 McCalla,op. cit., pp.445-475.
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cut distinction between hard and soft security dtgdecause they are inter-
linked and they require a comprehensive and inamiglinary approach® A
soft security threat can be easily transformed mtbard one. For instance,
“[m]aking gains off illegal migration so as to fimee their illicit activities are a
good example in which terrorist organizations tfarm a soft threat into a
hard one.*

Moreover, developments like regional and sub-nafiaonflicts that
have occurred in the Post Cold War era also shavjtist hard or only soft
security instruments can not be enough to deal wigse problems. It is
accepted that military interventions classified lesd security instruments
cannot create a long-lasting stabilization if tlaeg not supported with civilian
crisis management tools. On the other hand it gossible to extend civilian
contributions, without having credible military tngments deployed in the
conflict region to control the chaos and stop tlmtished'> Therefore, while
the significance of soft security understanding imaseased in the Post Cold
War era, this has complemented rather than sutestitthe hard security
understanding of states and other entities in iternational arena. The new
threats to security have necessitated an advanteofiemore holistic and
comprehensive understanding of security in theadyia practice.

The signals of such an understanding have beeneypa the policies
of both Turkey and the EU. Turkey, which was tradially a hard power, has
begun to focus on the soft mechanisms, civiliatrumsents to cope with new
type of security problems in the post Cold War €antrary to Turkey, the
EU that emerged as a soft power, which is descriéedan entity whose
“strength and novelty as an international actdsased on its ability to extend

its own model of ensuring stability and securityotigh economic and political

43 Kofi Annan, ‘AIDS is the real weapon of mass destion’ Africa RecoveryUnited Nations
News Release®ecember 200Http://www.un.org quoted in Ziyalpp. cit, p. 3.

44 Ziyal, op. cit.,p. 3.
4> Buharali,op. cit.,pp.13-14.
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[civilian] rather than military mean$® has started to develop CFSP including
a security and defence dimension aiming to renger&U a military security
actor capable to act and speak with one voicehifgense, in the Post Cold
War era, a Turkey being a hard power with a neuliaivdimension and an
EU being a civilian power with a new military dingon have appeared in the
international arena.

As a matter of fact, during the Cold War, Turkey'aditional security
culture as supported by its membership of NATO vedally different from
the civilian (soft security) approach of the EurapeCommunity, and this
could explain the nature of its bilateral relatioips with the Community.
Moreover, this situation resulted in the emergeatea gap between their
security cultures throughout the Cold War. Howevafprementioned
developments occurring in the Post Cold War eraeHhas to arguments such
that Turkey’s and the EU’s security cultures haggum to come closer to each
other, hence narrowing the “security culture gaptieen Turkey and the EU,
emanating from their different Cold War securitydarstandingé’

However, it is also crucial to note that neitheifurkey nor in the EU,
these new developments and understandings weoslirtied at the expense of
their military or civilian characteristics respeetly. For example, parallel to
the development of soft security mechanisms impthst Cold War era, Turkey
has still continued to increase its investmenhim development of its military
infrastructure by modernising it with the new caipiiés and technologie®
Similarly, despite its development of the Europeétacurity and Defence

Policy and its military capabilities, the EU hasntioued to improve its

“8 Francois Duchene, ‘Europe’s Role in World PeaiteR. Mayne (ed.)Europe Tomorrow:
Sixteen Europeans Look Aheadndon: Fontana, pp. 32-47, quoted in Helene Sjyr&&hat
Kind of Power?’ Journal of European Public Policy,0l.13, No.2, March 2006, pp. 169-181.

4" For example, this type of argument can be seeGiivenc and Memoglu, op. cit.,p. 221;
Senyilcel and Koknelpp. cit, p. 3; and also in the speeches of Duygu Sezer Adind
Karaosmanglu made at the European Security and Turkey Conéereon 3 April 2004.

“8 lan O. Lesser, ‘Turkey in a Changing Security Eowinent’Journal of International
Affairs, Vol. 54, No. 1, Fall 2000, pp. 183-198, p.186. attf two main causes of Turkey's
continuing and increasing inverstment in militagpabilities are its security dilemma with
Greece and its non-ending problem of terrorist oizgion PKK since the 1980s.
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civilian crisis-management capabilities and prawdan alternative approach
to security when compared to the US in the intéonat systeni® Moreover,
in the post Cold War era, the EU is also descrided normative power, by
putting certain standards, requirements (sucheaswmbership criteria for the
applicant countries), backed by various forms afdiionality, and promoting
norms and values in its relations with outsiderswever, there is always
room for discussion for the international characed identity of the EU,
whether or not, after the launch of the ESDP, ilt sgmains a purely soft,
civilian (today’s normative) power. In the caselafrkey, there is a reality that
due to its NATO membership and strategic relatignstith the US, Turkey
generally developed a security culture closer & tf the US during the Cold
War®, so long as these ties and convergences remaict iimt the post Cold
War era, it seems difficult to expect a sudden dedp-rooted change in
Turkey’s security approach and understanding, ihaEuropeanization of its
foreign and security policies. However, changdfiisea gradual process and it
is also necessary to bear in mind that there i®ragoing Europeanization
process in Turkish domestic politics, policies atdictures, which also has
some crucial effects in its certain foreign polgi@otably the policy towards
Cyprus.

In this respect, while it is too early to make aactcut assertion that
Turkey’'s and EU’s security approaches have incngigiconverged with each
other in the Post Cold War era, it is crucial teenihat both actors have tended
to look at the security issues in a more comprakengay and from a broader
perspective. This can be understood from the dpwedmt of soft security
measures, civilian instruments in Turkey beside$#rd security mechanisms
and military capabilities, including those made ikde to the EU under its

ESDP operations.

9 Frédéric Charillon, ‘The EU as a Security Regint&iropean Foreign Affairs RevieMo.
10, 2005, pp. 517-533, p. 531.

0 Lesserpp. cit.,p.197.
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In the case of the EU, this process has been econgrwith a different
dimension even after the development of ESDP inpttst-Kosovo crisis era.
Especially after the 9/11 terrorist attacks, whattocked the whole world,
security debates within the EU have been intersifiehas been realized that,
in order to prevent such terrorist attacks, thet rcauses of conflicts and
instability need to be addressed thus requiringlestic approach to security
problems. There has been a renewed European interascomprehensive,
global understanding of security with the adoptainthe European Security
Strategy (ESS) in 2003, whose details will be giwerthe following parts.
Increasing emphasis is placed upon the emergencevothreats that required
a comprehensive approach to security by not trgatimilian and military
aspects of power mutually exclusive, and by relyonga mix of soft and hard
security mechanisnts.

Moreover, following the ESS which has reflected Ei¢'s distinctive
approach to security, a report called “A Human $&coctrine for Europe”
was prepared by a group of scholars and was pezbdnt the EU High
Representative of CFSP Javier Solana a yearYafiétis report has aimed to
make the EU more capable by proposing a new dectrior the
implementation of the ESS. It has provided new@pies and means stressing
the importance ohuman securitywhich means “individual freedom from
basic human insecurities.” It has stated that:

...the 11 September and 11 March attacks have madeat
once and for all that no citizens of the world arey longer
safely ensconced [established] behind their natiboeders, and
that sources of insecurity are no longer mostyikelcome in the
form of border incursions by foreign armies. To seeure, in
today’s world, Europeans need to make a contriputtoglobal
security. Europe needs military forces but theydnee be
configured and used in quite new ways. They nedaktable to
prevent and contain violence in different partstied world in

*1 Giiveng and Mengoglu, op. cit., p. 220.

*2 The Barcelona Report of the Study Group on Euopecurity Capabilities, “A Human
Security Doctrine for Europe”, Barcelona, 15 Sepien2004,
http://www.lse.ac.uk/depts/global/studygroup/stutygp.htm
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ways that are quite different from classic deferscel war-

fighting.>®
In addition to the effect of the 9/11 attacks ore tbollective security
understanding of Europe, the report has also exleto the failure of the
method used by the US Administration after 2001 aspecially in the Iraq
war, by claiming that “[tjhe ongoing conflict indg dramatically illustrates the
gap between conventional military forces and theieas@ment of security’*
Hence, it has been re-emphasized that militaryefare not always adequate,
they are necessary but they should be configureathieve human security,

which has become a much preferred concept in Earopecles recently.

2.2.1 The Development of “Soft Security” Mechanissin Turkey in the

Post Cold War Era

As mentioned before, there have been different eteésnin shaping
Turkey’s traditional security culture. The fourtbiese elements were regarded
as: “defensive realpolitik’, “westernization”, “ml| of military” and
“geography”. The combined impacts of these histbriand geographical
factors led to the development of hard securityutaland policies in Turkey
during the Cold War. The impacts of these politiage been visible even after
the end of Cold War era. Turkey, like most Westdpaan countries, belonged
to the Euro-Atlantic community. In this sense, thgacy of Turkey’'s Cold
War era security culture and impact of its NATO nbenship have been an
important factor shaping its Post Cold War seguaititure.

However, despite the continuing relevance of theo-gjeategic,
historical realities and the aforementioned legaffgcting Turkey’'s security
understanding, in the Post Cold War era, there Hasen also signs of

broadening offurkey’s conception of security towards a more poghensive

>3 Ibid.
> Ibid.
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and holistic approact. This means that for Turkey, there is not a cledr-c
distinction between hard and soft security, they r@lated to each other and
they can easily be mixed. This type of an undedstenhas also required the
development of soft security mechanisms in additmhard security ones. In
this sense, in the Post Cold War era, although Is&aclrity mechanisms
persisted in Turkey, soft security policies haveesgad t00>°

There were two main reasons-external and intefnethind Turkey’'s
changing approach to security. While the changiongt Cold War security
environment and the related redefinition of seguoy various actors was the
external reason, Turkey’s quest for EU membershipthus Europeanizatidh
of its policies may be considered as an interratoa.

Despite the disappearance of the Soviet Union @meentional threat
to Turkey’'s security, Turkey has increasingly foutself “in an unstable and
difficult international security environment stretieg from the Balkans to
Mediterranean, Central and Eastern Europe, the Islidst, the Caucasus and
Central Asia.”® In relation with this, NATO determined 16 poteht@isis
points around Turkey, that were listed as Bosnid Herzegovina, Sandjak,
Kosovo, Albania, Macedonia, Nagorno-Karabagh in rhagan, Chechenya,
Abkhazia in Georgia, Georgia-South Ossetia, Nonthkeaq, Iran, Syria,
Cyprus, Vojvodina, Priviaka and Belarus, 13 of thieeng closely concern of
Turkey>® Today the number of potential crisis points hasdased to 23 and
Turkey is located in the vicinity of 21 of them. 83 unstable regions
emerging around Turkey have been very critical ggawhere new types of

security threats as illegal migration, terrorisnwman and drug trafficking,

% Personal interview with the Turkish Ministry of fleign Affairs Officials, November 22,
2004.

%6 Kirisci, op. cit.,p.32.

" On this issue see Ali Karaosmahoand Seyfi Tghan, (eds.) Europeanization of Turkish
Foreign Policy: Prospects and Pitfalinkara: Foreign Policy Institute, 2004.

8 Gozenpop. cit.,p.14.

* Huiseyin Bgcl, ‘Turkiye ve AGSK: Beklentiler, Engeler’, in idris Bal (ed.),21. Yiizyilin
Esiginde Turk Dy Politikas,istanbul: ALFA Basim, 2001, pp.591-615, p.596.
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organized crime can be developed due to lack ofosercontrol and

authority® In this respect, in the Post Cold War era, the neighbourhood of
Turkey has been identified with new threats. Aseault of an increasing
regional instability in a globalizing era, one dietmajor security problems
facing Turkey has been the PKK terrorism in thetBd&tastern part of Turkey.
This terrorist organization gained power and stiiergspecially in one of the
aforementioned crisis points, Northern Iraq, bydfgimg from the instability

there and also using and controlling new soft sgcuools mainly drug

trafficking.

In this sense, under the impact of intensified glsation, regional
insecurity and instability have led Turkey's setuagenda to be much more
complicated and multi-faced (with different typéstlreats), multi-functional
(with different types of instruments). This is exipled by some saying
“Turkey’s security is influenced more by the sodtarity issues surrounding
Turkey than by the existence of a direct militatjaek by an enemy” and
continues as “soft security issues such as temgrethnic nationalism, social
and economic instabilities, refugees, weapons afsnakestruction which have

preoccupied Turkey’s security agenda more than leetare.®*

This reality is
also accepted by others likeggxlu who argues that Turkey has been “exposed
to a multitude of new generation threats during@s98uch as illegal trade in
drugs, goods and human beings, organised crim@naatand transnational

terrorism, environmental pollution, political coption, the proliferation of

% Besides the emergence of new security threatsdnasound Turkey’s neighbourhood, this
geographical space has been subject to real aeatfdttransformation both from within and

without. This can be exemplified with the Great M Eastern Project of the US and the US
involvement in Iraq. Turkey also has a role (witte tAKP Government) in this process.

However, the relations with the US will not be amzad in detail in this thesis because the
major focus of the thesis is on the relations i EU.

®1 Gézen,op. cit.,p.15. It is also crucial to note that since theradt a consensus whether
terrorism is a hard or soft security threat in tiberature, when it is considered as a hard
security threat in nature especially in the cas@®KK by Turkish policy-makers, it is logical
for Turkey to use hard security mechanisms to smiffeit.
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weapons of mass destruction, and so %rTherefore, Turkey has developed
soft security mechanisms in addition to its harduséy mechanisms in order
to cope with its increasing number of security #tse originating from
Turkey’'s new security environment.

An important internal factor behind Turkey’'s devmivent of soft
security mechanisms is the process of Europeaoizati Turkish institutions
and policies as a direct outcome of its inclusiorthe EU accession process
since 1999. It can be accepted as an internalrfaloézause it is related with
Turkey's aim of being a member of the EU, resultingthe making of
necessary changes in its both internal and ext@wialies. In a broader term,
Europeanization occurs when values, norms and atdadof the EU are
internalized and they are subsequently appliedagisgb domestic politics and
jurisdiction by a country®

Turkey has long been a military actor giving piiprio hard security
concerns and pursuing a national security cultifferdnt from that of the EU.
However, this reality strengthened the positionTafkey’'s opponents inside
the EUwho saw Turkey as a too hard security actor toigested within the
EU’s soft security cultur&® In this respect, the development of a soft segurit
understanding in Turkey as a part of its Europediun process can be said to
weaken the position of the opponents of Turkey'srgémbership. Moreover,
Turkey'’s inclusion in the accession process sinetsiHki and the increased
EU active leverage as a result of the implementatad an accession
conditionality after 2002, have led to some changesTurkey's foreign
policies with a more European outlook and by makisg of soft mechanisms
such as dialogue, cooperation, economic meanstidae relations for the

solution of problems in its relations. For exampeyakaya Polat argues that,

%2 Tarik Qzuzlu, ‘Soft Power in Turkish Foreign Policyustralian Journal of International
Affairs,Vol.61, No.1, pp. 81-97, p. 86.

% Gergana Noutcheva, ‘Europeanisation: Definitiod &tope of Application'CEPS Europa
South Monitor, No49, October 2003.

® Tarik H. Guzlu, ‘An Analysis of Turkey’s Prospective Membédpsin the European Union
From a “Security” PerspectiveSecurity Dialogueyol.34, No.3, 2003, pp. 285-299, p.289.
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despite certain limitations like the persistencescépticism towards the West
and the low level of openness in discussing for@gd security policy issues
in Turkish domestic politics, it is possible to ebse some signs of
Europeanization of Turkish foreign and securityipof® To be more specific,
Turkey’s traditional national security culture Hasen debated and questioned
more openly by civilians. Turkey's interests anibpties more or less have
begun to converge with the ones of the EU; foransé in the case of Iran’s
increasing nuclear power, Turkish position has lredatively closer to that of
the EU that seeks a peaceful political solutioheathan the US, which prefers
confrontation; similarly, Turkey’s Iraqi policy ste 2003 has converged with
the mainstream European line despite significanisidins on this matter
among EU countries; and also Turkey has taken dasimpproach with the
EU toward the solution of Israel-Palestine confifcin addition to Middle
East, Turkey’s position and presence in the Balkasserges with those of
the Union too.

It is possible to argue that there have been d#wotors that might have
affected the softening and Europeanization of Wirkioreign and security
policy. For example, some argue that the emergehoew actors in Turkish
foreign policy-making and shaping processes, likesiess associations,
media, think-tanks or civil society organizatioras/a offered new and different
perceptions to Turkish foreign and security pofityThese factors together,
have culminated in a new process of transformaitoiurkish foreign and
security policy, which in turn, has had a cruciaipact on the security
arguments of key actors in the EU.

Turkey has increasingly used different types oft sekcurity

mechanisms; cooperation and dialogue are two ohtt8oon after the end of

% Rabia Karakaya Polat, ‘Europeanization in Turk&garching for Impacts on Foreign
Policy', Paper for epsNET PlenaryConference “Europe in Cenht®ebating the Project”,
Central European University, Budapest 16-17 Jur@2Workshop: The Europeanization of
National Systems, pp. 1-17.

% bid., p. 12.
67 Buharali,op. cit., pp.2-4.
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Cold War, Turkey has improved its relations withe tx-Soviet countries
through multilateral and bilateral cooperation, evhican be considered as a
substantial soft security mechanism. The Black Beanomic Cooperation
(BSEC), initiated as a successful project by Turkeg been an important
forum for the realization of multilateral regionaboperation. The BSEC, set
up in 1992, could be seen as an evidence of Tuskeillingness to provide
security through soft security means because it @oonomic cooperation as a
non-military tool for conflict prevention and encaging the peaceful
settlement of existing problems. It is importantdealing with “trade and
economic development; banking and finance; comnatioics; energy;
transport; environmental protection; tourism; scenand technology;
combating organized crime; the illicit traffickingf drugs, weapons and
radioactive materials; and all acts of terrorisnd dfegal migration”® When
soft security is defined as the use of non-militaugans to provide security and
handle existing threats, it is possible to stas Trurkey with the establishment
of the BSEC contributed to the enhancement of safurity in the region. The
reason behind this fact is that the BSEC is a rejieconomic organization,
which enhances stability and security in the regithhus in a sense, the
economic organization is used as a tool in ordepriavide security and
stability in the regioff® The BSEC sought common interests among the
partners by supporting good neighbourly relatigogreyenting conflict among
them and reducing soft security threats; hence thganization becomes
crucial for the achievement of a stable and seenv@onment in the Black Sea
region. According to some, in many aspects (maimsaprinciples, values) the
BSEC is comparable to the Euro Mediterranean Paitige(EMP), an EU-led
initiative. Both of them are accepted as soft secarganizations, which also

% M. Fatih Tayfur, ‘The Turkish Vision of the Eurodditerranean PartnershifuroMeSCo
Papers,No. 8, March 2000, pp. 1-18.

% The BSEC, composed of different working groupciiesl in the above mentioned areas, is
also important with its working group dealing wiltcience and technology. It provides a
successful forum for the member states to coopénateience and technology through its
annual working group meetings and through jointgobfunds that are allocated to science
and technology projects contributing to regionaremmic development.
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contribute to hard security through cooperation diatbgue’® While the EMP
Is an important regional organization highlightithg soft security measures of
the EU, the BSEC as a Turkish regional initiatiseiucial for the effort given
by Turkey to provide security through soft mecharss

In addition to its active promotion of multilateredoperation with the
ex-Soviet countries through the BSEC forum, Turkeas also developed
bilateral economic relations with them. Commeraielations with Russia
augmented and Turkish companies were involved adetrrelations with
Russia, Bulgaria, Rumania, Ukraine, Georgdigxcept for Armenia, which has
a negative attitude toward developing relationshwiurkey, Turkey has a
significant degree of trade relations with allntighbours.

Moreover, in the immediate aftermath of the ColdrWeurkey has
intensified its dialogue, as a soft security medran with its Balkan
neighbours. For example, Turkey solved its problents Bulgaria regarding
Turkish minorities through dialogue, and the TunkBulgarian border after
the end of Cold War became the first completely itieanzed border by the
mid-1990’> Moreover, towards the end of 1990s, Turkey impeovits
relations with Greece in the new context of ear#tkgu diplomacy, the
notorious capture of PKK leader, the withdrawaGoéek veto against Turkish

membership; and intensified bilateral cooperatiorfields of tourism, trade,

0 See Tayfur, ‘The Turkish Vision of the Euro-Meditmean Partnershipap. cit.,p.13. The
EMP or Barcelona Process was initiated by the Ela asultilateral cooperation framework
between European and Mediterranean states in 199%s been aiming to increase the
prosperity of the Mediterranean region, from wh#reeats like terrorism, organized crime,
illegal migration, human and drug trafficking cowthanate and jeopardize security of the EU,
in order to provide an area of peace and stabilMgcording to Tayfur, Turkey has been
indifferent towards the EMP since its inception dras become a reluctant partner because
Turkish policy makers think that the EMP reducesrkéy's status in the EU into a
neighbouring country, while Turkey envisages futmbership, and the EMP also considers it
together with the Maghreb countries, which canmoabcepted by Turkey.

"Kirisci, op. cit.,p.31.
2bid., p.30.
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drug trafficking, organized crime, environment andtural relations?> Turkey
has also contributed to regional integration, pesawe stability in the Balkans,
especially in Bosnia and Kosovo, by involving imikkan operations.

In addition, Turkey as a member of NATO has conted to its
civilian efforts. Aiming at contributing to peacadstability in its own region,
Turkey has supported the use of preventive mechmesngd soft security tools
of NATO. For instance, Turkey took part in the NAT8AF operation by
deploying its civilian personnel in Afghanistan. W@ has a “Provincial
Reconstruction Teams-PRT” in Afghanistan, whictamsexample of civilian-
military cooperation and a soft security missiom drurkey is a party to the
PRT.” These security contributions of Turkey have IekLikish ambassador
to argue that Turkey with its significant militanapabilities and a growing
civilian sector that is active in humanitarian effohas already become a net
contributor to international peace and sectfity

Turkey’'s energy trade relations with its neighboalso have become
an important soft security mechanism in the Posid GWar period. These
relations have proved significant strengtheningneaaic interdependence and
cooperation and thus preventing security confli@sie to its geo-strategic
location, Turkey acts as a bridge between the Ehti@l Asia and Caucasus
and it becomes a major transit country for eneggpurces between producing
and consuming countrié&.Turkey intends to make use of its crucial geo-
strategic position in energy trade not only foratsn commercial interest but
also for the social and economic development ofti@eAsian and Caucasian
countries. Within this framework, Turkey has elaied the East-West Energy

Corridor project that is mainly based on the cardion of trans-Caspian and

3 M. Fatih Tayfur, ‘The Turkey/Greece/Cyprus Segu@omplex and the EU Enlargement:
Implications for the Euro-Mediterranean Partnershipl Eastern Mediterranean relations’,
EuroMeSCo Paper$yo. 28, 2004, pp. 10-20.

4 Ziyal, op. cit.,p. 5.
lbid., p. 7.
"Kiri sci, op. cit.,p.86.
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trans-Caucasian oil and gas pipelines traversingrgie and ending in
Turkey!” In this sense, Turkey has played an important riolethe
development of Caspian energy and bringing oil dfedaijan to other
markets, with the Baku-Thbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipelin&loreover, Turkey is
recently involved in the Caspian-Turkey-Europe Mat@as Pipeline Project,
supported by the EU as an alternative route toeitergy needs and thus
opening great opportunities economically and pelity for Turkey’® Within
this East-West Energy Corridor project, in July 200rurkey signed a
Memorandum of Understanding with Iran in relationlmboth the transfer of
Iranian natural gas to the EU via Turkey and atsottansfer of natural gas of
Turkmenistan to the EU via Iran and Turkey

In 1990s, Turkey has also been successful in dgalith flows of
illegal migration and human trafficking at the gasads between the European
continent, Caucasus, the Central Asia, the MiddistEand the Mediterranean.
These issues have become serious concerns fotheoHlJ member states and
Turkey. Increased illegal migration requires cdilex measures to be taken by
the origin, destination and transit countries. Byrkas been both a destination,
origin and transit country for the immigrants. Sinkkegal migration is a global
problem which is affecting many countries, Turksfficials have supported
for more international cooperation to handle thisybem.

Turkey, as being a transit country for the illegaigrants, is under
serious pressure from the EU, which has declarat ithwould implement
sanctions over the countries that are not dealifigctevely with illegal
migration. Surveys have indicated that each ye@r(8D illegal migrants enter
into EU countries and 100,000 of them are appredeimal Turkey. As a result
of intensified efforts and initiatives, the trenflibkegal migration via Turkey

" Ministry of Foreign Affairs web page,
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/MFA/ForeignPolicy/Mainlssu&siergylssuesiaccessed on
16.07.2007.

"8 Kirisci, op. cit., p.86.

http://www.radikal.com.tr/haber.php?haberno=227G2Zessed on 15/07/2007.
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has decreased and migration flows have been divestway to other
international routes in recent ye&Pd-or example, “preventive measures taken
by the Turkish Coast Guard have seriously hindéhedillegal departure of
boats and vessels from Turkish ports to the AegeahMediterranean Seas.
The number of boats/vessels carrying illegal mitgaand reaching EU
countries was 19 in 2000. This number dropped to 2001 and to 2 in
2002”8 In addition, in accordance with the EU AccessiamtiRership and its
National Program, Turkish authorities have alreawifiated a process to
strengthen the border controls and develop betstitutional and technical
capacity at the borders to prevent illegal migmatim this respect a working
group within the Ministry of Interior, composed afl relevant government
agencies on the management of external bordersdicgdo EU “acquis” was
set up®® Turkey is working bilaterally with other countriemd multilaterally
with the EU and other international institutiongether. For example, it has
concluded readmission agreements with the thirdnitms like Syria,
Kyrgyzstan, Romania and Greé€eMoreover, Turkey has been involved in
twinning projects ‘Migration and Asylum’ and ‘Integed Border
Management’ in cooperation with Denmark, England &rance. Turkey
participates in a working programme of Common Riojef ICMPD-
EUROPOL (European Police Office)y FRONTEX (Europedorder
Management Agency) on “Comprehensive Approach toellli Migration

Flows” and also in the initiative of Mediterrane@ransit Migration Dialogue

8 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ‘Updated Country Repoof Turkey On lllegal Migration’,
February 2004, http://www.mfa.gov.tr/grupa/ac/acb/lllegalMigratititm  accessed in
December, 2004.

bid.
82 | pid.

8 Kemal Kirisci, ‘Reconciling refugee protection with combatinggular migration: Turkey
and the EU’ Perceptionsyol. 9, June-August2004,
http://www.sam.gov.tr/perceptions/Volume9/June-Ast@004/kemalkirisci.pdfaccessed on
10.07.2007, pp. 1-13.
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which is executed by International Centre for Migma Policy Development
(ICMPD) 2

Human trafficking has been another concern of tinkiSh government
and has led to some necessary measures and rafodegaken in line with
the UN Conventions of 2000 concerning the traffickiand smuggling of
humans. According to the Turkish Foreign Ministrgdert published in 2004;
“legislation has been strengthened and heavierlfien&ave been prescribed
against criminal networks involved in migrant smiiggg and human
trafficking, and necessary amendments have beemparated to the Turkish
penal code, defining migrant smuggling and humafiitking and prescribing
2 to 20 years of imprisonment depending on theagging circumstance&®.
To deal with these soft security problems, the sefturity mechanisms are
highly used. A toll free/tip off emergency helplibecame operational in May
2005, Turkey has also initiated projects in ordeintrease public awareness in
relation with this issue and medical treatment fséeharge is provided to the
victims of the human traffickingf

Besides these initiatives, Turkey has pursued aengeneral soft
security role in its regional environmeRecently, Turkey plays the role of “a
regional civil power®” and tries to conduct a civilizational dialogue essiplly
since the notorious 9/11 terrorist attacks, whiahsed an increasing fear and
prejudice toward the Muslim people. Within the @t of some
manifestations made against Muslim population likethe case of Danish

cartoon crisis of January 2006, Turkey has comewiih the idea of

8 Ministry of Foreign Affairs web page,
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/MFA/ForeignPolicy/MainlssudsirkeyOnlllegalMigration/accessed
on 16.07.2007.

8 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ‘Updated Country Rep@f Turkey On lllegal Migration’op.
cit.

8 Ministry of Foreign Affairs web page,
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/MFA/ForeignPolicy/Mainlssud@sirkeyOnTraficinglnHumanBeings/Tu
rkeyonTraffickinginHumanBeings.htnaccessed on 16.07.2007.

87 Kirisci, Turkey’s Foreign Policy in Turbulent Timesp. cit.,p. 87.
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“civilizational dialogue” which gained support &U leaders and leading to
the publication of a co-letter with the Spanishni&i Minister José Luis
Rodriguez Zapaterd. This heightened expectations that Turkey coulg hel
construct a dialogue between Muslim world and thesiVin addition, Turkey
has favoured dialogue and diplomacy in its relaiomth its problematic
Eastern neighbours like Iran who possess nuclearepoAlthough having
serious concerns about the development of nucleapons in its immediate
neighbourhood, Turkey has always insisted on thedn®r a diplomatic
solution® In line with its efforts to support peace and gigbin its region,
Turkey has organized ‘The Conference of the CoestNeighbouring Iraq’ ,
on 3-4 November 2007, in which participating paridedged their support for
the Iragi government and people's efforts to respmrmanent peace, stability
and prosperity as well as international cooperatgainst terrorism’ This
conference can be evaluated as an important atteinTptrkey to be pro-active
in the promotion of regional peace, security anabiity. Moreover, as a
regional civil power, Turkey has aspired a rolenwdédiation in Arab-Israeli
relations. Turkey hosted a crucial meeting betwi#enleaders of Israel and
Palestine on 12 November 2087The aim of that meeting was to ease the
tense relations before the significant internatiosammit Annapolis that
would relaunch Israeli-Palestinian peace talksthis attempt, Turkey again
has shown that it supports the development of Igtabi its region and that it
Is a country, which actively contributes to thigmose.

Turkey’s efforts in dealing with the problems obdP Cold War era,
especially by improving its relations with the ctigs in its region and

making necessary arrangements for the solutionesi security problems

8 |nternational Herald TribunéA Call for Respect and Calm8 February 2006.
8 Senyiicel and Koknebp. cit.,p. 3.

% Turkish Daily News, 5 November 2007,
http://www.turkishdailynews.com.tr/article.php?ermsivw87720 accessed on 17.12.2007.

*!bid.
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clearly demonstrate its comprehensive approachetoirgy, relying on soft
security mechanismSbesides increased military expenditures and opesat
under NATO. In this sense, Turkey has succeededdtpt its security
understanding and mechanisms to the new Post Cad &dvironment.
According to some, the end of Cold War has not dishied the security
importance of Turkey for Europe as it was specdlatéially, because during
Post-Cold War context, Turkey’s role has been faansed into a “front zone
state” as a result of its renewed geographic sganite and its stabilizing role
in various region§® This stabilizing role has emanated from its
aforementioned relations depending on its use @f security mechanisms,
which increased more Turkey’s regional security em@nce in the Post Cold
War era. It is possible to argue that these hawn kso reflected in the
arguments of key actors in the EU, who have regentt emphasis upon
Turkey’s potential soft security contributions targpe, besides its well-known

hard security contributions.

2.2.2 The Development of European Security and Dexice Policy (ESDP)
and Its Impact on EU-Turkey Relations in the PosiCold War Era
and Beyond
Since its inception as a crucial entity in the in&gional arena, the EU

has been regarded as a civilian actor, and a sefep It has conducted its

relations on the basis of economic, diplomatic aemitural policy instruments,

92 Within the framework of the afore-mentioned saftwsrity mechanisms, Turkey has been
also benefiting from scientific and technologicedearches that help to fight with the problems
like illegal migration, human and drug traffickinBifferent state institutions cooperate with
the Scientific and Technological Research CounéilTarkey (TUBITAK), they become
project partners in the projects conducted by MaanResearch Center (MRC) of TUBAK.

For example, in relation with the control of borsl@and prevention of illegal migration, human
and drug trafficking, the Undersecretary of Custdras been a project partner in the GUBIS
(Customs Border Point Security Systen®pject, which has been realized by MRC and has
provided a monitoring system, which has been sgfake® prevent a crucial amount of drug
trafficking. For further information, see the walles of Undersecretary of Customs and MRC.
http://www.gumruk.gov.tr/english/Content.aspx?cT=0&8=0 7 3
http://www.mam.gov.tr/eng/institutes/bte/index.htralccessed on 20.07.2007.

% Arikan, op. cit.,p. 203.
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especially through the use of soft security medrasirather than hard ones.
European integration and its successful enlargemertesses have provided
the EU to be a “security-communif{”within which the use of force has no
longer come to the agenda of conflict resolutibtowever, it is also crucial to
note that while the EU emerged as a civilian posthging the Cold War; there
were also attempts for the establishment of a comsezurity and defence
policy like the initiative of European Defence Coommty (EDC) and the
Western European Union (WE®) While the EDC initiative failed, the WEU
came into existence but remained ineffective.

The dynamics of the Post Cold War era have resuttechanges and
transformation in the EU’s structure and policés lin the other organizations.
It is possible to claim that the new security thsemmerging with the impact of
globalization and the EU’s awareness about itsilitbn dealing with the
conflicts occurring near its borders have led toeed of a comprehensive
approach to security. It was realized that the brgould no more continue
without having common policies in high politicasises. Moreover, new threats
and problems of Post Cold War era could be no ndeat with only soft
security mechanisms, civilian instruments, andBblecould not always rely on
NATO for its security as it did during the Cold Waihis awareness has led to
the emergence of Common Foreign and Security Po€FSP) in the
aftermath of the Cold War. CFSP has been the baseriother crucial
initiative; the European Security and Defence BoliEESDP) aiming to provide
an efficient CFSP through the development of anorauhous military
capability for the EU in addition to its soft powastruments. In this sense, the

new conception of security by the EU, which is coamgnsive, has resulted in

% Ole Waever, ‘Insecurity, Security, and Asecurity the West European Non-War
Community’, in Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnetti$g),Security Communitie§ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998, pp. 69-118.

% Gilnur Aybet, The Dynamics of European Security Cooperation, 1945 London:
Macmillan Press, 1997.
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emergence of an embryonic and developing militatgra who still prioritizes
the use of civilian instruments as a soft power.

The re-structuring of the EU foreign and secuptlicies has led to
renewed discussions about its soft power imagaliigato different camps
among scholars. Some have criticized the developneénhard security
mechanisms by arguing that the EU has traditiorextyerged as a soft power,
and differentiating itself from the US in the imational system. However,
these new developments were undermining its sefepcharacter and that the
EU was unlikely to remain as a civilian power iretRost Cold War er&.
There have been also counter-arguments who suppiienew developments
by stressing their significance to create a morecébe civilian power,
preventing it from being “a tiger of paper’” andaating that even if these
developments demanded for hard security mechanidrasgivilian character
of the EU would still be preserved with the prigésl position of civilian
instruments” Some analysts have preferred to characterize tHea& a
“normative power®® in the Post Cold War era because although the EU
retained its civilian character, it was becomingegurity actor. On the other
hand, others continued to stick to the old concémtivilian power?® Despite
the existence of various discussions about the BENgly emerging character,
it is not easy to reach a clear conclusion regardsre-defining international

role.

% See for example Mette E. Sangiovanni, ‘Why a Comi®ecurity and Defence Policy is Bad
for Europe’,Survival,Vol.45, No.3, 2003, pp. 193-206; and also Snoth, cit.,p. 16.

7 See for instance Stelios Stavridis, “Militarisinthe EU: the Concept of Civilian Power
Europe Revisited’The International Spectatok/ol. XXXVI, No.4, October-December 2001,
pp. 43-50, and see also Richard Whitman, ‘The Fahld Rise, of Civilian Power
Europe?’,200ttp://fesportal.fes.de/pls/portal30/docs/FOLDERIPOKANALYSE/PAXA
MERICANA/WHITMAN.PDEF ,accessed on 07.12.2004, pp. 1-16.

®Richard Youngs, ‘Normative Dynamics and Strategtelests in the EU’s External Identity’,
Journal of Common Market Studiégol.42, No.2, 2004, pp.415-435, see also Manneps,
cit., p. 236.

% Tanja A. Bérzel and Thomas Risse, “Venus Appraaghvlars? The EU as an Emerging
Civilian World Power”,Paper Prepared for the Bi-Annual Conference ofEueopean Union
Studies Association (EUSA) Montreal, Canada, May 17-19, 2007,
http://www.isn.ethz.ch/pubs/ph/details.cfm?id=313&@cessed on 08.06.2007, pp. 1-31.
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It is possible to point out that these new dewvelepts, which led to
serious discussions about the EU’s character agutitg, have also affected
Turkey’s security relations with the European Unibnthis sense, in the Post
Cold War era, as different from the Cold War yehighly economic relations
between Turkey and the EU have been transformedarpolitical one as a
result of the accession process coinciding witheimergence of ESDF° The
emergence of the latter resulted in a tension betwiaurkey and the EU. This
was not because Turkey was against security arehdefdevelopment within
the EU, but because these new capabilities wereeromding Turkey’'s
previously acquired rights within the European siég@rchitecture, especially
within the WEU, hence excluding it from the ESDPh&w structures, which
was related with the EU’s aim of preserving its caamy. Thus the
development of ESDP created additional strainsUaTlrkey relations while
Turkey’s membership process has gained pace isdhe period, creating a

paradox in a sense.

2.2.2.1 The Reasons behind the Emergence of a Comm8ecurity and

Defence Policy in the EU

The development of ESDP, as a genuine policy, kas motivated by
different reasons which can be listed under thraenrheadings: the changing
political and security landscape in the Post ColdrWeriod, the regional
conflicts and tragedy in Balkans, and the necedsitythe EU to develop
additional dimensions to its soft power to beconmrea global actor, as a part
of its political integration proceg&!

First of all, the ending of Cold War in Europe hdreught about some
doubts among the Europeans whether the US wodlccatitinue to provide
security guarantee to new Europe, because old péeasrhave no longer been

1%%zlem Terzi, ‘New Capabilities, Old Relationship§mergent ESDP and EU-Turkish
Relations’,Southeast European Politicgpl.3, No.1, 2002, pp. 43-61.

191 Nicole Gnesotto, ‘Introduction ESDP: results anmspects’, in Nicole Gnesotto (ed.)
European Security and Defence Policy: The FirsteFears (1999-2004Raris: Institute for
Security Studies, 2004ttp://www.iss.europa.ew@accessed on 30.11.2006, pp.11-34.
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valid and the future of US commitment and engagénienEurope was
uncertaim’? It is possible to argue that such a feeling okasity over the
reliability of the US guarantee has had its rootshe 1980s. It led to the
revitalization of the WEU and also to the inclusimheconomic and political
aspects of security under the European Politicabp8mtion systerf?
However, the European distrust on the US has iseckawith the new
international security system. The EU has feltneteely the need to decrease
its dependency on NATO and on the US for maintgirdrder and stability of
the continent.

Moreover, the emergence of new types of securitgatis in the Post
Cold War Europe also necessitated the EU to devé®pown security
mechanisms. It has been realized that the EU’sianivcapabilities would be
no more sufficient to cope with these threats, s@w security understanding
that is more comprehensive has come to the agenda.

Secondly, regional conflicts especially that ocedrin the Balkans,
Bosnia and Kosovo, in the Post Cold War era reduttean awareness that the
EU was unable to address and to cope with thesestgp conflicts. In fact,
from the beginning, the EU tried to solve the peoblthrough the management
of the humanitarian aspect of the conflict, whics lbeen the only common
denominator among its members, but intensified lmisfrequired military
intervention that could be realized by the 196This meant that the EU was
alone now, yet its member governments could notemakchoice between
intervention or a peaceful solution. Even if it sedor military intervention, it
did not have the necessary military capabilitickhe inability of the EU to
agree for a common political position and its la¢kmilitary capabilities has

prevented it from intervening in the ex-Yugoslaviamflicts. Consequently,

102 Alexander A.C. Gerry, ‘EU: US Partner or Compatjtdhe Officer,No. 77, April 2001,
pp.25-28.

103 Aybet, op. cit.,pp. 131-164.

194 Jean-Yves Haine, ‘An Historical Perspective’, inNicole Gnesotto (edBuropean Security
and Defence Policy: The First Five Years (1999-20@%ris: Institute for Security Studies,
2004, http://www.iss.europa.ew@accessed on 30.11.2006, pp. 35-55, p.39.

46



the EU has tried to institutionalize its own segurand defence policy
alongside reforming its common foreign policy sitice late 1990s.

Jean-Yves Haine explains the development of the FESiler the
Balkans tragedy as “specific European willingnesearn from past mistakes
which was consubstantial with the European projecthe Treaty of Rome
was a reaction to the failure of EDC, the Europeachange rate mechanism
was introduced after the oil shocks of the 1970% after Bosnia and Kosovo
came the first acknowledgement of EU military irfgigncy and the launch of
St-Malo process®

Thirdly, the EU has emerged and developed as anoetic giant
which lacked any security and defence capabildfats own. In this respect, it
could be active and influential in economic issaad forums but in terms of
security issues, it could not make its voice he&tdwever, in line with the
premises of neo-functionalism, European integrafoocess started in low
political- technical and economic- areas and wiih aid of spill-over, it could
be expanded into high political areas, namely sgcand defence issué®
This understanding of integration process had Ipeedominant in the first two
decades of integration, when there were attemp{wduide the EEC with a
defence and a political community. However, a sssfteé security and defence
capability building process could only occur wikie tinitiatives of the 1990s.

The development of a common security and defenteypas a part of
its political integration process is also relatedhwthe EU’s ambition to
become a global player like the US. However, thiscessitated a
comprehensive understanding to security, includibggh existing civilian
instruments and military mechanisms that the EU laeking. Javier Solana,
who is the High Representative of CFSP, providesr taim of creating the
ESDP as:

19 bid., p.36.

19 Carsten Storby Jensen, ‘Neo-functionalism’, in IMite Cini (ed.), European Union
Politics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003, pp. 80-92.
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The ESDP is not a process of militarization of dpgan
construction. My aim right from the start, at thead of this
adventure, was to promote the Union as a globédtiqedl player,
capable of mobilising all the resources availaldeonomic,
commercial, humanitarian, diplomatic, and of cours#itary- to
act in a coherent and above all effective manner tve whole
of its international environment. Therefore, it wascessary to
start by developing what did not yet exist: a miam of
instruments and capabilities, both civilian anditaui/, which
were essential if the Union was to have any intewnal
credibility.**’
Therefore, the international credibility and alilib act as a global actor also
motivated the EU to complement its integration psscwith the additional
military dimensions, leading to the developmentao€ommon security and

defence policy.

2.2.2.2 The Origins of ESDP

During 1990s, NATO has developed new concepts aradegies in
order to adopt itself to the changing Post Cold Wiavironment and one of
them was the Alliance’s New Strategic Concept afjegehe Rome Summit of
1991 in which it raised the problem of burden-shgrinside NATO"®
Accordingly, it was stated that: “As the securityf all Allies is
indivisible...The achievement of the Alliance’s olijees depends critically on
theequitable sharingf roles, risks and responsibilitieas well as the benefits
of common defence]emphasis added|"”® The new concept marked the
beginning of NATO’s transformation into a colle&ivsecurity (crisis
management) organization, this in turn raised thessibility for European

operations with recourse to NATO’s assets and witlparticipation of the US.

197 Javier Solana, ‘Preface’, in Nicole Gnesotto (&dijopean Security and Defence Policy: The
First Five Years (1999-2004), Paris: Institute for Security Studies, 2004,
http://www.iss.europa.e@ccessed on 30.11.2006, pp. 5-10, p.6.

1% Gyzenpop. cit, pp. 8-9.

199 Article 36 of NATO's Strategic Concept 1991, MATO Handbook Documentation
Brussels: NATO Office of Information and Press, 999
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In fact, ESDP, which has been an important poliegtitution and instrument
to pursue the goals of CFSP, has had its rootsisrNATO concept of burden-
sharing that initially led to the creation of Epean Security and Defence
Identity (ESDI). At the NATO meetings of Berlin aBilussels in June 1996, it
was stated that “the European Security and Deféahestity should be built
within NATO as an essential part of the internadatdtion of the alliance. This
would enable all European allies to make a moreexit and effective
contribution to the missions and activities of tikance.*'° This meant that
the European allies would also share the burderNATO in terms of
providing security and defence in Europe. The gfifegning of the European
pillar, an ESDI, within NATO would be achieved thgh the cooperation
between NATO and WEU, because the latter was ajrdadlared as the EU’s
defence arm under the Maastricht Treaty; in otherds, WEU would be
responsible for the implementation of CFSP in coapen with NATO
principles and membets! In relation with this, within ESDI, the WEU would
implement its security and defence tdski cooperation with NATO.

It is possible to claim that hitherto economic tielas between Turkey
and the EU began to acquire political and secuditgensions in the 1990s
with these new developments in the European sganchitecture. Within this
framework, Turkey wanted to become a full membethef WEU, declared as
the EU’s defence arm, and applied for full membigrssf it in 1991. This
application was highly related with Turkey's aim b&ing a part of the
developing European security and defence stru@ndealso its perception of

110 NATO web page: http://www.nato.int/docu/handbook/2001/hb0401 htaccessed on
19.07.2007.

1 Esra Cayhan, ‘Towards a European Security andri3ef@olicy: With or Without Turkey?,
Turkish Studiesvol. 4, 2003, pp.35-54.

112 Following the declaration of the WEU as the EU&fathce arm, in June 1992 the WEU
defined its security and defence tasks, as thedbetay Tasks, which were ‘humanitarian and
rescue tasks’, ‘peacekeeping tasks’ and tasksmababforces in crisis management including
peace making.
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WEU as an important dimension of NATO’s broaderusi¢g architecturé®®
However, Turkey became an Associate Member, rdttger a full member of
the WEU in 1992. As a matter of fact, although Asate Membership did not
totally fulfil Turkey’s will of being a full membeof all European institutions,
it was seen as an important legal achievement aahwkurkey could base its
subsequent demands and claims in searching fdcipatton in the emerging
ESDP.

Turkey, as a result of its Associate Memberships alale to participate
in the institutional and operational mechanism®HU. Turkey had the right
to participate in the WEU Council meetings andwtsrking groups, where it
had the right to speak and submit proposals. In ¢bihse, Turkey could take
part in the decision-making process of WEU. In #ddj Turkey could
participate in the WEU operations, as well as iilddake part in the planning
and preparation of its operations in which NATOe#ssand capabilities were
to be used*

Turkey has also supported the development of ESDsthting that
“Turkey, as a European member of NATO, believes taropeans should
shoulder their responsibility better in the Alli@hdor the security of the
continent. Thus Turkey from the outset has suppothe ESDI developing
within the Alliance through the WEU?® In fact, as stressed in the 1994
NATO Summit Declaration and restated in 1996 atiBeall NATO countries
including Turkey, supported the development of E&@ithin the Alliance by
making assets and capabilities available for WEW ¢@erations'® Thus
within the ESDI, WEU (defence arm of the EU) wouldve an access to

NATO assets but with the unanimous approval of NAT@®mbers. However,

13 Gozenop. cit.,pp. 26-28.
14bid., pp. 26-27.

15 Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ‘European Seity and Turkey’, web page:
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/grupa/af/secure.htmuoted in Gézergp. cit.,p.37.

118 Terzi, op. cit.,p. 45.
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the issue of unanimous voting implied continuingpeleency of WEU on
NATO.

With the Amsterdam Treaty, signed on 10 Novembe3713he EU
agreed for the transfer of Petersberg Tasks (huaréan and rescue tasks,
peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forcessis ananagement, including
peace-making) of WEU into the EU framework. Throdlgis transfer, a strong
relationship between the EU and WEU was createdsédlievelopments also
went further with the decision taken at the FraBecitish St.Malo Summit in
December 1998. In this Summit, US-led ESDI haslsepplemented with the
idea of a European defence policy and military bdjpg A crucial feature of
the St.Malo Summit Declaration was that for thetftime there has been “a
reference to the necessity ah autonomous capacitior conducting EU’s
objective of a common foreign and security polit}.”

As a matter of fact, this shared commitment of the® key EU
members was supported by NATO allies at the Wastim&ummit of April
1999. In this Summit, in relation with the capgaf the EU for autonomous
actions, it was stated as “...We acknowledge thelvesof the European
Union to have the capacity for autonomous actiothad it can take decisions
and approve military action where the Alliance ashmle is not engaged®
However, NATO’s support became conditional with thatement “...We
attach the utmost importance to ensuring the fulpessible involvement of
non-EU European Allies in EU-led crisis responserapons, building on
existing consultation arrangements within the WEY1n this sense, with this
NATO Washington Summit decision, as a non-EU NAT@mmber, Turkey’'s

acquired rights in WEU were acknowledged.

7 Hiiseyin Ba@ci and Ali Yildiz, ‘Turkey and the European Seauritnd Defence Policy
(ESDP): From Confrontational to Cooperative Relaldp’ in Ali Karaosmanglu and Seyfi

Tagshan, (eds.)Europeanization of Turkish Foreign Policy: Prospeetnd Pitfal] Ankara:

Foreign Policy Institute, 2004, pp. 79-100, p.80.

118 NATO’s Washington Summit Communiqué, 24 April 1989ess Release NAC-S(99)64.
119 i
Ibid.

51



2.2.2.3 The Progress of ESDP and controversy withutkey

The year 1999 was an important year both for th&itutional-
operational development of ESDP and for relatioesvben Turkey and the
EU. Decisions related with the institutional deyeteent of ESDP were taken
at the European Council Summit at Cologne in JW@891Accordingly, Javier
Solana was nominated to the post of High Represeataf CFSP, and a
Political and Security Committee (PSC), an EU Milyt Committee (EUMC)
and an EU Military Staff (EUMS) were created in @c@ance with the
decisions taken at Cologne Sumffft. The development of military
capabilities providing the EU to act autonomoustnf NATO in security and
defence issues, thus operationalization of ESDRldcbe initiated only with
the decisions taken at the Helsinki European Céousiemmit in December
1999. The Helsinki Summit set out the Headline Galgjkctives for ESDP.
This would be important for the creation of a Ewwap Rapid Reaction Force
(ERRF) as a crucial instrument of ESDP. These HmeadGoal objectives
stated that; “cooperating voluntarily in EU-led otéons, member states must
be able, by 2003, to deploy within 60 days andasnstor at least 1 year
military forces up to 50,000-60,000 people capabiethe full range of
Petersberg tasks” and “appropriate arrangementsbeildefined that would
allow, while respecting the Union’s decision makiagtonomy, non-EU
European NATO members and other interested statesomtribute to EU
military crisis management?

Moreover, the Presidency Progress Report adoptetheatSummit,
stated that “the EU should have autonomous cap#zityake decisions and,
where NATO as a whole is not engaged, to launchcanduct EU-led military

operations in response to international crisesippsrt of the CFSP#2

120 Haine,op. cit.,p.44.
121 presidency Conclusions Helsinki European Couti®i11 December 1999.

122 Annexes I-IV: The Presidency Progress Report ® Itelsinki European Council in
Presidency Conclusions Helsinki European Coun@ii1l December 1999.
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From Turkey's perspective, the controversy over BSD fact started
with those Helsinki Summit decisions. The Helsidkcisions raised concerns
among Turkish policy-makers which are summarizetf&Birstly, there were
some security risks because Turkey would be exdludem the decision-
making process as a non-EU NATO member in the pegational phase and
thus would not be able to shape EU operations withey are conducted in the
geographical proximity of Turkey. Secondly, Turkeguld participate in the
operational phases of the EU-led operations, incwhNATO assets and
capabilities are not used, by deploying significamtitary forces. But as a
condition this would be possible only with an ElUcideon, which cannot be
easily taken due to the Greek opposition. Thirthig, most problematic issue is
that Turkey would be obliged to offer its serviasl capabilities to the EU,
without being able to participate in the decisioaking structures of the EU,
in the military operations where the NATO’s assatsl capabilities would be
used by the EU.

These concerns made Turkey a reluctant partnen msallting in the
use of its veto power in various NATO MinisterialeBtings of 2000 over
giving the EU an automatic access to NATO asseterli(B Plus
arrangement$®, while it would not have a role in the decisiomking process

of the former nor would it participate in the opgeaal mechanisms of ESDP.

123 Mahmut Bali Aykan, ‘Turkey and European Securityl @efence Identity/Policy (ESDI/P):
A Turkish View’, Journal of Contemporary European Studigsl. 13, No. 3, December 2005,
pp. 335-359, p.337.

124 Based on the decisions taken in the NATO Washim&ammit of 1999, in order to provide
practical arrangements for EU access to NATO plagmiapabilities and NATO'’s assets and
capabilities “Berlin plus arrangements” were depeld. Accordingly, the Berlin plus
arrangements were configured by four ad hoc groopsiprising experts from both NATO
and EU countries which were assembled in the spfr2D00, in line with the decision of the
Washington Summit aiming to further develop theisieas taken in Berlin 1996 including
“the concept of using separable but not separatd ®lAassets and capabilities for EU-led
operations”. The Berlin plus arrangements wouldpees the requirements of NATO
operations and the coherence of its command steicliwo of the important issues in these
arrangements were “the provision of assured EUssctteNATO planning capabilities able to
contribute to military planning for EU-led operai&’ and “the presumption of availability to
the EU of pre-identified NATO capabilities and conmmassets for use in EU-led operations.”
NATO Handbook, http://www.nato.int/docu/handbook/2001/hb0401 htraccessed on
24.03.2008.
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It is possible to state that Turkish policy makeemnted their country to take a
role in ESDP mainly because not only its militagsets will be used within
ESDP operations conducted with NATO assets (Belus operations) but
also Turkey has always identified itself with dlktexisting European security
structures and wanted to be an active player withisinew EU structure.

The Helsinki Summit decisions were of dual sigmifice for Turkey:
one of them was related with the security aspecelations and the other one
was directly related with the enlargement proce€n the one hand, it was
decided that the EU would develop its autonomoysmcdy, where non-EU
NATO members would not be fully engaged with theolehprocess. On the
other hand, Turkey was given for the first time st&tus of a candidate state. It
is possible to state that the coincidence of these developments raised
questions in the minds of analysts.

Some Turkish scholars develop a more optimistic@ggh by arguing
that the coincidence of these two decisions in faftéct the EU’s recognition
of Turkey’'s importance for European security, tleeptial role that it might
play in ESDP. Accordingly, the EU gave candidacytist to Turkey in a
period when it has decided to develop its auton@mailitary capabilities to
be a security actor; security aspect of EU-Turladgtions can be important for
the future*®® This can be also explained as; Helsinki Summiisiets were
taken in a period when the Kosovo crisis becamengortant problem for the
Europeans, thus on the one hand, the EU decide@welop its autonomous
security and defence capability to cope with sugbkes in the future; on the
other hand, the EU also realized the important eb[€urkey in contributing to
the regional stability and security, and eventugliye the candidacy status to

Turkey to be able to benefit further from its rae security provider for

125 A number of papers have addressed this issuefoseexample Meltem Miftiiler Bag,
‘Turkey’s Role in the EU’s Security and DefenceiBiek’, Security Dialogue)ol. 31, No.4,
2000, pp. 489-502; Ali Karaosmagia, ‘Avrupa Givenlik ve Savunma Kingii Acisindan
Turkiye-Avrupa Birligi fliskileri’, op. cit.,pp. 155-166; Pinar Tank, ‘Turkey as a Special Case
for the EU: Will the Generals Retreat from PolifigsSecurity DialogugVol. 32, No. 2, 2001,
pp. 217-230, p. 224, Arikaop. cit., p. 217.
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Europe. Some believe that the coincidence of E&DdP Turkey’s candidacy
should not be taken too far because the developroErdn autonomous
capacity of the EU does not mean that the EU besameintergovernmental
security actor as understood by Turkish policy mskand the EU would
prefer a soft power Turkey rather than a hard poagel partner of ESDP.
More importantly, candidacy does not imply a futdo membership into
ESDP structures simply because only EU members lwanfull ESDP
members?® Some analysts have argued that the Helsinki Surdettsions
created a paradox; while giving a candidacy staiuBurkey and integrating it
to its political and economic order, these decisidistanced Turkey from the
second pillar of the EU by placing Turkey at thergma of ESDP. This was
also representing the EU’s Turkish dilemma whethecepting or not its
membership in the foreseeable futlfeAnd some interpret this paradox in a
more pessimistic way regarding Turkey’s future posiin the EU: The
emphasis on the EU’s autonomy put Turkey out of dleeision-making
process of ESDP, however, since the Union also edarturkey’s active
contribution in ESDP operations, it gave a candidgtatus to Turkey in order
not to distance it from its own security and detepcocess?® For some, the
position of Turkey vis-a-vis ESDP can be resemhledts position as the
Customs Union partner of the EC, in both of them&agoxical cases, Turkey is
on the implementation side while not having a inléhe decision-makind/®
After the Helsinki Summit, Turkey-EU relations hdsveloped along
two parallel tracks; while on the track of enlargam Turkey has adopted new
reforms in order to be able to meet accessionrigjten the security track, the

development of ESDP and Turkey’s persistent willdecoming a part of this

126 Oguzlu, ‘An Analysis of Turkey’s Prospective Membepsin the European Union From a
“Security” Perspective’'gp. cit.p. 293.

127 Gozenpp. cit.,p. 29 and Bali Aykanop. cit, p. 340.

128 personal interview with M. Fatih Tayfur, Acaderaiciin METU, 21 June 2007, METU,
Ankara.

129 Gozenop. cit.,p.49.
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new structure, dominated the bilateral agenda. ifiti@l concerns of Turkey
about ESDP did not disappear, in fact, throughbet year 2000, Turkey’s
disappointment continued with the Feira and Nicen®its decisions where
the EU remained determined not to give non-EU NAT@mbers the right to
participate in decision-making process and in dpmral mechanisms of
ESDP.

2.2.2.3.1 Turkey'’s policy toward ESDP

Turkey's arguments concerning ESDP concentratecrgéiy around
three crucial points. These were put forward by ©ymwho was Turkey's
permanent representative to NATO Supreme Commandddimarters in
Brussels during that period: Firstly, Turkey’s aicgd rights in relation with its
associate membership in WEU and decisions of Wgshin Summit of
NATO; secondly, Turkey's significant geographicatuation and thirdly,
NATO's role for European security’

Turkey being a member of NATO and an associate meeraf WEU
based its arguments about its will to be a paB®DP on its acquired rights in
the NATO and WEU arrangements. As stated previou$iyrkey could
participate to a high extent in the institutionatlaoperational mechanisms of
WEU. In a sense, “the arrangements in the WEU...pexviTurkey, as an
associate member, witthe factofull membership” and they were important
also because they were “based on the primacy ofAfiance.”®' Since
WEU's security and defence tasks were transfercethé EU, Turkey also
wanted its rights acquired in WEU to be put undee EU framework.
Moreover, in accordance with NATO’s Washington Sutnaf April 1999;
firstly, Turkey would be able to participate in H&d operations with NATO

130 Onur Oymen, ‘Turkey and its Role in European Siegand Defence’|nsight TurkeyVol.
3, No. 1, January-March 2001, pp.53-57.

131 Esra Dgan, ‘Turkey in the New European Security and Dedengrchitecture’,
Perceptions: Journal of International Affajrs Vol.8, No.1, March-May 2003,
http://www.sam.gov.tr/perceptions/Volume8/March-M8@3/EsraDogan.pdf accessed on
10.07.2008, pp. 1-18, p. 6.
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support, including both its preparation and plagrphases; secondly, it would
be able to take part in an autonomous WEU operaifioih declared its
readiness to participate with a significant troapd finally it would also take
part, as a member of both NATO and WEU, in the mestitutions that the EU
would establish, in relation with NATO-EU mechanssthat would be built on
existing NATO-WEU mechanismg? Turkey insisted that the EU should
establish the relevant bodies of ESDP by taking iobnsideration the
decisions of the Washington Summit.

The importance of its geographical situation bathaghreat and as an
asset was also another argument used by Turkiss @gainst ESDP: Firstly,
Turkey has always emphasized that it is locateavolatile region where there
are serious security threats; hot points. In tegpect, Turkey had to participate
in planning and implementation phases of ESDP ¢ijpas that were
conducted in its geographical proximity in ordert n@ jeopardize Turkey’s
“national” security. Secondly, Turkey presentedgé®graphical position as an
asset in its security relations with the EU. Turkenderlined the necessity of
its participation in the institutional and operatd mechanisms of ESDP by
basing its arguments on the significance of its-gfeategic location for
European security in the region which enable Turteypresent itself as an
important security producef®® Thus, it is possible to argue that especially
during the period when Turkey’s participation te thewly emerging European
security structure became an issue of major conadfecting bilateral
relations; key actors in the EU have stressed skeotential security
contributions to the EU more often.

In relation with ESDP, Turkey, being a crucial meanbf NATO, also
emphasized that NATO’s role and effectiveness, @fee and solidarity
should not be put under a risky situatidhTurkey has always been in favour

13Gozen,op. cit.,p. 40.
133 Bagcr and Yildiz,op. cit.,p. 88.
134 Gymen,op. cit.P. 57.
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of NATO’s leading role in Euro-Atlantic security.uikey’'s disappointment
about EU’s successive Summit decisions were altdeck to a perceived
divergence from the Washington Summit decisions emedeased concerns
about the key role of NATO in the newly emergingwséy framework.

In relation with these three arguments concerrd®PP, Turkey’s
expectations were:

Having the WEU acquis back agaihhe EU+6 [EU Members
and Non-EU NATO Members] should have daily congidies
on a permanent and regular basis and provide Twya role
in decisions taken by the EWull participation in the decision-
making process of operations with NATO assets apalailities
Respect for Turkey’s national interests and segwdincerns in
such operations without NATO assdtse right to raise Turkey’s
concerns in the decision-making mechanisms of EUy on
operations in Turkey's geographic proximity and asreof
national interest such as the Aegean Sea, Cyptas, and
insurance that the ESDP will not be involved inpdies among
the Allies!®

2.2.2.3.2 The EU’s position Toward Turkey’'s Argumets

The EU’s counter-arguments regarding Turkey's pasitin ESDP
were also threefold: first, the EU’s decision-makiautonomy in ESDP,
secondly, European identity issue and thirdly, Byik position as a security
consumer in the eyes of certain Europedhgsirst of all, ESDP has been
considered as an important step for the Europeagriation process. Since its
establishment, the EC/EU has aimed to develop digiqal and security
dimension in order not to remain as a mere econemiity or a trading bloc.
The attempts from the 1950s until the 1990s havebaen very successful in
achieving this goal. However, with the CFSP and ESWhich have offered a
new dimension and institutionalization in issueshafh politics, the goal of
developing political and security aspect of int¢éigra has gained real
momentum. Thus the development of ESDP in fadeéctf a political aspect

135 Gozenpp. cit.,p. 64.
1% Bagcr and Yildiz,op. cit.pp. 89-92.
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of its integration process. Based on this undedsta the EU insisted on the
autonomy of the decision-making of ESDP stresshmag there should be a
distinction between its members and non-membergs pirovides the inner
explanatory factor for the exclusion of Turkey frdBSDP decision-making
process from the perspective of Europeans.

Secondly, the idea that there is a close link betw&SDP and
European identity-building constituted another pan which the EU could
justify its arguments for excluding Turkey out bEtESDP process. According
to one Turkish scholar, the view that “Turkey canparticipate to ESDP and
this can be possible only with Turkey's memberstapthe EU” was not
satisfying, and it could be possible to find tenggrinstitutional solutions for
Turkey’s full participation to ESDP until its futhembership to the E&’ So
from this point of view, the real problem stemmaeahi the fact that ESDP was
not a simple policy to develop security and defestcectures of the EU but an
identity building process and that Turkey was neady to be part of this
identity. This non-readiness of Turkey was alsoeutided by the Europeans
emphasizing that Turkey did not adequately meeateession criterie®

Thirdly, somé*® Europeans have for a long time seen Turkey as a
security consumer. Their argument was based onfdabe that Turkey is
surrounded by problematic regions and Turkey’s mastip renders the EU
as a neighbour to these regions and jeopardizéstéisal security. Moreover,
Turkey’s prioritization of hard security and undgmmation of soft security
also have been viewed negatively from the Europeanrity perspective. The
implication of these opinions for Turkey’s partiatpn to ESDP decision

making has been that since Turkey is a “securitysamer”, it can affect

137 Karaosmanglu, ‘Avrupa Giivenlik ve Savunma Kingii Acisindan Tiirkiye-ABiliskileri’,
op. cit.p. 163.

138 Antonio Missiroli, ‘EU-NATO Cooperation in Crisislanagement: No Turkish Delight for
ESDP’,Security Dialogueyol.33, No.1, 2002, pp. 9-26, p.20.

139 Barry Buzan and Thomas Diez, ‘The European Uniuth Burkey’, Survival,Vol. 41, No.
1, Spring 1999, pp. 41-57.
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negatively the construction, realization and depelent of ESDP process,
hence Turkey must be excluded.

In fact, while some Europeans have tried to usedba of ‘Turkey as a
security consumer’ in order to legitimize their amgents for excluding Turkey
from both European integration and ESDP procesgaters of Turkey's EU
membership both in Europe and in Turkey have esipbd Turkey’s
potential role in European security and stabilitigerefore, it is worth stressing
that the arguments of several actors in Europe Civamissioners, Ministers
of Foreign Affairs, High Representative of CFSP &gy analysts) who accept
Turkey as a “security producer” increased in voluaspecially during the

controversy related with ESDP between Turkey aedgt.

2.2.2.4 The Impact of 9/11 Events: Towards a Compmise?

The events of 9/11, Al-Qaeda attacks against theldVirade Center
and the Pentagon, constituted an important stephenESDP controversy
between Turkey and the EU. There have been sedtiempts to achieve a
compromise on ESDP after September 2001.

According to some Turkish scholars; like the Kosavigis in 1999, the
post 9/11 international restructuring has increatiesl value of Turkey in
European security and that both the US and the Ethlmers have realised
Turkey’s significance in the fight against terromi9y emphasising Turkey’s
geo-strategic, geo-political and geo-cultural caio@s in those areas where
the fight would be crucidf’® This has also reflected in the speeches of key
actors in the EU who underlined Turkey’s securityportance in the fight
against terrorism. However, according to othergs positive mood of some

Turkish policy-makers regarding increasing impoctanf Turkey for the West

190 see for example Miiftiller Bag, ‘Turkey’s Accessionthe EU: Its Potential Impact on
Common European Security and Defence Poliay’,cit.,p.22 and also Gézeap. cit.,p.63.
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and particularly for European security, did not me&h same enthusiasm
amongst Europeart§!

One of the important consequences of 9/11 evergsbban that the
international security environment has been chg#drnby terrorism and states
have realised that terrorism could not be deally doy one state but there
should be intensified international cooperation amilective action. This
understanding has been reflected in the war agtnsirism under NATO-EU
cooperation in Afghanistan where Turkey and sevédl countries have
contributed for the rebuilding of Afghanistan. A®ywously stated, Turkey has
participated in ISAF (International Security Asarste Force) Operation and
PRT (Provincial Reconstruction Team) in Afghanistéfithin the framework
of ISAF and PRT, Turkey has offered both militarynda civilian
personnel/capabilities to provide security, st&piland reconstruction in
Afghanistan*?

Thus it is also crucial to note that after the 98Ments, the key
European actors including Commissioners, Ministefsforeign affairs or
scholars, while trying to legitimize their argum&nh favour of Turkey’s
accession, have more frequently referred to Tusk@yportance for regional
and European security and in the fight againsbtesm with its geo-strategic
position, its cultural heritage and its relationghwits neighbours and the
Muslim world. In addition, many analyses have ensimed that Turkey’'s
increased strategic importance due to the facttlhgthe only Islamic member
of NATO and an influential state in its region; kents potential participation
and support for the ESDP operations became much important*?

There have been several ongoing attempts afteQthe events for

resolving the ESDP impasse and for removing the wéflTurkey used against

141Bali Aykan, op. cit.,p.346.

142 Turkish General Staff web pagettp://www.tsk.mil.tr/eng/uluslararasi/isaf.htraccessed
on 12.03.2008.

143 Mark Webber, ‘The Common European Security andeBed Policy and the “Third
Country” Issue’ European Securityol. 11, No. 2, Summer 2002, pp. 75-100, p. 88.
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EU’s “guaranteed access to pre-identified NATO tssad capabilitied?
Following different attempts of US, Britain, thelwion of the problem came
with a series of decisions taken in different matis, like in Ankara
Document (December 2001), Brussels Document (Oct2®@?2), Copenhagen
European Council Summit (December 2002) and NAT@rCo (December
2002).

As a result of diplomatic negotiations that toolagd between the
United States, the United Kingdom and Turkey thtamg 2001, Ankara
Document was agreed? The main success of Ankara Document was that
Turkey would remove its veto on the guaranteed sscde pre-identified
NATO'’s assets and capabilities in return for sonverg guarantees and rights.
The document grouped the assets that would behystee EU as strategic and
non-strategic. Accordingly, the EU would be ableus® non-strategic NATO
assets; in this case, Turkey would participatehm dperations. In case when
the EU uses strategic assets of NATO (like commemdi control structures,
intelligence, air and naval transport capabilite#s.), the decisions would be
given on case-by-case basis and Turkey would be tablse its veto power.
Turkey was also offered enhanced consultation @&tdeaparticipation in the
operational phase of such operations. Moreovecases when the EU would
not use NATO assets and capabilities in its opanati Turkey would be able to
participate to consultation mechanism with thetamon of the EU Council. If
such operations take place in areas like the Ae@sm and Mediterranean
affecting Turkey’s national security interests, Key would participate in their

preparation stage with an invitation. Turkey wagegithe guarantee that these

144 From the beginning, Turkey was against the demisiocepting “guaranteed permenant
access to NATO's capabilities”, which was takerNice Summit by the EU and which was
based on the decisions adopted by Washington Sunttaitvever, related decisions of
Washington Summit were saying that cooperation eetwNATO and the EU would be
decided oncase-by-case basisvhich was not in line with the EU’s demand foraganteed
access.

195 Bagci and Yildiz,op. cit., p. 94.
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types of operations would not be launched to irgeevin problems between
Turkey and Greece.

Since Greece vetoed the Ankara Document at the Hldisken
Summit, at the NATO Council Meetings in Decembef2@nd at the EU’s
Seville Summit in June 2002 on the grounds that i should not give any
guarantees to non-EU countries and that the norc&lhtries should never
participate in ESDP decision-making procés$” the Ankara Document could
not be implemented. Instead, the Brussels Documvastadopted with certain
changes and it was introduced at the EU Brusseatsn8uof 24-25 October
2002. According to the new modifications adoptedhi@ Brussels Document,
under no circumstances, ESDP would be used agamstlly, and NATO
crisis management would not be used against Ets onémber states eitht.
In addition, in this Document, since the other patated with the modalities
for participation of Turkey (in EU-led operatioms,their preparation, planning
and management) was adopted from the Ankara Dodyrttea seemed to
satisfy Turkish policy-makers. Brussels Summit diecis on ESDP were
endorsed at the Copenhagen European Council Suoinii2-13 December
2002. Accordingly, in this Summit, Turkey was agsuthat Cyprus and Malta
would be excluded from the EU military operatiossng NATO assets (Berlin

plus operations)*® These decisions were also endorsed at the NATG@lou

146 Gozenop. cit.,p. 66.

1“7 The mentioned modifications were made in the ichetof the Annex Il: “ESDP:
Implementation of the Nice Provisions on the Ineshent of the Non-EU European Allies” in
Presidency Conclusions on European Security anérigef Policy of the Brussels European
Council (24-25 October 2002), which says that “...emdo circumstances, nor in any crisis,
will ESDP be used against an Ally, on the undedita; reciprocally, that NATO military
crisis management will not undertake any actiorirejahe EU or its Member States. It is also
understood that no action will be undertaken thatild violate the principles of the Charter of
the United Nations.”

8 The related Article of the Annex II: “Declarati@f the Council Meeting in Copenhagen on
12 December 2002” in Presidency Conclusions on [i@an Security and Defence Policy of
the Copenhagen European Council (12-13 Decembe2) Zays that “The fact that, as things
stand at present, Cyprus and Malta will not take ipaEU military operations conducted using
NATO assets once they have become members of th&ilEbot, within the limits of the EU
Security Regulations, affect the right of their negentatives to participate and vote in EU
institutions and bodies, including COPS, with relgts decisions which do not concern the
implementation of such operations.”
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of 13 December 2002 with the “EU-NATO Declaratiom BSDP” providing
the NATO-EU Cooperation. In this Council, it wasstated that Cyprus would
be excluded from the NATO-EU cooperatign.

Although the part of Ankara Document concerning tinedalities for
participation of Turkey in the preparation, plarqmend management phases of
EU-led operations was unchanged in Brussels, Ca@marh Summits and in
NATO Council, according to Bali Aykan, there wermotsetbacks in Turkish
side in line with the final NATO-EU Cooperation a&Ved as a result of those
summits™® These were related with two articles (Article I al4) of the
Annex Il of Brussels European Council Presidencydasions. Firstly, “...in
the pre-crisis stage of any EU-led operation” Tyrkas a non-EU European
Ally, was only assured that it would be consultedits “security concerns”
and “views” and these would be “taken into accounta final decision which
would be made by the EU membéts.Secondly, when an “envisaged
autonomous EU operation will be conducted in theggaphic proximity of a
non-EU European Ally”, in this case Turkey, thee tBouncil would consult

with that Ally and after these consultations it Wbudecide on its

9 The related paragraph (Paragraph 3) of the NABONCil Decisions says that “NATO-EU
strategic cooperation and the implementation ofiBétlus arrangements will be confined to
NATO members and those non-NATO EU members that kabscribed to the Partnership for
Peace (PfP) Framework Document, thus becomingts fzathe PfP, and that have concluded
bilateral security agreements with NATO”. Annex Morth Atlantic Council Decision
SG(2002) 1357, 13 December 2002, paragraph 3.

150 Bali Aykan,op. cit.,p.351.

31 The related Article of the Annex II: “ESDP: Implentation of the Nice Provisions on the
Involvement of the Non-EU European Allies” in Paesicy Conclusions on European Security
and Defence Policy of the Brussels European Couidl25 October 2002), says that
“Contacts at all levels with non-EU European Allig8l be intensified as the pre-crisis stage
unfolds through 15 + 6 consultations and otherrgyeaments. This process will be important
for discussing provisional military contribution®in the non-EU European Allies during the
pre-operational phase, and relevant military fectduring the development of strategic
military options, in order to inform the planningdapreparation on which a Council decision
to launch an EU-led operation will be based. Thidl enable the views of the non-EU
European Allies, particularly their security comt&rnd their views on the nature of an EU
response to the crisis, to be taken into accounthbyCouncil before decisions on a military
option.”
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participation™? In fact these two issues were reflecting both rémaining
decision-making autonomy of the EU, and also Tutkésilure of achieving
guarantee for its participation in the decision-mgkand implementation of
EU-led military operations in the “geographic pmoxy” of Turkey. These
issues also remained in the Copenhagen Summiticiesis

It is crucial to note that there are some simiksitbetween the
Copenhagen Summit of 2002 and the Helsinki Summt9®9. First of all,
both Summits were critical regarding ESDP contrsydsetween Turkey and
the EU. The Helsinki Summit can be accepted asnitiation of the problem,
while the Copenhagen Summit finalized the issueh vét formal solution.
Secondly, both Summits were also important in teofmtheir decisions on the
enlargement process between Turkey and the EU.evitnd Helsinki Summit
gave the candidacy status to Turkey for the fimet the Copenhagen Summit
gave the “date for date”, which means that Turkeaswgiven the date of
December 2004 where the starting date of negotisti@tween Turkey and the
EU would be eventually announced by European palitieadersIn this
sense, these two summits assumed significanceotbrgyocesses of the ESDP
problem and enlargement.

It is not easy to argue that the decisions, takeftU and NATO
summits in December 2002, offered a clear-cut smiub the problem. There
is always room for discussions in relation withstkplution. This has been a

formal solution removing the obstacles regarding NATO-EU cooperation

%2 The related Article of the Annex II: “ESDP: Implentation of the Nice Provisions on the
Involvement of the Non-EU European Allies” in Paesiicy Conclusions on European Security
and Defence Policy of the Brussels European Coi@4i25 October 2002), says that “In the
case of any EU-led operation not requiring recotos’ATO assets and capabilities, non-EU
European Allies will be invited, upon a decision the Council, to participate. In taking
decisions on participation, the Council will talezaunt of the security concerns of the non-EU
European Allies. In a specific case when any ofrttie-EU European Allies raises its concerns
that an envisaged autonomous EU operation willdrelacted in the geographic proximity of a
non-EU European Ally or may affect its national wdty interests, the Council will consult
with that Ally and, taking into consideration thetcome of those consultations, decide on the
participation of that Ally, bearing in mind the eghnt provisions of the Treaty on European
Union quoted above and the statement in paragraitoe.”
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(previously prevented by Turkish veto due to itdl w0 be a part of ESDP
process), however, whether it is a permanenthsfy@tg solution for Turkey
or not is not very clear. This means that Turkeg baen convinced with
certain changes in the EU’s previous decisionsltiagun its removal of veto;
but Turkey did not have achieved yet its goal dfyfyparticipating to the
decision-making process of the ESDP. This situatiisn has been reflected in
the articles of many scholars writing on Turkey-E&turity relation$> While
some of them recognized that this solution wasrecr@te success on the part
of Turkey and thus resulting in its participationthe ESDP operations, others
supported that the problem still continues and Was a temporary solution,
because Turkey, despite its participation in th®E®perations, still remains
out of the decision-making process. It is possifoleclaim that since the
problem has been settled temporarily from the Edd'sspective, the exclusion
of Cyprus from the Berlin plus operations was tamtunto a serious problem in
terms of the deepening of the cooperation betwieerztU and NATO. This has
also affected Turkey’s accession process becatsethé EU membership of
the “Republic of Cyprus”; this situation has bedroaadded in Turkey's
Accessions Negotiations Framework as an accessiaiton.

2.2.3 ESDP Operations and Development of Europeare@urity Strategy

Following the Copenhagen Summit and NATO Councitislens
regarding the solution of ESDP problem in Decenit@#?2, the EU has taken
over from some of NATO’s operations in order to fatsecurity aspirations
into practice. Turkey also participated in all bétoperations conducted by the
EU in the Balkans, in accordance with its aim afpgorting global peace’

except for the one called as EUPAT, police advigeayn, started in December

133 Bgger and Yildiz,op. cit.; Gozen,op. cit.; Bali Aykan, op. cit.; Miiftiler Bag, ‘Turkey's
Accession to the EU: Its Potential Impact on Commnituropean Security and Defence
Policy’, op. cit.
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2005 in Macedonia. Turkey was also involved in teb the operations

conducted by the EU in the Democratic Republic ohgb.

Table 1: ESDP Missions and Turkey’s Contributiort®

Name of Place of Type of Date of Turkey’s
Operation Operation Operation Operation Contribution to
Operation
EUPMBIH Bosnia and Police January 2003- | 14 police 2
Herzegovina | Mission ongoing civilian
personnel
CONCORDIA Macedonia Crisis March 2003- 2 Liaison Team
Management| December 2003| (8 military
and Military personnel) and 3
Operation Officers to EU
and NATO
Quarters
PROXIMA Macedonia Police December 2003t 4 Gendarmerie
Mission December 2005| personnel and 1
Officer
EUFOR Bosnia and Military December 2004+ 265 personnel ir
ALTHEA Herzegovina | Operation ongoing ALTHEA, 50
Gendarmerie
personnel in EU
Integrated
Police Force
and 5 personnel
in EU Police
mission
EUPOL Kinshasa- Police April 2005- 1 personnel
Kinshasa Democratic Mission ongoing from General
Republic of Commandership
Congo (DRC) of Gendarmerie
EUSEC DRC Democratic Advice and | June 2005-2006/ 1 C-130
CONGO Republic of Assistance Military
Congo (DRC) | for Security Shipment Plane
Sector with its crew
Reform composed of 15
personnel

%4 Turkish General Staff web padetp://www.tsk.mil.tr; Gustav Lindstorm, ‘On the Ground:
ESDP Operations’, in Nicole Gnesotto (eByropean Security and Defence Policy: The First
Five Years (1999-2004Raris: Institute for Security Studies, 200dtp://www.iss.europa.gu
accessed on 30.11.2006, pp. 111-130; Graham Mes®éniting, ‘ESDP Deployments and
the European Security Strategy’, in Anne Deightod ¥ictor Mauer (eds.)$ecuring Europe?
Implementing the European Security Strategirich:ETH Zirich Center for Security Studies,
2006, http://css.ethz.ch/publicationaccessed on 11.01.2007, pp. 32-41.
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It is possible to argue that Turkey's contributisa the ESDP
operations has affected the speeches and arti¢ldseyo European actors
indicating Turkey’s actual and potential security importanoe the EU. For
example, in April 2007, in his interview with thatérnational Crisis Group,
one European Commission official said that “we retpre and more on
Turkish peacekeeping troops...The airlifting of Fiertooops to Congo was
done by the Turkish air force because we coulddaott....\We were begging
them to send police to Kosov&™

Another important development, affecting the viesfghose actors in
the EU, has been the adoption of the European Be&8irategy (ESS) by the
25 EU Heads of State in December 2003. As a mattict, the ESS, with its
formal name “A Secure Europe in a Better World: TH#ropean Security
Strategy” is generally accepted as a document ¢diasiag the broad outlines
of the globalrole of the European Union in the internationaltsys and it is
also seen as a guide for future action by the Uaiuth about the values upon
which action should be bas&t.

It is possible to state that there have been @iffemotives behind the
emergence of such a strategy document in the y¥38. Zhese are summed up
by Alyson Bailes as: First of all, the 9/11 eveintsreased security concerns of
the EU Members and required an assessment to thosats. Moreover, in
March 2003, the US decision to start a military@acin Irag without a specific
UN mandate created division among the EU Membeyarding the possibility
and necessity of such an action. In addition, feitgy the divide between “old
and new Europe”, criticisms about the EU’s inapitib speak with one voice

towards outsiders increased. Besides these higkodevelopments, the

135 International Crisis Grouf,urkey and Europe: The Way Ahe&alirope Report No. 184, 17
August 2007,

http://www.tepav.org.tr/eng/admin/dosyabul/uplo@#1turkey and_europe__ the way ahea
d.pdf accessed on 22.10.2007, p. 5.

1% Anne Deighton, ‘Introduction’, in Anne Deighton @rVictor Mauer (eds.)Securing
Europe? Implementing the European Security Stratégsich:ETH Zirich Center for Security
Studies, 2006http://css.ethz.ch/publicationgccessed on 11.01.2007, pp. 9-13.
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Maastricht Treaty has already provided the priresphnd general guidelines
for common foreign and security policy of the ElWgwever, the overall
strategic direction for CFSP was still missing. TB8S was a response to
that>’

The ES$® is a document composed of five parts describing the
situation in which the EU is found, assessing the&ernational security
environment, determining the strategic objectived #heir policy implications
for the EU. In its introduction, there is an empkam the EU’s international
actorness and its “responsibility for global setyriln the first part, “global
challenges” are described while stressing the itapoe of security for the
global development. In this part, “key threats”ttkarope faces are listed as
“terrorism”, “proliferation of weapons of mass destion”, “regional
conflicts”, “state failure” and “organised crime”ollowing the determination
of threats, the “strategic objectives” of the El@ alarified in the second part.
Accordingly, there are three strategic objectiviethe EU in order to defend its
security and to promote its values. These are éefias “addressing the
threats”, “building security in the EU’s neighboodd” and “an international
order based on effective multilateralism”. In tpisrt, the achievements of the
EU in response to the key threats are given and &eeurity in the EU’s
neighbourhood can be built is analyzed. There $® @n emphasis on the
creation of “an international order based on eifectultilateralism”. In the
third part, the “policy implications for Europe”eadetermined by underlining
that the EU should be “more active”, “more capapleiore coherent” and
“work with partners”. In the conclusion of the s&gy paper, today’s world is
described as “a world of new dangers but also @f opportunities” to which

the EU can “make a major contribution.”

157 Alyson J.K. Bailes, ‘The European Security Stryte4n Evolutionary History’, SIPRI
Policy Paper No. 10, February 2005, Stockholm: Ingenidrskopia,
http://books.sipri.org/files/PP/SIPRIPP10.pdfccessed on 15.01.2007, pp. 1-35, pp. 6-8.

138 Council of the European Union, “A Secure EuropaiBetter World: European Security
Strategy”, Brussels, 12 December 2003.
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When the ESS is analyzed, it is easy to realiaettie EU aims to be a
global security player. The author of this Strateifpg High Representative of
CFSP Javier Solana, also emphasizes the secutitynass of the EU in
explaining the strategy:

...the strategy is, in a way, the European Unionategic

identity card’: a global security player, vigilaas regards both
terrorism and the proliferation of WMDs, and moraditional

sources of instability-regional conflicts, the lbras of states,
large-scale organised crime- especially as thaserett types of
threat fuel one another in many parts of the wokldesponsible
security player convinced that its security and phemotion of

its values depend on the achievement of threeegimiaims:

facing up to the various threats, building secuiritghe Union’s

immediate neighbourhood and promoting an internatiorder

based on effective multilateralism. Finally, a d¢béel security
player, both more active in the management and ealadivthe

prevention of crises, more determined to devel@ribcessary
military, diplomatic and industrial capabilities,and more
coherent in implementing its various instruments eaternal

action.”™*®

Security developments of the Post Cold War Euregech are
overviewed in this chapter have been reflectedhm security relations of
Turkey and the EU as well as their security undedings of each other. In the
following chapter, the selected speeches of keypfean actors and articles of
scholars will be analyzed with these practical @odceptual changes and
developments in mindlt is possible to argue that the move in Turkey’s
security understanding toward a more comprehermivechas been crucial in
terms of raising the awareness of European éli@sTurkey was no more just
a hard power or military actor and that it couldvdaalso soft security
contributions to European security besides itstexjdhard ones. Moreover, the
change which has occurred in the EU’s security tstdeding with the
creation of CFSP and later ESDP has led to moemsite yet still problematic
security interactions between Turkey and the Edt only has Turkey's

contributions to ESDP operations increased ovee tioit increasingly after the

139 Javier Solanayp. cit.,pp. 6-7.
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adoption of the ESS, Turkey’s role and contributinrfighting against new
threats has been re-emphasized.
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CHAPTER 3

TURKEY’S ROLE IN EUROPEAN SECURITY IN THE CONTEXT O F
EU ENLARGEMENT

Security has been always an important elemertteoEU politics. Even
in the very beginning of the European integratiorocpss, behind the
establishment of the European Coal and Steel Conyn(EICSC), providing
security and peace has been a crucial motive. WhéhMay 1950, the French
Foreign Minister, Robert Schuman announced a marfance and Germany
to pool coal and steel production under a High Adtl, he invited the
European nations to join them, and he presenteglais as a contribution to
safeguarding world peace, providing European uaity making war between
France and Germany not only unthinkable but alsterigdly impossibl€"®® In
fact, this project would enhance security and pé&atiee European continent.

The aim of providing security has maintainedsitgificance throughout
the European Union history and this has been aléected in the enlargement
processes. Enlargement has been seen as a sighiboato achieve security.
This is also accepted by the European Commissiomesponsible for

enlargement. For example, in one of his speechéR€hn**’ states:

Enlargement has proven to be one of the most iraport
instruments for European security. It reflects @ssence of the
EU as a civilian power; by extending the area o&geeand

stability, democracy and the rule of law, the El$ laghieved far

more through its gravitational pull than it couldee have done
with a stick or a sword.

1% George and Bachep. cit.,p. 57.

161 speech of Olli Rehn, at the European Policy Gefiurope’s Next Frontiers”, Brussels,
10 October 2006, Reference: Speech/06/586. Availabl at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressed/'speeches/speeches 2006 _en.htm
accessed on 19.07.2007.
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In another speedff, he defines enlargement as “the EU's most powpdiity
tools” serving “the EU's strategic interests in @mting peace, security, liberty,
democracy and conflict prevention.” Moreover, sdmes the enlargement
processes have been legitimized by emphasizingadagional security that
they would bring to the EU. In a sense, enlargerhastoften been identified
with the issue of security. Some European sch@s pay attention to the
link between security and the EU enlargement. FRstance, in one of his
articles Waever claims that “the EU is a securitynmunity that enables it
through its integration process” and in anothehisfarticles he states that “the
EU is a security institution, a very important satyustructure that provides
security through creation of a strong centre, irggégn and intervention in
conflictual situations™®* Moreover, Missiroli also supports this idea okkige
between the EU enlargements and security, by aggihnat enlargement has
made instability and conflict on the European auwatt ever less likely by
extending the EU’s values and rules to succesgidicants and in a sense
being a “security policy in its own right®*

It may be possible to argue that the linkage betwsecurity and
enlargement has been especially apparent in theeafaSastern Enlargement.
Some scholars argue that the main motive behindefagnlargement has
been to extend the European security community ¢éotr@ and Eastern

European countries (CEECs) and thus to achieveriseand stability in the

162 gpeech of Olli Rehn, “Implementing the renewedsemsus on enlargement”, Brussels, 6
November 2007, Reference: IP/071651. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/presserinterviews/index _en.htmaccessed
on 10/12/2007.

183 Waever, ‘Insecurity, Security, and Asecurity i tWest European Non-War Community’,
op. cit. and Ole Waever, ‘The EU as a Security actor: Reflas from a Pessimistic
Constructivist on Post-Sovereign Security Ordeig’, Morten Kelstrup and Michael C.
Williams (eds.),International Relations Theory and the Politics Bfiropean Integration:

Power, Security and Communitygpndon and New York: Routledge, 2000, pp. 250-295.

184 Antonio Missiroli, ‘The EU and its Changing Neighirhood: Stabilization, Integration and
Partnership’, in Roland Dannreuther (edEyropean Union Foreign and Security Policy:
Towards a Neighbourhood Stratedgypndon and New York: Routledge, 2004, pp. 12-27.
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whole European continef® Others have also stated that Eastern Enlargement
took place due to historical and moral responsibibf Western Europe
towards the Eastern Europe, which remained underdibminance of the
Soviet Union during the whole Cold War period; hoeedespite this moral
responsibility resulting in the reunification of §aand West, the security
aspect of this enlargement was emphasized espedigll the European
Commission in order to show the EU’s commitment amais make
enlargement admissible for the Eastern Europeaticapgs.®® This is also
explained as “the EU initiated its enlargementtetyg towards the CEECs on
the ground that the security, stability, peace pia$perity of Europe can only
be enhanced by fully integrating the CEEE¥.1n this sense, the provision of
security through expansion has been an importamtop&astern Enlargement
process.

The security aspect of Eastern Enlargement has tedkatted in the
official discourses of the EU actors who suppotted enlargement as well. In
the Presidency Conclusions of the EU Council, ie #peeches of the
Commission Presidents, Enlargement Commissionees-igh Representative
of CFSP and also the Member States’ Ministers ofeigo Affairs, the
argument of “security provision through Eastern dEgément” becomes
obvious. When these statements are analyzed, gbssible to find out two
types of arguments: one is related with the ide& Hastern Enlargement will
provide peace and stability in the whole continemd the other one is related
with the possibility that if it does not take pladhkis will jeopardize security

165 See for example; John O’ Brennan, ‘Bringing Geiijssl Back In: Exploring the Security
Dimension of the 2004 Eastern Enlargement of theofiean Union’,Cambridge Review of
International Affairs Vol. 19, No.1, 2006, pp. 155-169 and Atsuko Higas, ‘For the Sake of
“Peace and Security”?: The Role of Security in Bugopean Union Enlargement Eastwards’,
Cooperation and Conflict. Journal of Nordic Intetitmal Studies Associatioi/ol. 39, No.4,
2004, pp. 347-368.

1% Sjursen, ‘Why Expand? The Question of Legitimaayd alustification in the EU’s
Enlargement Policy’op. cit.,p. 499.

187 Arikan, op. cit.,p. 225.
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and stability of the whole European continent. istance, in the Presidency
Conclusions of the Helsinki European Council in &mber 1999, Eastern
Enlargement is accepted to “lend a positive couatitim to security and
stability on the European continerit® In one of his speeches, Prodi, the then
President of the European Commission, defines dinegse of the enlargement
as “to create a Europe in which all the peopleghig continent can live
together in peace, security, freedom, justice anekity.”®® These statements
put emphasis on the benefits in terms of secunty stability that would be
brought by Eastern Enlargement to whole Europe. eldgr, the then
Enlargement Commissioner Verheugen also underimese of his speeches
the security aspect of enlargement by putting fodwhat enlargement is the
way “to secure peace and security throughout Etfébesimilarly German
Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer sees enlargensetd anique opportunity to
unite our [European] continent, wracked by war tmnturies, in peace,
security, democracy and prosperity””

In addition to the positive security implicationsiieh will be offered
by Eastern Enlargement, the risk of not enlargmthe Eastern Europe is also
stressed in the official discourse of the EU acté example, in one of his
speeches, Prodi asks as: “Can we really think bfeaing peace, stability and

prosperity, while only reserving it for ourselvéise 15 Member States? | think

188 European Council (199%onclusions of the Presidency,Helsinki Europeanr@ou10-11
December.

189 Speech of Romano Prodi, at the European Parfigré&rasbourg,13 October 1999,
Reference: Speech/99/130. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_1999 200difspeeches/index_en.htatcessed
on 17.12.2007.

170 gpeech of Giinter Verheugen, Debates of the Earparliament, 6 September 2000.
Available athttp://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission 1999 2@0Héugen/speeches en.htm
accessed on 17.12.2007.

"1 gpeech of Joschka Fischer , at the Humboldt é¥sity of Berlin, “From Confederacy to
Federation-Thoughts on the Finality of Europeaedration”, Berlin, 12 May 2000. Available
at: http://www.cie.gov.pl/futurum.nsf/0/1289AFAAE84ESRCZ1256DA2003D1306accessed
on 17/12/2007.
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not, and the Balkan crisis shows that this is rustsible.”’? Similarly, Javier
Solana, the High Representative of CFSP draws ativegpicture for an EU
without enlargement by claiming:

...If we want an insight into a Europe without enkrgent...the

experience of the Balkans provides a sobering el@amipthnic

hatred rather than reconciliation, nineteenth agnstyle power

politics rather than co-operation, war rather thaace."®
Some also see the option of not enlarging as arédffecting the whole future
of Europe. Jack Straw, the then UK Foreign Ministeaintains that with such
a failure the EU would jeopardize future generdiaatcess to “the economic
benefits created by the world’s largest tradingcbland the EU would also
create “the conditions for future instability andea conflict in Europe™* In
this respect, the linkage between non-enlargentahtresecurity can be seen in
the speeches of key European actors.

Some consider that the geopolitical and stratagiguments that have
been used in favour of the accession of CEECs a@ié for Turkey too, even
more than in their casé® As a matter of fact, it is possible to claim thathe
case of Turkey's accession to the EU, the secuasipect (with both its
geopolitical and strategic dimensions) is also ieludowever, this is not
generally made too explicit as it has been in #eeof Eastern Enlargement,
where security in the European continent would bevided through the

unification of the whole continent. In Turkish casmostly the potential

172 gSpeech of Romano Prodi, at the European Parlign@rasbourg, 14 September 1999.
Available athttp://www.lex.unict.it/cde/documenti/vari/98_99ail4 12 99en.htraccessed
on 17/12/2007.

173 Speech of Javier Solana, at the Utrecht Thetfrdargement of the European Union-
Opportunity or Threat?” , Utrecht, 19 June 2001aiable at:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_applicationplaations/solana/details.asp?cmsid=246
&BID=107&DocID=66956&insite=1 accessed on 17/12/2007.

174 Speech of Jack Straw, House of Commons debhat®etember 2002.

75 |ngmar Karlsson, ‘Turkey’s Cultural and Religiddsritage-An Asset to the European
Union’, in Micheal Emerson and Senem Aydin (edBuykey in Europe MonitgmNos: 1-14.,
January 2004-February 2005, CEPS Publications,

http://www.ceps.be/Article.php?article_id=3%&cessed on 02.12.2007, pp. 84-87, p. 84.
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security contribution of Turkey to the EU, with i®th hard and soft security
assets, is emphasized. In a sense, Turkey has @ awtve role rather than
passive one. As previously mentioned, accordingptae, enlargement toward
Turkey is motivated mainly by security benefitsttharkey will bring to the
EU via its geo-strategic position and as a strategrtner:’® Another analyst
argues that enlargement toward Turkey will be &lsoducted within security
perspective by the European actors as in the chdeastern Enlargement
because Turkey like some other Balkan countriesti@® political, economic
and societal problems, thus *“...the economy-basedonaization for
enlargement can be harder to hold, the only pdagiio keep presenting
enlargement-related issues as matters of sectwmitylaim that enlargement is
necessary for achieving peace and security in EUtdp This argument is
supported by Wood'’s view that “Because evidence of substantial economic
gain for the present EU is sparse, arguments iauiaef Turkey’'s accession
focus elsewhere, principally on the security-sggtelimension. With its large
army and high level of defence spending Turkey @aifengthen the EU’s
nascent military component and capacity for foraggztion.”’® He also adds
that with Turkey, the EU can become a global povw&nce one of the
characteristics of a global power is to have thiétgho influence the whole
world, it is expected that the global power hah&ve a strong security and
defence structure. Thus, Turkey having that strecimay help the EU to be a
global power in a sense. In fact, all these arguseimich envisage a strong
relationship between enlargement toward Turkey iesdecurity aspect, have

resulted in shaping of the main question of thesitst\What is the relevance of

6 Sjursen, ‘Why Expand? The Question of Legitimaayd alustification in the EU’s
Enlargement Policy’op. cit.,pp. 504-505.

" Higashino, ‘Securitizing the Eastern Enlargenwrthe EU: Project by Elite, Discourse by
Elite’, op. cit.,p. 19.

178 Steve Wood, ‘The EU and Turkey: Political Macliioas in a Three-Level Game’,

National Europe Centre Australian National UniveysWorking Paper No.139, November
2004, http://www.anu.edu.au/NEC/Archive/EU-Turkey-wood.pd accessed on 21.02.2007,
pp. 1-20, p. 7.
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the security dimension in the official enlargemeiscourse of the EU actors?
Do they see the security aspect of Turkey's acmessis a potential
contribution to Turkey and EU relations?

The potential security contribution of Turkey toetfEU provides a
strong legitimization for many European actors suppg Turkey's entry to
the European Union. In this sense, the idea thatelucan contribute to the
EU’s security by becoming a member of it, is reffgkcin the speeches of
important EU policy-makers and articles of the saf®writing on Turkey and
EU relations in the leading think tanks of Europélowever, this has not
reached at all to the broader European public opinbecause national
politicians and citizens have fears and concersitaiine Turkish accession to
the Union*”® In a sense, this issue is supported at a moristelével.
Therefore, in accordance with the main questioth thesis and in light of
the security relations between the EU and Turkeyth@ post Cold War
period®®, in this chapter, the speeches and statemented&W actors like the
Commission Presidents, Enlargement Commissioneesigh Representative
of CFSP, some EU Member States’ leaders and theisirs of Foreign
Affairs are analyzed, specifically starting with9® when Turkey became a
candidate of the Union, and up to the end of 2007.

The speeches of the European policy makers areechasiong the
ones in which the security aspect of Turkey's asiogs process is usually
referred in apositive manner and is seen as a contribution to theitioaks
Since the issue is enlargement, the main emptsapig ion the Commissioners,
on the High Representative of the CFSP and onindvtamber States’ leaders

and Ministers of Foreign Affairs. In this sense,tbe Commission front, the

79 Heinz Kramer, ‘Turkey and the EU: The EU’s Persives; Insight TurkeyVol. 8, No. 4,
October-December 2006, pp. 24-32.

80 The developments in the post Cold War securitgtizns between Turkey and the EU,
changing security perspectives both in Turkey are EU, and new dynamics emerging in
their security policies have been shaping both cpe and articles of European actors
supporting Turkey’s entrance to the EU with seguiéasons.
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speeches of Glnter Verheugen as the EU Enlarge@emmissioner and
Romano Prodi as the Commission President betweepethrs 1999 and 2004,
the speeches of Olli Rehn as the Enlargement Cosioner and José Manuel
Barroso as the Commission President between thes @94 and 2009 are
analyzed. Moreover, in the EU Council front, whilee speeches of Javier
Solana as the High Representative of CFSP sinc® 1§90 to 2009 are
analyzed, in terms of EU Member States’ leadersyTRiair is chosen. This is
mainly because the UK is one of the EU Member Statbere Turkey's
accession process and the impact of its membeishiyiewed positively
because of the prospects for deepening Anglo-Tirldasoperation over
security issue&! Thus, Blair, serving as a British Prime Ministetleen the
years 1997 and 2007, is one of the EU Member Statésrs whose speeches
support Turkey’s accession more with security reasdn addition, Joschka
Fischer as, the former Minister of Foreign AffagsGermany is also chosen
because when he talked or wrote about enlargerhentjsually referred to
Turkey’s accession emphasizing the security benefit

As regards the secondary sources, the articleshadlars, writing on
Turkey-EU relations and referring to its securitgpect, in the leading
European think tanks are analyzed. The reason Wbsetarticles have been
chosen is that the think tanks are important imgeof affecting and shaping
the opinions and official discourses of the EU eto

These analyses are conducted within the framewdrkowr main
themes that form the general frameworkrkey’s importance with its regional
actornesswith its geopolitical and strategic significanceith its soft security
contributionsand the potential security loss of the EU by rejectihgrkey
Under these four main themes, it is also possibléind out different sub-
themes (codes) regarding Turkey's actual and piales¢curity role for the

EU. In fact, the roles given to Turkey that arerakeed under these themes

181 Nathalie Tocci, ‘Unpacking European Discoursesdiionality, Impact and Prejudice in
EU-Turkey Relations’, in Nathalie Tocci (ed.f;onditionality, Impact and Prejudice in EU-
Turkey RelationsRome: IAI-TEPAV Report, 2007, pp. 7-33.
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may be repeated various times. However, in ordesldafy the relevance of
security dimension in the official enlargement disse of European actors, an
analytical separation and organization has beemeatkeMoreover, in this
work, both the speeches and articles are analytbihva chronological order

among each other.

3.1 Turkey’'s Overall Importance for the EU’s Securty with its
Regional Actorness : Turkey’'s Role as an Asset an&ecurity
Provider
Turkey’'s importance for European security is aceejtity the EU actors

and it is emphasized on different occasions bygugieither to legitimize their

support for its membership or just to appreciateké&u's contributions to

European security without referring to its membgrshwWhile they are

underlining the security importance of Turkey, thagstly refer to Turkey’s

regional actorness. Under this main theme, it le@nlpossible to organize the
speeches and the articles within the frameworkixofsecurity roles given to

Turkey asTurkey’s importance for European security, stapiind peacgfor

regional/international security and stabilityvith its contribution to EU’s

foreign and security poligyto ESDP;to fight against terrorismand finallyto

the global actorness of the EHowever, although this categorization has been

made according to the mainly emphasized securigsrim the speeches and
articles, there is not a strict difference amongnhbecause they are mostly

referred together in same speeches and articles.
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3.1.1 Turkey's Importance for European Security, Sability and Peace

In relation with Turkey’'s importance (role and admation) for
European security, stability and peace, there igreficant references made by
Solana® Prodi®® Rehrt® and Fischéf®in their speeches.

Immediate after the declaration of Turkey's candiydafor EU
membership in December 1999, in one of his speeohsde to a seminar
audience in Madrif® Solana clearly shows his support for this dewelent
by criticising “...those who question the eligibilitgf Turkey to join the
Union...” and by stating “.lts [Turkey’s] accession, | am sure, will enricleth
Union.” He puts emphasis on Turkey's importance Earope by referring
mainly to its security contribution:

...And for over fifty years it [Turkey] has been daeely
contributing to European stability and securityTurkey has
always chosen to play a responsible regional ralerole
committedto Europe’s security... Turkegontinuesto choose the

182 Javier Solana is the High Representative of the@on Foreign and Security Policy
(CFSP) and the Secretary General of both the Cbahttie European Union and the Western
European Union (WEU) since October 1999. Solanas#sved as the Secretary General of
NATO between 1995 and 1999. Available at:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_applicationplaations/solana/index.asp?lang=EN&c
msid=246 accessed on 26.12.2007.

18 Romano Prodi, known as “prominent pro-Europeantves® as the President of the
European Commission between the years 1999 and .208&ailable at:
http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_1999 200difindex_en.htm accessed on
26.12.2007.

184 Olli Rehn is the Member of the European Commissi&sponsible for Enlargement since
November 2004. He is also actively working, sin€83, in different organs of the European
Union like the European Parliament and the Europ&ammission. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/profdex_en.htmaccessed on 26.12.2007.

185 Joschka Fischer was German Foreign Minister ame \@hancellor in the government of
Gerhard Schrbéder from 1998 to 2005. He has beendirig figure in the German Green Party
for about 20 years and he was one of the most populiticians in Germany. Since 2006, he
is working as senior fellow and visiting professar different universities. Available at:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Joschka Fischaccessed on 26.12.2007.

18 Speech of Javier Solana, at the Fernandez Ordégminar, Madrid, 14 January 2000.
Available at:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_applicationpleations/solana/index.asp?lang=EN&c
msid=246 accessed on 29/01/2007.
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European option, so vital for the security and ifitgbof our

continent [emphasis added].

Moreover, he also accepts that this candidacy..is tiebt which the Union has
owed to that country [Turkey] since the Ankara Agation Agreement, which
goes all the way back to 1963: it is not somethirgg was set up yesterday.”
This speech is important because it is one of peeches, which refers directly
to Turkey's contribution to European security byking it to Turkey’s
candidacy. In addition, it also highlights the s@gurelations between Turkey
and Europe referring to the role played by Turke¥uropean security. There
is both emphasis on Turkey’s past and continuedribortion and commitment
to European stability. Interestingly, in this speehere is no explicit reference
to Turkey's NATO membership; however, Turkey’'s imjamce for European
security is an element of continuity from the paspresent.

Prodi delivers a partly similar speech in the TsitkGrand National
Assembly®’ in 2004 before Turkey has been given the accessgotiations
date, by referring to “... Turkey’s important role ¢ontributingto thesecurity
and stabilityof Europe during the cold war [emphasis addedpivver, he
does not use any words regarding candidacy, actessimembership. He just
accepts his persuasion that “...Turkey can bringiguencontribution to peace
and regional stability at the beginning of this neantury.” It is possible to
argue that although; the security contributionsTofkey are not linked to
membership in this speech, since it is made to &iJlu audience, the
Commissioner wants to show that they appreciatathe

In the same year, in two of his speeches, one raadm interview to a
German newspaper and one made as a declaratiantlateCommission’s

October 2004 proposal, Solana links Turkey's memstipr and European

187 Speech of Romano Prodi, at the Turkish GranddXatiAssembly, Ankara, 15 January
2004, Reference: Speech/04/16, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_1999 200difspeeches/index_en.htaccessed
on 19/01/2007.
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security to each other. In the interviély he states: “Turkey’s EU membership
will strengthen Europe’s stability and security’daim the declaratiofi® he
shows his support for the Commission proposal afreg: “Turkey should join
the EU to contribute to our security.” It is crucia note that when compared
to his previous speech made in 2000, there is eoleerin his opinions, despite
the changing context (audience and dates), regafdirkey’s membership and
its contribution to European security.

Similar to Solana, Olli Rehn in a meetiiywith Turkish business
leaders in Istanbul, organized after the decisibthe European Council to
open negotiations with Turkey, he expresses thg sfanegotiations with
Turkey as “a new chapter in the historic procespeadcefully unifying the
European continent” and he also refers to Turkegigribution to regional and
international security and stability by acknowledgithat “...Turkey has the
capacityto make a majocontribution to regional and international stability
[emphasis added].” In this speech, Rehn both shthat the Council, in
harmony with the Commission, has taken the rightisien and links the
negotiations tgpeaceful unification of European contingnthich is similar to
the legitimization of Eastern Enlargement madehgyEU actors. Interestingly,
Rehn emphasizes Turkey’s contribution to intermatiosecurity beyond the
European continent and he also attributes Turkegistributing role for its

capacity.

188 |nterview of Javier Solana given to a German mapsr, “Turkey’s EU Bid Key For
Security”, 16-22 March 2004, available at:
http://www.tusiad.us/specific_page.cfm?CONTENT _IB@54accessed on 31/01/2007.

189 Speech of Javier Solana, “Turkey Should JoirBbieto Contribute to its Security”, 18
October 2004, available at:
http://www.byegm.gov.tr/YAYINLARIMIZ/CHR/ING2004/1@M4x10x18.HTM accessed on
01/02/2007.

1% gpeech of Olli Rehn, at Meeting with Businessdega, “Common Future of the EU and
Turkey: The Roadmap for Reforms and Negotiatiorsgnbul, 8 March 2005, Reference:
Speech/05/142, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressed'speeches/speeches 2005_en.htm
accessed on 29/01/2007.
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Fischer also pays attention to Turkey’s role imdpean security in an
interview®* given to a German newspaper in 2006, by sayingaha time
when their (EU’s) security is being decided in Migldle East “... Turkey will
be central to European security.” In fact, it isaial to note that Turkey stands
at the border of the European area of stability taedMiddle Eastern area of
instability, thus it will contribute to both. Whilén this interview, again
Turkey’'s importance for European security is emjaeak Fischer expresses
his uncertainty about Turkey’s full membership a@niticizes the debate on the
issue of Turkey because of being “incredibly shsiied.” It is possible to
argue that by giving the Middle East example, Twyikecontribution to
international security becomes more concrete.

Different from Fischer, Olli Rehn in his speéthat the Institut
d’Etudes Politiques, specifies the motivations bdhoffering the European
prospect to Turkey through accession negotiatiagstrategic and asserts that
“Turkey'sstrategic assethave implications for the stability and securifyoar
continent[emphasis added] This is important because he accepts that the
strategic assets owned by Turkey play crucial nelsecurity of Europe and
offers a base for its accession. Similar to thisesp, in his intervieW® given
to the EurActiv, he argues that enlargement isita part of the solution to the
problems that the EU will face in the coming decddspecified as “energy
security, climate change, cross-border crime, agepopulations and
consequent labour shortages, economic competittgenad the rise of new
economic powers” thus “the progressive and well-agead integration of

Turkey and the Balkans will help the European Uniaenage the challenges

%% nterview of Joschka Fischer given to Thomas Seifem Die Presse“Turkey is ‘Central’
for Europe”, 4 November 2006, available at:
www.princeton.edu/~lisd/publications/Nov_4_Fischdf. ,Accessed on 23/02/2007.

192 5peech of Olli Rehn, at the Institut d’Etudes fplies, "A Strong Europe with its Gaze Fixed
on the South-East: Our European Future”, ParisQctbber 2007, Reference: Speech/07/594,
available at: http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/index_en.htm
accessed on 25/11/2007.

193 Interview of Olli Rehn given to EurActiv, "Turkeylembership ‘Vital’ for EU”, 23 October
2007, Available athttp://www.euractiv.com/en/enlargement/olli-rehmkiey-membership-vital-
eu/article-16780,7accessed on 25/11/2007.
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ahead effectively.” In this respect, Turkey’s in#gpn iS seen as a solution to
many problems including the security related oné#he Union.

In terms of secondary sources, the artiélef Giovanni Gasparini and
Stefano Silvestri from Istituto Affari Internazidn@Al), an Italian think tank
on International Affairs, puts forwards a strategpproach to Turkey and EU
security relations. While they argue that there aisreciprocal political
responsibility to prepare Turkey for EU and the EdJ Turkey, they state:
“This is particularly true as far as the securglationship is concerned, since
both players are better off when they enter a cadpe game than as lonely
actorsat the border of the European area of stabi[gynphasis added].” This
is crucial in terms of accepting Turkey’s importanior European security,
stability and peace. In addition, since there isearphasis on their security
relationship at the border of the European arestadfility, this can be a result
of Turkey’s effective role in terms of providingcsegity and stability in the
Balkans by contributing to NATO and ESDP missioms recent years.
However, although their cooperation is appreciatimre is not a direct
reference to Turkey's membership, and the procestabelled just as ‘a
cooperative game’. In addition, since there is é&eremce to security
interdependence and cooperation as a mutual galwoth the EU and Turkey,
especially at the border of the European areaatfilgy, this may be seen as
similar to Turkey’s traditional role in NATO’s Sdwrn flank during the Cold
War. In other words, although they accept Turkeysportance and
contribution to European security, this contribatis not directed towards the

core of Europe but to its outer South-Eastern brsrde

19 Giovanni Gasparini and Stefano Silvestri, ‘A Stgit Approach’, in Giovanni Gasparini
(ed.), Turkey and European SecurifRpme andstanbul: Istituto Affari Internazionali-lAl and
Turkish Economic and Social Studies Foundation-TESE 20086,

http://www.iai.it/pdf/Quaderni/Quaderni_E_8.pdaccessed on 25.06.2007, pp. 65-74, p. 66.

85



3.1.2 Turkey's Importance for the Regional/Internaional Security and

Stability

In terms of Turkey’'s importance for the regionakimmational security
and stability, there are crucial emphasises made&/éheugefr>, Blair*®
Solana, Rehn and Barrd$bin their speeches.

Verheugen, in his speeidelivered in 2000 at the Chicago Council of
Foreign Relations, emphasizes Turkey’s construatdggonal role. He states:
“The Union considers Turkey & reliable partnerin foreign and security
policy... we expect that Turkey plays a constructieée in contributing to
peace and stability in theastern Mediterranean regiofemphasis added].”
The timing of this speech is important becauseai$ @elivered a year after the
Helsinki decisions and during which European exgemts about the
settlement of Cyprus problem were heightened. Toerethis may explain
why there is an emphasis of Turkey’s role in thetea Mediterranean region.
Moreover, in this speech while Turkey’s importaiceontributing to regional
peace and stability is not ignored, it is also ad@r®d as a reliable “partner”
for CFSP requiring that Turkey should confirm wigood neighbouring
relations; however the security issue is not linteeds candidacy, accession or

1% Giinter Verheugen was the Member of the Europeamnilssion responsible for
Enlargement between 1999 and 2004 in the Prodi Gssion. He is currently serving as the
European Commissioner for Enterprise and IndustryAvailable at:
http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_1999 2@0HAugen/index_en.hfm accessed on
26.12.2007.

1% Tony Blair is a British politician who served asre Minister of the United Kingdom from
May 1997 to June 2007. He was also the leader efltabour Party from 1994 until
2004.Available  at: http://www.number10.gov.uk/output/Page12009,aspVisited on
26.12.2007.

197 J0sé Manuel Barroso is a Portuguese politicianhenig currently the 1President of the
European Commission. He has been serving as tisglBn¢ of the Commission since
November 2004. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/presidensdpal/profile/index_en.htpaccessed on
26.12.2007.

19 Speech of Giinter Verheugen , at the Chicago CbusfciForeign Relations, “The
Challenges of Expanding the EU Vision Beyond itsr€uot Borders”, Chicago, 6 April 2000.
available at http://eucenter.wisc.edu/Publications/Verheugenspéém accessed on
19/01/2007.
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membership bid. Interestingly, there is both emghas Turkey's role as a
security partner and reference to Eastern Mediteama region together.

Regarding Turkey’s role of providing regional antblmal stability,
Blair in a press conferent@ after the Copenhagen EU Council in 2002,
replies a question related with Turkey’s Europeasngy claiming: “I think
that it is of profound importance fdturope for this region, for thewider
global stability that Turkey is welcomed into the European Uniemphasis
added].” He states that Turkey will be accepteth&d (EU) club with the same
rules with others. In the same speech he underthreglobal security threats
such as international terrorism too. In this se@sea response to a question
related with Turkey’s Europeanness, the issue tisctly linked to security
threats and Turkey’s importance for the regional global security. There is
dual emphasis on European security and global g@mnd also emphasis on
threats like terrorism.

In addition, Solana also underlines, in a pressfibg after EU-Turkey
Ministerial Meeting in Rome in 2003, Turkey’'s “fumchental role in the
world” and says that “...In critical cases suchlirag), the Middle East.. the
international situations which both the Europeaniodnand Turkey are
engaged in, Turkey has always been an imposdetar and parthefemphasis
added].*®® He also refers to their deemoperationand to his belief that
Turkey and the EU will continue to work closelydolve complex problems.
Interestingly, similar to Verheugen’s speech mad€lhicago Council, Solana
also defines Turkey as a ‘partner’ in relation wiglgional issues and regarding

the solution of complex problems, but there is ign f membership.

199 Statement of Tony Blair, at a press confereriBeime Minister's press conference

following the EU Council in Copenhagen”, 16 Decemb002, available at:
http://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page1745.g5gccessed on 14/02/2007.

20 statement of Javier Solana, at a press briefieg the EU-Turkey Ministerial Meeting,
Rome,11 October 2003, available at:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_applicationpleations/solana/index.asp?lang=EN&c
msid=246, accessed on 27/11/2007.
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In evaluating the start of accession negotiatioits Wurkey, Rehf’*
also brings the issue to Turkey’'s regional role @otential contribution to
stability. He states: “As a result of itsombinedstrategic, economic and
populationpotential Turkey can make a major contribution to regioaadt
international stability [emphasis added].” In tlean® speech, he again uses his
aforementioned argument of peaceful unificationttd European continent
with the start of accession negotiations. Moreoteree months laté¥, he
again refers to Turkey’s contribution to regionatlanternational stability:

Turkey's membership is iour strategic interestif it can meet

all the accession criteria. Owing to its politiGahid economic

potential, and NATO membership, Turkey can make agom

contribution toregional and international stabilitijemphasis

added].
It is crucial to note that in this speech, Turkeg@ntribution is related to
NATO membership and to non-military capabilities biirkey, while this
contribution is perceived only to the EU’s strateigiterest. Here, the context is
significant because this speech is made in the NRa@iamentary Assembly
by an EU Enlargement Commissioner, who shows tHarggment as an
important security tool of the EU. Therefore, itshiaeen significant to link
Turkey’'s membership and the EU’'s strategic interedso regional and
international stability all together.

In one of his speeches, Barroso states: “...tanpte stability and

prosperity around us, we are currently negotiatimgmbership with Turkey

201 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the European EconomicSowial Committee EU-Turkey JCC,
“Accession Negotiations with Turkey: Fulfilling tregiteria”, Brussels, 28 November 2005,
Reference: Speech/05/733, available at :
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/speeches 2005_en.htm
accessed on 29/01/2007.

292 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the NATO Parliamentargeably, "The EU accession process, an
effective tool of the European foreign and secypitlicy ", Brussels, 21 February 2006,
Reference: Speech/06/112, available at :
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressecd'speeches/speeches 2006_en.htm
accessed on 29/01/2007.
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and Croatia...?*® In this speech, rather than directly referringTuorkey’s
regional stability contribution, he defines enlargmt of the EU as a tool to
promote regional security and stability, which isimilar legitimization used
in Eastern Enlargement by European actors.

Different from Barroso, Rehn in his spe€émade in an international
symposium organized in Ankara in 2006, underlinesectly Turkey’'s
importance for “the stability and security of onktbe mostunstable and
insecure regionsn the world [emphasis added]” referring to thedile East
region.He also appreciates Turkey’s strategic significasue involvement in
the UNIFIL mission inLebanon while he is not linking the issue to the
accession or membership. In another sp@2ahade in French in Strasbourg,
he says “...Ses atouts stratégiques touchent abditetaet la sécurité de notre
continent. La Turquie est un ancrage pour la stakhilans uneles régions les
plus instables du globe” (Author's translation: “its strategic advanésy
touch on the stability and security of our continefurkey is an anchor of
stability in one of the mosinstable region®f the world.) In this respect, he
again repeats Turkey's important role for the raglosecurity and stability.
Although, in two of these speeches, the audienddferent (in the former it is
Turkish and in the latter it is French) regardingrkey’s regional role, he

keeps his coherence.

293 gpeech of José Manuel Barroso, at the Tokyo Chaoftommerce , “EU-Japan — a Mature
Relationship with Untapped Potential’, Tokyo, 21 rih@®2006, Reference: Speech/06/243,
available at: http://fec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/presiders#fgpeeches/index_en.htm
accessed on 07/02/2007.

204 Speech of Olli Rehn, at the International Sympmsan "European Social Model and Trade
Union Rights within the EU negotiations”, " Turkeybest response is a rock-solid commitment
to reforms”, Ankara, 3 October 2006, Reference: eSp#6/559, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/speeches 2006_en.htm
accessed on 29/01/2007.

25 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the Ecole Nationale delii#nistration, " Le grand défi européen:
comment combiner approfondissement politique egé&sement graduel? ", Strasbourg, 20 June
2007. Reference: Speech/07/410, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/index_en.htaccessed on
19/07/2007.
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When the secondary sources are analyzed, in ffeyedit European
think-tanks and Commission Staff Working Documehg regional security
importance of Turkey is underlined. David Barchafd; instance, in his
article?®® published for Center for European Reform, argies tintegrating
Turkey into Europe could give the West benefitsdigfence co-operation,
together with strategic advantages in the MiddlestEand the Gulf” and
continues that “there are areas such as the Balkhase the European powers
will find Turkey a useful and indeed essential part because according to
him, “Muslim groups in the Balkans will always lodk Turkey as a key
regional friend and potential protector.” In thistide where Barchard
examines different aspects of Turkey-EU relatioiterahe European Council
Summit in Luxembourg in 1997, he strongly suppoftgkey’'s potential
strategic interests that will be brought to the dgnwith membership and
recognizes that the EU does not have option likewdrg “a border on its
south-eastern flank and that excludes Turkey areh tforget about that
country [emphasis added].” This article is important inme of its timing,
because it was written after the Luxembourg Sumwthich did not provide a
promising future, like Turkish candidacy, for Tuykand EU relations. In this
sense, it can be asked whether this can be semread the leading article that
may have an effect on the shaping of EU actorsiiopitoward the decision of
candidacy in 1999. It is important to note thatooiurse, there have been
several other reasons leading to candidacy decikmmever, an article written
in such a strategic time within a crucial thinktamight have an impact over
the future decisions.

The importance of Turkey’s integration into the E the stability of
Europe’s South-Eastern border has been also enzeldasidecade after by Olli

Rehn in an interview which has been mentioned presy?°’

2% David Barchard, ‘Turkey and the European Unidiorking Draft of a Future Pamphlet
from the Center for European Refgrduly 1998 http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/p093_turkey.pdf
accessed on 22/02/2007, pp. 1-44 p. 39.

27 Rehn, “Turkey Membership ‘Vital’ for EU”,23 Octob2007,0p. cit.
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Turkey's importance for regional and internasibrstability is also
stated in the European Commission Staff Working uboent®® written
immediately before the decision of December 2004ingi the date for
negotiations between Turkey and the EU:

Turkey's accession would be different from previous
enlargements because of the combined impact of efigk
population, size, geographical location, econoraegurity and
military potential, as well as cultural and relig
characteristics. These factors give Turkey the a#pato
contribute to regional and international stability.
This Document is important in terms of analyzing tbotential effects that
Turkey's Membership will bring to the EU. In thisspect, it is crucial to find a
reference to Turkey’s contribution for the regiomald international stability
with its soft security and military potential inRocument prepared before a
historic decision by the European Commission Staff.

Moreover, in an articf@ published by the Center for European Policy
Studies within the framework of “Turkey in EuropeoMtor” project, there is
emphasis on the need efabilization of the EU’s peripheryand Turkish
membership of the EU is seen as a solution to theeheed:

Europe musstabilize its own peripheryo ensure that it is not

affected by the problems that exist thérarkish membershipf

the EUwould strengthen Europen its most vulnerable front

[emphasis added].

While evaluating the Commission Staff Document their articlé®
concentrating on the implications of enlargememntai@ Turkey, Annabelle
Littoz-Monnet and Beatriz Villanueva Penas who #re researchers in the

IRRI (Institut Royal des Relations InternationakRsyal Institute of

298 Commission Staff Working Document, “Issues Arisfrgm Turkey’s Membership
Perspective, Brussels, 6.10.2004, SEC(2004) 1202,
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/turkey/key docusemthtm accessed on 20.03.2007, p.4.

299 Ingmar Karlssongp. cit.,p. 84.

219 Annabelle Littoz-Monnet and Beatriz Villanueva Bsn‘Turkey and the European Union
the Implications of a Specific EnlargementRRI Papers,04 April 2005, http://www.irri-
kiib.be/papers/050404Turquie-ALM-BVP.pdaccessed on 19.01.2007, pp. 1-16, p. 4.
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International Relations) in Brussels, state thagmvthenew political objectives
and security concerns of the EdWe considered, “...Turkey’s role can indeed
be significant in terms of providing stability ime regions of the Eastern-
Mediterranean, the Middle East and the Caucasuss means that Turkey’s
cross-regional security role is viewed as compatiblith the EU’s new
objectives and concerns, hence increases secugitifficance of Turkey for
Europe. Moreover, in line with the EU’s aim of bgian effective regional
actor in all of those regions, a Turkey that becomember of the Union will
be important in providing stability and realizirtg regional purposes.

Turkey’'s contribution to regional/internationalcsety and stability;
and its importance as a member for the EU’'s expbrstability and soft
security, are emphasized by the schéfarke Henri J. Barkey and Anne-
Marie Le Gloannec writing for CERI (Centre d’Etudes de Recherches
Internationales-Center of International Studies Bedearches). While they are
referring to the aims of EU’s security and neighthmad strategies, they state:

... Turkey may not only ensure the stability of enesgpplies to
the EU; it may also help to stabilize the environmeBoth
Turkey and the EU have a vested interest in segutability in
the Middle East, the Caucasus and Central Asia.
In this article, there is again emphasis on Turkegfoss-regional role in

European security.

3.1.3 Turkey’s Importance for the EU’s Foreign andSecurity Policy

In terms of Turkey’s contribution to the EU’s Fagei and Security
Policy, there is relatively more emphasis in theckes of European think-tanks
than the speeches made by the European actors.

21 Henri J. Barkey and Anne-Marie Le Gloannec, ‘Theategic Implications of Turkey’s
Integration in the European Union’, in Esther Briermand Stefan Fréhlich (eds.Jhe
Strategic Implications of the European Union Enkmgent Washington D.C.: Center for
Transatlantic Relations, 2005, pp. 127-150, p. 145
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In a speech’ made before a Turkish audience in March 2000,
Verheugen defines the link between Turkey and tle 45 a “strategic
partnership” and underlines the Union’s wish mitégrating Turkey more into

the European structurésas “...a reliable partner in foreign and security
policy.” He adds: “...Our interest is that Turkey ydaa constructive role in our
common efforts to contribute to peace and stabilitythe region.” In this
speech, although he refers to Turkey's role in mouating to peace and
stability, he does not refer to Turkey as a candida potential member in
foreign and security policy. He just calls it asr@liable partner”. Moreover,
integrating or anchoring Turkey into the Europe&mctures, especially in
foreign and security policies, implies in fact et cooperation and integration
between Turkey and CFSP/ESDP. Nevertheless, tlsereoti such a direct
reference.

As secondary sources, different authors from dbffe think-tanks put
emphasis on Turkey’s potential role for the EU’sefgn and security policy.
For instance, Kirsty Hughes from Friends of Eurapéer articlé" exploring
the implications of the Turkish accession, stabes the Turkish accession will
be important in terms of extending and deepenimgftineign policy interests
of the EU in its surrounding regions. She undesitieat Turkey, as a member
of the EU, will probably want to be an active fgripolicy player. She also
refers to Turkey’s potential contribution on the 'Edecurity policy by stating
that “...given its large army, Turkey could be in a reldiv&rong position to
contribute to the development of EU peacekeepingein the context of its

developing security policy.” As a matter of fact,urkey’'s potential

212 gpeech of Giinter Verheugen, at Bogazici Universifurkey-The Enlargement Process
and Turkey's Place in this Process’jstanbul, 9March 2000, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu//comm/enlargement/speechesd@®d @urkey.htm accessed on

31/05/2007.

213 Kirsty Hughes, ‘Turkey and the European UnionitAmsother Enlargement? Exploring the
Implications of Turkish AccessionA Friends of Europe Working Paper on the Occasibn o
the “Turkey’'s EU end-game?” European Policy Summift 17 June 2004June 2004,
http://www.friendsofeurope.org/Adv_Board_NetherlanHCSS/2004/335/tabid/868/Default.a
spx accessed on 22.02.2007, pp. 1-37, p. 30.
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contribution to the EU’s foreign and security pglis interpreted in terms of
Turkey's regional role, actorness and its impactth® EU’s aim of being a
more influential regional actor. It is also acceptieat this can be possible with
a Turkey that is a crucial actor in its region buwfith its geographical position
and military capabilities.

Similarly, in a work'* prepared by Michael Emerson and Nathalie
Tocci, the authors try to answer the question wdrethe EU prefers “to
become a major actor in the nearby southern angreaseighbourhoods” or
whether it prefers to isolate itself “behind the snhsecure possible external
borders”:

If the EU truly aspires to play a stabilising, ggicig and

modernising role inits neighbourhoodbeyond mere token

actions, thenthe incorporation of Turkey into the common

external policyoffers the prospect of real advantages [emphasis

added].
In this statement, Turkey's integration is linkeal the EU’s international
actorness in the neighbourhood. It is interestirag tnstead of CFSP, there is
an emphasis on Turkey’s incorporation to “commoteeal policy”, which
brings in mind Turkey as an economic partner. Ha same article, they
conclude that they view Turkey as “a potential agsethe EU’s foreign and
security policies” because “Turkey would be thedhehead of a modern,
multi-cultural Europe.”.in a conflictual region (most probably Middle Egas
Bridgehead is literally defined as “the fortifiaati covering the end of a bridge
nearest the enemy.” In the statement where Turleydascribed as a
bridgehead (interpreted in civilian sense by théhens), Turkey is given a
civilizational role, which is protecting modern amaulti-cultural values of
Europe. They also argue that “...its [Turkey’s] dal, military and human
resources could be integrated with those of theaktl)serve as a spearhead of

214 Michael Emerson and Nathalie Tocci, ‘Turkey as @@ehead and Spearhead Integrating
EU and Turkish Foreign PolicyCenter for European Policy Studies, EU-Turkey Wugki
Papers No. 1, August 2004http://www.ceps.be/Article.php?article_id=318accessed on
20.10.2006, pp. 1-35, p. 33.
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the EU’s soft and not-so-soft power projection itite region.” Spearhead is
defined as “a body of persons chosen to lead stlomattack.” It can be said
that Turkey as a bridgehead will contribute to Bi#s efforts of projecting its
soft power in the Middle Eastern region, thus beogna spearhead. In this
respect, there is a link between Turkey’s civiliazaal role and EU’s civilian
(soft) power role. Moreover, it is possible to gaput that Turkey’s Post Cold
War approach to security which has not excluded sb# dimension of
security, its relations with the countries in tlegion and its contributions to
both civilian and military operations in the EU’srjphery may have played a
significant role in such a conclusion made by thihars.

In both of two articles of the above mentionechikianks, timing is
crucial. Both of them have been written in the swemmf 2004, before the
critical decision giving the accession negotiatidate to Turkey. Therefore, it
is crucial to note that by analyzing the potentapact of Turkey's accession
and supporting Turkey’s importance for the EU’s €F$hey may have been
influential on shaping the decision taken.

Turkey's importance for the EU’s foreign and ségupolicy is also
evaluated in terms of Turkey’s role as the ‘Sou#istErn flank of Europe’ in
the articlé™ of Littoz-Monnet and Penas from IRRI. In this resp the authors
underline Turkey’'s emergence as a regional power thie Eastern
Mediterranean and its importance which has incetaseaecent years. They
also argue that Turkey’'s membership is indispemsabl as “to realize the
CFSP and for the EU to maintain the security ofaitgacent regions.” In
addition to Turkey’s regional role that can contribute to CESPurkey’'s
position as a NATO member that can be useful ferBb is also emphasized:
“Turkey’s integration to the EU would primarily mea fortification of the
European position in the transatlantic pact.” kease, Turkey’s integration to
the EU is seen as a means for Europeanization eofAttantic Alliance. In

addition, this is also related with the fact thalwkey “as a NATO-member

219 ittoz-Monnet and Villanueva Penas. cit.,p. 5.
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but without EU affiliation” is seen as an obstatbethe development of a
European security policy thus to the relationshef EU and NATO. Turkey’'s
significant position in NATO and its impact on teecurity policy of the EU,
may have affected such an analysis.

Moreover, in the same artiéf8 while Turkey’s integration to the EU
is evaluated, Turkey’s location at thmrder of the Middle Eastand the
Caucasusis described as a contribution “to offer new oppoities for the
CFSP.” This is explained in relation with Turkey#ong historical, cultural
and economic ties with the region and thus its miakstabilization role for
Central Asiaafter the collapse of the Soviet Union. In a senBarkey’'s
regional soft security contributions in the PostldCoVar era, mentioned
previously, in terms of its business relations wille ex-Soviet countries,
energy-trade relations with the Central Asia arel@aucasus, and its initiative
of BSEC that has been an important product of Tyisklistorical and cultural
ties with the region, have been reflected in thialgsis. They also highlight
Turkey's role as the leadingrovider of NATO’s Partnership for Peace
program by making a conclusion that “Turkey couddibb a strong position to
contribute to the development of EU peacekeepingein the context of its
developing security policy.” While there is a refiece to Turkey’s role for
CFSP, Turkey’s role and contribution to regionadl amernational stability is

also underlined.

3.1.4 Turkey's Importance for the European Securityand Defence Policy
(ESDP) Complementary to its role as a NATO Partner
In relation with Turkey's potential contribution tdhe ESDP
complementary to its role as a NATO partner, passible to find emphasises
made by Prodi, Solana and Rehn.

2%|bid, pp. 13-14.
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In Prodi’s speecti’ made in Bogazici University to a Turkish audience,
while he mentions Europe as a regional power froenBaltic to the Balkans,
he refers to Turkey’s important role in stabilisitige Balkans with its active
participation in EU missions in Bosnia and FYROMdaits contribution to
NATO forces in Kosovo. In accordance with this,has forward that Turkey
can offer “a substantial contribution to the EurpeSecurity and Defence
Policy with an effective military capability, including maower, logistics and
infrastructure [emphasis added].” In addition in this speech, di®o puts
emphasis on Turkey’s “vital role to play inragion bordering the reunified
Europethat is marked by so many uncertainties [emphakied|.” It is crucial
to note that Prodi underlines Turkey’s contribusdio regional security and
stability when he refers to th&U’s increasing regional role There is
awareness that Turkey is important in contributiogthe realization of this
role. However, there again is not a direct refegetoc Turkey’s candidacy or
accession in this speech although Turkey’s realritnrion to security is
emphasized especially before a Turkish audience.

Solana also puts emphasis on Turkey’s importancthe ESDP. As an
answer to a question of what can be the advantzégls Turkish accession for
the EU, asked by a journalist from a German newspa&plan&® emphasizes
two points:

First, the country is in the middle of a partly yemstable zone -
between the Near East, the Caucasus, and the Balkarkey's
EU membership would give a vigorous stabilizing etys to the
whole region and therefore also increase our sgcufurkey
has an enormoysotential of armed forced hanks to this, it can
make a useful contribution tdEuropean crisis missions
[emphasis added)].

217 Speech of Romano Prodi, at the Bogazici Universstanbul, 16 January 2004, Reference:
Speech/04/20, available at:

http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_1999 200difspeeches/index_en.htaccessed

on 11.12.2007.

218 |nterview of Javier Solana given to Jochen Gaudrelm Bild, 2 October 2004, available
athttp://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_applicationplegations/solana/index.asp?lang=EN
&cmsid=246 accessed on 27/11/2007.
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Since he is responsible from both foreign and sgcpolicy of the EU, he

underlines both Turkey's potential stabilizing @l role as a part of EU
foreign policy and he also appreciates Turkey'stary capabilities that play
crucial role in the European missions. Differeranir others, Solana in this
speech refers directly to Turkey’'s EU membershigh @xplains it as a security
advantage for the Union.

Like Prodi, Rehn, in orfé” of his speeches where he evaluates Turkey’s
accession process, underlines Turkey’s contributiothe ESDP too. He lists
the ESDP operations to which Turkey has particgbated links the issue to the
membership.

When secondary sources are analyzed, in a fébosupported by
British Council and Open Society Institute and pirel by an independent
commission composed of former European commissspndturopean
Parliament members, academicians, states’ presi@emt ministers of foreign
affairs; while Turkey's contributions to ESDP opeyas and its military
capabilities are underlined, Turkey is seen as tenpal forward base for
ESDP operations. This report also lists the ESD&ains to which Turkey
has participated and says: “...As one of the stranyéd O partnerswith a
clear orientation toward ESDP, Turkey would be oéag value for the
European defence system [emphasis added].” Irépiart, although Turkey’s
military and security contributions are appreciatatd the membership of
Turkey is supported with the legitimizing securd@gportunities, the fact that
Turkey is seen as a potential forward base for ES§pdrations, brings in mind

the question of whether Turkey as an EU memberneillbe an active security

219 Speech of Olli Rehn, at the Helsinki Universitychgre, "Turkey’s Accession Process to the
EU", Helsinki, 27 November 2006, Reference: Spd&@$iiiA7, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/speeches 2006 _en.htm
accessed on 19/07/2007.

220 Report of the Independent Commission on TurkByrkey in Europe: More than a
Promise, September 2004, http://www.independentcommissiononturkey.org/regontl,
accessed on 07.03.2007, p. 18.
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and defence decision-maker but will be just use d&ont line member to
protect the Union.

The Commission Staff Working Documéfitcan be considered as
another document where Turkey's potential contrdsutto ESDP is
emphasized by referring to Turkey’s large militagpenditure and manpower.

Similarly, Charles Grant, who is the director lo¢ tCenter for European
Reform (CER), in his articfé?, where he evaluates the Turkish accession in
terms of increasing the power of the Union, alstslthe ESDP operations to
which Turkey participated and stresses the impogaof the military
capabilities of Turkey in contributing to ESDP. Blates: “In the long run, the
size and quality of Turkey's armed forces couldabeonsiderable plus for
Europe's defence policy.” In a sense, Turkey’s rouations to the ESDP
operations, listed in the previous chapter, areandgd as a crucial
legitimization for the Turkish accession by Eurapeactors when the

development of ESDP is taken into consideration.

3.1.5 Turkey's Special Importance in the Fight agaist Terrorism as a

Sign of Increased Interdependence between the EWé Turkey?

After the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the security idegpendence between
the West and Turkey increased and there have beea maferences to the
fight against terrorism. European actors like Veden and Fischer have
placed an increasing emphasis on terrorism andighé against it in their
speeches related with Turkey and the future of piroFor instance,
Verheugen in his speefl made one month after the 9/11 attacks, at the

inaugural Meeting of the EU-Turkey Foundation irugsels, refers to fight

221 Commission Staff Working Documemp. cit.,pp. 10-11.

222 Charles Grant, ‘Turkey Offers EU More PuncBenter for European Reform Comment
and  Analysis published by the European Vpice September 2005,
http://www.cer.org.uk/articles/grant europeanvogep05.html accessed on 21.02.2007, pp.
1-3.

223 gpeech of Giinter Verheugen, at Inaugural Meetfrige EU-Turkey Foundation,
Brussels, 17 October 2001. Reference: Speech/®@l#dailable at :
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/enlargement/speeches206t.htm accessed on 29/01/2007.
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against terrorism as a priority of both the EU ahatkey. He thinks that
Turkey and the EU can work together to reinforcageeand stability. He puts
emphasis on the EU’s and Turkey’s need to cope teitforism by claiming:
“In the aftermath of theerrorist attacksit is clearer than ever th@urkey and
the EU need each othefhe EU is indispensable for Turkey, and Turkey is
indispensable for the EU [emphasis added].” As meaert before, Turkey has
been very active in combating terrorism especi@l990s due to increasing
terrorist movements of PKK. Verheugen’ s speechniportant because it
indicates that Turkey's potential and actual rate,experience in the fight
against terrorism is realized by the EU, thus Tyriseseen as indispensable in
this fight. However in this speech again, ther@as a direct reference to the
membership issue, in stead; Verheugen uses thesvafrtivorking together’
and ‘being indispensable for each other’.

In an articlé®* written on the Fischer's vision of Europe’s future
Fischer's view, which was extracted from his speewgarding Turkey’'s
position in the EU is given. He considers that ambating terrorism the EU
can renew its trans-Atlantic partnership and hes ghgt “...the undertaking
[renewal of trans-Atlantic partnership] involvesnging Turkey into the EU to
deal better with the security issues at the edgéusbpe's ‘neighbourhood’.”
This step, he continues, “would mean a ‘strategitovy’ against terrorism.”
Fischer in another statemé&fitargues that Turkish membership is a key way to
liberate Europe from the threat of insecurity frehe Middle-East and the
terrorist ideas. He continues as:

Turkey's entry would bestrategic in the long-term.to
modernise an Islamic country based on the sharéeeyeaof
Europe would be almost a D- Day for Europe inwa against

224 Article on Joschka Fischer by John VinocUPpliticus: Fischer's shifting vision of Europe's
grand future”, International Herald Tribune 13 Aprii 2004. Available at:

http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3ncParticle id=9274  accessed on

13.03.2007.

2% gStatement of Joschka Fischer, “Turkey EU entryigsas ‘D-Day”, 20 October 2004,
available at:http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/low/europe/3758592,stictessed on 20/03/2007.
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terror...It would be the greatest positive challenge foesth

totalitarian and terrorist ideas [emphasis added].

In this statement, there is a link between Turkeacsession/reform process
and the fight against “Islamic” terrorism. This mée related with the

rationale behind the ESS, which aims to build secwround the EU by

offering incentives for reform and transformation.

In both of these Fischer’s arguments, Turkey i seeimportant in the
fight against terrorism in two ways: Firstly, Tugke position in the trans-
Atlantic partnership, as a reliable partner of bt US and the EU, is
accepted as an asset to combat terrorism. Seca@lyiU membership of
Turkey, which is seen as a model for the Islamiantoes, may challenge
“totalitarian and terrorist ideas” by proving tHatam and Western values are
not incompatible.

As secondary sources, the Commission Staff Wgrlocumerft®
also refers to fighting terrorism which is an imgaot security challenge and
emphasizes that the Turkish accession would fughéance alreadgxisting
cooperationin this field. In this document, Turkish membepsls in this sense
tried to be legitimized on the basis of fightingroeism because terrorism

becomes an area of common concern.

3.1.6 Turkey's Importance for the Global Actornessf the EU

A global actor (or a world powebhas the ability, will and intention to
extend its influence worldwide and shape functignof the international
systen?’ The EU has recently the will and intention to beeca global actor.
The EU has developed a common foreign and secpadtigy, is trying to

strengthen its common security and defence streictuaims to be influential

226 Commission Staff Working Documemp. cit.,p. 9.

227 Birgiil Demirta-Coskun, ‘EU’s New Position in the International Ordérom Regional to
Global Power?’'Perceptions:Journal of International Affajry/ol. XI, No: 1, Spring 2006, pp.
49-77, p. 52.
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both around its region and also in the world andlics reason it is interfering
in different events occurring in various partsio# tvorld.

Although there are not much emphasises by the gear actors in
terms of Turkey’s importance for the EU to be abgloactor, some Europeans
refer to this issue. For example, Fischer in’Ghef his speeches states: “In
order that the EU becomes powerful and our childred grandchildren can
live in peace, Turkey needs to be a member of thé Eurkey’s membership
is shown by Fischer as a criterion that should edopmed for a powerful
European Union.

As secondary sources, Heinz Kramer, head of tekeareh unit ‘EU
External Affairs’ at the SWP (Stiftung Wissenschaid Politik), in his
article’?® analyzing the EU perspective regarding Turkeyseasion gives the
reasons why Turkey’'s accession can be supportedpiie emphasis on
Turkey’'s geo-strategic position’s significance, asaft security contributions
like energy security; its ties with Islamic couesj historical and cultural
heritage and their reflection in its internationalations. As a result, he
underlines that “Turkey’s accession would greatihance the EU’s potential
as a global actor in the world-wide competition @hbitne right way to shape a
stable and peaceful global order in th& 2&ntury.” From such a conclusion, it
is possible to infer that in the world, there is€@mpetition among different
powers in choosing the right way to provide stadnte peaceful global order.
In such a context, an EU with a Turkey that canvigi® both hard and soft
security contributions, in a holistic manner, mavé more chance to be a

global actor.

228 gpeech of Joschka FISCHER, Hirriyet, 2 Septembe04.20Available at:

http://webarsiv.hurriyet.com.tr/2004/09/02/515589,accessed on 20.03.2007.

229 Kramer,op. cit.,p. 29.

102



3.2 Turkey’s Importance for the EU’s Security with its Geopolitical
and Strategic Significance

Turkey’s geopolitical and strategic significancashbeen always an
important factor of its regional actorness andatations with other states and
organisations. This significance also affects theb@ actorness of the EU.
The EU, in order to be an influential actor on therld scene, has to be
effective both around its regions and in the woirhd general. Turkey’'s
geopolitical and strategic position may help the t&Uealize this aim. In this
respect, European actors like Verheugen, ProdghErs Rehn and Blair also
stress Turkey’s geopolitical and strategic impargarwhich can contribute to
its membership efforts.

Verheugen, in orfé® of his speeches made in November 1999,
immediately before Turkey’'s candidacy was declasays that “...there are
the geopolitical and strategic arguments that makmperative to support
Turkey's affiliation with Europe.” Although in thistatement Verheugen does
not refer directly to Turkey’s geography nor explaihat those arguments are;
as an enlargement commissioner, admits that geimabland strategic reasons
make Turkey's membership necessary. However, istiegdy, in stead of
directly using the term ‘membership’ he prefersfifiation’ that means
‘association, connection, attachment or membership’

As Different from Verheugen, Prodi in his spe@ttmade before a
Turkish audience in 2004, links the membershipasand Turkey’'s crucial
geopolitical position to each other:

We in the EU are aware of the important benefigd Trurkey's
membership could bring to the European Union...Its
geopolitical position as &ub between Europe, the Middle
East, the Caucasus and Central Asamd its close relations
with many of the countries concerned make it a &etpr for
stability, prosperity and peace [emphasis added].

230 gpeech of Gunter Verheugen, at the conference Sewnd Decade towards a New and
Integrated Europe”, Den Haag, 4 November 1999, iBafe: Speech 99/151, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/enlargement/speeches/E96B.htm accessed on 31.05.2007.

%1 prodi, Istanbul, 16 January 20@4. cit.
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Turkey’'s geopolitical position is seen as an adagatin order to provide
stability, prosperity and peace in that region,stihe underlines Turkish
membership. In this speech, he also specifies TigKkecation as a center
between Europe, Middle East, Caucasus and Cengral A

In 2004, before Turkey was given the date for negotiations,
there has been many emphasises, made by Européans, aen the link
between Turkey’'s membership and its geopolitical simategic position. For
instance, Fisch&f in one of his speeches supporting Turkey's menhijers
refers to Turkey’s “extra-ordinary strategic img@orte for Europe” as a reality
that cannot be ignored. Similar to Fischer, R&him the same year in one of
his speeches emphasizes Turkey’s geopolitical &mategic significance that
will play crucial role in its accession.

Blair*®®, after Turkey has been given the date for accessio
negotiations, also refers to Turkey’s accession asucial “welcome moment
for Europe” and underlines Turkey’'s geopoliticalsjppon’s importance for
Europe: “Turkey lies at thmtersection of three aes of strategic importance
to Europe - the Middle East, central Asia and ttek&8ns. So atable and
democratic Turkewvill help strengthen our influence and role inthllee areas
[emphasis added].” In this speech, there is an esiplboth on the geopolitical
position and the transformation/reform process oirk€y. A stable and
democratic Turkey located in an important geograglseen as a crucial tool

that will increase strength and role of the Unionhe region.

232 gpeech of Joschka FISCHER, Hiirriyet, 8 Septemb@042 Available at:
http://webarsiv.hurriyet.com.tr/2004/09/08/51858p,a accessed on 20/03/2007.

%3 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the Group Meeting of@reens/EFA of the European Parliament,
Istanbul, 20 October 2004, Reference: Speech/04/466vailable at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressed'speeches/speeches_2004_en.htm
accessed on 29/01/2007.

234 Statement of Tony Blair, “PM’s Statement on therdpean Council’, 20 December
2004 ,available atittp://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page6817.asgccessed on 16/09/2007.
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Rehn, in his articfé® published in Le Monde in September 2005, after
mentioning its role as a strategic partner in td@ar, he refers to Turkey's
strategic importance for Europe in today’s geopmaltcontext when there is
the problem of terrorism and fundamentalism. He alsites that “... Today’s
geopolitical realities call for the opening of tHeng-promised accession
negotiations..Once again, this ian open-ended process not a blank cheque
[emphasis added].” In the same article, while heepts that the accession
process of Turkey is important for the EU, he dedint as “an open-ended
process” and “not a blank cheque”, which is a @udiscouraging factor for
Turkey. In addition, what is interesting is thagogations process is seen as a
promise in itself, as distinct from membership.

Fischer, in his articf&® published in Project Syndicate in 2006 in a
period when the accession negotiations were bluraegues that Europe’s
interests necessitate establishingsteong link with Turkey, which is the
cornerstone of the regional security. He finds ristung that the EU does the
opposite. He refers to crucial and riskyeopolitical position of Turkey
including Iran, Iraq, Syria, the Middle East codf]i Central Asia and the
Southern Caucasus, and he emphasizes “Turkey’snpard importance to
European security” in such a risky environment.

Rehrf*’, while evaluating Turkey’s accession process, paiphasis on
Turkey's strategic valughat has become more important in the Post Cold Wa
period than before. He refers to cruaavironment of Turkelke Iran, Iraq,
the Middle East and defines Turkey asaarcthor of stabilityin the unstable
and dangerous region. He also describes Turkeg \atal strategic partnetin
Europe.” In both of above-given two speeches, Tyiskegeopolitical

environment is shown as an unstable region, wharkey plays a crucial role

235 Article of Olli Rehn, “Give Turkey a Chance’e Monde 1 September 2005, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressed'speeches/speeches 2005 en.htm
accessed on 29/01/2007.

3% Article of Joschka Fischer, “Turkey and Europe:dTWains on a Collision Course?”,2006,
available athttp://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/fischeaccessed on 09/04/2007.

%37 Rehn, “Turkey’s Accession Process to the EU", idkis27 November 200@&p. cit.
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in terms of providing stability and security. Thiscreases Turkey's
significance for the EU. Bl&i*® also tries to attract attention to the same issue:
“Turkey is placed right between the Middle East &uwlope and if we needed
no other reminder of the strategic importance ofk&€y to the European

Union.”

In all of these speeches of the European adioescommon argument
is that in the Post Cold War era and beyond, Turkag become more
important for European security with its crucialogelitical and strategic
position due to the developments occurring arourad tegion. They all put
emphasis on the situation developing in Iraq, lead the Middle East in
general. They link Turkey’'s membership issue asdyéopolitical position in
their speeches.

As secondary sources, Turkey’s geopolitical atrdtegic importance
and its relation with Turkey’s membership are ufided in many articles of
scholars from different European think tanks. Fstance, Kirsty Hughes from
Friends of Europe, in her artiéf evaluating the implications of an
enlargement toward Turkey, while referring to itscession’s potential
implications arising from its geopolitical and s$&gic position says: “Some
argue that these potentially positive stability giedpolitical effects represent
strong motivationsfor the Union to support Turkish membership [emjhas
added].” In this sense, Turkey’s geopolitical pasitconstitutes a motivation
for the EU in terms of enlargement toward Turkey.

Moreover, Heather Grab#§& from Center for European Reform, pays

attention to another aspect of the discussion dagguTurkey’s membership,

23 gpeech of Tony Blair, Ankara, 16 December 2006ilable at:
http://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page10614.agiwcessed on 14/02/2007.

239 Hughesopp. cit.,p. 1.

240 Heather Grabbe, ‘From Drift to Strategy: Why the Bhould Start Accession Talks with
Turkey’, in Katinka Barysch, Steven Everts and HeatGrabbe (eds.)Why Europe Should
Embrace Turkey London: Center For European Reform Publication00%
http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/p_637 europe_emb_turkdf;.pccessed on 22.10.2007, pp. 11-21,
p. 13. Heather Grabbe is a member of the cabindteofCommissioner for enlargement, Olli
Rehn. She was the deputy director of CER until Drdmer 2004.
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which is legitimized on the basis of Turkeysopolitical position She gives

the opponents’ argument that; if Turkey entershi® Wnion, then the EU will

border the Middle East and Caucasus whose ingialiay spill over to

Europe. She also gives the counter argument ofptbponents of Turkey’'s
membership as: “The EU will have to address thie ofsinstability to its east

anyway. Having Turkey as a fully fledged member lddae the best way to do
this” if it wants to be an effective global actdn this respect, although
Turkey's geopolitical position may be seen as aipidl danger for European
security by some, most European scholars unddhetevhether or not Turkey
becomes a member of the EU, the instability inrdggons around Turkey may
always affect the Union. Therefore, an EU withrarsg Turkey in that region
becomes more powerful and efficient rather thaidrwithout Turkey.

Michael Emerson and Nathalie To¢di from Center for European
Policy Studies, see Turkeyggeopolitical positim as an objective factor of the
potentialadvantages of Turkey’s integration to the ,Hig¢cause this will open
new dimensions in the European security and forpaicy in its relationship
with the Middle East and Eurasia. These scholdts Taurkey’s geopolitical
position’s importance in terms of its impact on tB&)'’s foreign policy.
However, they again emphasize its integration rathan referring to its
membership. As a matter of fact, when they referirttegration, they
specifically mean the integration of Turkish and Eldeign policy alongside
the accession negotiations. They argue that tiegiation process has started
partly with Turkey’s participation in all EU-led fitary operations (they call it
“Turkey’s association with the EU’s nascent segquaitd defence policy) apart
from the one in the Republic of Congo.

Similarly, the Report of the Independent Cominigs? on Turkey also
evaluates Turkey's geopolitical position as impotrten terms of adding new

dimensions to its foreign policy efforts in suclvitally crucial region. They

21 Emerson and Tocoaap. cit.,p. 33.

242 Report of the Independent Commission on Turkgy cit., pp. 17-18.
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think that the argument that Turkish membershipl wilaw the EU to
conflictual regions like the Middle East is uncamsing:

Developments in this turbulent region already havefound

repercussions on Europe’s stability and securityetiver or not

the EU has direct borders with countries like Idagn and Syria.

Turkey, with its pivotal position at the heart dfet Eurasian

region and as a western pillar of the wider Midd&st, can be of

indisputable benefit to European action in thisaare
They explain this benefit to European action in éinea in terms of Turkey’s
“considerable military capabilities” and “potenteas a forward base” that will
be important in those actions.

Amanda Akcakoca, Fraser Cameron and Eberhard Riaim EPC
(European Policy Centre), in their art@fe in which they evaluate Turkey’s
readiness to the EU before 2004 decision, reféheosame point. They admit
that the EU will be drawn closer to politically armtonomically unstable
regions and say:Turkish membershipould however be aasset for the Eln
seeking to promote its interest in these regiomspfesis added].” In this
sense, when the issue is looked from this perspedithough there may have
some inconveniences, the security advantages ainésibership are more
important for the EU. In addition, in this staterehere is also a link between
Turkish membership and the EU’s international actes.

As different from others like Emerson and Tocdia@es Grarit* think
that Turkish membership may create problems for EF®wever, he accepts
that this can be also an asset because of Turkegpolitical positionthat is
close to “troubled zones such as the Balkans, thab AMiddle East, the
Caucasus, Iran, Iraq and Central Asia...” Accordinghim, Turkey will
strengthen th&U’s influencen such places.

243 Amanda Akgakoca, Fraser Cameron and Eberhard Rfieirkey-Ready for the EU?”,
EPC Issue PaperNo. 16, 28.09.2004,
http://www.isn.ethz.ch/pubs/ph/details.cfm?v21=13@2Ing=en&id=10979 accessed on
08.06.2007, pp. 1-19, p. 14.

24 Grant,op. cit.,p. 1.

108



Giovanni Gasparini and Stefano Silvestri, from, I/l their articlé*
written in a joint work prepared by both 1Al andrkish Economic and Social
Studies FoundatioaATESEV in 2006, also evaluate Turkey’'s membership as
both a plus and minus for CFSP and ESDP. They ad¢bapthis becomes a
plus when Turkey’'snilitary capabilitiesandgeo-strategic roleare taken into
consideration. They see it as a minus becausethétimembership, the EU’s
common borders will enlarge toward conflictual teg. However, they also
refute their own negative argument by stating thagn if Turkey is not a
member; the EU could not isolate itself from thediMe East especially as a
result of the evolution of its ESDP. In this redpé&ds not logical to oppose to
Turkey's membership with that argument when therguich a reality regarding
Turkey’s crucial geopolitical and strategic positiGtefano Silves1® defines
the strategic importance of Turkeyteopolitical positionas an important
reason, “which should push the EU to look posifimgbon the prospect édll
Turkish integration and in a not excessive timeframe [emphasis addé&d]
this statement, again he avoids using “membershiptead of full integration.

In an intervief*” made by Andreas Marchetti, the editor of EU-Turkey
Monitor of ZEI (Zentrum fir Europaische Integratsborschung), with
Graham Avery who is an important figure of Europesspansion and who
took part in Britain’s accession negotiations, Tey'k geographic situations
accepted as its strategic significance for Europe.

Heinz Kramef*®, from SWP, underlines that the proponents of
Turkey’'s membership accept Turkey’'s enormge®-strategicimportance in

order to realize the Union’s fundamental politioggterest in creating aecure

24 Gasparini and Silvestrap. cit.,pp. 65-66.

24 Stefano Silvestri, ‘Conclusions’, in Giovanni @asni (ed.), Turkey and European
Security, Rome andistanbul: Istituto Affari Internazionali-lIAl and Tkish Economic and
Social Studies Foundation-TESEV, 2006tp://www.iai.it/pdf/Quaderni/Quaderni_E_8.pdf
accessed on 25.06.2007, pp. 97-103, p. 102.

247 Graham Avery, ‘Three Questions’, Interview coneacby Andreas MarchettiZEl EU-
Turkey Monitor Vol. 2, No. 2, August 2006yww.zei.de/download/zei_tur/ZEI_EU-Turkey-
Monitor_vol2no2.pdfaccessed on 21.02.2007, p. 8.

248 Kramer,op. cit, p. 28.
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and prospering neighbourhoodurkey is seen as a useful future member for
the regional stability and security with its geapcdl position and there is a
link between Turkey's membership and the EU’s im&ional actorness.

In all of these articles, Turkey's geopolitiGaid strategic position is
underlined as a crucial potential contribution he tEU’s regional security
actorness. Amongst scholars supporting Turkey’s bezship because of its
geopolitical and strategic significance for Eurofiere is a similar approach
that is used in order to refute the opponents’ rent that “Turkey's
membership will make the EU as the neighbour oftable regions thus it
jeopardizes EU’s security.” They all refute thisg@ment by saying that
whether or not Turkey is member, the instabilitythiwse regions will always
affect the EU; hence, the EU having Turkey as a benwill be more
effective in controlling this instability and redaids potential damages.

3.3 Turkey’s Importance for the EU’s Security with its Soft Security

Contributions

Turkey's efforts in the Post Cold War era to pr@vaecurity around its
region have been crucial especially by includingt security mechanisms.
Turkey’s security understanding has become morepoeinensive with the
development of soft security approach besides xistieg hard one. Turkey’s
initiative as an important multilateral cooperati@as BSEC forum; its dialogue
with Balkan countries and peacekeeping operatiomeiuUN and NATO; its
energy trade relations with Central Asian and Camacecountries, which make
Turkey as a crucial bridge and hub for energy sgcuts successful efforts in
controlling illegal migration and trafficking in Inman beings; its aim of being a
‘regional civil power’ in line with the joint iniitive of ‘civilizational
dialogue’; its efforts to organize conferencesdamore peaceful Middle East
region, all constitute important soft security magisms that have been also

reflected in the speeches of European actors dindearof European scholars
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who see security aspect of Turkey as a potentiairibaition to the European
security and thus to Turkey-EU relations.

Of the various soft security contributions of Teykfor the EU’s
security three of them, which are often emphasigethe European actors and
scholars are analyzed in this thesis. These Bugkey’s importance with its
cultural heritage its contribution to energy securitgnd withits efforts to

provide border management

3.3.1 Turkey's Importance for the EU’'s Security with its Cultural

Heritage

Turkey has always been significant with its cuwdtuheritage for
Europe. However, it is possible to state that Tuyik@nportance, as a country
with European values and a Muslim population, heenbintensely underlined
especially after 9/11 attacks and still continueshé stressed. This may be
because 9/11 attacks have been considered assemorements supported by
extremely radical/fundamentalist Islamic groupsisTieality has resulted in a
prejudice toward Islamic countries, and respediivéhere have been
movements against Western/European states in ttmasdries. In addition to
9/11 attacks, different terrorist movements hawadical Islamist origin that
occurred in European capitals like Madrid (in 20@68d London (in 2005)
have increased security concerns in the EU. At ploisit, Turkey’s cultural
heritage; a combination of its Muslim populationdalBuropean values like
democracy and secularism are considered by Europetans as both actual
and potential soft security contribution. Turkeg@nstructive role in terms of
contributing to civilizational dialogue and its agbns with Islamic countries
provide its actual security contribution. Howevéurkey, as a future member
of the EU, potentially contributes to soft securdf the EU that aims to
develop peaceful relations with Islamic countries.

In this respect, the way how Turkey's soft segurtiontribution
emerging from its cultural heritage is underlineg Buropean actors and
scholars will be given in the following part. Undiis part, it is possible to
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find out five roles given to Turkey as: Turkey msportant with its cultural and
historical heritage; Turkey is a bridge between iNest/Europe and the
Islamic World; Turkey is crucial as an example aghithe “clash of
civilizations” thesis; Turkey is a model for theaic World and Turkey has a

Moderator role between the West and the IslamiclélVor

3.3.1.1 Turkey’s Importance for the EU’s Security with its Cultural and

Historical Heritage

The importance of Turkey’s cultural and historibalitage is expressed
in different speeches of Verheugen. This coincidesh his post of
Enlargement Commissioner. In those speeches, e gmphasis directly on
the historical and cultural heritage of Turkey, efhhas European values with
a Muslim population.

For instance, in o€ of his speeches, made soon after the 9/11 attacks,
while he underlines Turkey’s indispensability ftretEU, he says: “Turkey
combines the richest elements Btiropean and Islamic culturevith the
ambition of a young anchodern natiojemphasis added].”

Verheugen, in another speéthreferring to 9/11 attacks and made in
the European Parliament, also emphasizes that yuskaot only important
due to its geo-political position but it ismiquewith its cultural and historical
heritage. Similarly, in a speech made in the year 2004, Verheugen again

refers to Turkey’'s candidacy status and memberglogpective, and in line

29 verheugen, Brussels, 17 October 208(., cit.

250 gpeech of Giinter Verheugen, at the Europearaeagiit Plenary Session, Strasbourg, 24
October 2001, Reference: Speech/01/487, avaidble
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/enlargement/speeches206t.htm accessed on 29.01.2007.

51 gpeech of Giinter Verheugen, at the Prime Minait€onference of the Vilnius and
Visegrad Democracies: “Towards a Wider Europenge agenda”, Bratislava, 19 March
2004, Reference: Speech/04/141, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_1999 2@0HAugen/speeches_en.htimcessed on
19.01.2007.
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with these realities, he mentions the security eams of 21 Century. He then
emphasizes the importance of organizing the relatiovith the Islamic
countries:

...It will be one of the most important questions tee we will

be able to organise relations between Europeantigesiand the

Islamic world, based on tolerance and understandingrhether

there will be conflict between us. Turkey can p#agrucial role

as a country with a strong Muslim population, & same time a

country that shares our values of democracy, rfiléeaw and

human rights...
In this speech, there is a dual emphasis on Tuaseg Muslim and modern
country; and it is interesting that Verheugen atxdurkey’s importance for
the EU, which has to consider its policies in tigitl of the security concerns
of 21% Century, by referring to itduslim population and European values
From Verheugen’ s perspective, when the securiticems can be thought as
the terrorism or opposition increasing against islamic countries due to
terrorist movements, Turkey may be seen as a middsatween those two

cultures.

3.3.1.2 Turkey’'s Importance for the EU’s Security & a Bridge between

the West/Europe and the Islamic World

As it is known, the official Turkish discourse, rKish history books
and Turkish scholars generally describe Turkey asridge country both
geographically, culturally and politically betweeBast and West. This
description is not only used by Turkish actors &lsb by the European actors
like Rehn and Barroso, who emphasize it directlytheir speeches. They
underline Turkey’s bridge characteristic on theivad its relations with the
Islamic world rather than the East. European schaéso underline Turkey's
bridge role in the same way with the European actor

Olli Rehn is one of the European actors who siyoremphasize

Turkey as a bridge between Europe and the Islanmddwin most of his
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speeches. In 0A¥ of his speeches made before the 2004 decisiorefées to
Europeanization process of Turkey and its Muslinpytation together. He
defines Turkey as “an important bridge between Rerand the world of
Islam.” In this sense, he accepts that Turkey Witinopean values and Muslim
population becomes a bridge between Europe antsidomaic countries, which
can be an important soft security contribution.

Barroso, in his speeth made one day before the historic decision of
2004, strongly stresses his support for Turkey'smimership and refers to
Turkey’s bridge role:

...the historical decision will of course be on Turkeélistorical
because if each enlargement has its specificitykéyubecause
of its size, historical background, its geographsituation and
its potential role has a bridge between Europe and Igi@mic
world [emphasis added] is no ordinary case. | have avieen
in favour of Turkey’s membership. | believe EU meardhip is a
good thing for the Union and for Turkey... If we star
negotiations with Turkey it should be with full Eddembership
in mind.”

In the same speech, Turkey's bridge role is alsgphasized in
accordance with Turkey’s efforts in the solutiontloé ‘Danish cartoon crisis’.
The ‘civilizational dialogue’ idea, which has emedgafter the crisis as a joint
initiative of the Turkish and Spanish Prime Ministe has affected the
speeches of European actors too. Rehn, as thegéniant Commissioner in
his speect?® made at the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, accéats urkey
has played a constructive and moderating role & d¢hrtoon crisis and
underlines that “.a European Turkeyhat respects human rights and the rule

252 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the Euro CluB"nniversary Seminar, “The Challenges of An
Enlarging Europe”, 18 November 2004, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/speeches 2004 en.htm
accessed on 19.07.2007.

53 gpeech of José Manuel Barroso, at a press conéeetEuropean Council, Brussels, 16
December 2004, Reference: Speech/04/545, avad#ble
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/presidergggpeeches/index_en.hmcessed on
09.02.2007.

%4 Rehn, “The EU accession process, an effectivedabthe European foreign and security
policy”, Brussels, 21 February 2008. cit.
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of law can be an evesturdier bridgebetween Europe and the Islamic world
[emphasis added].” In this respect, Turkey’s bmggiole between Europe and
the Islamic world is related to its closer adheeerio European values.
Rehrf>® before a Turkish audience, also repeats his thewTurkey “...plays

a central role as a bridge between Europe and islavorld.” He also
underlines Turkey’s importance “in turning confratidbn to cooperation and
integration.”  Turkey’'s constructive role is morenghasized before the
Turkish audience.

Rehn, in on&° of his speeches where he refers to the EU’s decisss
to keep negotiations on track, states that the &kéig Turkey as “an anchor of
stability in one of the most unstable and insecggions in the world.”
According to him, Turkey, ifit realizes its reformswill become “an ever
strongerbridge between civilizationgemphasis added].” In this speech again,
Turkey’s role as provider of security and stabilityits region is considered
together with its role of bridge between civilizats. Moreover, Turkey's
bridging role is seen in the context of “clash a¥ilzations”. From his
perspective, Turkey is not only in rhetorical terimst in reality seen as a
bridge. On the other hand, Turkey’s bridge rolaas an automatic one; it is to
be derived from Turkey’s reform process. So, Tulkdyidge role as a soft
security contribution is linked to Turkey’'s accessiprocess and provides
justification for opening negotiations with Turkelgehn, on every occasion

repeats Turkey’s bridge role between civilizatiolmsoné>’ of his speeches,

255 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the Bilkent Universitiutope’s Next Frontiers”, Ankara, 4
October 2006, Reference: Speech/06/561, available a
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/speeches 2006 en.htm
accessed on 18.07.2007.

%6 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the European EconomicSoualal Committee, “Enlargement-The
EU keeps its doors open for South Eastern Eurdprissels, 17 January 200Heference:
Speech/07/21, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/presset/'speeches/index_en.htaccessed
on 19.07.2007.

%7 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the ELDR Congress, “A @r&urope for a free world”, Berlin, 18
October 2007, Reference: Speech/07/636, available a
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/index_en.htaccessed on
25.11.2007.
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where he defines Turkey as “a key partner” of thé B the relationship
between Europe and Islam, Rehn argues that thehBllds pursue cooperation
with moderate Islamand that how the EU handles its relations withk&yris
watched in all the Islamic countries. In this sernsesides Turkey’s role in
realizing its necessary reforms, he also givesomsipilities to the EU in the
process in terms of its relations with Turkey beseathis would become an
example for the Islamic countries.

When the articles of European scholars are andjyinean articlé®®
Heather Grabbe from CER argues that “Turkdgsitory straddles between
Europe and Asia.” Due to this fact, according to her, supportefr§ orkey’'s
membership stress that “...the country would be dderito the Islamic world
and thus a very useful partner to help the EU aehigs foreign policy
objectives.” Since the EU aims to be a crucial ifpreand security policy actor
that is also underlined in its CFSP and ESS, thgontance of Turkey, as a
country with itsMuslim population and with its neighbours in twantinents
is recognized in contributing to this aim.

Turkey’'s soft security contribution as a bridge tween the
West/Europe and the Islamic world is also undedibg Littoz-Monnet®® and
Penas from IRRI. They emphasize that the membeishifurkey, which is
presented as a bridge between Europe and the tslaonid, could be a chance
for the EU to play a role in theconciliation of Islam, democra@ndWest In
this respect, Turkey'’s bridge role in providingeaciliation of the two cultures
may retrieve the EU from the threat of their cantfli

%8 Grabbepp. cit.,p. 13.

29 ittoz-Monnet and Villanueva Penamp. cit.,p. 5.
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3.3.1.3 Turkey’s Importance for the EU’s Security & an Example against

“Clash of Civilizations” Thesis

The “Clash of civilizations” thesi® which belongs to P. Samuel
Huntington, briefly states that people's cultunadl aeligious identities will be
the primary source of conflict in the Post Cold Vega. In this sense, Western
and Islamic civilizations will conflict with eachtleer and their reconciliation
and compatibility is not possible. To the suppatef this thesis, 9/11 attacks,
organized by a fundamentalist Islamist group Al-@geare presented as an
event that verifies this thesis. However, theraalso an anti-thesis of this
argument. Turkey, as a country with both Muslim yapon and
European/Western values, has good relations with sbamic and Western
worlds. This is a unique feature of Turkey whicmmat be replaceable in the
rest of the Islamic world. In addition, Turkey &@o be a part of the Western
world. Therefore, Turkey is seen as a crucial exanagainst this notorious
thesis of “clash of civilizations” by European astdike Prodi, Blair and Rehn.

Prodi, in his speeéf made at Bogazici University (Istanbul), states:
“Turkey’'s European ambition is furthermore a valeahsset in countering
dangerous pressures and arguments for creatingirtjviines between the
West and the Moslem world. In this context, Turkelgng experience as a
democratic and secular country is a key factorth@ligh, in this speech, Prodi
does not pronounce “clash of civilizations”; by sy “arguments creating
dividing lines between the West and the Islamicl@éiothe implicitly refers to
that thesis.

Blair’®?, while he evaluates the historic day of 17 Decan2®94 (the
day when Turkey has been given the date for ndgoi®) emphasizes its

importance as:

260 samuel P. Huntington, “The Clash of CivilizatiohsPoreign Affairs,Vol. 72, No.3, 1993,
pp. 22-49.

%1 prodi, Istanbul, 16 January 20@4. cit.

%2 gpeech of Tony Blair, at a press conference, Y¥W®comes Historic Day for Turkey”, 17
December 2004, available atittp://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page6807.aspccessed on
06.09.2007.
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The fact that Europe can welcome in Turkey and rbebge

process of negotiations for them to become a felinter of the
European Union is an historic event, it shows thaise who
believe there is some fundamentidsh of civilisationdetween
Christians and Muslims are actually wrong, that ee® work

together that we carcooperate togetherand | think that is of
fundamental importance for the future peace andpgaaty of
my country, Britain, and of the wider world... | thkirthis will

increase the security and prosperity of Europélwkey, of the
wider world and region and that is why | think st important
[emphasis added].

Thus, Blair, as different from others, does noedily describe Turkey as an
example that riddles the *“clash of civilizationshesis but he considers
Turkey’s accession negotiations as an examplefieréhat argument. He also
links the membership issue to increasing secupitysperity of the EU in the
wider world. In this sense, Turkey’s membershipngen anti-thesis to “clash
of civilizations” between Christian and Muslim wdrbecomes an important
soft security contribution to the EU. Moreover]istio other Muslim country
can be a candidate for the EU; hence Turkey is alsmique case from this
perspective.

Rehn, in his various speeches, underlines Turkieyp®rtance against
“clash of civilizations” thesis. For instance, in&’® of his speeches, he claims
that Turkey with its unique characteristics beconvesrthy in a world
threatened by infamous “clash of civilizations”.dnother speeéf where he
describes Turkey as a “key player, as a bridgeamnd proactive moderator”
that the EU needs, he also says: “Turkish accesshauld set a powerful
counter-example to the alleged 'clash of civilimasi.” Similarly, in a speeéfr

where he states that the fall of iron curtain did change Turkey's strategic

%63 Rehn “Common Future of the EU and Turkey: The Roap for Reforms and
Negotiations” Istanbul, 8 March 200%p. cit.

%4 Rehn, "Turkey’s best response is a rock-solid cément to reforms", Ankara 3 October
2006,0p. cit.

%5 Rehn, “Le grand défi européen: comment combineprafpndissement politique et
élargissement graduel?”, Strasbourg, 20 June 2Q07%;it.
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value for Europe, he defines it as having key toleplay in civilizational
dialogue and relations of the West and Islam. is thspect, Turkey's Post
Cold War strategic value for the EU’s security aggein the form of soft
security contribution.

European scholars writing on Turkey and EU rels#i@lso mention
this issue. For instance, Michael Emerson and Matfaccf®® support the
view that the EU and Turkish foreign policies shiblie integrated during
accession negotiations because “Turkey offers abeurof specific potential
assets.ranging from the concrete realities of location #gistics, through to
matters of culture and ideology and the searclafoarmony rather than clash
of civilisations” to the EU. Moreover, in the couoslond®’ of the work
prepared on Turkey and European Security, Stefémes®i from IAl argues
that the entry of Turkey as an Islamic country wdopiit an end to ‘difference’
of Islam and it would be also a strategic defeatirsgl those who support

“clash of civilizations”.

3.3.1.4 Turkey’s Importance to International Stabilty Constituting a

Model for the Islamic World

When Turkey's relations with the Western world deken into
consideration, it is seen by some as model forglzenic countries due to its
secular and democratic structure. For instancehBiS¢, while evaluating
Turkey and EU relations in a commentary, argues Thekey, thanks to its
modernization and democratization, “will exportksliédy and serve as a model
for transformation in the Islamic world.” Turkey#his characteristic also

becomes crucial to make a decisive contribution Elaropean security.

256 Emerson and Tocaip. cit.p. 4.
7 Sjlvestri,op. cit.,p. 102.

28 Fischer, “Turkey and Europe: Two Trains on a Gl Course?”,200@&p. cit.
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Similarly, Rehn, in his speetfi made in October 2007 stresses that Turkey is
an important “bulwark of stability in one of the staunstable regions of the
globe.” Turkey, in such a problematic region, isaéed by Rehn “.as a
democratic example for the Middle East and the MusVorld, from Morocco

to Malaysia.” In both of these speeches, Turkeyoissidered as an example to
those countries andnchor of stabilityfor the region with its democratic
structure.

0 from

When secondary sources are analyzed, similarlijyzHerame
SWP underlines Turkey's model characteristic. Hgsghat”... Turkey would
serve asan exampldor the broader Middle East region [emphasis afideyl
showing that democracy and economic prosperityssible in a country with
a huge Muslim population. Then he refers to Turkegtcession process by
linking it to the security and foreign policy of Ege: “This [Turkey’s
accession process] would enable Turkey, as pathefEU’s foreign and
security policy framework, to play aanchor-rolein its politically volatile
neighbourhood [emphasis added].” Turkey, agairhwlitis characteristic is
seen as a contributor to the EU’s soft security.

However, regarding Turkey's model role for theaisic/Middle
Eastern countries, there is also criticism by seot®lars like Steven Evefts
from the CER. He points out that Turkey meot be a suitable modébr the
democratization of the Middle Eastern or Islamiaumnies because those
countries regard Turkey with a certain amount a&fpstion. He also notes that
Turkey is much more different from those countriggh its long-lasting

relations with the West, its secular democratiacttire and its EU membership

89 Rehn, “A Strong Europe with its Gaze Fixed on 8muth-East: Our European Future”,
Paris, 4 October 200@p. cit.

"% Kramer,op.cit.,p. 28.

"1 Steven Everts, ‘An asset but not a model: Turkieg,EU and the wider Middle-East’, in
Katinka Barysch, Steven Everts and Heather Gralkebls.), Why Europe Should Embrace
Turkey London: Center For European Reform Publication, 0052
http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/p_637 europe_emb_turkdf;.accessed on 22.10.2007, pp. 47-68.
Steven Everts is an adviser to Javier Solana amaeforesearch fellow at the CER.
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bid. However, he supports that because of thessomsa Turkey is alsan
asset for the stability of the regi@amd for the EU’s foreign and security policy.
In addition, he underlines that the Arabs and aasisee the EU as “a white,
Christian club” and if the EU takes Turkey in, ilaynsend “an immensely
powerful signal to the contrary.”

It is possible then to state that from Everts’sspective, Turkey may
not constitute an example/model for the democritizaof the Muslim
countries because Turkey is unique when comparéteta. However, Turkey
can be seen important by sending the signal thataountry, Western values
and Muslim population may be compatible with thediton that there is a
secular structureand that country having substantial Muslim popafamay
become a member of the EU, which is not a Chrigtiah. In this respect, it is
rather a different approach to see Turkey as a hfod¢he Islamic countries
with its future EU membership and its relationshwiite West, in stead of the
rhetoric used by the European actors who descnilskel only as a model in
terms of democracy. This is crucial in order nobver-burden Turkey with the
goal of promotion of democracy to the whole regidowever, it is interesting
that European actors do not look at the picture fatsam this perspective. Then
the question of “why don’t they?” comes in the mind

3.3.1.5 Turkey’'s Importance for the EU’s Security vith its Moderator

Role between the West and the Islamic World

Turkey is generally accepted as a country thatptay the moderator
role in the relations of the West and the Islamarld:. This role of Turkey has
been emphasized more in recent years especially Witkey's efforts for the
solution of Danish cartoon crisis. Turkey has triedprevent an infringement
between the West and the Islamic world and has come&ith the idea of
civilizational dialogue that was supported by difet European leaders. In line
with this development, on different occasions, ReBarroso and Blair

underlined this moderator role of Turkey. For ins&® when Rehn, in his
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speech’” made before a Greek audience, describes the aftamtgotiations
with Turkey as a turning point, he also says:

For those who still question the strategic valueswth a step, |
simply invite them to look at the news: on issuegidferent as
the energy crisis, Iran, Iraq or the cartoons gyiSurkey appears
as a key player which we absolutely need on ow sidas a
bridge anca moderator between civilisatiofsmphasis added].

It is possible to claim that Turkey’s constructiade in recent years may have
affected this speech. Turkey's efforts in the dolutof energy crisis, for a
diplomatic solution of Iran’s nuclear energy issoe,its contribution to the
solution of cartoon crisis with the civilizationdilogue idea present Turkey as
a moderator country in a sense.

BarrosG’®, in an interview made with a French newspaper,lavhi
evaluating the accession negotiations with Turkegmtions the moderator role
played by Turkey after the cartoon crisis: “I fiedcouraging the role adopted
by Turkish government in the recent crisis started the cartoons of
Mohammed both constructive and moderator....It isehbehat Turkey is in our

side rather than in other cam@® This speech is interesting because although

272 gpeech of Olli Rehn, in a public lecture at thdlétic Foundation for European and Foreign
Policy (ELIAMEP), “Deepening and widening: the faldichotomy”, Athens, 9 March 2006,
Reference: Speech/06/163, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/speeches 2006 _en.htm
accessed on 29.01.2007.

213 |nterview of José Manuel Barroso given to Isabetsserre from Figaro, “La Passion de
I'Europe”, 11 July 2006, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/presidexgffinterviews/index_en.hfraccessed on
17.12.2007.

" The original interview is given in French as: “Gei est important, toutefois, c’est que le
train avance. Le processus d'adhésion a 'UE afiippamanme le “ moteur ” des réformes
destinées & moderniser la Turquie et a stabileseBhlkans occidentaux. A cet égard, je trouve
encourageant le role a la fois constructif et matdér que le gouvernement turc a adopté lors
de récente crise déclenchée par les caricaturdsatiemet. Ce trait d'union entre I'Europe et
I'islam servira aussi bien notre communauté quEulguie. Mieux vaut que la Turquie soit a
nos cOtés plutdt que dans l'autre camp.”
Translation by the author: “Which is important tzat the train advances. The accession
process to the EU appears like the ‘engine’ ofréferms directed to modernize Turkey and
stabilize the Eastern Balkans. At this point, Idfiancouraging the role adopted by Turkish
government in the recent crisis started by theooag of Mohammed both constructive and
moderator. This line of union between Europe atahiswill serve equally to our Community
and Turkey. It is better that Turkey is in our sidéher than in other camp.”
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he firstly mentions the moderator role of Turkeyar®so as a person
representing the European Union describes the Blesgpe and Islam as if
they are two fighting camps. This may be accepted problem of coherence
in this speech.

As different from others, Blair underlines Turkeyhoderator role not
just between the West and Islam but in a more gérsense, in his speeches
made in December 2006 in Brus$élsind in Ankara. In his latter speéthhe
mentions his strong support to Turkey’'s membersbiphe EU and he pays
tribute to Turkey’'s moderator role “...in trying tailbg about a resolution of
the issues in the Middle East, not least in respédsrael and Palestine.” He
puts emphasis on the importance of stability amdirsy of that region, in this
respect, he explains that ‘European Union membership of Turkey is not just
important for Turkey itself.it is of fundamental importance to the future of
Europe.”

Rehn in his speeéHf that he gave in Washington explains one of the
reasons why Turkey is a central part of further &tlargement. He describes
Turkey’'s accession process “as the best way togengath thecommunity of
Muslims [emphasis added].” He says that the EU has obvintesests in
Turkey’s integration and he lists them as “...rangir@m energy security to
combating terrorism, from furthering stability inet Middle East to promoting
a market around the Black Sea.” Although, thereata direct reference to a
moderator role, it is possible to infer that botirkey's integration into the EU
and its relations with other Muslim countries play crucial role. The
interesting thing in this speech is that sincesitmade before an American

audience, there is more emphasis placed directly ®arkey’s

25 speech of Tony Blair, at the EU Council meetingyd3els, 15 December 2006, available
at: http://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page10610.aapcessed on 14.02.2007.

2 Blair, Ankara, 16 December 2008p. cit.

2’ gSpeech of Olli Rehn, at the German Marshall Fointhe United States, “What's the future
for EU Enlargement?”, Washington DC, 25 Septemb2007, Reference: Speech/07/578,
available at: http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/index_en.htm
accessed on 25.11.2007.
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accession/integration, radical Islam, terrorism 8iddle East. There may be
two reasons for this: One, Turkey’s accessiongnation is stressed because
there is a strong support by the US for Turkey’snbership. Second, the US
is more interested in the solution of the probleihwadlical Islam; it is more
engaged in the Middle Eastern questions and temoissue.

The Independent Commission’s Rep8rprepared before December
2004, emphasizes Turkey's moderator role especiallthe Middle East. It
argues that although the EU is the most importaoviger of aid to the
Palestinians, it has not been very effective indbleition of Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. They think that since “Turkey has goodat®ns with both sides and
enjoys credibility in Israel and the Arab worldkai, its membership would
contribute to the EU’s role in the Middle East ancthe efforts of providing
security and stability in that region. In this sen$urkey’s moderator role for
the solution of conflicts in the Middle East is @lsecognized by the
Independent Commission which has had an impachemécision that would
be taken in December 2004.

3.3.2 Turkey's Importance for the EU’s Energy Secuity

In recent years, the energy issue has gainedasedesignificance on
the agenda of the EU and also of Turkey. When Rlobssian company
Gazprom temporarily cut off gas supplies in Janz&6, the EU has become
concerned about its dependence on Russian gasi thass been searching for
alternative sources of supply. At this point belogated between countries
with vast energy resources, Turkey’'s importanceihaseased in the eyes of
European actors in terms of providing new routestife transportation of
sources of energy from those countries to the EU.

As mentioned previously, Turkey, especially sirthe end of Cold
War, has developed crucial energy trade relatioite s neighbours. This

aimed to contribute in those states to the effaftspreventing economic

2’8 Report of the Independent Commission on Turkgy cit.,p. 17.
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instability which can lead to security problemsefiéfore it can be considered
as a kind of soft security measure of Turkey. loerg years, Turkey has
concentrated more on its energy relations with dbentries around itself in
order to become a major energy hub.

The energy issue is also affecting relations ofk&y and the EU.
According to Katinka Barysé®® who is the deputy director at the CER,
Turkey’'s accession will only progress if both Twkand the EU believe that
“deeper integration and closer cooperation” woutdvme benefits for both
sides. She argues that in energy cooperation themiay gain “a reliable
alternative supply route” and Turkey may prove thas “an indispensable
partner for, and eventually part, of the Europeamb.” In this sense, Turkey
becomes a crucial energy security provider and alsoft security contributor
to the EU with its potential alternative energy tesu Turkey's role in
European energy security is clearly expressed ensipeeches of European
actors and articles of other leading analysts.

For instance, both Prodi and Rehn have emphasikedkey’'s
importance for providing energy security to the HtJa speech where Proti
refers to different aspects of Turkey and EU relsi before a Turkish
audience in the year 2004, he underlines thatutkdy is also providing a
strategic conduifor the supply of energy to Western Europe andeiseof the
world [emphasis added].” However, especially afiter energy crisis caused by
Gazprom in 2006, there has been more emphasisedinkage between EU’s
energy security and its relations with Turkey. Reimvarious occasions has
referred to the issue. For example, Rehn in a $p¥ewhere he evaluates
Turkey’s accession to the EU claims: “Our cooperatvith Turkey orenergy

will be vital in the coming years. Turkey is turning intanajor energy hulfor

19 Katinka Barysch, ‘Turkey’s Role in European Ener§gcurity’, Center for European
Reform Essay€f)ecember 200http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/essay_turkey energy 12degodf
accessed on 24.12.2007, pp. 1-8.

280 prodi, Istanbul , 16 January 20@4. cit.
81 Rehn, “Turkey’s Accession Process to the EU”, t&ls27 November 200@p. cit.
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supply to Europe from Central Asia, the Middle Eastl even North Africa
[emphasis added].” In this speech, Rehn goes onnticate different
achievements of Turkey in energy transportatiore IBaku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan
pipeline. In fact, it is important that Rehn refémscooperation with Turkey on
energy issues because as Baryschpmasted out, if Turkish and European
actors are aware of the benefits of their closapeaation, this may have a
favourable impact for Turkey’s progress of acceassio

Similarly, in a speedi® where Rehn indicates the essential strategic
interests shared by the EU and Turkey as the refmoastarting accession
negotiations, he defines energy as a policy areexevboth the EU and Turkey
can gain from deeper cooperation.

Since the energy issue has become more imponamelations of
Turkey and the EU in recent years, in line withstdevelopment, an energy
conference was held in Istanbul in June 2007, wheedrf®® put more
emphasis on the energy security need of the EUTarkkey’s role in it:

Turkey and the EU both have much to gain from clesergy
co-operation Turkey can help the EBecure its energy supply
while integration into the EU's internal energy kedwill enable
Turkey to build a functioning and reliable domesg&oergy
market and the infrastructure needed for its ragodnomic
growth. Now is the right time to deepen this dialegSecuring
reliable and affordable energy supplies is a mejallenge for
Europe today. There is an urgent need for diveediftn and
investment. Turkey has a key role to play indhesrsification of
energy supply routes to Europe. Accession negotiatiors ar
instrumental in achieving these goals [emphasiga@dd

Underlining the mutual benefits of closer coopematon energy, Rehn also
defines Turkey as a potential energy security glewvand links the issue to the

82 gpeech of Olli Rehn , “Turkey and the EU: Togetluera European Energy Policy - High-
level conference in Istanbul on 5 June” , Brusskl®ne 2007, Reference: IP/07/748, available
athttp://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/index_en.htaccessed
on 19.07.2007.

83 gpeech of Olli Rehn, at the Conference on “Turey the EU Together for a European
Energy Policy”, “Why Turkey and the EU need eacheot co-operating on energy and other
strategic issues”, Istanbul, 5 June 2007, Referen8peech/07/362, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/index_en.htraccessed on
19.07.2007.
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accession process of Turkey. It is possible tamét these conclusions in two
ways: Either Rehn - by presenting the achievemkahergy supplies’ security
as a challenge for the EU- shows the Union’s weak gvhich can be used by
Turkey in the accession process. Or Rehn triegtoothstrate that the EU can
achieve its energy security by using accessiontragms as the only platform
where the EU can coerce Turkey to achieve its goals
The Independent Commission’s Repdralso highlights Turkey’s role

in providing energy security for the EU and desesibit as “a key transit
country”:

Turkey’'s geopolitical positionand closelinks with tens of

millions of Turkic peoplen neighbouring countriegould help

secure European access to the enormous wealttsadroes in

Central Asia and regions of Siberia, making Tur&eytal factor

for Europe’s security of energy suppliesming from the Middle

East, the Caspian Sea and Russia [emphasis added].
In this sense, from this analysis, it is possilderfer that Turkey’s role in
energy security is related with its geographica@aton. Moreover, it seems
that Turkey’'s energy trade relations with its négbring countries have
constituted an effective soft security mechanisihePost Cold War era.

According to Amanda Akcakoca, Fraser Cameron atwebrtard
Rheirf® from EPC, “[m]any of Turkey’s neighbours have sfigant energy
reserves and Turkish accession could help secuesado these resources,
possibly aided by the construction of new pipelihdsirkey’s accession is
legitimized by the EU’s energy security need refgyrto its neighbours that
are rich with energy reserves.

In an analysi€® of John Roberts, apecialist on geopolitics of energy

with the Platts energy group, he points out tha HU's Green Paper on

284 Report of the Independent Commission on Turkgy cit.,p. 19.
285 Akcakoca, Cameron and Rheap. cit.,p.14.

88 John Roberts, ‘The Turkish Gate: Energy Transit Sacurity Issues’, in Micheal Emerson
and Senem Aydin (edsJurkey in Europe MonitgNos: 1-14., January 2004-February 2005,
CEPS Publicationshttp://www.ceps.be/Article.php?article_id=3]1&ccessed on 02.12.2007,
pp. 98-113, p. 111.
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Energy Security, which stresses the diversity afrses, can be only relevant
when Turkey is within the EU and a member of a camnkuropean gas
market. In this argument, Turkey’s membership isnsendispensable for a
successful energy security project in the EU.

Similar to the Independent Commission’'s Reportykéy's energy
security provider role is underlined by the Commass Staff Working
Document®”. It is stated that Turkey’s accession would h&lp Wnion to gain
access to different energy resources and “the& sahsportation into the EU
single market”. Moreoveiit is also claimed that “Turkey would have a major
role to play in thesecurity of energy supplgf the enlarged EU [emphasis
added].” Interestingly, in this document there Isoaanother aspect of energy
security that would be guaranteed by Turkey. Tunkeyld be also important
in the EU initiatives aiming to protect energy adtructures against the
“malicious acts”, thus leading to stronger energgusity. This means that
Turkey is seen as important in order to protedhiem development of the EU’s
energy policies against any kind of threat or &ttathe energy security
argument in favour of Turkey’'s accession is alsppsuted by Littoz-Monnet
and Pen#8® who maintain that for both gas and oil, Turkeylwié a major
transit country between the enlarged EU and th@i@agegion as well as the
Middle East.

Henri J. Barkey and Anne-Marie Le Gloanff&cfrom the CERI,
examining the implications of Turkey’s integratiaxpect that Turkey would
export stability and they relate this argumenthe &nergy security provider
role of Turkey. They explain this in a different mmeer as: “...it [Turkey] might
help to protect Europe from potential political dkenail linked to the
suspension of energy deliveries.” According to théns may be possible with
the alternative routes of energy supply provided Taykey like Kirkuk-

287 Commission Staff Working Documemp. cit.,p. 9 and p. 26.
288 | jttoz-Monnet and Villanueva Penap. cit.,p. 5.

289 Barkey and Le Gloanneop. cit.,pp. 143-144.
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Ceyhan, Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan oil pipelines or Tabfimn)-Erzurum gas line.
They also appreciate Turkey's efforts to become agomenergy hub in its
region by claiming that “[tlhere is no question tthBurkey’'s attempts at
becoming a transport node for oil and gas will emeathe perception of its
importance to Europe.”

Heinz Krame?®, from SWP, also lists the energy security proviade
of Turkey as one of the strategic advantages ®iEt. He emphasizes that as
a member of the EU, “...Turkey coukhhance the EU’s energy securliy
developing itself, with EU assistance, to a regiareergy hulkthat would be
crucial for Europe’s supply with natural gas and[@mphasis added].” In this
sense, Turkey will strengthen its role in providegergy security through the
EU assistance. This characteristic of Turkey i® aksen as a strong argument
for its membership by the pro-Turkey camp in the EU

In a very recently published artié?é of Katinka Barysch, it is claimed
that Turkey’s location provides it to contributebstantially to the EU’s energy
security. She suggests that if the EU is seriowaitabaving diversification of
energy supplies, it should do everything to unbltek accession negotiations
in that are£” It seems that Turkey’s role in energy securitgriscial and will
positively affect the process of accession negonatin this respect.

3.3.3 Turkey’s Importance to the EU’s Security withits Role in Border
Management
lllegal migration, human and drug trafficking amdyanized crime have
been considered as crucial soft security threats jdopardize stability of the
EU and of Turkey especially in the Post Cold Watiqueand beyond. Turkey
is one of the countries, which suffers from suobbpgms due to its location at

2% Kramer,op. cit.,p. 28.
291 Barysch,op. cit.,p. 7.

292 Although Turkey has terminated its screening psecehas been prepared for the
negotiations and the European Commission has apg@rity start of accession negotiations in
energy sector, it cannot start to negotiationshat sector due to blocking of Cyprus which is
worried about Turkey’s plans to search for oil négrcoastlines.
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the crossroads of different continents. Howevennastioned before, Turkey
has taken measures to prevent these problems anbdelea successful in its
efforts. Turkey’s previously mentioned successftfores have also been
reflected in the speeches of European actors asulialthe publications of
leading think tanks.

For instance, Blaff*states that they (probably the UK) remain
supporters of Turkish membership, because it “.itmsly in the EU's interests
- to help with the fight against terrorismpeople-trafficking, organised crime
and drugs[emphasis added].” Similarly, Refifl accepts Turkey as an anchor
of stability in its region. He also identifies Tearkas “akey partnerin the fight
against terrorism aniflegal trafficking in drugs, arms, and peoglemphasis
added].” Although Turkey's importance is underlindtere there is still a
description of Turkey as “a partner” rather tharmdsture member.

The opponents of Turkish membership generallycazé Turkey with
its geographical position which leads the countrybe the major route for
people and drug trafficking. They think that Turleguch position may put
the EU’s own security in danger, and in order tot@et the Union from these
threats, Turkey should not be a member of the Edlvéver this argument is
refuted by the proponents of Turkey who state that borders are never
“watertight.” According to Heather Grab®@ “the EU needs to build very
good working relations with Turkey’s law enforcerhegencies tacombat
trafficking. Again, this task would be easier if Turkey werenfy on itsway
towards EU membershifemphasis added].” These soft security problems
require the EU’s cooperation with Turkey. Howevestead of admitting that

cooperation between EU and Turkey will be easieewhurkey joins the EU,

293 gpeech of Tony Blair, “Turkey’s Accession to EU BM’'s Agenda”, 3 October 2006,
available at:http://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page10138.aapcessed on 14.02.2007.

294 Rehn, “Why Turkey and the EU need each other:perating on energy and other strategic
issues”, Istanbul, 5 June 20@p. cit.

2% Grabbepp. cit., p. 13.
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she prefers to say “this task would be easi@urkey were firmly on its way
towards EU membership.”

The Independent Commission’s RepUralso stresses that new threats
like illegal migration, human and drug traffickingrganised crime can be dealt
with the Turkish membership that will lead to closeoperation in Justice and
Home Affairs. Another document where one can firginailar approach is the
Commission Staff Working Documént Taking the trans-national
characteristic of the new security threats intosideration, the document puts
emphasis on the need for joint action. It is stdted Turkey’'s accession will
provide increased cooperation “within the EU lmorder managementiilegal
migration and organised crimg including corruptiontrafficking in human
beings and drug traffickingemphasis added].” Amanda Akcakoca, Fraser
Cameron and Eberhard Rh&fhfrom EPC also list Turkey’s important role in
the fight against illegal migration as one of tkasons for supporting Turkey’s
accession to the EU.

Turkey’s achievements to control its borders aeduce the above-
mentioned security problems since the end of Colar \Wfe appreciated by
scholars like Barkey and Le GloanA® from CERI. According to them,
Turkey’'s opponents hope that European border managgeproblems may be
out-sourced to Turkey within the neighbourhood @glihowever Barkey and
Le Gloannec think that this will be unacceptable Taykey. They describe
Turkey’'s membership as a considerable advantagentrol EU’s external
borders through “the synergyf Turkish and European techniques and know-
how of border control and management.” It is pdssib argue that Turkey’'s

ongoing experience and success in border managemigmtits soft security

2% Report of the Independent Commission on Turkgy cit.
297 Commission Staff Working Documemp. cit.,p. 41.

2% pkcakoca, Cameron and Rheap. cit.,p. 14.

29 Barkey and Le Gloanneop. cit, pp. 145-146.
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measures and its further cooperation with the EUhenprevention of those

problemsmake it indispensable for the EU.

3.4  The Possible Loss of the EU by Rejecting Turké&syMembership

In addition to discussions about security benefitd potential security
contributions of Turkey and its membership insiderdpean circles, the
possible security losses of the EU, in case of membership of Turkey are
also emphasized. The supporters of the memberdsten put forward the
potential security risks that may emerge as a regudn EU without Turkey.
From that perspective, the membership questiorxjdamed generally as a
choice between short-term concerns (internal pgaliticonsiderations) and
long-term benefits (strategic interests) of the B a choice between a
powerful/secure EU and a Union, which looses aiatwpportunity for a more
secure future.

For instance, Joschka Fischer in Yfleof his speeches where he
suggests Turkey's membership to the EU, dratisntion to the threat of
rejecting Turkey: “We have to make a choice betwaemodern, democratic
and EuropeanTurkey who protects us against radical fundameamabnd a
Turkey, which has not these qualities [emphasieddd

In a speech where the process of accession negosids evaluated,

Blair®*

states that the EU is facing “a division betwelnrsterm political

considerations ... and the long-term strategic iisteo Europe and the wider
world”. He defines the long-term strategic inteseas to have Turkey inside
the EU. He strongly emphasizes that everything lshde done, even
compromises should be given in order to allow Tyikeaccession process

proceed, because according to him, if a wrong s$igreent to Turkey, this will

390 gpeech of Joschka Fischer, in Meltem-Miiftiller BAirkiye-Avrupa Birligi iliskilerine
Guvenlik Boyutundan Bir Bakl, TESEV Yayinlari, D¢ Politika Analiz Serisi ,4 November
2006, p.19.

%01 Statement of Tony Blair, “Doorstep at NATO Sumrinit Riga”, 29 November 20086,
available athttp://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Pagel10505.aapcessed on 16.09.2007.
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be “a serious mistake for Europe in the long-terin.’'this speech, Turkey’s
importance is again emphasized with a strategiw yeint. Although the type
of compromises that should be given by the EU atespecified in the speech
by Blair, for instance for the sake of the negatiad, as a compromise, it can
be suggested that the EU may stop its insistencBuokey’s implementation
of the Additional Protocol (without a reservatiomhich was signed between
Turkey and the EU in July 2005 and which extendskdyis Customs Union
with the EU members to Cyprus representing only theeek Cypriot
Community.

Like Blair, Rehfi®? also explains the possibility of Turkey’s rejectias
a “tremendous missed opportunity” in his speecheriad2007. He states that
the EU could have turned its back to Turkey andBakans, but according to
him, “that would have caused instability and seatkbthe region immensely”,
the transformative power of the EU would not hagerbused and this “would
have made the EU a lesser player on the world Stétgehas suggested that
the enlargement process toward Turkey should coatifor the sake of
regional stability and for the EU’s aim of emergiag a global actoon the
world scene. In another intervié® where Rehn defines Turkey as “an anchor
of stability in the most unstable region”, he expdathe gravity of opposition
to and rejection of Turkey’s membership. He deswilit as the possible
emergence of a “nationalist or Islamist problenwhikar to the situation in the
Middle East, in Palestine, in Lebanon or Iraq, & tdoorstep of Europe.
Therefore this explanation can be understood asffasial warning made to

the Europeans regarding the possible dangerouscregsgons of rejection of

%92 gpeech of Olli REHN, at the EPC / LES/ King BauitloFoundation , “Europe’s frontiers a
dynamic concept”’, Brussels 19 March 200Reference: Speech/07/160, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/pressedspeeches/index_en.htm accessed
on 19.07.2007.

393 Interview of Olli Rehn given to Judith CrosbieftcEuropean Voice, “EU Risks Islamic
Backlash if it shuns Turkey”, 28 June-4 July 20A8vailable at:
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/rehn/presserinterviews/index en.htmaccessed
on 19.07.2007.
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Turkey and the spillover effects of an unstable gmdbably a less
Europeanized Turkey.

Rehn, as Enlargement Commissioner, has been alwiagsing
attention to the risk of rejecting or stopping a&sien negotiations with
Turkey. In his boo®” “Europe’s Next Frontiers” that he wrote in 2008, sk
the question “what would happen if the EU were tthdraw unilaterally from
negotiations with Turkey?” and he answers that “.wibuld lead to an
inevitable deterioration in EU-Turkey relations, denmine Europe’s long-
standing strategic partnership with Turkey and slate Turkish nationalism.
It would weaken Europe’s role in the wider MiddlagE and probably deepen
Muslim hostility towards Europe.”

Amongstsecondary sources, Barchard, in his artfdjestresses that for
50 years Turkey has been a strategic partner oMbst, and asks the question
of “...[i]f it stayed outside the EU or even becaneeicusly estranged from it,
what would be the strategic consequences?” Theméwers that as a result of
this estrangement, “[tlhe risk of a clash betweank$ and Greeks would
grow. Turkey’'s readiness to make logistical andtstic support available for
its Western allies would diminish.” In a sensestould increase the security
risks around the EU. The strategic consequencesj@tting Turkey are also
underlined by other scholars. For instance, Kiidtghes® believes that the
main argument of the opponents of Turkey statirag Thurkey should be used
as “a buffer zone”, is not logical because theatgpa of Turkey may result in
the instability in the region and at a time whee thar on terror after 9/11
attacks has created tensions and divisions in trywejection might be seen
as a negative signal by the Muslim world. In tresse, Turkey’s role both in

terms of providing regional stability and as a mdde the Islamic world, due

304 0lli Rehn, Europe’s Next FrontiersBaden-Baden : Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2006, p.
88.

%5 Barchardpp. cit, p. 38.
3% Hughespp. cit.,pp. 23-24.
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to its relations with the West and particularly wihe EU, may be lost as a
result of the rejection of Turkey.

In the Reporf”’ of the Independent Commission, a failure in Tutkey
accession process is seen as the loss of oppaeturidgr both sides. For
Turkey, this might bring about “a serious crisisddntity in Turkey, leading to
political upheaval and instability at the Union'salstep.” For the EU, a
potential rejection would lead to European insdguand the Report tries to
draw especially attention to this possibility. Inother articld”® published in
CEPS “Turkey in Europe Monitor”, the termination eflargement process
without admitting Turkey is accepted again as aossrmistake and this is
explained as because the EU is not “an islanderstm” that is surrounded by
good, friendly neighbours, it has to stabilizeatgn periphery and this cannot
be done if Turkey is left out of the EU.

Lorenzo Forcief® from IAl, emphasizes another risk of rejecting
Turkey. He thinks that Turkey is surrounded by abl, problematic and
conflictual, crisis regions, and argues that ih@ logical to penalize Turkey
because of this environment. Otherwise, accordingim, “any distancing of
the country from the European community would, galeaggravate these
crises by rejecting the political, military, andltcwal support of an allied and
Westernised country with an Islamic majority” arel ¢dontinues that this may
lead to separation of Turkey from the Western \aluwesulting in the
empowerment of extremist elements such as natginati radical Islamist
groups in Turkey. Moreover, like Hughes, he alsaarhnes that such
behaviour of the EU “would give a negative signalthose in the Islamic

world who might look with favour upon a relationghof close collaboration

%97 Report of the Independent Commission on Turkgy cit., p. 43.
%% Karlssonop. cit.,p. 84.

%9 | orenzo Forcieri, ‘Introduction’, in Giovanni Gaarini (ed.), Turkey and European
Security, Rome andistanbul: Istituto Affari Internazionali-IAl and Tkish Economic and
Social Studies Foundation-TESEV, 2006tp://www.iai.it/pdf/Quaderni/Quaderni_E_8.pdf
accessed on 25.06.2007, pp. 9-13, p. 10.
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with the West.” In this article, again distancin§ Turkey from the EU is
presented as a security and instability risk thay aifect the Union.

3.5 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, the speeches and statementeddlhopean actors; as
the primary sources, and the articles of scholeym fthe leading European
think tanks; as the secondary sources, are analyzexder to understand
whether the security aspect of Turkey’'s access®rsgen as a potential
contribution to Turkey and EU relations. Secondswyrces have been chosen
from the relevant articles of the scholars becaleg are important in shaping
the speeches and even the positions of the Eurdpeian officials.

In this thesis, the related materials are orgaha®d commented under
four main themes constituting the general framevwaskTurkey’s importance
with its regional actorness; with its geopolitieald strategic significance; with
its soft security contributions and the potentiatwgity loss of the EU by
rejecting Turkey. These reflect the security radssigned to Turkey by key
actors. In fact, different security roles are intéated with each other. For
instance, Turkey's contribution to “regional andemmational security and
stability” is also related with its importance fohe “European security,
stability and peace”. Similarly, Turkey's “geopaidl and strategic
significance” is not crucial only for the “EU’s feign and security policy” or
“global actorness” but also for the EU’s energywsigg. In addition, Turkey’s
cultural heritage, which is an accumulation of Mwslim population and
European values, not only provides it with a bridgke but also makes it an
example against the “clash of civilizations” thesis

Through the analysis made, it is possible to foud that Turkey's
actual and potential security contributions to H\¢ are often emphasized and
a close linkage between Turkey’'s accession angdetsirity contributions is
constructed by European actors/scholars. In acnoedawith different

categorisations made in the thesis, it is possibleealize that Turkey is
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ascribed significant roles by the EU actors/sclsolar terms of its regional
actorness, geopolitical and strategic significarsxt security contributions
and the potential security risks caused by itsctija. As a matter of fact, these
roles emerging from Turkey’s actual and potentewsity contributions to the
EU seem compatible with the international rolesgamesl to the EU after a
content analysis of speeches of Sofdharepared by Jimmy Persson.
Persson’s analysis is based on the reading ofiaffforeign and security
policy speeches and statements delivered by thbe Rgpresentative of EU’s
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), Javidarita between the years
2000 and 2005. The main aim is to clarify whiclefgn policy roles are
ascribed to the Union by Solana. In this worksifaund that ten such roles are
ascribed to the EU. These are: “Model for regionaltegration;
Defender/Promoter of Peace and Security; GlobadéeaRegional Leader;
Developer; Stabilizer;Liberation Supporter; Defender/Promoter of ‘EU’
Values; Promoter of Multilateralism and Partner”.

It can be considered that Turkey with its segucitntributions to the
EU may well become significant for the embodimehsame of these roles.
For instance, there are especially six roles ofBheto which Turkey may
contribute. These are: the “Defender/Promoter adcBeand Security” role,
which corresponds to a global policy and refersdmmitments, duties related
to the promotion of peace and stability; the “Globaader” and “Regional
Leader” roles that are related with the EU’s leaHgr, strong actorness at both
global and regional scale; the “Stabilizer” roldhigh is related with the EU’s
efforts of conflict prevention, peacekeeping, erismanagement and
humanitarian aid in various regions; the “Defendesmoter of ‘EU’ Values”
role, which corresponds to the protection of valsigsh as democracy; and the
“Promoter of Multilateralism and Partner” role, whiis related with the duties

toward the United Nations and other internatiomghaizations.

310 perssonpp. cit.
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Within the framework of its regional actorness the roles ascribed to
Turkey, such as contributor to European securitgbibty and peace or to
regional and international stability, it becomesgngicant for the
accomplishment of the “Defender/Promoter of Peamk Security” role of the
EU. In addition, as underlined by European actdnstkey appears as a
potential crucial “partner” for the implementatiaf foreign and security
policy of the EU in the regions where country isaative player with the help
of its historical and cultural relations. In thisnse, with its geopolitical and
strategic significance and its relations with tleeirtries of the region Turkey
may contribute to the EU’s both “Regional Leademtid&Global leader” roles.
In terms of the EU’s “Stabilizer” role, Turkey’sfefts under ESDP operations
and its military/civilian contributions to regionaécurity and stability may be
considered important. The description of Turkey as‘bridge between
civilizations”, due to its Muslim population and Bpean values together,
corresponds to the “Defender/Promoter of ‘EU’ Valumle. Turkey’s efforts
for the solution of the problems like Israel-Pdlest Danish cartoon crisis or
nuclear threat posed by Iran result in its defamtas “moderator between the
West and Islamic World” and this becomes also ficant in relation to the
“Promoter of Multilateralism and Partner” role betEU.

Similarly, there are also correlations betweerk&yis assigned role as
“security provider” and two of the strategic objees determined in the
European Security Stratey Turkey’s such role may be crucial as far as
“addressing the threats” and “building securitytie EU’s neighbourhood”;
two key objectives of the ESS. The earlier analgemonstrates that Turkey
can be important in “addressing the threats” wiaihspecified in the first part
of the ESS; as terrorism, proliferation of WMD’sgronal conflicts, state
failure and organized crime. In the speeches anidles, it is generally
accepted that “Turkey has the capacity to makejarmsantribution to regional

and international stability” and also “Turkey’'s a&gic assets have

311 Council of the European Union, “A Secure EuropeaiBetter World: European Security
Strategy”, Brussels, 12 December 2003.
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implications for the stability and security of Epsan continent”. Moreover,
Turkey is seen “in the aftermath of the terrorigaeks...indispensable for the
EU” especially in the fight against terrorism.

Regarding the threat of proliferation of WMD’setMiddle East region
Is the main concern of the EU and if there is &dfscountries, Iran is located
at the top of that list recently because it per®the uranium enriching works,
which may result in the creation of nuclear weapd@se to its preference to
use dialogue and cooperation rather than imposingt®ns on Iran, Turkey is
seen important in the solution of such problems.rétation to regional
conflicts, both Balkans and Middle East regionsdmee significant. Turkey’s
important role in stabilising the Balkans througg active participation in EU
missions in Bosnia and FYROM and its contributiadoasNATO forces in
Kosovo are acknowledged. Similar to this, Turkesfforts “in trying to bring
about a resolution of the issues there in the Midefst, not least in respect of
Israel and Palestine” are also appreciated. In deoh organized crime,
Turkey'’s significance is again accepted by Europaetors and scholars who
believe that Turkish membership ‘is.firmly in the EU's interests - to help
with the fight against terrorism, people-trafficgirorganised crime and drugs.”

Concerning the other objective mentioned in theSESbuilding
security in the EU’s neighbourhood”, Turkey mayypéacrucial role. Turkey’s
geo-strategic importance is referred in terms efrémalization of “the Union’s
fundamental political interest in creating a secuamd prospering
neighbourhood.” In addition, it is also emphasieat Turkey has a “vital role
to play in a region bordering the reunified Eurdpat is marked by so many
uncertainties.” In this sense, in those speechdsaaiicles, Turkey’s security
providing roles converge with the strategic objpeedi stated in the ESS.
Moreover, in the conclusions of the ESS, today'slevas described as “a
world of new dangers but also of newpportunitie$ to which the EU can
make a major contribution. In fact, the term “ogpaity” also brings in mind

that Turkey’s accession is seen as an opportunitthé European actors and
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scholars too. While they are defining the riskgeyécting Turkey, they claim
that if the accession fails, this would be a “trexsh@us missed opportunity.”
One of the crucial findings of this analysis h&tt although Turkey’'s
importance for European security and stability mspbasized positively by
actors and scholars; instead of stressing Turkey&mbership, there is
relatively more emphasis on Turkey's “progressived awell-managed

integration”, “accession”, “incorporation/integmati to European structures”,
“closer cooperation”, “affiliation with Europe” dnegotiation” processes as if
those processes will not necessarily end with a peeship. Similarly, Turkey
is described more as a “reliable”, “strategic”, ykgartner”, “important actor”
and “key player” than a “would-be member”. As a teabf fact, there is not
consistency in terms of references to Turkey'sacand future status because
while in some speeches a European official defingkey as a reliable partner
due to its security contributions, in his anothpeexh; when the time and
audience change; it is defined as a future mentben in the same speech,
while accession of Turkey is described as a negeksi the EU, the process
may still be defined as “open-ended”.

There is relatively more consistency in the spesobf Solana when
compared to other European actors. This may beubecaf two reasons:
Firstly, Solana was formerly the Secretary GenefaNATO. His previous
post may have resulted in his awareness about ysrkele as a crucial
security provider due to Turkey's successful resordnder NATO
membership. Thus he puts more emphasis on Turkeysmembership in
security terms. Secondly, as a High Representafiv€ommon” Foreign and
Security Policy, as different from other Europeatoes, he has to be more
consistent regarding the EU’s foreign policy tovgardurkey because his
consistency in language will reflect the “consisteend “common” foreign
policy of the EU.

In addition to different definitions regarding key’s status, Turkey’'s
strategic assets like its NATO membership, militeapabilities or geopolitical
position are underlined in different geographicalas. For instance it is argued
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that: “Turkey'sstrategic assethave implications for the stability and security
of our continent. Similarly, concerning Turkey’s geopolitical andrategic
significance, Turkey is defined as a strategic tafmethe EU especially in
certain politically and economically unstable regido which the Union can
be drawn closer:Turkish membershipould however be aasset for the Eln
seeking to promote its interest in these regions.”

Turkey is also described as “...a reliapbetnerin foreign and security
policy” in line with its potential contribution t&U’s foreign and security
policy in different regions. Turkey is also seen‘astrategic partner” due to
its role that it played as a NATO member during @wd War and which also
continues today. Similarly, its importance as “dalistrategic partnerin
Europe” is emphasized due to its geopolitical anategic significance for the
EU. On various occasions, Turkey's role in regioc@htext is also described
as actor and partner: “...In critical cases suchrag, the Middle East..
Turkey has always been an importaator and partnef

In general, Turkey is described both as a stiatagset or partner in
accordance with its contribution to European ségamd stability; to the EU’s
foreign and security policy; and its security cdmition through its own
geopolitical and strategic significance. It is gibte to argue that in all of these
areas there is emphasis on Turkey’'s important ggcuyoroviding role
especially for the EU'geripheral securityrather than thesecurity of core
Europe This means that Turkey’s security contributiolsegn as an advantage
especially in regions around Europe. For instamdele cooperation between
the EU and Turkey is shown as a necessity, itatedtthat “..both players are
better off when they enter a cooperative game #mronely actorat the
border of the European area of stability When Turkey's security
contributions to the EU are underlined, it is cladrthat “it may also help to
stabilize the environmefitMoreover, Turkey is seen as “an anchor of sigbil
in one of the moatinstable region®f the world” and thus since “Europe must
stabilize its own periphery..Turkish membershipf the EUwould strengthen
Europe on its most vulnerabléront.” Similarly, while Turkey's role as the
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“South Eastern flank of Europe” is recalled, Tubhkimmembership is seen
indispensable so as “to realize the CFSP and ferBEb to maintainthe
security ofits adjacent regiorisand also when Turkey’s “indisputable benefit
to European action” in conflictual areas is refdyréurkey’s ‘potential as a
forward base” for these actionsis emphasized. On different occasions
Turkey's “vital role to play in aegion bordering the reunified Europes
referred. Any possibility bringing Turkey into thEU is defined as an
opportunity “..to deal better with the security issues at the exfgeurope's
‘neighbourhood”

Turkey'’s role in providing security for Europe’snpheries appears in
the form of Turkey's cross-regional role. For imste, Turkey’s role in the
Balkans becomes important through its contributisasthe security and
stability of the region under NATO and ESDP missiofln the Eastern
Mediterranean, Turkey’s role is emphasized as mmnafjpower contributing to
peace and stability. In the Southern Caucasus, ejigksignificance for
stability of the region through its relations with neighbours is underlined. In
addition, its role, in this region, emerges as phevider of energy security.
Turkey is rather given relatively different roles the Middle East. Since
Turkey is a democracy with a predominantly Musliapplation, and it pursues
good relations with the Middle Eastern countrieghieours and the West
together, due to its cultural and historical hgaits soft security importance
is underlined in this region. For instance, duéhse characteristics, Turkey is
described as a “bridge” and also as a “moderatetiveen the West/Europe
and the Islamic countries especially located inNhedle East. Turkey is also
described “as a democratic benchmark for Muslimmooes.”®*? In terms of its
role in the Middle East, Turkey is also seen asxample against “clash of
civilizations” thesis that has been strengthenadr&/11 attacks. Moreover,
Turkey is seen as an “example/model” for the Istaogduntries in the Middle

East due to its relations with the West, its sacaia democratic structure. In

312 Rehn,Europe’s Next Frontiersop. cit., p.97.

142



terms of the role drawn by the EU to Turkey in ttegion, when the speeches
and articles are analysed, it is possible to atigaethe EU puts more emphasis
on Turkey’s Muslim population and European valwggether. Instead of using
“universal values”, they refer to “European valuestvned by Turkey.
Moreover, when compared to the US, which emphasihesexistence of
“moderate Islam” in Turkey, EU actors draw a difier role to Turkey
underlining its European values, rather than thee tpf Islam, besides its
Muslim population. In addition, Turkey’s role adbadge, model or moderator
in this region is linked to its own accession/rafgprocess. Turkey’s “bridge”
role between civilizations is emphasized by différ&uropean actors as the
consequence of'European Turkethatrespects human rights and the rule of
law” and also “ifit realizes its reforms.’Similar to this, its role as a model for
the Islamic countries is underlined by referring “its modernization and
democratization"during its accession process.

Turkish scholars and politicians who mention abburkey’s security
importance to the EU usually refer to Turkey’s haedurity characteristics and
capabilities. On the other hand, as a result ohtiaysis made in this thesis, it
Is possible to realize that Turkey’s soft secudontributions emanating from
different factors like its regional actorness,geopolitical position, its cultural
and historical heritage, its energy hub charadterisr its control over its
borders, are more underlined, compared to its anylitapabilities. In addition,
there is a limited degree of emphasis on Turkegisl Isecurity characteristics.
Particularly, these are referred as its strateggets that can be used by the EU
only in terms of Turkey’s role under NATO or ESDPegations. This means
that the Post Cold War change in Turkey’s securitgerstanding toward a
more comprehensive one and the development of neftr security
mechanisms in line with this change have affedtedspeeches and the articles
of European actors/scholars.

In this analysis of the speeches and articldsastbeen possible to find
out various points concerning the relationship leemv Turkey’'s security
contributions to the EU and its accession procEsstly, although Turkey's
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security importance for the EU is underlined pesily regarding Turkey’s
accession to the EU, Turkey's future status vigsatie EU is not usually
defined as a member. Secondly, Turkey’'s contrilbutid European security is
perceived as a contribution to Europe’s peripheseaurity rather than to its
core security. This is also related with Turkeytsss-regional role. Thirdly,
instead of Turkey’'s military capabilities, its so$ecurity potentials are
relatively more emphasized. This is interesting dose when its military
capabilities are concerned, this may require Tugkewolvement in the EU’s
decision-making processes, parallel to its progoessnembership, compared
to its soft security contributions which may belim=d easily through a strong
cooperation or partnership. Despite these crucmhtp, Turkey’'s security
contributions to the EU are not ignored and Turkeypeen as a significant
security actor in its region. In fact, this sitaatibrings in mind the new trends
emerging in Turkey-EU relations. Recently, it iggwed that if Turkey's
accession to the EU becomes unsuccessful, then wtyes of linking Turkey
to the EU should be discussed and this is exeragléis “new alternatives” to
its membership, like “privileged partnership” or raglual sectoral
integration”'® According to these arguments, if those alternatiaee not
discussed, isolation of Turkey may result in thepemerment of the Islamic,
radical, anti-West or Euro-sceptical forces in Tayland “such a path towards
isolation would have serious consequences for ¢oesgrategic environment of
Turkey, and as a result, for the foreign and sécyalicy situation along the
south-eastern border of the EU.” In this sense&gesthe possibility of failure of
its accession is acknowledged and since there &emgss about the security
risks that the EU will have to face in such a casés suggested that new

policy measures must be established to anchor Jwrk&in the EU.

313 Andreas Maurer, ‘Alternatives Required! Europeanidd Membership Policy in the
Context of Relations with TurkeySWP CommentdNo. 17, August 2007http://www.swp-
berlin.org/en/common/get_document.php?asset_id=42@&8essed on 15.02.2008, pp. 1-8, p.
9.
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Therefore, in the speeches and articles analyglite on the one hand
Turkey’'s security importance for the EU and foraberal relations is
emphasized as a legitimate reason for its accessionalso to prevent its
isolation; on the other hand, instead of its futtmembership” which seems
open-ended, “anchoring”, “integrating”, “affiliatfi or “incorporating” Turkey
to the European structures are pronounced as possiternatives though
without clarifying much what is meant by them. Altlgh in the speeches,
what the security dimension of Turkey’s anchoringtie European structures,
mainly the CFSP and ESDP, would be is not expjieiientioned, under “new
alternatives” this could appear in the form of #aoption of CFSP policies-
statements by Turkey, the increase of current ipalitdialogue under the
association agreement and in the long term, thesilpibs/ of equal

membership to the European structu¥és.

¥4 \bid. p. 5.
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Table 2: References made in speeches/ statementsl anticles

Turkey's soft security contributions

Turkey's regional actorness
Cultural Heritage

significance

Number &f
Reference!
made in
Speeches an
Articles
Olli REHN
Gunter
VERHEUGEN
José Manuel
BARROSO
Romano
PRODI
Javier
SOLANA

Tony BLAIR 1

Joschka
FISCHER

2
2
CER Articles 1 1 2 2 | 1 |
1
2

ESDP
Fight agains
world
Moderator betwee
Energy Security

Regional anc
& stability
EU's foreign &
sectrity policy
terrorisn
EU's global
actornes
Turkey's geopolitical & strategi
Heritage
Bridge betweel
West & Islamic
World
Example against
@ Iclash of civilization
Border Management

~ | o1 |international securi

stability, peace
Loss of EU by rejecting Turkey|

European security],
Cultural & Historical
Model for Islamic
West and Islamic
world

w
=
w
5
=
N
w
=
w

-
=
ey
w

[N
[N
[N

CEPS Articles 1 1
IAl Articles 1
CERI Articles 1 1 1
IRRI Articles 1 1 1 1
Friends of
Europe Articles|
SWP Articles 1 1 1 L
EPC Atrticles 1 | 1
ZEI Articles 1
Independent
Commission 1 1 2 1 1
Report
Commission
Staff WD
TOTAL 9 14 415/ 5 2| 19 3 6 8 5 5 1 6 11
REFERENCE 39 19 27 13| 6 11

S 39 19 46 11

This table represents the results of the analysidenin the third chapter of the
thesis. As it can be seen, there are a huge nuofilbeferences to Turkey’s soft
security contributions. These are followed alsdh®yreferences to its regional
actorness and geopolitical and strategic signiieanAs a part of its soft
security contributions, the number of referencedgst@ole in providing energy
security is also reflecting the current increasattgntion put on energy issue in

Europe. In a sense, these results provide thae tisem huge emphasis on
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Turkey’s various contributions to regional secuatyd stability, which are also
related with Turkey’s overall actual and potensiaft security contributions.
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, the security dimension of thetretes between Turkey and
the EU is analyzed within the framework of the egdement process. The
historical developments of Cold War and Post Coldr\&ras are helpful to
provide a general background for their securitgtiehs. In addition, the thesis
includes a content analysis of both the speecla¢sisents of European actors
and the articles of European analysts focusing hen d@ctual and potential
security contributions of Turkey to the EU withhretcontext of its accession in
order to clarify how this issue is viewed from t8’s perspective.

During the Cold War, relations between Turkey ahd EC were
economic in nature. This was because of not ondy Gold War European
security architecture and division of labour betw®&ATO and the EC but also
the different security understandings of Turkey #r@lEC. Turkey, as a result
of its hard security culture corresponding to thiaNATO and in line with the
Cold War security threats emerging from the Solaton, developed close
security relations with NATO and by becoming itsmier, it turned out to be
a strong ally of the West. However, the EC, whigdbdt to provide security
through its economic cooperation and political gnétion process, was seen by
Turkish policy makers mainly as an economic orgaion to which Turkey
would seek eventual membership in accordance wih\Westernization
process. Thus it became its Associate Member arglipd economic relations
with the EC complementing the security aspect &f rielations within
transatlantic alliance.

The end of Cold War together with the collapsehaf Soviet Bloc has
been one of the major events leading to the riseewf global security risks
affecting both Turkey's and EU’s security approachia the Post Cold War
period, both Turkey and the EU realized that thev reecurity threats
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necessitated a complementary and holistic approadecurity. Accordingly,

Turkey has begun to develop soft security mechamnisrhile the EU has

developed hard ones. In addition to this commomres reason, there have
been other factors resulting in changes in thetusty understandings and
increasing security interactions among them. Witthiis framework, the soft

security mechanisms used by Turkey; the developmieBSDP reflecting the

hard security aspect of the EU; the ESDP relatemblpm that emerged
between Turkey and the EU; the impact of the 9/althe problem and the
involvement of Turkey in the ESDP operations haeerbevaluated in the
thesis.

Although during the Cold War, Turkey as a membieNATO became
an important ally and a crucial security asset giog security and defence for
the European continent against the Soviet thréat,collapse of the Soviet
Union did not diminish Turkey’s security important& the West/Europe.
Turkey maintained and even increased its stratsigjoificance as a “front
zone country” in the Post Cold War era by develgpisoft security
mechanisms, such as cooperation and dialogue watimaighbours and the
countries around its region, besides the existiagl fones™ Through such
mechanisms, Turkey has contributed to the regisealrity and stability.

Turkey’'s Post Cold War security contributions hdeen also reflected
in the speeches and articles of European actors@raars who have referred
to country’s importance for the EU’s security withthe context of its
accession process. However, while for many padditisiand think-tankers, the
aforementioned security contributions of Turkey gkain to see, their
arguments made no impact on the public opinion sscrihe EU. This is
explained by a European analyst as: “For most geogphlargement-related
fears are immediate and personal: the loss of jiblesthreat of terrorism, the

weakening of national culture. The benefits, mealeytare strategic, long-

315 Arikan, op. cit.,p. 203.
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term and abstract: future economic growth, a seorigU foreign policy,
energy security®® In a sense, the security discussion regarding éjsk
accession to the EU is conducted at an elitistl leydocusing on its long-term
strategic interests, whereas, for the Europeanlegeport-term and personal
concerns are more important than the long-term.ok®a matter of fact, in the
thesis, this elitist aspect of discussion is exauhin

In line with the emphasis put on different seguritles of Turkey,
speeches and articles are analyzed around four thames in the thesis as:
Turkey's importance for the EU’s security with itegional actorness, its
geopolitical and strategic significance, its sadtwrity contributions (cultural
and historical heritage, energy security and bond@magement) and the
potential loss of the EU by rejecting Turkey. A% thnalysis demonstrates,
Turkey's various contributions to regional securignd stability are
acknowledged by the EU actors. Moreover, Turkeggional stabilizer role
emanating from especially its soft security conttibns is underlined within
the context of enlargement. This may be becaustyfirany instability in the
region will harm not only the security of the coues in the region but also
that of the EU due to the spillover of securityksisSecondly, for the EU the
maintenance of security and stability in the cogminhas been an important
objective and this has been mainly achieved viaiieeof enlargement tool.

Rehn argues that “Turkey has major strategic Bagmce for Europe,
both in terms of soft power, by pursuing an allew civilizations, as well as
hard power, by providing peace-keeping capacity.Similar to Rehn’ s
argument, in the analyzed speeches and artictbsugih Turkey’'s hard power

is evaluated by limiting it only to its peace-kagpicapacity, its soft security

%16 Katinka Barysch, ‘What Europeans Think About Tyrlend Why’, Center for European
Reform Essays,August 2007, http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/briefing_kb_turkey 24augpdf,
accessed on 12.11.2007.

317 0lli Rehn,Europe’s Next Frontierop. cit.,p.100.
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contributions are related with its more generausgéc and stability providing
role in its region.

In recent years, especially since the 9/11 attatuskey’s soft security
contributions (in terms of its regional stabilizede especially in the Middle
East) are also linked to its role as *“bridge” betweWestern and
Islamic/Middle Eastern civilizations and as a “miBder the Middle Eastern
countries. Some argue that Turkey’'s bridge and incales in the Middle
Eastern region that are ascribed to itself by thestboth the UE® and the
EU) can be traced back to the beginning of PostdQalar period®
Accordingly, Turkey’'s engagement in the Gulf War 1890-1991 together
with the West has changed Western perception dkeljuin the Middle East.
In fact, while Turkey pursued a non-interventiorpsiicy toward the Middle
East during the Cold War, with such an attemptatted to be involved in
Middle Eastern issues. A Turkish scholar argued #wademics such as
Huntington further reinforced Turkey’'s move towdhis region, “contending
that the rise of global divisions based on religi@and ethnic differences after
the end of the Cold War repositioned Turkey in Middle East.*?° Turkey’s
involvement in the region became important espiciaith the Gulf War,
because Turkey reaffirmed its commitment to the Wesl this rendered the
country an important ally of the West. Consequenilyrkey was also
described as a Western, secular state and a bieliyeeen East and West.

However, since the 9/11 events and the subsequmemda of “war against

%18 Since the main focus of this thesis has beenehariy relations between Turkey and the
EU, a specific place has not been given to theHiSvever, Turkey’s relations with the US are
also a part of its relations with the West. Morapwgtephen Larrabee argues that Turkey’s
relations with the EU affect its relations with tbh&, because when its relations with the EU
are bad, Turkey turns to the US for support. StapghelLarrabeeTurkey as a U.S. Security
Partner, Arlington: RAND Cooperation, 2008,
http://rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG694.pdtessed on 20.04.2008.

19 pinar Tank, ‘Dressing for the Occasion: ReconsitigcTurkey’s Identity?’, Southeast
European and Black Sea Studigs). 6, No. 4, December 2006, pp. 463-478.

320 |pid., p. 467. The author refers to the first publicatiwi“clash of civilizations” thesis.
Samuel Huntington, ‘The Clash of CivilizationForeign Affairs,Vol. 72, No.3, 1993, pp. 22-
49,
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(Islamist) terrorism”, Turkey has been regardederas a Western democratic
state with a predominantly Muslim population and asbridge between
civilizations. Moreover, the decision of the TutkiBarliament in March 2003
to reject the deployment of US soldiers from Tunkisoil to Irag was a
disappointment for the US but it also served toaase Turkey’'s credibility as
a model for the Middle Eastern countries and tbis has been used by the US
neo-Conservatives that advocated a democracytingim the Middle East*
Following this, Turkey’s model role for the Islaméountries has been also
supported by the EU because Turkey as a countty Mitslim population and
good relations with the EU would be important tondestrate that the EU is
not a “Christian fortress”. As the earlier anadysf the thesis offers, Turkey’s
role as a bridge between civilizations (or the Eid ¢he Islamic world) and as
a model for the Islamic/Middle Eastern countries lheen also referred by
European actors and scholars in the aforementipeedd, when the EU has
increased its focus on the Middle East. Interestinfpe opening of accession
negotiations with Turkey has also coincided withattlperiod. Then, it is
possible to argue that the changing dynamics ofrélgeon, which resulted in
newly shaping of Turkey's soft security roles, haelso affected the EU’s
enlargement policy toward Turkey.

Turkey’s these soft security roles that contribiatehe regional stability
are also linked to its accession and reform prodgssordingly, Turkey’s role
as a model and bridge can be sustained througltdsssion process, in other
words, its stabilizing role is dependent on its opwolitical stability and
transformation. Rehn for instance argues that “lirkBy succeeds in its
reforms and meets the EU conditions; it will becoameever stronger bridge
between civilizations®? In fact, as mentioned in the second chapter of the
thesis, the use of soft security mechanisms in @wrwhich increased its

%21 \bid., p. 470.
322 0lli Rehn,Europe’s Next Frontierp. cit.,p. 101.
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importance as a contributor to regional stabilias tbeen a result of not only
the global changes in the security architecturealsd its own Europeanization
process that gained pace in the mid 1990s. Ingise, the EU has tried to
influence Turkey’'s soft security development frorhet start and its
continuation via the use of its accession tool.

In the Post Cold War period, while Turkey has toup soft security
mechanisms besides the existing hard ones in dadeope with the new
challenges, the EU also tried to adopt itself t@ tbhanging security
environment via its new security and defence polldgwever, the fact that
Turkey could not preserve its rights (as a NATO rbemand as a WEU
associate member), especially in terms of partimpao the new EU security
and defence structures, resulted in a controveetyden them. It can be said
that in the ESDP issue, the EU considered thaexgting relationship with
Turkey within NATO and WEU was sufficient for theamtenance of the
working relationship with Turkey, thus there was need for Turkey's
involvement in decision-making process of ESDP afiens although it would
offer its capabilities to therf® Interestingly, while there has been more
emphasis in the speeches and articles on Turkeftsacurity contributions to
the EU within the context of enlargement, Turkengte that it could play via
its hard power in the ESDP has not been referrethéosame degree. In a
sense, Turkey’s hard security contributions havenb&ubordinated to its soft
ones by the EU actors.

This subordination is reflected too in the chaageegards the assigned
roles to Turkey by Europeans. For instance, whikrd is less emphasis on
Turkey's strategic asset role rising from its NAT@mbership and military
capabilities; Turkey’s role as a regional stabilieenanating from its various
soft contributions to regional security and stapi(via its regional actorness,
its cultural heritage including its bridge, modwmlpderator roles or constituting

an example against clash of civilizations thesisprovider of energy security

323 Muiftiller Bag, ‘Turkey’s Role in the EU’s Securiand Defence Policiesap. cit.
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and border management) is underlined more. FromUtiien’s perspective,
Turkey’s regional stabilizer role becomes cruciathim the context of its
accession/transformation and reform process, becauskey as a soft power
in its region may be important in contributing heetEU’s soft power (or to its
regional/international actorness).

This EU approach is also similar to one that wasdus Eastern
Enlargement. As previously mentioned, one of thgom@anotives behind that
enlargement was to provide security and stabilityBuropean continent.
Actually, enlargement is used by the EU as an unsént to provide
security/stability and to strengthen the EU’s intdional actorness and its soft
power role. In both Eastern Enlargement and inetllargement policy toward
Turkey, these major goals have been common. Moreaneboth of these
enlargements, transformation and reform proceskéseoaccession countries
have been crucial. However, despite these simdaritthere are also
differences between them. For example, in the chdeastern Enlargement,
security that is tried to be built up is the onetbé& European continent,
whereas, in Turkish case, security is related withone of the non-European
geographical area. In addition, in Eastern Enlagggmaccession which was
successfully realized as the final target was ndorainant over transformation
when compared to Turkish case. Because in the gamtant policy toward
Turkey, while transformation/reform process is menmephasized, accession is
described as open-ended. In a sense, accessionubsrdmated to
transformation/reform process. In other words, ssiom is just seen by the EU
as a tool to trigger transformation of Turkey ratti@n as the final destination.

When Turkey's security relations with the West am&ken into
consideration, it is possible to differentiate bedw Turkey's soft security and
hard security contributions along the EU-NATO axtar the EU, Turkey
seems more important in soft security terms, wisefeaNATO/US, Turkey's
value stems from its hard power. If one tends feosp such a distinction, then
there would not be anything so distinctive aboutk&y's contribution to
European security than its overall contributiorthe Western security. In this
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respect, Turkey’s role as a contributor to regicedurity and stability via its
soft security assets is acknowledged and emphabiz&diropeans.

However, there may be also other reasons of sachngphasis. In a
period when the EU develops its hard security dsimrs, the prioritization of
Turkey’'s soft security contributions (and ignoritige hard ones) by the EU
actors and the construction of a linkage betweeaseahcontributions and
Turkey’s accession process raise the question eftvein the EU does not want
a strong military/hard power structure in Turkeythugh in this thesis, the
EU’s suggestion that “the control of the civil aotity should be increased
over the military” has not been analyzed sincesitrelated more with the
internal democracy aspect rather than externalrgecii is commonly referred
in the speeches of European actors and it alsg@diim mind that question.
Moreover, another reason for undermining Turkeysdhsecurity importance
may be related with the EU’s intention of leavingrkey outside of the
decision-making process regarding security issunes @ just using it as an
implementer and perhaps a follower of ESDP not d@aatlay but also in the
future; because a stronger Turkey vis-a-vis ESD lsecurity background
besides the soft one will strengthen Turkey’s henitls relations with the EU
within the context of accession. Such possibiligoaappears in the speeches
and articles where instead of membership, the tefhanchoring, affiliating,
integrating, or incorporating Turkey to the EU stures are used to define the
future status of Turkey vis-a-vis the Union. Morenvthe search for new
alternatives (other than membership) for the retetinip between Turkey and
the EU or the description of Turkey’s accessioncpss as “open-ended” can
be explained with such an intention.

To conclude, although Turkey’s significance forrépean and regional
security is accepted, this is not properly refldata its accession process. That
is to say, while on the one hand Turkey's (soffjusity contributions to the
EU and to its region are strongly emphasized orouaroccasions and linked
to its own accession and reform process, on ther dtand its accession is not
described as having a final and known destinatione Turkish scholar argues
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that “...it is not clear that the EU’s policy towafdirkey has been compatible
with her security importancé® Then it is necessary to ask what might be the
security implications for the EU of leaving Turkewtside of the Union at the
end of the day? It is obvious that such a situatvonld lead their relationship
into rocky waters and the status quo would no ncorginue as it was before.
Most importantly, the security and instability rsskwould increase in the region
harming both the EU and Turkey. For instance, sextlusion may cause
political and economic instability in Turkey thatgnaffect also the EU; it may
result in rise of nationalism and hostility towatlde Union and even its
weakening role in the region. The risks of suchatieampt, which is described
as a “tremendous missed opportunity” and “loss afgiterm strategic
interests” are also acknowledged by European actors

Therefore, it can be said that the EU does nott w@ose or exclude
Turkey which is an important country with its vargosecurity and stability
contributions in the region. In line with this, tiies to maintain its relations
with the country working through its accession sx without providing it
with an assured prospect of membership. During pinteess, it encourages
Turkey for its own transformation which will rendéra more “European”
country and a soft power compatible with the EU.@WRurkey does (and/or
can) not realize the necessary reforms, it threaties country with freezing its
negotiation process and by always reminding theéssgion is not guaranteed.
Nevertheless, such an EU policy that makes memipeusitertain becomes an
inappropriate security rationale behind the enlerget policy of the Union,
because if enlargement is not realized, its sgcuwiin cannot be realized

neither.

() Arikan,op. cit.,p. 225.
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