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EDITORUN NOTU

Kiymetli Okurlarimiz,

Atatiirk Universitesi Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi Uluslararas: Iliskiler Boliimii
akademisyenlerinin editorliigiinde hazirlanan Uluslararasi liskiler Calismalar1 Dergisi’nin
(UICD) ikinci sayisini1 takdirlerinize sunmanin mutlulugunu yasiyoruz.

Bu sayida, uluslararasi iliskiler alaninda hazirlanmis dérdii Ingilizce olmak iizere bes 6zgiin
makaleye yer verilmistir. Ogretim Gorevlisi Onder Coban, “USA-Russia Relations in the Obama
Period: Reflections of Reset Policy” baslikli ¢aligmasinda Obama déneminde Rusya ile
normallesebilmek icin uygulamaya konulan “reset politikasin1” ve bu baglamda ortaya ¢ikan
ciktilar1 Amerikan dis politikas1 iizerinden degerlendirmektedir. Dr. Ufuk Alkan ise
"Europeanization of Turkey’s Relations With Greece" isimli makalesinde Tiirkiye nin
Yunanistan ile iligkilerinin Avrupalilasmasini Tiirkiye-AB iliskileri kapsaminda ele almaktadir.

Prof. Dr. Mehmet Seyfettin Erol ve Dog Dr. Safak Oguz, “Turkey and NATO: Questioning
The Solidarity” konulu c¢alismalarinda gilinlimiizde getrefilli bir hale donlismiis olan Tiirkiye-
NATO arasindaki iligkileri glincel sorunlar {izerinden kaleme alip miittefiklik iliskisinin gelecegi
tizerine degerlendirmelerde bulunmaktadirlar. Arastirma Gorevlisi Recep Kemal Kuzu,
makalesinde “Ulusal, Bélgesel ve Kiiresel Gii¢ Miicadelesi Baglaminda iran’mn Suriye I¢
Savagi’ndaki Rolii” tizerinde dururken; Doktorant Enescan Lorci, “The Chinese Model of Cyber
Sovereignty: Main Principles and Implementations” isimli orijinal ¢alismasiyla Cin’in Siber
Egemenlik Modelini temel ilkeler ve uygulamalar kapsaminda incelemektedir.

Son olarak; Uluslararasi Iligkiler Caligmalar1 Dergisi’nin ikinci sayisinda makaleleriyle
katki saglayan yazarlarimiza, kiymetli goriigleriyle degerlendirmelerde bulunan hakemlerimize
ve yayin kurulunda gorev yapan degerli bilim insanlarina katkilarindan 6tiirii tesekkiir ederiz.

Prof. Dr. Mehmet Sait DILEK
Aralik 2021



EDITOR’S NOTE

Dear Readers,

We are blissful since we have published the second volume of The Journal of International
Relations Studies (JIRS) which was prepared by the editorship of the scholars of the International
Relations Department of Ataturk University.

In this volume, five articles four of which are in English have been given place. T.A. Onder
Coban, in his “USA-Russia Relations in the Obama Period: Reflections of Reset Policy” titled
study has evaluated the “reset policy” which was implemented for normalisation with Russia in
the Obama Period through US Foreign Policy. Dr. Ufuk Alkan takes the Europanization of
Turkey-Greece relations through Turkey-EU relations in his "Europeanization of Turkey’s
Relations with Greece"

Prof. Mehmet Seyfettin Erol and Assoc. Prof. Safak Oguz in their “Turkey and NATO:
Questioning The Solidarity” study has evaluated the Turkey-NATO relationship which became
complicated today through the current issues which are about future of the alliance relations.
Research Assistant Recep Kemal Kuzu examines “The Role of Iran in the Syrian Civil War in the
context of National, Regional and Global Power Struggle” Enescan Lorci PhD Student, in his
authentic work “The Chinese Model of Cyber Sovereignty: Main Principles and
Implementations” examines the Cyber Sovereignty model of China by its basics and applications.

Finally, we would like to thank authors who contributed to The Journal of International
Relations Studies (JIRS) with their articles and peers who evaluated the journal by their opinions
and the scholars who work for the journal.

Prof. Mehmet Sait DILEK
December 2021
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Abstract: The main theme of the article is the reset policy by which USA put forward her relations
with Russia during the Obama era, and which constitutes a process of rapprochement in bilateral relations.
In addition, the research question discussed in the article, to what extent has the reset strategy succeeded in
USA-Russia relations? The reset strategy, which revealed a process of convergence in military, political
and economic issues in bilateral relations, also played an important role in Russia’s process of becoming a
rising power. In this context, serious steps have been taken on issues such as disarmament, Iran's nuclear
program, missile defense systems and cooperation in the fight against terrorism. The USA and Russia,
which took joint measures against countries such as Afghanistan and North Korea, turned to a global
cooperation process. However, Putin's return to the presidency in 2012 marked the beginning of the end of
the zero policy. Particularly in the South Caucasus, the Middle East and Ukraine, a period of great
disagreement with the USA has been entered. The annexation of Crimea in 2014 was the last spark that
caused the USA to abandon the reset policy to a large extent.

Keywords: Barack Obama, Reset Strategy, Russia, Cooperation, Rising Power

OBAMA DONEMINDE A.B.D.-RUSYA ILiSKiLERIi: RESET SiYASETININ
YANSIMALARI

Ozet: Makalenin ana temasi, ABD'nin Obama déneminde Rusya ile iliskilerinde ortaya koydugu ve
ikili iligkilerde bir yakinlagsma siirecini olusturan reset politikasidir. Ayrica makalede tartisilan aragtirma
sorusu, ABD-Rusya iliskilerinde sifirlama stratejisi hangi 6l¢iide basarili olmustur? ikili iliskilerde askeri,
siyasi ve iktisadi konularda bir yakinlagsma siirecini ortaya ¢ikaran reset stratejisi Rusya'nin yiikselen bir
giic olma siirecinde de énemli rol oynamstir. Bu baglamda silahsizlanma, Iran'in niikleer program, fiize
savunma sistemleri ve terorle miicadele kapsaminda igbirligi gibi konularda ciddi adimlar atilmistir.
Afganistan ve Kuzey Kore gibi iilkelere karsi ortak 6nlemler alan ABD ve Rusya, kiiresel bir isbirligi
stirecine yonelmiglerdir. Ancak Putin'in 2012'de yeniden devlet bagkanligina doniisti, sifirlama politikasinin
sonunun baslangici olmustur. Ozellikle Giiney Kafkasya, Ortadogu ve Ukrayna'da ABD ile biiyiik
anlagmazlik siirecine girilmistir. 2014 yilinda Kirim'in ilhak edilmesi ise reset politikasinin ABD tarafindan
biiyiik 6l¢iide terkedilmesine neden olan son kivileim olmustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Barack Obama, Reset Stratejisi, Rusya, Isbirligi, Yiikselen Gii¢

* Lecturer, Afyonkarahisar Health Sciences University, ondercoban1994@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1194-4608



USA- Russia Relations in The Obama Period: Reflections of Reset Policy

Introduction

The relations between the USA and Russia, which were extremely tense during the Bush
period and saw the peak of the crises with the Georgian War in 2008, gained a new dimension
after the Obama period. Obama stated that he was distant to the cowboy diplomacy used by those
who criticize the American foreign policy during the Bush era. In the USA National Security
Strategy Document published on May 27, 2010, it was seen that the USA took a step so that the
two nuclear powers, which had tense relations especially towards the end of the Bush Era, could
turn a white page again (Dilek, 2019: 39). As a matter of fact, thanks to the strategy named as
reset policy, cooperation was experienced on many issues, especially until 2012. Then, with the
arrival of Putin, the reset strategy was damaged and bilateral relations entered a period of
deterioration. The Obama government, which suffered a great loss of reputation after the events
in Crimea in 2014, had to abandon this policy.

In this study, which comprises an analysis of the reflections of the reset policy on the
Russian and USA relations, the period of 2009-2014 is discussed. USA President Obama's zero
policy has been one of the factors that caused Russia, which is a rising power, to become stronger
in its region. In addition, the mutual competition process in the Middle East finally brought the
reset policy to the end. However, thanks to the reset, an important friendship process has been
experienced in bilateral relations.

According to Khalifazadeh (2014: 83), the Obama administration's "reset" has been seen
as an important tool to improve relations with Russia and to solve the problem of trust. The
purpose of the reset policy was to replace disputes with cooperation on issues that are the most
critical goals of the United States. However, in this study, the negative consequences of the reset
policy and some crucial developments after 2012 have not been mentioned much.

In another important study, Aristova (2013) found it odd because of the Obama
government's wrong policy, as well as the "big deal™ between the USA and Russia as an element
of the administration's efforts to reset it with Russia. But here, the development process and
positive results of the reset strategy of the relations between both countries are not mentioned.
Therefore, in this article, the effects of the reset policy on Russia's transformation to a rising
power will be discussed.

In addition, political scientists at both sides of the Atlantic expressed deep concern about
Obama's success in enhancing Russia-USA relations. For example, some have criticized Barack
Obama for his policy of "surrendering” to Russia and entering into a "dangerous bargaining"
process with it, even "not seeing evil". David J. Kramer (2010) spoke for the Washington Post as
follow: “Obama would follow a 'Russia first' policy for the sake of Russia's neighbors and focus
on 'Russia only' policy, overlooking the region or even leaving it”.

Similarly, Dr. Ariel Cohen (2010), Heritage Foundation researcher stated that “only
Russia” policy harms the interests of the country to a great extent. He harshly stated that Obama's
"reseting” was ineffective in enhancing mutual relations and that Russia was given a lot for the
sake of American goals. As a matter of fact, he never mentioned the positive results of the reset
tactic. On the other hand, Michta (2014a) stated that the “reset” strategy has disappeared and is
weak in defending and advancing American interests. In addition, Barack Obama's "reset" has
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shown America to be weak around the world, and this situation has brought up the miscalculations
of Putin about America's investment in global responsibility and foreign policy strategies.

On the other hand, according to Charap (2009), the reset strategy was an opening tactic,
not a long-term policy. The Bush government's strategy of alternating encirclement and distancing
from Russia demonstrated the need for a plan and direction for immediate decisions. Therefore,
this distinction is important in the development of the reset policy.

In contrast to the mentioned studies, this study will mainly examine the consequences of
the Obama administration's relations with Russia in regions such as the Caucasus, Crimea and
Syria. Yilmaz (2019) mentioned that, there was only a short-term improvement in relations with
Russia thanks to the reset policy. This positive atmosphere, which coincided with the Medvedev
period, gave its place to new problems after Putin became president again. The Obama
administration generally had difficulties in reflecting the liberal internationalism and had to
pursue politics based on real politics.

As a result, the literature mainly focused on both positive and negative aspects of the reset
policy. In this study, the reflections of the reset policy in the regions which has not been mentioned
before will be examined. Therefore, this situation will allow the analysis of the reset strategy as a
whole within an analytical framework. As a result, different from the studies conducted, this study
will try to analyze the crucial role of the reset strategy in terms of Russia's position in becoming
a rising power. In addition, the effectiveness of this policy in the Crimean events will be analyzed
and different findings will be obtained from the common literature.

1. Emergence of Reset Policy and Subjects of Bilateral Cooperation

The Cold War era witnessed an effort to establish power and hegemony on a global scale
between USA and Soviet Union. As a matter of fact, after the collapse of the Soviet Union in
1991, both the Russian people and the newly independent countries found themselves in a new
process. In addition, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the USA was perceived by the
Russians as both an ideological and a strategic rival (Kuchins and Zevelev, 2012: 152).

Furthermore, like many countries in the world in the early 2000s, Russia under Putin
administration also made efforts to balance the hegemonic power of USA. Although, after
September 11, support messages were given to the USA by the Russians, some later developments
brought bilateral relations into a competitive dimension. Bush's initiatives had led Russia to think
that the USA's intention was to seek world domination (Efegil, 2008: 113). Moreover, the
Russian-Georgian War of 2008 has deteriorated bilateral relations further (Rojansky and Collins,
2010: 2).

Barack Obama, who won the Presidential elections held in the USA in November of the
year after the war, was elected as the new leader of his country. Obama, who ruled his country
until 2016, abandoned most of George W. Bush's policies after his election as President. In
addition to being a democrat, Obama, who advocated a liberal understanding of internationalism,
started a new era in relations with Russia and advocated a strategy to reset mutual relations
(Y1lmaz, 2019: 1).

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021



USA- Russia Relations in The Obama Period: Reflections of Reset Policy

The 2010 National Security Strategy was created with an understanding of security in
certain regions such as Afghanistan and Iraqg, and in certain regions such as Afghanistan and Iraq,
instead of a global scale (centered on the Broader Middle East in the 2006 Strategy) and an
indefinite period of war in its 2002 predecessor. Thus, America gave up the gradual unilateralism
of the Bush era by re-emphasizing its alliances and operating multilateralism. This strategy ended
the “Transition Period from Unilateralism to Multilateralism” that started in 2006. But here, the
USA has positioned itself superior in its relations with its allies in accordance with the hypothesis
of strong side and weak allies (Kandemir, 2011: 144).

According to Kramer (2010: 61), Obama'’s efforts to improve the deterioration in relations
with Russia were praised by Russians. So much so that the crisis process experienced after
Russia's invasion of Georgia in 2008 has largely disappeared thanks to the reset strategy.
Although Russian foreign policy officials viewed Obama's strategy with suspicion, an important
turning point in bilateral relations emerged.

In fact, Obama's reset strategy has emerged as a must. As a matter of fact, the failure of the
policies implemented under Bush administration, the consequences and economic difficulties in
regions such as Iraq and Afghanistan put Obama in a different search. Indeed, Obama's first
promises were to reset relations with Russia and prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons
(Yilmaz, 2019: 6). Similarly, Cohen (2011) argued that the reset strategy is an important tool to
eliminate distrust between two countries. According to him, what was aimed by the Obama
Administration was the establishment of permanent, not temporary, cooperation mechanisms with
Russia.

In addition to these, the reset strategy developed by Obama has had important consequences
for areas such as the South Caucasus region, Afghanistan and Iran, which are still key regions in
the relations between two countries. As a matter of fact, by 2008, the USA - Russia relations were
described by many states as the new Cold War. Actually, the strategies that the previous US
Presidents (especially Clinton and Bush) tried but failed to realize have succeeded thanks to the
reset strategy under Obama (Goldgeier, 2009).

As mentioned, many events that trigger the reset strategy are actually a result of the
strategies implemented during the Bush period in the USA. The most important of these are Iran's
nuclear program, NATQO's expansion strategy towards the East, the missile defense systems
planned to be established in Central Europe and the 2008 Russian - Georgian War (Khalifazadeh,
2014: 83).

On the other hand, important foreign policy writers from several countries have raised their
concerns about Obama's reset strategy. Indeed, they emphasized that this strategy would be
insufficient to improve mutually distorted relationships. In this context, they argued that Obama
actually surrendered to Russia and even entered into a very dangerous bargain with him.
Therefore, they blamed the Obama administration, by arguing that the reset strategy meant
excessive concessions to Russia (Aristova, 2013).

Whatever comments may be made, US-Russia relations, which took a very bad turn after
the 2008 Russian-Georgian War, underwent a significant transformation after Obama's
appointment. So much so that, thanks to the reset strategy, mutual common interests and
increasing mutual communication have become possible to establish various cooperation
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mechanisms. In fact, the Presidential Commission established between the parties within the
framework of bilateral cooperation has brought partnerships in many important areas ranging
from agriculture to security (Rojansky and Collins, 2010: 2).

As a result, Obama's reset strategy for Russia, who took office in the USA after eight years
with George W. Bush, created a hew atmosphere for two countries reaching the dimensions of
global cooperation. Expressing his satisfaction with this situation, Russian leader Medvedev
followed his colleague in many ways. Moreover, Medvedev, speaking in the Russian Parliament
after Obama's victory, gave warm messages about the West (Zygar, 2016).

1.1. Obama - Medvedev Collaboration: First Reflections of the Reset

The reset strategy developed by Barack Obama has been an important element of the
changing - USA global strategy. In addition, the Obama Administration believed that the
continuation of the George W. Bush administration's foreign policy strategies would harm
American national interests. As a matter of fact, Obama, who opposed unsuccessful operations
such as the invasion of Iraq, argued that the USA should be a more moderate country in order to
be the strong leader of the World (Suslov, 2015).

Accorrding to Zygar (2016), the newly elected American government informed Russia that
the environment of mutual crisis and competition that occurred during the Bush period is now
history. Speaking at a conference first held in Munich, Vice President Joe Biden mentioned that
the two countries should press the reset button in bilateral relations. Then, the foreign ministers
of both countries, Sergei Lavrov and Hillary Clinton, in Geneva, pressed the symbolic reset button
that will carry the relations between two countries to a new era.

After pressing the reset button, Medvedev first visited the USA in April 2009, and then
Obama visited Moscow in July. As a matter of fact, both leaders made important statements after
mutual talks. The most important issues dealt with in this context have been related to the
transition of American soldiers to Afghanistan via Russia and the efforts to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Barack Obama, who also had a meeting with Putin within the
scope of this visit, gave the impression that the visit was important (Kramer, 2010: 61).

In addition, Vice President Joe Biden, who visited Georgia and Ukraine after Obama,
touched upon the demographic problems of Russia, its deteriorating economic structure and its
diminishing reputation in the region. Moreover, referring to the importance that Russia attaches
to the nuclear weapons reduction process, Biden has addressed many problems faced by the
country. Emphasizing that this situation is positive for American interests and that cooperation
can be made on many issues, Biden gave the first signals of the agreements to be made (Spiegel,
2009).

In this context, first of all, a document was created between the parties regarding Russia's
long-term development programs. As a matter of fact, this document, which was approved by the
Russian leader Medvedev in February 2010, revealed the strategy of Russian foreign policy to
carry out common economic policies with the Western world. In addition, this document aims to
increase the interdependence between the West and Russia and to develop new investment
opportunities (Blank, 2014: 333).

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021
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According to Charap (2010), one of the most successful results of the reset policy is the
treaty signed between USA and Russia in April 2010 on the Reduction and Restriction of New
Strategic Weapons (NEW START). This agreement, which was seen as the priority issue of the
reset strategy by Obama, brought about a significant decrease in the arms assets of both parties.
As a matter of fact, the signing of the New START Treaty was seen as an important opportunity
for the future of relations between both countries. In addition, this treaty has shown the significant
progress brought about by the reset policy between the parties.

In addition, with the New START Agreement, the military strategies of the Bush
Administration have been changed to a great extent. As a matter of fact, approximately 1550
warheads were determined and some of the heavy bombers were included in these figures. In
addition, restrictions were placed on the ICBM and SLBM type weapons of the parties and a limit
of approximately 700 units was determined for such weapons (Blank, 2014: 336).

According to Suslov (2015), the most concrete success of the reset strategy was New
START. According to him, this treaty, which has a very symbolic importance, is critical in terms
of developing bilateral relations and replacing the START agreements signed previously.
Moreover, according to Stent (2014: 221), the assurance that Russia will restrict its nuclear
existence by this agreement has been an important element of cooperation. In addition, this
agreement, which was seen as extremely critical for Russia's process of becoming a rising power,
was deemed necessary in terms of international prestige. Mutual talks allowed Medvedev's
country to take place on an equal footing with the United States.

Within the framework of this agreement, the parties also made commitments for the loss
of approximately 70 tons of plutonium assets and the destruction of nuclear weapon depots
(Philipps, 2010). As a matter of fact, these commitments have strengthened the environment of
mutual trust between the parties. President Medvedev and Obama gave messages on mutual
friendship at the APEC Summit held in Japan in 2010. Indeed, while Obama referred to "My
friend Dmitri" and "a quality partner”, Medvedev spoke as "we understand each other very well"
(Stolberg, 2010).

New START has given a rapid impetus to the international struggle against the increase in
nuclear elements and terrorist activities. So much so that this treaty, which prevented states
without nuclear weapons from pursuing nuclear militarist strategies, also prevented access to
civilian nuclear technologies. The parties, which made significant progress after this agreement,
also tried to create a reliable environment among themselves (Charap, 2010).

Another important reflection of the reset policy is the establishment of a cooperation
mechanism between Obama and Medvedev on the missile defense systems. The abandonment of
Obama's missile defense systems project to be placed in Poland and the Czech Republic after the
non-proliferation treaty had important consequences. As a matter of fact, the American
Administration aimed to create a different missile defense system against threats from Iran.
Moreover, Obama denied the claims that there was a Russian influence behind this decision.
Frankly, then Defense Minister Robert Gates also made statements supporting Obama (Kramer,
2010: 65 - 66).
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Cooperation in the field of missile defense systems has been one of the most critical issues
in bilateral relations. As a matter of fact, an important mechanism has been developed within the
framework of the European Progressive Adaptive Approach (EPAA) between Obama and
Medvedev, which have turned to cooperation in this field thanks to the reset strategy. However,
Russia's call for binding laws on this issue has not been evaluated by the United States
(Deyermond, 2012: 77).

In addition to these, a request was submitted to the USA by Medvedev for a new security
agreement in November 2009. However, the Obama administration partially disappointed
Medvedev by arguing that security agreements were already handled within the OSCE
framework. As a result, according to Putin and Bush period, the parties that made significant
progress in this field gave great importance to this issue in terms of their national security
(Ulyanov, 2015).

Apart from these, one of the first reflections of the reset policy was the support of the
Obama Administration for Russia's World Trade Organization (WTQO) membership process. As a
matter of fact, the friendship process that occurred by the reset policy accelerated the membership
negotiations (Blank, 2014: 334). In addition, the President of the Russian National Economic
Council paid a visit to USA in April 2010. Moreover, commitments have been made by the
Obama administration to provide all kinds of technical support to accelerate the membership
process within the framework of Russia's Customs Union (The White House, 2010).

To summarize, the first reflections of the reset policy have brought improvement between
two countries ranging from nuclear cooperation to the WTO membership process. In addition, the
disruptions in economic relations during the Bush period have largely disappeared and the 123
agreements that were suspended have been re-enacted by the Obama government. After the reset,
cooperation was developed in not only on these issues but also in the areas of engagement,
education, culture and arts. According to Rojansky and Collins (2010: 3), this was one of the most
important contributions of the reset policy made Russia becoming a rising power.

1.2. Strategic Cooperation Areas (Iran, Afghanistan and North Korea)

Mutual friendly relations developed between USA and Russia by the reset strategy have
been the trigger factor for cooperation on strategic issues such as Afghanistan, Iran and North
Korea. As a matter of fact, both countries have common interests in these regions has led the
Obama and Medvedev administrations to seek common interests. In addition, according to
Kramer (2010: 69), this situation has brought a short-term and not comprehensive cooperation
mechanism to the agenda.

In this context, Migranyan (2009), the Secretary of the Institute for Democracy and
Cooperation in the USA, first brought up the cooperation of both countries on sanctions against
Iran. It has been argued that in order for Russia to continue to impose sanctions on Iran, the United
States should avoid openly intervening in the former Soviet territory. Moreover, it was stated that
the USA should not provide any support to the countries that are hostile to Russia.

With US support, Russia found it unacceptable for Iran to have nuclear weapons. Indeed,
Iran was declared as a potential threat in the statement published in Moscow in July 2009 by
Medvedev and Obama. The same statement made by Medvedev again at the UN General
Assembly in September of the same year gave hope to the USA regarding the sanctions to be
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imposed on Iran. As a result, the decisions taken against Iran were supported by both countries
(Sestanovich, 2008: 12).

Russia then gave up the S-300 missiles it had previously planned to be given to Iran. One
of the most concrete achievements of the reset policy was that Russia changed this strategy, which
had previously given these missiles to Iran despite the reactions of the USA and Israel. As a matter
of fact, the Russians, who were afraid that Israel would hit Iran, informed the Israeli president
that delivery of the S-300s were abandoned. In other words, Russia has shown the whole world
that there were cooperation with the USA on Iran.

In addition to these, Russia, disturbed by the secret uranium presence in Iran’s city of Qom,
supported the resolution 1929 at the UN Security Council under the leadership of the USA. In this
context, cooperation was achieved against Iran's nuclear program. Moreover, Medvedev
described these sanctions against Iran as smart sanctions (Ulyanov, 2015). However, the demand
not to exceed the sanctions against Iran before and after the reset strategy was the only request of
Russia (Blank, 2014: 355).

The resolution numbered 1929, issued after both countries' intense struggle against Iran's
nuclear program, also created a preventive content on the ballistic missile program. Moreover,
the USA and Russia stated that the failure of Iran to fulfill its obligations regarding the nuclear
program, thanks to this decision, would be a heavy cost for the country. In this context, the strong
cooperation between Obama and Medvedev has occurred in the matter of expelling P5 + 1 as well
as enriched uranium in the country (The White House, 2010).

Besides Iran, another country in which a cooperation mechanism was created within the
scope of the reset strategy between the USA and Russia was Afghanistan. As a matter of fact, the
operations carried out by the USA and NATO against terrorist groups in Afghanistan increased
the need for Russian support in this period. Russian support for this struggle was provided by
allowing the free passage of territory and airspace for USA and NATO troops. In fact, the
Pakistani Government's closure of the Southern Roads on the grounds that its soldiers were killed
by the USA increased the need for Russia in this sense (Rojansky and Collins, 2010: 3).

Russia, on the other hand, adopted an agreement in 2009 that offered an opportunity to
transport military equipment and supplies to Afghanistan over its airspace. As a matter of fact,
within the framework of this agreement signed in Moscow in July, approximately 4500 flight
rights have been given to the USA. Moreover, these roads opened to the USA by Russia were
considered as an important alternative by the Obama Government and approximately two flights
were made daily (Charap, 2010).

In this context, the transit agreement made to ensure peace and stability in Afghanistan has
facilitated the interventions of the USA and NATO (Kramer, 2010: 71). As a matter of fact, the
Northern Distribution Network (NDN) paved the way for sending equipment to American troops
in the region. In fact, approximately 65 percent of this aid was provided by the passageways
established through Russia. In other words, Russia's support for this struggle enabled the USA to
expand its routes. Moreover, Russia's support was provided not only by flight permits, but also
by helicopters and fuel support (The White House, 2010).
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According to Charap (2010), one of Russia's support to the USA was the recognition of the
right to pass the railroad starting from Latvia to Afghanistan. Providing extremely advantageous
facilities and convenience for the US to reach Afghanistan in nine days, this route enabled most
of the equipment to be transported via Russia. Not only providing support through routes, Russia
has also supported initiatives to prevent the spread of the drug trade in Afghanistan. Medvedev,
who signed a joint declaration with Obama, ensured that Russian anti-narcotics personnel were
sent to Afghanistan.

Another issue where bilateral cooperation came to the fore was North Korea. As a matter
of fact, this country's nuclear weapon tests in May 2009 met with reaction from Russia. Russia
even supported the UN Security Council resolution condemning North Korea on this issue. Not
satisfied with this, North Korea made a re-trial in the summer of the same year. Russia reacted to
this situation during this period due to friendly relations with the USA. In addition, Russia's low
commercial and economic interests with North Korea was an important factor in its behavior in
this way (Kramer, 2010: 69).

Later, the UN Security Council took the decision no 1874 on North Korea's nuclear tests.
This decision, which clearly condemns North Korea's nuclear activities, also brought some
sanctions to the country. As a matter of fact, this decision prohibiting the export of nuclear
weapons to North Korea and the purchase of weapons by North Korea also stated that the
countries that are members of the Security Council are responsible for the inspection of all
prohibited products entering this country (The White House, 2010).

2. The Return of Putin: Dispute Process and Emergence of Major Conflicts

As mentioned before, after the emergence of the reset strategy, friendly relations were
established between Russia and USA, and cooperation was achieved on many issues. For
example, cooperation was made on nuclear issues, an agreement was reached on missile defense
mechanisms, and joint steps were taken in critical regions such as Iran, Afghanistan and North
Korea. In fact, cooperation was not limited to these, and the WTO membership process of Russia
was supported, and friendship mechanisms were developed in all areas through various economic
and commercial agreements (Rojansky and Collins, 2010: 1).

However, this atmosphere, which coincided with the Medvedev period, came to an end in
2012 after Putin became president again. According to Yilmaz (2019: 19), as a matter of fact,
following the arrival of Putin, the Obama administration had difficulties in maintaining the liberal
internationalism approach it had maintained in relations with Russia since 2009 and had to pursue
a policy based on real politics. Moreover, Putin's re-presidency in 2012 has been described as a
threat to Russia-US relations and a blow to Obama's policy of reset (Kuchins and Zevelev, 2012:
159).

In this context, Russia's reaction to the West after 2012 was expressed not only in political
issues but also in national security strategies. As a matter of fact, the Putin Administration reacted
to the US 'strategies, regional interests and NATQO's activities (especially in the Middle East). In
the military doctrine announced in Russia under Putin, NATO was described as one of the biggest
foreign threats (Ondrejcsak, 2016: 19).
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The upheavals that broke out in the Middle East in the spring of 2011 and called the Arab
Spring, brought along some disagreements in USA and Russia relations. As a matter of fact, the
biggest disputes in this region were experienced in Libya and Syria issues. The friendship process
created between Obama and Medvedev contributed to the conclusion of an agreement for Libya
in March 2011. As a matter of fact, common views were shared with the effect of the reset strategy
in the first place because the Gaddafi regime was opposed by both countries (Zygar, 2016).

The dispute between the parties on Libya occurred after NATO's flight decision. As a
matter of fact, Medvedev supported the UN Security Council's resolution on Libya, while Putin
opposed the attempts to kill the Libyan leader. It should be emphasized that the disagreements
that emerged on this issue and the developments in the following period greatly damaged the reset
strategy (Ulyanov, 2015). Syria became the most important address of the conflicts that followed.

In fact, Russia's desire to maintain its strategic position in the Mediterranean region and
presence of its naval base in the region were the most important factors in supporting Syria.
Therefore, Russia's constant veto of UN Security Council resolutions on Syria was an important
source of disagreements between Putin and Obama administrations. As a matter of fact, Russia,
which is one of the biggest supporters of the Assad regime in Syria, has been the biggest obstacle
of the US initiatives against this country (Wezeman, 2013).

In addition to these, the sanctions made by the UN Security Council against the Assad
regime since 2012 have been vetoed by Russia and China. As a matter of fact, this situation caused
the USA to contradict with Russia and to have different allies. In addition, the recognition of the
National Coalition of Opposition and Revolutionary Forces in Syria increased the tension between
Moscow and Washington. Moreover, the adoption of the Magnitsky Act by the USA paved the
way for Russia's intervention in human rights violations in the region. This situation was the
biggest source of the damage of the reset strategy in the Middle East (Pifer, 2015: 115).

Especially after 2013, Russia has become the biggest challanger of the USA-backed global
system (Ondrejcsak, 2016: 19). According to Stent (2014: 246), the reason for disagreements
between two countries regarding the Middle East was due to ideological and philosophical topics.
USA efforts towards humanitarian intervention were at odds with Russia's strategy of non-
intervention in internal affairs. As a matter of fact, since the intervention against Iraq initiated by
the USA in 2003 was a source of failure and instability, it was not a coincidence that there was a
dispute with Russia on this issue after 2011. In other words, the Putin administration opposed the
USA policy in the region, fearing that similar results would occur.

The South Caucasus was another important region where the conflicts between the Putin
Administration and the Obama government that damaged the reset strategy. In fact, the USA,
which reacted to the Russian - Georgian War in 2008, established close relations with both the
countries of the region and Russia with the effect of the reset strategy. Therefore, the USA,
following a balance strategy between the two sides, wanted to cooperate with Russia against Iran
to prevent possible threats in the region (Blank, 2014: 336).

In fact, although bilateral relations showed a positive course in general by the reset strategy,
Russian foreign policy towards the South Caucasus continued to be a source of problems between
two countries. While Russia defends its right to "privileged interests" in the land it sees as its
backyard, it perceives the presence of the West and NATO in this region as a threat (Trenin,
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2009). On the other hand, the USA implemented strategies within the framework of the open door
policy to the region. As a matter of fact, the support of Georgia's NATO membership process
caused heavy reactions from Russia (Medvedev, 2009).

Furthermore, although the reset policy did not cause much debate between the USA and
Russia in the Caucasus region at first, Obama administration's strategies to develop military
capacity brought the relations to a competitive dimension. In addition, the strategies of the USA
to regain the reputation it lost in the region after 2008 especially disturbed Putin. Finally, after the
change of power in Georgia in 2013, Georgia's close relations with the West brought Russia and
the USA face to face once again. (Ulyanov, 2015).

In summary, the reset strategy that initiated many cooperation processes in bilateral
relations has gradually weakened due to the conflicts emerged after 2012. As a matter of fact, the
disagreement that first emerged in the Middle East and after the Obama government increased its
influence in the South Caucasus, it reached a competitive dimension. According to Ulyanov
(2015), although the commissions established between the parties provided cooperation, this was
not sufficient. Moreover, the prominence of the characteristic influence of the leaders prevented
the realization of some cooperation issues on an institutional basis.

As a result, the fact that bilateral relations moved to the dimension of disagreement caused
the reset policy to cease to be a positive strategy. After this period, while Russia was described as
a cooperative power by the USA, the Putin Administration took the opposite steps against the
USA. The USA, on the other hand, continued its struggle not only in the Middle East but also in
the South Caucasus in order not to compromise on regional security and not to leave its allies in
the region alone (Ondrejcsak, 2016: 18).

3. End of Reset Strategy and Russia as a Rising Power

The relations and conflict process that deteriorated as a result of the policies implemented
by the Putin Administration after 2012, entered a worse period with the events in Ukraine in 2014.
As a matter of fact, this situation has witnessed results that deeply affect the reset strategy.
Developments in the Middle East and Obama's policies towards Syria encountered Russia's
response in Crimea. So much so that the Crimean events were an important message that Russia
gave to the world. The Crimean events, a result of the Putin Doctrine, were experienced as part
of Russia's strategy to revitalize the empire and to become a superpower again (Khalifazadeh,
2014: 87).

The first anti-government demonstrations in Ukraine in 2013 were met with criticism of
the Ukrainian government's actions against civilians. Subsequently, the Obama Government
condemned the Russian intervention and accused the Putin Administration of not respecting the
will of the people in Ukraine as in Syria. Therefore, Russia was held responsible for the situation
in Ukraine. Russia's response to this situation was a military intervention in Crimea and an
occupation of this region. However, as the US reset strategy is still ongoing, it has not gone
beyond efforts to seek diplomatic solutions.

In addition to these, Russia started military exercises both in Armenia and in the Caspian
Sea in February 2014. Vice President Zhirinovsky spoke humiliating words for Ukraine while
calling for Russia's invasion of Georgia (Khalifazadeh, 2014: 87). Fedunyak (2014) reported that
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Ukraine would be attacked by Russia, just like Georgia, which suffered in 2008. He also described
this country as a victim of Russia's new war approaches. In this context, Russia resorted to the
strategy of using force in Crimea and the events flared up.

The events that continued with the annexation of Crimea by the Russians and the process
of internal turmoil experienced created a great crisis environment in the USA - Russia relations.
These developments, which dealt a significant blow to the reset strategy, put the bilateral relations
in a worse process. In this context, the USA stated that Russia violated international law and that
some sanctions would be applied. Subsequently, border violations between NATO and Russia
took place and the tension reached high levels. Therefore, deterioration in USA-Russia relations
deeply shaken the reset strategy (Kuchins, 2016: 7).

n addition, the annexation of Crimea and the Russian domination of Ukraine affected the
strategic situation in the region. As a matter of fact, the Russians, targeting the territorial integrity
of Ukraine, ignored the European security and military strategies. After this date, Russia was
perceived by the USA as an important military threat. Because, after this incident, Russia has
emerged as an important power not only in the Black Sea, but also in Central and Eastern Europe.
The Putin Administration, which organized psychological operations, propaganda activities and
various military exercises, turned to a very comprehensive power struggle (Ondrejcsak, 2016:
20).

Although the USA and NATO could not take very concrete steps after the Crimean events,
they took some initiatives. Prioritizing economic sanctions, the Obama Administration also tried
to prevent activities in the region with military unit reinforcements. For example, in June 2014, a
financial aid of 1 billion dollars was provided to the region by the USA. In this context, NATO,
which carries out activities to support the USA, has tried to take various measures on the Black
Sea coastline (The White House, 2014).

After the Crimean Crisis, a general perception has emerged that the deterioration in Obama-
Putin relations is incompatible with Putin's interests and poses an extremely threatening element
to international security. Despite the Obama Administration's pressure on Putin regarding the
Minsk 2 commitments, no steps were taken. As a matter of fact, the Ukraine issue and the events
in Crimea were described as the biggest frozen conflict process that took place after the
dissolution of the USSR (Kuchins, 2016: 22).

In addition, the annexation of Crimea by Russia has emerged as an unsuccessful result of
the reset strategy used by Barack Obama in his relations with Russia. Indeed, the failure of this
strategy has produced significant results in the long run. The State Department Rice (2014) argued
that this policy is driving the country to failure and the country should regain its power in the
international environment. In addition, after the Crimean crisis, Russia took action to balance its
military presence in Armenia in Georgia and Azerbaijan. Indeed, it is inevitable to emphasize that
the reset strategy is ineffective in improving the political complexity in the South Caucasus and
in ending regional problems. Indeed, it is inevitable to emphasize that the reset strategy is
ineffective in improving the political complexity in the South Caucasus and in ending regional
problems (Khalifazadeh, 2014: 89).
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In line with the analysis, it is possible to say that the turning point in Russia - USA relations
was the Arab Spring and the developments after it. The conflict between Putin and Obama was
later reflected in the Caucasus and the events in Ukraine. As a matter of fact, Putin, who described
Medvedev as naive and inexperienced, fought to bring the Russian power in the region to the
highest levels with the annexation of Crimea. In other words, Putin's re-leadership in Russia was
the beginning of the end for the reset policy (Kuchins, 2016: 21).

The events in 2014 initiated an important change process not only in Europe and NATO
but also in the US regional policy. As a matter of fact, within the scope of Obama's reset policy,
Russia was wanted to be included in the international system under the leadership of the USA.
However, as can be seen, while this process did not cause a great change in bilateral relations, it
could not go beyond a short-term moderate process and some cooperation initiatives. Therefore,
after 2014, the USA had to abandon this strategy and focused its attention on the developments
in the region (Ondrejcsak, 2016: 13).

One of the most important consequences of the reset policy was that it caused Russia to
strengthen its influence in the region and to consolidate its position. In addition, Russia put
pressure on the USA to withdraw in the South Caucasus and increased its influence on the
countries in the region. As a matter of fact, it was understood that the USA gave up its reset
strategy and it was seen that it was insufficient to protect the interests of the country. In fact, the
Obama Administration realized that the reset strategy made its country weak, and again turned to
efforts to increase engagement activities in the regions around Russia (Michta, 2014b).

Obama Administration, which had to end its reset strategy, followed a strategy of
increasing its investments in countries under the influence of the Soviet Union. In addition, it was
understood that the USA should have a closer relationship with the countries in the region and it
had to develop new strategies. Apart from these, the EU had to renew its Eastern Partnership
project and NATO had to take a step towards tighter policies (Khalifazadeh, 2014: 90).

As a result, the US Secretary of State and the President of France paid a visit to the South
Caucasus countries in the summer of 2014 in order to eliminate the loss of reputation caused by
the reset policy. Thanks to these visits, various contacts were established with the countries of the
region and it was aimed for the Western countries to regain the dominance in the region. An
Obama policy has begun to emerge, wanting to show that Russia is against its imperialist goals.
In other words, it has been understood that the USA should abandon its reset policy and show its
global power again for peace.

Conclusion

Barack Obama introduced a new strategy that started a new era in the relations between the
USA and Russia after this date. With this policy, which was first announced by Biden in 2009
and called the reset strategy, a process of rapprochement and cooperation was experienced in the
USA and Russian relations, albeit for a short time. As a matter of fact, moderate relations have
been experienced until 2012, thanks to the reset policy between the two countries, which
cooperate in many issues. However, these moderate relations continued in Russia in 2012 as long
as Putin became the leader again.
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Thanks to the reset policy, the two countries have taken important steps in economic and
political cooperation. In this context, serious steps have been taken in areas such as the limitation
of nuclear weapons, combating terrorism, and cooperation in missile defense systems. In addition,
important support was provided from the Obama Administration during the membership process
of the World Trade Organization, which has an important impact on Russia's becoming a rising
power. In addition to these, joint activities were carried out in countries such as Afghanistan, Iran
and North Korea, and the bilateral cooperation process reached high levels.

However, after 2012, bilateral relations, which entered the competitive process again
because of Putin, started to harm the reset strategy. For example, during the Arab Spring, mutual
struggle started in the Middle East and especially tense relations were experienced in Syria. In
addition, the competition in the South Caucasus region has reached the highest levels and the
process of returning to the crisis environment in 2008 has started. Therefore, the reset policy has
been called a failure for the USA and a negotiation process with Russia.

he reset strategy, which is referred to as an unsuccessful policy of the Obama
administration, was largely abandoned after the Crimean incidents in 2014. As a matter of fact,
the developments in Ukraine and the USA's failure to take a concrete step towards these
developments increased the reactions towards this country. The USA, which supposedly reacted
to the annexation of Crimea by Russia, left Georgia alone against Russia in 2008, this time it left
Ukraine alone. Therefore, this situation weakened the reputation of the USA in the region and
harsh criticisms against the Obama administration came to the fore. In addition, the Obama
administration had to abandon this strategy and turn to a process of cooperation with countries in
the former Soviet space.

From the point of view of Russia, our analysis has shown that the reset policy has important
contributions to the process of this country becoming a rising power. The cooperation process
experienced during the Medvedev period and the developments after it played an active role in
increasing Russia's regional and global power. Russia, which strengthened its hegemony over the
South Caucasus, annexed Crimea and put Ukraine under pressure. As a result, Russia,
strengthened in military, economic and political terms, emerged as the party that was successful
in the reset process, which can be considered as Obama's failure.

Cikar Catismasi: Yazar(lar) ¢ikar catismasi olmadigint beyan eder.
Disclosure Statement: No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

JIRS, 1(2), 2021

107



108

Onder COBAN

References

Aristova, M. (2013). US-Russia Relations of Reset: Results and Perspectives. Research Institute
of European and American Studies (RIEAS), http://www.rieas.gr/research-areas/global-
issues/russian-studies/2048-usrussia-relations-of-reset-results-and-perspectives.html.

Blank, S. (2014). “Beyond The Reset Policy: Current Dilemmas Of U.S. — Russia Relations”.
Comparative Strategy, 29(4), 333 — 367.

Charap, S. (2009). Beyond The Reset Button. Foreign Policy and Security.
https://www.amercanprogress.org/ssues/securty/news/2009/05/20/6032/beyond-the-reset-
button/.

Charap, S. (2010). Assessing The “Reset” and The Next Steps For U.S. Russia Policy. Center For
American  Progress, https://www.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues/
2010/04/pdf/russia_report.pdf.

Cohen, A. (2010). Time to Revise Obama’s Russian ‘Reset’ Policy. The Heritage Foundation,
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/10/time-to-revise-obamas-russian-reset-
policy.

Cohen, S. F. (2011). Obama’s Russia ‘Reset’: Another Lost Opportunity. The Nation,
https://www.thenation.com/article/archive/obamas-russia-reset-another-lost-opportunity/.

Deyermond, R. (2012). “The Republican Challange to Obama’s Russia Policy”. Survival, 54(5),
67 - 92.

Dilek, M. S. (2019). “Obama Doéneminde Amerika Birlesik Devletlerinin Ulusal Giivenlik
Stratejisi”. II. Uluslararasi Giresun Giivenlik Sempozyumu Bildiri E- Kitabi, 35 — 48.

Efegil, E. (2008). “Bush Doktrini ve Diinya Giivenligine Etkileri”. Hacettepe Universitesi
Tiirkiyat Aragtirmalari, 8, 103 — 122.

Fedunyak, S. (2014). Putin’s Doctrine” As a Threat to the International System. Wilson Center,
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/article/putins-doctrine-threat-to-the-international-system.

Goldgeier, J. M. (2009). Obama Calls Arms Treaty a Priority. Hoover Institution,
http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/5474.

Kandemir, E. (2011). “ABD Bagkanlar1 G. W. Bush ve B. Obama Dénemlerinde Yayimlanan
Ulusal Giivenlik Stratejilerinde Ittifak Soylemleri ve S. Walt’un Ittifak Teorisi”. Savunma
Bilimleri Dergisi, 10(2), 122 — 151.

Khalifazadeh, M. (2014). “The Obama Administration’s Russia ‘“Reset” Policy and The Southern
Caucasus”. Central Asia and The Caucasus, 15(3), 78 — 91.

Kramer, D. J. (2010). U.S. Abandoning Russia’s Neighbors. The Washington Post,
https://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/14/AR2010051404496
.html.

Kuchins, A. C. (2016). Elevation and Calibration: A New Russia Policy For America.
Washington: Center On Global Interests.

Kuchins, A. C. and Zevelev, Igor A. (2012). “Russian Foreign Policy: Continuity in Change”.
The Washington Quarterly, 35(1), 147 — 161.

Medvedev, D. (2009). Address to the President of Ukraine Victor Yushchenko. President of
Russia Website, http://www.kremlin.ru/eng/text/docs/2009/08/%20220759.shtml.

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021



USA- Russia Relations in The Obama Period: Reflections of Reset Policy

Michta, A. A. (2014a). U.S. Needs New Bases in Central Europe. American Interest,
https://www.the-american-interest.com/2014/06/11/u-s-needs-new-bases-in-central-euro
pe/.

Michta, A. A. (2014b). A Strategy For Eurasia. American Interest, https://www.the-american-
interest.com/2014/04/14/a-u-s-strategy-for-eurasia/.

Migranyan,  A.  (2009).  Moscow’s Iran  Connection. National Interest,
http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id21982.

Ondrejcsak, R. (2016). “U.S. Policies Towards Russia in The Light of War in Ukraine: From
Engaging a “Cooperative Power” to Defensive Containment of Regional Challanger”.
Security Studies, 13 — 26.

Philipps, M. (2010). The New Start Treaty and Protocol. The White House Blog,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2010/04/08/new-start-treaty-and-protocol.

Pifer, S. (2015). “US-Russia Relations in the Obama Era: From Reset to Refreeze?”. OSCE
Yearbook, 111 — 123.

Rice, C. (2014). Will America Heed The Wake — Up Call Of Ukraine?. The Washington Post,
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/condoleezza-rice-will-america-heed-the-
wake-up-call-of-ukraine/2014/03/07/cf087f74-a630-11e3-84d4-e59b1709222¢c_story
.html.

Rojansky, M. and Collins, J. F. (2010). “A Reset For The U.S. — Russia Values Gap”. Carnegie
Endowment For International Peace, 1(1), 1 — 16.

Sestanovich, S. (2008). “What Has Moscow Done?: Rebuilding U.S. — Russia Relations™. Foreign
Affairs, 87(6), 12 — 28.

Spiegel, P. (2009). Biden Says Weakened Russia Will Bend to U.S.. Wall Street Journal,
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124848246032580581.html.

Stent, A. (2014). The Limits Of Partnership. Oxford: Princeton University Press.

Stolberg, S. G. (2010). Obama Calls Arms Treaty a Priority. New York Times,
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/11/14/world/europe/14diplo.html].?ref=us.

Suslov, D. (2015). US-Russia Relations In The Early and Late 1990s. Moscow: Faculty Of World
Economy and International Affairs - Higher School of Economics.

The  White  House (2010). U.S.-Russia  Relations: = “Reset”  Fact  Sheet.
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/us-russia-relations-reset-fact-
sheet.

The White House (2014), Fact Sheet: U.S. Support and Reassurance Initiatives For The Baltics
and Central Europe, https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-
office/2014/09/03/fact-sheet-us-support-and-reassurance-initiatives-baltics-and-central-
eu.

Trenin, D. (2009). Russia’a Spheres of Interest not Influence. The Washington Quarterly,
http://www.twg.com/09october/docs/09oct_Trenin.pdf.

Ulyanov, 1. (2015). Assessing The Obama — Medvedev Reset in US — Russia Relations. E —
International Relations, https://www.e-ir.info/2015/09/03/assessing-the-obama-
medvedev-reset-in-us-russia-relations/.

JIRS, 1(2), 2021

109



110

Onder COBAN

Wezeman, P. (2013). Armaments, Disarmaments and International Security. SIPRI Year Book,
http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2013/files/sipri-yearbook-2013-chapter-5-section-3.
Yilmaz, B. (2019), Barack Obama’nin Ikinci Baskanlik Doneminde Tiirk — Amerikan Iliskileri
(Yayimlanmamus Yiiksek Lisans Tezi). Ankara: Yildirim Beyazit Universitesi Sosyal
Bilimler Enstitiisti.

Zygar, M. (2016). The Russian Reset That Never Was. Foreign Policy,
https://foreignpolicy.com/2016/12/09/the-russian-reset-that-never-was-putin-obama-
medvedev-libya-mikhail-zygar-all-the-kremlin-men/.

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021



Arastirma Makalesi / Research Article

EUROPEANIZATION OF TURKEY’S RELATIONS WITH
GREECE"

Ufuk ALKAN™

Makale Gelis Tarihi/Received: 13/09/2021

Makale Kabul Tarihi/Accepted: 22/11/2021

Makale Yayin Tarihi/Published: 31/12/2021

Atif igin/To cite: Alkan, U. (2021). Europeanization of Turkey’s Relations with Greece. Uluslararasi
Iliskiler Calismalar: Dergisi, 1(2), 111-129.

Abstract: The Europeanization of Turkey’s relations with Greece is significant in that it exemplifies to
some extent the way the EU has influenced Turkish Foreign Policy, especially after the 1999 Helsinki
European Council. It is also illustrative of the rational instrumentality underlying Turkey’s
Europeanization. Therefore, it is argued in the article that Turkey has been consistently instrumental in its
approach to the Europeanization of its relations with Greece. In this respect, the main research question
concerns Turkey’s relations with Greece and its impact on EU-Turkey relations. To this end, the
Europeanization framework is applied to understand and explain how EU conditionality helps EU member
states achieve their national interests. As a matter of fact, what the EU obliges Turkey to fulfil before its
accession is decided unanimously by its member states. The member states of the EU have the opportunity
to shape the conditions set out by the EU for fulfilment by Turkey through conditionality. Therefore, it is
concluded in the article that for the advancement of relations with the EU, Turkey needs to improve
relations with member states.
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TURKIYE’NIN YUNANISTAN iLE iLiSKIiLERININ AVRUPALILASMASI

Oz: Tiirkiye'nin Yunanistan ile iligkilerinin Avrupalilasmasi, 6zellikle 1999 Helsinki Avrupa Konseyi'nden
sonra, AB'nin Tirk Dis Politikasi’ni nasil etkiledigini orneklemesi bakimindan Onemlidir. Ayrica,
Tiirkiye'nin Avrupalilasmasinin altinda yatan rasyonel aragsalligi da gostermektedir. Bu nedenle, makalede,
Tiirkiye'nin Yunanistan ile iligkilerinin Avrupalilagmasinda siirekli olarak aragsal bir yaklasimin etkili
oldugu one siiriilmektedir. Bu baglamda, temel arastirma sorusu Tiirkiye'nin Yunanistan ile iligkileri ve
bunun AB-Tiirkiye iliskilerine etkisi ile ilgilidir. Bu amagla, makalede, AB kosullulugunun AB iiye
iilkelerinin kendi ulusal g¢ikarlarina ulasmalarina nasil yardimer oldugunu anlamak ve agiklamak igin
Avrupalilagsma tartigmasina yer verilmektedir. Nitekim AB'nin Tiirkiye'ye katilimdan dnce yerine getirmesi
gerekenleri iiye tlilkeler oybirligi ile kararlastirmaktadir. Katilimdan 6nce AB tarafindan Tiirkiye'nin yerine
getirmesi i¢in belirlenen sartlar, {iye iilkeler tarafindan oybirligiyle kararlastirilmaktadir. AB iiye iilkeleri,
Tiirkiye'nin yerine getirmesi i¢in AB tarafindan belirlenen kosullari kosulluluk mekanizmasi kanaliyla
belirleyebilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, makalede, AB ile iligkilerin ilerlemesi igin Tiirkiye'nin iiye iilkelerle
iligkileri geligtirmesi gerektigi sonucuna varilmistir.
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Introduction

Turkey’s European Union (EU) accession negotiations have come to a halt, recently. The
Europeanization of Turkey has become an obsolete subject. Rather than Europeanization, “de-
Europeanization” or even “counter-conduct” have been voiced to define the current state of relations
(Cebeci, 2016; Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber, 2016). Although the June 2018 General Affairs Council has
noted that under present political circumstances there would not be negotiations for accession or
modernization of the Customs Union with Turkey, the immediate post-Helsinki period was promising in
terms of Turkey’s European integration (Council of the EU, 2018: par. 35).

It is true that several domestic and EU level factors account for the current stalemate in EU-Turkey
relations (noted below). Also, certain member states have been overly influential regarding EU-Turkey
relations by uploading their national interests to EU level. For instance, the Council of the EU decided in
December 2006 to suspend accession negotiations on eight chapters of EU acquis until Turkey applies the
Customs Union equally to all member states, including to Cyprus (Council of the EU, 2006). In addition,
Cyprus vetoes negotiations in six chapters of EU acquis and France in two chapters?. Prior to the start of
rapprochement, Turkish-Greek bilateral differences had also hampered EU-Turkey relations. The Turkish-
Greek rapprochement started to become Europeanized when Turkey’s candidacy was declared at the 1999
Helsinki European Council. This means that it became an issue of the EU when bilateral differences
between Turkey and Greece were referred to at the Helsinki European Council. Currently, bilateral
differences over the Eastern Mediterranean also escalete the tension. Yet, this article’s emphasis is on the
pre-Helsinki European Council period. Post-accession negotiations period (namely, the period after 3
October 2005) is assessed briefly with reference to the loss of the EU’s credibility in the eyes of Turkey?.

The Europeanization of Turkey’s relations with Greece is significant in that it exemplifies to some
extent the way the EU has influenced Turkish Foreign Policy (TFP), especially after the 1999 Helsinki
European Council. It is also illustrative of the rational instrumentality underlying the Europeanization of
TFP. Therefore, it is argued in the article that Turkey has been consistently instrumental in its approach to
the Europeanization of its relations with Greece. Turkey has been instrumental in its approach to
Europeanization because it expects membership of the EU in return. Socialization of Turkey into the EU’s
rules and norms is not likely given that Turkey is not in a position to upload its national interests to EU
level. It only downloads from EU level. This is mainly because of the fact that Turkey is not represented in
the EU’s institutions and decision making processes. What the EU obliges Turkey to fulfil before its
accession is decided unanimously by its member states. The member states of the EU have the opportunity
to shape the conditions set out by the EU for fulfilment by Turkey through conditionality. In other words,
they are able to upload their national interests to EU level. Therefore, it is concluded in the article that for
the advancement of relations with the EU, Turkey needs to improve relations with member states.

The influence of the EU on TFP gained impetus after the 1999 Helsinki European Council. This is
mainly because of the fact that there was a lack of credibility with respect to accession prospects of Turkey,
especially after the 1997 Luxembourg European Council at which Turkey’s candidacy was not declared.
Thus, in the absence of a credible membership perspective, Turkey believed that it had virtually
insignificant incentives for Europeanization.

1 On the Cyprus issue and current developments, please see: Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Cyprus,
(https://www.mfa.gov.tr/the-cyprus-issue-overview.en.mfa).

2 On Turkey-Greece relations, please see: Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Relations between Turkey
and Greece (https://lwww.mfa.gov.tr/relations-between-turkey-and-greece.en.mfa). On the Aegean dispute, please see:
Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Background Note on Aegean Dispute
(https://www.mfa.gov.tr/background-note-on-aegean-dispute.en.mfa).
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The policy of Greece to use the EU as a leverage against Turkey, inter alia, accounts to some extent
for the EU’s decision not to declare Turkey’s candidacy at the 1997 Luxembourg European Council.
Actually, accession of Greece to the EU in 1981 provided it with the opportunity to use the latter as a
weighty leverage against Turkey® (Tsakaloyannis, 1980: 44; Aydimn, 2000: 132). By using the EU as a
leverage against Turkey, Greece aimed at forcing the country to concede from its policy towards the Aegean
dispute and the Cyprus issue. Thereby, Greece sought to benefit from the conditionality mechanism
embedded in the EU’s relations with the third countries. This means that Turkey had to satisfy Greek
national interests to advance its relations with the EU.

In the pre-Helsinki period, Greece was the only member state that opposed the referral of Turkey’s
membership application to the European Commission for an opinion in 1987, and it blocked final
implementation of the Customs Union between the EU and Turkey in 1994 for political reasons (Ugur,
1996: 18). In addition, Greece blocked the forthcoming meeting of the Turkey-EU Association Council,
and did not fulfil its commitment to drop its veto against the releasing of the Fourth Financial Protocol to
Turkey in response to the Kardak crisis that broke out in early 1996. As a matter of fact, in some cases, the
EU had to make some assurances in line with the Greek national interests to overcome the Greek veto. As
a clear manifestation of its uploading strategy, Greece dropped its veto against the establishment of the
Customs Union between Turkey and the EU in March 1995 conditionally only after the EU committed
itself to confirm the eligibility of Cyprus for membership six months after the July 1996 Intergovernmental
Conference which was to review the 1992 Maastricht Treaty (Veremis, 2001: 44).

After experiencing some crises in their relations following the 1997 Luxembourg European Council,
Greece concluded that engaging Turkey in EU accession process could be a better choice for the settlement
of their bilateral differences. In other words, Greece expected that Europeanization of Turkey through
conditionality would pave the way for the improvement of their relations (Triantaphyllou, 2005: 333; Diez
et al., 2006: 579). Greece was well aware of the fact that it had a comparative advantage within the EU
given its membership. In other words, Greece was able to project its national interests to EU level, and
induce resolution of its bilateral differences with Turkey in line with its national interests*.

Thus, the post-Helsinki process of rapprochement between the two countries is not new but unique
because of the EU’s involvement in it. Its involvement rendered the process of rapprochement stronger
because it provided the respective governments in both countries with arguments to justify their preference
for the settlement of the Aegean dispute against domestic politics and veto players (Onis and Yilmaz, 2008:
130). More importantly, accession to the EU became an important incentive for Turkey to reconcile its
bilateral differences with Greece.

3 Greece applied for membership in 1975, after seven years of dictatorship. The EU was particularly concerned with
the implications of accession of Greece to the EU on Turkey-Greece relations. In its January 1976 opinion regarding
accession of Greece, the European Commission argued that the EU should not be a party to the disputes between Turkey
and Greece and therefore bilateral differences between the two countries should be settled through a pre-accession
period (European Commission, 1976: 1). However, the opinion of the European Commission was disregarded by the
Council of Ministers, and Greece could accede to the EU in 1981 without going through a pre-accession period
(Tsakaloyannis, 1980: 35). Since then, Greece used the EU as a leverage against Turkey until the 1999 Helsinki
European Council (Aydin, 2000: 132; Economides, 2005: 484).

4Another view is that Greece dropped its veto against Turkey’s candidacy to achieve its goal of acceding to the
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) Firstly, military expenditures wrought a heavy burden for the Greek economy
at a time when the country aimed at achieving membership to the EMU Given that threat perceptions from Turkey have
shaped Greek military expenditures for decades, accession to the EMU was highly dependent on avoiding arms race
with Turkey. Arms race would end when the two countries resolved their bilateral differences. (Larrabee, 2001: 236).
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1. Theoretical Framework

The 1970 Luxembourg Report which led to the establishment of the European Political Cooperation
(EPC) has initiated a process of consultation on foreign policy matters between the Member States of the
EU. After cooperation proved fruitful, the Member States aspired to further coordinate their national foreign
policies (Giegerich and Wallace, 2010: 433-434). In addition, some structural changes in the international
system increased the Member States’ quest for a common foreign and security policy. These structural
changes are i) the end of the Cold War; ii) the rise of new security concerns; iii) the emergence of a unipolar
world; iv) dissolution of the former Yugoslavia; and v) the security implications of the EU’s enlargement
to the Eastern Europe (Tonra and Christiansen, 2004: 2). The Member States that became aware of the
usefulness of cooperation in the field of foreign policy pushed for a common foreign and security policy.
Thus, the 1992 Maastricht Treaty established Common Foreign and Security Policy of the EU (CFSP).

Actually, CFSP is remarkably different from the EU’s supranational policy fields. First of all, it is
mainly intergovernmental being only politically binding. Therefore, assessing the Europeanization of
foreign policy is rendered useless by the lack of concrete models for adoption and by the lack of the EU’s
exclusive competences in the field of foreign and security policy. This is why the research on
Europeanization has belatedly penetrated into the field of foreign and security policy.

Theoretically, it is believed that cooperation in an intergovernmental policy field is hard to achieve.
This is the basic assumption of intergovernmentalism which posits that the Member States will not sacrifice
their national interests because decision making in intergovernmental policy fields happens through
unanimity. Accordingly, any decision or agreement will perfectly reflect the core national interests of the
Member States (Moumoutzis, 2011: 614). Such an assumption means that foreign policies of the Member
States will not change because the core national interests of all Member States are represented in these
unanimously made decisions and agreements. Conversely, liberal intergovernmentalism and rational-
choice institutionalism argue that the final decision or agreement that is reached unanimously at any
intergovernmental setting is the lowest common denominator of all Member States (Moravcsik, 1993: 500-
501). There may be some mismatch between national and European interests because unanimity provides
all Member States the equal chance to contribute to the content of the decision or agreement irrespective of
their size and preferences (Moravcsik, 1993: 499-502). Thus, the final decision or agreement would not
represent perfectly the interests of the even most powerful Member State. Another argument regarding
mismatch between national and European interests is that national interests are not static because they
change over time, thus a mismatch may occur over time (Moumoutzis, 2011: 614). Thus, Europeanization
becomes relevant for foreign policy, as well.

The research on the Europeanization of foreign policy mainly deals with the implications of CFSP
on national foreign policies, and it seeks to account for the transformation of national interests into
European interests and vice versa (Cebeci and Aaltola 2011: 29). Europeanization in the field of foreign
and security policy is described as being mainly “voluntary and non-hierarchical” because national foreign
policies are Europeanized in the absence of a concrete model for adoption and in the absence of the EU’s
exclusive competences (Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 7). The Member States are only politically required to
align their national foreign policies with CFSP. Non-alignment would incur no legal responsibility on them.

The Europeanization of foreign policy may have different implications on national foreign policies.
The most important of these are i) political and bureaucratic adaptation of foreign policy structures and
processes to those of the EU; ii) changes in national actors’ values, norms, role conceptions and identities;
iii) changes in the actual content of national foreign policies; and iv) overcoming of both domestic and
external resistance to change (Tonra, 2000: 225; Manners and Whitman, 2000: 246-9). Firstly, bureaucratic
adaptation is important to implement CFSP properly. Thus, national foreign ministries must have structures
compatible with the structures of CFSP. Secondly, Europeanization becomes easier when values, norms
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and role conceptions and identities of States converge withEuropean ones. Thirdly, the content of national
foreign policies may be far more different from the content of CFSP before Europeanization. Therefore,
the Member and Candidate States must incorporate into the content of their national foreign policies the
issues in European Foreign Policy (EFP). Last but not least, the legitimizing strength of Europeanization
may help national reformers to tackle domestic and external opposition to their reforms. In other words,
domestic reformers may justify their reforms with the necessity of adapting to the EU.

Regarding CFSP, the Candidate States adopt the EU’s rules and norms as long as they serve their
interests better than the other alternatives (Hill, 1998: 38). Accordingly, the EU offers some rewards when
its norms and rules are complied with by the Candidate States. In the context of CFSP, there are three sorts
of conditionality that induce the Europeanization of foreign policy. These are “conditionality through
political criteria”, “conditionality through CFSP acquis” and “conditionality through de facto political
criteria” (Aydin and A¢ikmese, 2009: 268-269). ‘Conditionality through political criteria’ refers to foreign
policy implications of political criteria, e.g. democratization and good neighbourly relations (Aydin and
Acikmese, 2009: 267). On the other hand, ‘conditionality through CFSP acquis’ means to align national
foreign policies with CFSP (Aydin and Agikmese, 2009: 268). Lastly, ‘conditionality through de facto
political criteria’ refers to the fact that the Candidate States are obliged to comply with some rules and
norms that are not part of the EU’s political criteria, e.g. higher standards for nuclear safety that were
introduced as part of the EU’s conditionality at the 1999 Helsinki European Council (Aydin and Agikmese,
2009: 268).

Accordingly, Europeanization of foreign policy in Candidate States can be defined as changes in the
national foreign policy practices and in the structures of institutions that guide national foreign policy for
the purpose of aligning them with rules and norms of CFSP upon the awareness that the core national
interests are to be achieved better not individually but collectively in European policymaking. Furthermore,
there are some intervening variables specific to the Europeanization of foreign policy. These variables are
“ideological hostility to further integration”, “domestic politics” and “international forces and special
relationships with the third countries (Hill and Wong, 2011: 18). Political elites may be ideologically hostile
to integration in foreign and security policy on the pretext that national sovereignty is contingent on an
independent national foreign and security policy (Hill and Wong, 2011: 18). Domestically, the public may
oppose to a common foreign and security policy (Hill and Wong, 2011: 18). In the international fora,
unilateral political or economic relationships with the third countries outside the EU may prejudice the
Europeanization of foreign policy (Hill and Wong, 2011: 17). It is noteworthy that intervening variables
and the logics embedded in the Europeanization of foreign policy determine the patterns of the
Europeanization of foreign policy.

2. Path towards the Process of Rapprochement

The process of rapprochement between Turkey and Greece and the Europeanization of Turkey-
Greece relations are separate but interrelated phenomena. While the process of rapprochement started with
the letter of the Turkish Foreign Minister, Ismail Cem to his Greek counterpart, George Papandreou in
March 1999; the Europeanization of Turkey-Greece relations started when Greece dropped its veto against
Turkey’s candidacy to the EU at the December 1999 Helsinki European Council (Kotzias, 2009: 268).

The process of rapprochement between Turkey and Greece was sparked on 24 May 1999 when the
Turkish Foreign Minister wrote a letter to invite his Greek counterpart to embark on talks to improve their
bilateral relations. Actually, it may well have started earlier in 1996 after the crisis over the Kardak rocks
broke out. As a matter of fact, Costas Simitis who saw engaging Turkey in EU accession process as a
prerequisite for the improvement of relations with Turkey took the leadership of Pan-Hellenic Socialist
Party (PASOK) in January 1996 (Athanassopoulou, 1997: 88). However, rapprochement did not materialize
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until 1999 mainly because of the intra-party opposition to rapprochement in Greece (Rumelili, 2007: 118).
For instance, Cem approached his Greek counterpart, Theodoros Pangalos from PASOK for rapprochement
earlier in 1998. However, the Greek Foreign Minister did not welcome the initiative. Therefore, the process
of rapprochement could materialize only with the letter of Cem to G. Papandreou after the March 1999
Kosovo crisis®.

The first incident with potential to mar bilateral relations after the 1996 crisis over the Kardak rocks
took place in January 1997 when Cyprus announced that it was planning to buy S-300 missiles from Russia
to defend the new airbase on its soil constructed for the landing of Greek fighter aircraft for refuelling and
rearming purposes in line with the joint defence pact concluded in 1993 (Diez, 2002: 146). Turkey reacted
noting that it would destroy them through an air strike in case they are placed on Cyprus (Milliyet, 1997).
However, a crisis was prevented from emerging when Greece and Cyprus decided to install S-300 missiles
not on Cyprus but on the Greek island of Crete. A tentative attempt at improving relations between Turkey
and Greece took place subsequently when the President of Turkey, Siileyman Demirel and the Prime
Minister of Greece, Costas Simitis met in Madrid in July 1997 during a North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) meeting to discuss how to lead their future relations on a peaceful basis (Kut, 2001: 263). The
most tangible outcome of the meeting became a joint declaration which promulgated six basic principles
for the future of Turkey-Greece relations. These are: i) mutual commitment to peace, security and the
continuing development of good neighbourly relations; ii) respect for each other’s sovereignty; iii) respect
for the principles of international law and international agreements; iv) respect for each other’s legitimate,
vital interests and concerns in the Aegean which are of great importance for their security and national
sovereignty; v) commitment to refrain from unilateral acts on the basis of mutual respect and willingness
to avoid conflicts arising from misunderstanding; and vi) a commitment to settle disputes by peaceful means
based on mutual consent and without the use of force or threat of force (Madrid Declaration, 1997: 1).

The joint declaration is important in that it shows how the two countries wanted to lead their future
relations. In other words, it is illustrative of how Turkey and Greece viewed each other and of what they
understood from good neighbourly relations. It is understood from references in the joint declaration to
‘respect for other’s sovereignty’ that the two countries viewed the Aegean dispute as a sovereignty issue.
Actually, it may be argued that the more an issue is associated with sovereignty the more difficult becomes
its settlement given that sovereign rights are deemed non-negotiable.

Furthermore, the emphasis on ‘respect for each other’s legitimate vital interests and concerns in the
Aegean’ illustrates that both Turkey and Greece viewed their vital interests prejudiced in the Aegean by
the activities of the other side. Both of them viewed some of what the other side calls its ‘vital interests’ as
illegitimate given the emphasis on the ‘legitimacy of vital interests’. For instance, Greece views having a
10-nautical-mile national airspace for its islands in the Aegean as a vital interest. For Turkey, this is
illegitimate.

On the other hand, there is also the issue of unilateral acts. It is clear that by ‘unilateral acts’ the two
countries referred to their respective previous activities on the continental shelf of the Aegean Sea. Actually,
the two countries had already committed themselves to refrain from unilateral acts at the 1976 Bern
Agreement. This shows that principles for the settlement of the Aegean dispute emerged throughout years.

Lastly, by referring in the joint declaration to the peaceful settlement of disputes on the basis of
‘mutual consent’ and ‘without use of force or threat of force’, the two countries may have meant their
previous experiences. Turkey may have referred by ‘mutual consent’ to the unilateral referral of Greece to
the International Court of Justice (ICJ) the delimitation of the continental shelf in 1976. Greece may have

5 The March 1999 Kosovo Crisis is qualified as the ultimate “triggering event” that enabled the process of
rapprochement (Heraclides, 2010: 145).
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referred to the 1995 casus belli resolution of Turkish Grand National Assembly (TGNA) by ‘without use
of force or threat of force’.

However, the joint declaration was not potent enough to reconcile bilateral differences mainly
because of the incidents that ensued. Firstly, relations between Turkey and Greece and the EU deteriorated
following the confirmation by the EU of the eligibility of Cyprus for membership in early 1997 as it had
promised Greece in 1995 in return for dropping its veto against the Customs Union with Turkey. Relations
further deteriorated when the EU declared the candidacy of Cyprus at the 1997 Luxembourg European
Council (European Council, 1997: par. 11). At the same time, Greece continued its veto on the Fourth
Financial Protocol during the 1997 Luxembourg European Council. Furthermore, while Turkey hoped for
candidacy status from the 1997 Luxembourg European Council, the EU confined itself to confirm its
eligibility for membership mainly because of the country’s problematic relations with Greece and Cyprus
(European Council, 1997: par. 31). However, Turkey’s eligibility for membership had already been
confirmed in the 1989 Commission avis on Turkey (European Commission, 1989: par. 13). The 1997
Luxembourg European Council repeated the obvious and therefore did not satisfy Turkey. Turkey-EU
relations were strained to the extent that Turkey threatened the Union with suspending political relations
(Hale and Avci, 2002: 41).

Although Turkey’s candidacy was not declared at the 1997 Luxembourg European Council, the
European Commission issued a European Strategy for Turkey in March 1998 “to prepare Turkey for
accession by bringing it closer to the European Union in every field” (European Commission, 1998: 1). To
that end, it is stated in the Strategy that the possibilities afforded by the 1963 Ankara Agreement should be
developed, the Customs Union between the EU and Turkey should be intensified, the financial cooperation
should be implemented and Turkey’s participation in certain EU programmes and certain agencies should
be assured (European Commission, 1998: 1). In addition, Turkey was invited to the upcoming Pan-
European Meeting (European Commission, 1998: 1). However, to show its disapproval of not being
declared a candidate and of candidacy of Cyprus to the EU, Turkey did not attend the March 1998 Pan-
European Meeting that was held in London, the United Kingdom (UK).

Secondly, the capture of Abdullah Ocalan in February 1999, the leader of the Kurdish Workers’
Party (PKK) which has been waging separatist terrorist attacks against Turkey since 1984, with a Greek
Cypriot passport on his way to the airport in Nairobi, Kenya upon leaving the Greek embassy after being
provided with shelter endangered bilateral relations seriously. The Ocalan affair had significant domestic
implications both in Turkey and Greece. As a matter of fact, Simitis was facing a great pressure to resign
because of the engagement of the Greek government in such an affair. However, the Greek Prime Minister
did not resign but dismissed Pangalos and Ministers of Internal Affairs and Public Order for their
involvement. Dismissal of the Greek Foreign Minister had particular resonance for Turkey-Greece relations
as G. Papandreou, alternate Greek Foreign Minister known for his willingness to improve Turkey-Greece
relations became the new Greek Foreign Minister (Onis, 2003: 171).

Domestic implications of the Ocalan affair in Turkey were notable, too. Siileyman Demirel criticized
Greece, harshly. The Turkish President even hinted Turkey’s right of self-defence (Milliyet, 1999). In
response, Greece put its troops on alert along its border with Turkey (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 38). The two
countries did not end up fighting. Nonetheless, Turkey did not rely on military means but diplomacy, and
complained about the act of Greece before the United Nations (UN) via a letter (Milliyet, 1999a). On the
other hand, rise of G. Papandreou to foreign ministry marked a new beginning in Turkey-Greece relations
as both the new Greek Foreign Minister and his Turkish counterpart were willing to foster good neighbourly
relations (Onis, 2003: 171).
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Willingness of the two Foreign Ministers for good neighbourly relations converged when the
Kosovo crisis broke out in March 1999. The 1999 Kosovo crisis concerned both countries given their
geographical proximity to the region (Nachmani, 2002: 116; Onis and Y1lmaz, 2008: 127). This proximity
made them vulnerable to the consequences of the crisis. The 1999 Kosovo crisis is important in that it
provided the two Foreign Ministers with intense contacts on how to cooperate on the consequences of the
crisis. These contacts led to a rapport between the two statesmen (Heraclides, 2010: 145). Thereafter, they
came to the conclusion that they would better cooperate with each other than confront to resolve their
bilateral differences.

The first step came from the Turkish Foreign Minister who wrote a letter to his Greek counterpart
on 24 May 1999 to “share some views on ways in which to ameliorate bilateral relations” (Letter from Mr
Ismail Cem, Foreign Minister of the Republic of Turkey, to Mr George Papandreou, Foreign Minister of
the Republic of Greece, 24 May 1999). In his letter, the Turkish Foreign Minister proposed to conclude an
agreement to combat terrorism in addition to developing a plan to reconcile bilateral differences between
the two countries through resorting to all peaceful means referred to in the UN Charter. In the letter, it was
implied that Greece had to detach itself from supporting terrorism if it desired to improve its relations with
Turkey.

Actually, Turkey expected certain benefits from improving its relations with Greece, e.g. to “limit
the danger of a crisis in the Aegean” and “put international pressure on Greece to abandon its veto against
Turkey’s candidacy to the EU” (Heraclides, 2010: 145). This means that fostering good neighbourly
relations was viewed as necessary to prevent future crises from emerging in the Aegean and to overcome
the Greek veto against Turkey’s candidacy.

In response to the letter, G. Papandreou called his Turkish counterpart to congratulate his second-
term in office as Foreign Minister under the new government in power since May 1999 and asked for some
time before an official reply to the letter. The June 1999 Cologne European Council convened before G.
Papandreou officially replied. Whether Greece would continue its veto against Turkey’s candidacy was on
the top of the agenda of the 1999 Cologne European Council (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 47). Actually, Turkey
expected Greece drop its veto in the face of the recent developments in their relations. However, it soon
became clear that Greece was not in a position to drop its veto on the grounds that Turkey had not still
agreed to refer the delimitation of the continental shelf to the ICJ (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 48). In the face of
the stance of Greece, the EU committed itself to review the prospects of Turkey’s candidacy at the 1999
Helsinki European Council (European Council, 1999: par. 59). Meanwhile, G. Papandreou clarified that
Greece would not have opposed to Turkey’s candidacy in case it had fulfilled the same criteria applied to
all other Candidate States (Athens News Agency, 1999). It was the first sign of the fact that Greece no longer
wanted to use the EU as a leverage against Turkey to achieve its national interests.

Meanwhile, the Greek Foreign Minister officially replied to the letter of Ismail Cem on 25 June
1999. G. Papandreou invited Turkey to initiate dialogue on issues of low political significance like tourism,
environment, culture, organized crime, trade, regional issues and energy transfer lines (Letter from Mr
George Papandreou, Foreign Minister of the Republic of Greece, to Mr Ismail Cem, Foreign Minister of
the Republic of Turkey, 25 June 1999). Turkey welcomed the letter. Soon afterwards, The Turkish Foreign
Ministry announced a meeting between the two Foreign Ministers in New York at a UN Secretary-General
sponsored meeting over Kosovo on 30 June 1999. The two Foreign Ministers met as scheduled, and agreed
to hold meetings for dialogue and sign bilateral agreements on cooperation on the issues specified in the
letter of Papandreou (Heraclides, 2010: 146). Accordingly, delegations from the two countries started to
hold bilateral talks to foster cooperation on the aforementioned issues of low political significance.
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Subsequent to the talks between the two delegations, Foreign Ministers of the two countries signed several
bilateral agreements on cooperation®.

There happened an earthquake measuring 7.4 on Richter scale on 17 August 1999 in Izmit, Turkey.
Soon after the disaster, the Greek Foreign Minister called his Turkish counterpart to offer assistance. It was
the first call Turkey received (Athens News Agency, 1999a). The Greek rescue team was dispatched to
Turkey together with a number of doctors, nurses, seismologists and firefighting planes (Hiirriyet, 1999).
Turkey offered its assistance to Greece when an earthquake measuring 5.6 on the Richter scale hit Athens
on 7 September 1999. Turkey dispatched its rescue team to Greece (Milliyet, 1999b). Thus, the process of
rapprochement was legitimized on the eyes of the public given the mutual sympathy developed after the
disasters (Larrabee and Lesser, 2003: 86). This is evidenced by the increasing civil-society dialogue
between Turkey and Greece (Rumelili, 2007: 117).

The process of rapprochement acquired a new dimension after the 1999 Helsinki European Council.
At the 1999 Helsinki European Council, accession of Turkey was tied, inter alia, to the resolution of its
bilateral differences with Greece. Therefore, the process of rapprochement was Europeanized.

3. The Europeanization of the Rapprochement

At the 1999 Cologne European Council, the EU committed itself to review the prospects of
candidacy of Turkey at the 1999 Helsinki European Council. Therefore, the issue of Turkey’s candidacy
came to the fore as the 1999 Helsinki European Council loomed large on the horizon.

In the meantime, there was an emerging consensus within the Greek Foreign Ministry to drop the
Greek veto against Turkey’s candidacy. However, Greece hoped a gesture from Turkey in return for
dropping its veto (Athens News Agency, 1999b). To that end, the Greek Prime Minister, Costas Simitis
wrote to his Turkish counterpart, Biilent Ecevit to reiterate the quest of Greece for a gesture (Athens News
Agency, 1999b). By a gesture, the Greek Prime Minister may have referred to the reopening of the
theological school at Heybeliada in Istanbul or to the lifting of the casus belli resolution of the TGNA (Ker-
Lindsay, 2007: 85). On the one hand, the Greek government was particularly concerned with a gesture from
Turkey because Simitis was afraid of risking victory prospects of PASOK at the upcoming general elections
(Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 95). In the view of the Greek Prime Minister, a gesture from Turkey would increase
the public support for Turkey’s candidacy. On the other hand, Greece feared alienating Turkey, and
endangering the process of rapprochement and the Europeanization of the country through vetoing its
candidacy (Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 95). In addition, Greece expected certain benefits from dropping its veto.
The first gain would be to make Turkey agree to proceed to the 1CJ for the delimitation of the continental
shelf (Aksu, 2004: 106). The second gain would be to guarantee the accession of Cyprus to the EU
irrespective of the resolution of the Cyprus issue (Economides, 2005: 484-485). Thus, Greece conditioned
dropping its veto on assurances from the EU for its cause regarding the Aegean dispute and the Cyprus
issue.

6 For instance, five cooperation agreements were signed in November 2001 in areas like culture, environment and
academic cooperation. In addition, a cooperation agreement on issues like terrorism, organized crime, drug trafficking
and illegal immigration came into force in July 2001. Another agreement was signed in March 2002 to build a natural
gas pipeline to supply natural gas from the Caspian Sea to Greece through Turkey. Construction of the natural gas
pipeline was finalized in 2006. For the EU, the construction of the pipeline is a symbolic move as “it is a physical link
between the two countries” (European Commission, 2002: 44). Furthermore, a Memorandum of Understanding for the
establishment of a Joint Disaster Response Unit under the UN was signed in September 2002. Another agreement on
double taxation was signed in December 2002. Furthermore, a High Level Cooperation Council was established and
further agreements on cooperation in the fields of border controls, diplomatic missions, standardization, investments,
forestry, environment, energy and climate change, education, science technology, communication, illegal immigration
and culture and tourism were signed between the two countries in May 2010 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece,
2010: 1)
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The 1999 Helsinki European Council convened on 10 December 1999. Turkey’s candidacy was
declared although it did not offer a gesture. Greece did not veto Turkey’s candidacy because it could upload
its national interests to EU level through the Presidency Conclusions of the 1999 Helsinki European Council
(Aksu, 2004: 106; Triantaphyllou, 2005: 337). This means that Greece prioritized improvement of relations
with Turkey to the extent of disregarding domestic implications of dropping its veto. Greece must have
considered long-term benefits of improved relations with Turkey. As a matter of fact, after Greece lifted its
veto, bilateral differences between the two countries turned into an issue of the EU and the accession of
Cyprus to the EU was secured at the 1999 Helsinki European Council (Keridis, 2001: 18).

Greece could upload its interests regarding the Aegean dispute and Cyprus issue into the Presidency
Conclusions of the 1999 Helsinki European Council. Paragraph 4 stated:

The European Council reaffirms the inclusive nature of the accession process, which
now comprises 13 candidate States within a single framework. The Candidate States
are participating in the accession process on an equal footing. They must share the
values and objectives of the European Union as set out in the Treaties. In this respect
the European Council stresses the principle of peaceful settlement of disputes in
accordance with the United Nations Charter and urges Candidate States to make every
effort to resolve any outstanding border disputes and other related issues. Failing this
they should within a reasonable time bring the dispute to the International Court of
Justice. The European Council will review the situation relating to any outstanding
disputes, in particular concerning the repercussions on the accession process and in
order to promote their settlement through the International Court of Justice, at the latest
by the end of 2004. Moreover, the European Council recalls that compliance with the
political criteria laid down at the Copenhagen European Council is a prerequisite for
the opening of accession negotiations and that compliance with all the Copenhagen
criteria is the basis for accession to the Union (European Council, 1999a: par. 4).

The EU may have emphasized the equality of all Candidate States in the aforementioned Paragraph
to strengthen the credibility of EU membership for Turkey given that Turkey had already felt discriminated
when its candidacy was not declared at the 1997 Luxembourg European Council. Peaceful settlement of
border disputes was referred to as one of the EU’s values that must be respected to accede to the EU. Thus,
the referral of border disputes to the ICJ became a Community principle of the EU with the 1999 Helsinki
European Council (Rumelili, 2008: 105). Whether referral of border disputes to the 1CJ would be referred
to in the Presidency Conclusions of the 1999 Helsinki European Council without input from Greece is
contested. By the peaceful settlement of border disputes, the EU meant the methods set out in the UN
Charter. In the UN Charter, negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement,
resort to regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means are stipulated as means to settle
disputes peacefully (UN Charter, article 33.1).

In the Presidency Conclusions of the 1999 Helsinki European Council, the EU reached a
compromise between the respective views of Turkey and Greece on how to resolve the Aegean dispute. As
a matter of fact, it was stated that referral of bilateral differences to the ICJ must be preceded by other
means to settle bilateral disputes peacefully. However, to prevent the talks from failing, the EU invited the
two countries to refer their bilateral differences to the ICJ by 2004. The possibility of referral to the ICJ for
adjudication may have made the two countries adhere to bilateral talks more. In other words, the future
ruling of the ICJ may not satisfy the either side in case the dispute is referred to the 1CJ for adjudication.
Therefore, Turkey and Greece may have preferred to continue their talks to resolve the Aegean dispute
along their interests.
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In addition, Paragraph 9.b enabled accession of Cyprus to the EU irrespective of a final settlement
of the Cyprus issue. Paragraph 9.b stated:

The European Council underlines that a political settlement will facilitate the accession
of Cyprus to the European Union. If no settlement has been reached by the completion
of accession negotiations, the Council’s decision on accession will be made without the
above being a precondition. In this, the Council will take account of all relevant factors
(European Council, 1999a: par. 9.b).

The aforementioned Paragraphs illustrate uploading by Greece to EU level of its national interests
in return for dropping its veto against Turkey’s candidacy. On the Aegean dispute, Greece could upload its
preference for adjudication. To create time pressure on Turkey, the year 2004 was set as a time limit for
negotiations. On the Cyprus issue, Greece could guarantee accession of Cyprus to the EU irrespective of a
final settlement.

4. Turkey-Greece Relations in the Post-Helsinki Period

The Europeanization of Turkey increased after the 1999 Helsinki European Council. As a matter of
fact, Turkey had to meet sufficiently the Copenhagen political criteria to qualify for the launching of
accession negotiations as stipulated at the 1999 Helsinki European Council (European Council, 1999a: par.
4). Thus, the prospects of launching accession negotiations was an important incentive for Turkey to
Europeanize its domestic and foreign policy and institutional arrangements (Ozer, 2012: 51). Accordingly,
Turkey adopted several measures to align with the Copenhagen political criteria between 2001 and 2004.
Meanwhile, the 2002 Copenhagen European Council convened on 12 and 13 December 2002. The 2002
Copenhagen European Council is important in that it increased the credibility of membership for Turkey.
As a matter of fact, it stated:

If the European Council in December 2004, on the basis of a report and a
recommendation from the Commission, decides that Turkey fulfils the Copenhagen
political criteria, the European Union will open accession negotiations with Turkey
without delay (European Council, 2002: par. 19).

Democratization of Turkey was important for the improvement of Turkey-Greece relations, as well.
Compliance with the Copenhagen political criteria paved the way for the civilianization of foreign policy
in Turkey, i.e. the decline of the military’s influence in TFP (Ozcan, 2010: 25). Thus, the post-Helsinki
period witnessed further improvement of relations between Turkey and Greece. Cooperation between the
two countries increased notably. For instance, A Task Force on the EU was established upon a suggestion
by Greece in January 2000 to assist Turkish officials in EU affairs (Heraclides, 2002: 24). In the same
period, some seminars were organized both in Turkey and Greece on customs administration, financial and
agricultural matters, police cooperation and issues related to the transposition of EU acquis into national
legislation (Heraclides, 2002: 24). Furthermore, Turkey participated in Dynamic Mix 2000 exercise of
NATO which took place in Greece in May-June 2000. For the first time after Turkey’s military intervention
in Cyprus in 1974, Turkish troops and military aircraft were in Greece (European Commission, 2000: 67).

Tensions between the two countries reduced significantly in the same period (Larrabee, 2001: 237).
For instance, in the summer of 2001, a Turkish vessel decided to embark on a seismological survey in the
continental shelf of the Aegean Sea, but it was cancelled after consultations between G. Papandreou and
Cem (Tsarouhas, 2009: 52). In addition, bilateral contacts between the two countries increased. For
instance, the Greek Foreign Minister, G. Papandreou paid an official visit to Turkey on 19 January 2000. It
was the first time in 38 years that a Greek Foreign Minister officially visited Ankara (Milliyet, 2000). The
Turkish Foreign Minister, Ismail Cem visited Greece officially one month after his Greek counterpart’s
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visit to Turkey. It was the first time that a Turkish Foreign Minister visited Athens officially in 40 years
(Milliyet, 2000).

Moreover, the two countries have engaged in adopting Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) since
October 2000. They agreed to develop three sorts of CBMS: i) CBMs within the framework of the 1988
Papoulias-Y1lmaz Memorandum of Understanding; ii) Tension Reduction Measures; and iii) measures of
good neighbourliness (Heraclides, 2002: 24). These CBMs are predominantly military in nature. They
include, inter alia, commitments by the two countries to reduce the number, size and scope of their
respective exercises in the high seas of the Aegean Sea; to notify the time schedule of national exercises
for the following year; to fly disarmed over the Aegean Sea; to set up a direct telephone line between their
Ministries of Foreign Affairs; to implement exchanges between military academies and military hospitals;
and to clear landmines along the Meri¢ river (European Commission, 2001: 31; European Commission
2003: 53).

It was earlier noted that the process of rapprochement was strengthened in two ways by the EU’s
involvement. Firstly, accession prospects increased Turkey’s adherence to its commitments (Onis and
Yilmaz, 2008: 130). Secondly, both governments could capitalize on the EU to justify their preference for
rapprochement (Onis and Yilmaz, 2008: 130). Therefore, the process of rapprochement did not come to a
halt when different political parties came to power in Turkey and Greece. For instance, Justice and
Development Party (AKP) came to power in November 2002 in Turkey. The Europeanization of Turkey
and improvement of its relations with Greece continued thereafter.

On the other hand, the New Democracy (ND) led by the Greek Prime Minister Kostas Karamanlis
came to power in March 2004 in Greece. The process of rapprochement continued under the new
government, as well. Improvements in Turkey-Greece relations have been referred to in the respective
annual Progress Reports of the European Commission on Turkey, Accession Partnership Documents
(APDs) and National Programmes for the Adoption of Acquis (NPAAS) as well as Presidency Conclusions
of the European Councils. For instance, in the first NPAA of Turkey which was adopted in 2001, it was
assured that “Turkey will continue to undertake initiatives and efforts towards the settlement of bilateral
problems with Greece through dialogue” (NPAA, 2001, Introduction). Thus, Turkey referred to dialogue
as the main instrument for the resolution of its bilateral differences with Greece. Furthermore, in the APD
of Turkey, under Short Term Priorities for Political Dialogue, it is stated that Turkey must:

pursue further efforts to resolve any outstanding border disputes in conformity with the
principle of peaceful settlement of disputes in accordance with the UN Charter
including, if necessary, jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice and
unequivocally commit to good neighbourly relations; address any sources of friction
with neighbours; and refrain from any threat or action which could adversely affect the
process of peaceful settlement of border disputes’” (Council of the European Union,
2008: 10).

This means that for the improvement of Turkey-Greece relations: i) the option of proceeding to the
ICJ in case bilateral talks fail should not be excluded; ii) bilateral differences between the two countries
must be resolved peacefully; and iii) the use of force or threat of using force must be avoided.

The year 2004 was important in that it was the time limit set out by the EU at the 1999 Helsinki
European Council for bilateral talks over the Aegean. The Aegean dispute has not been resolved to date
although ‘exploratory talks’ continued until March 2016. The 60" round of exploratory talks took place on
1 March 2016, in Athens. However, Greece did not push for proceeding to the 1CJ in 2004. Greece may

" The same was stated verbatim in the 2005 Negotiating Framework Document of Turkey (Council of the European
Union, 2005: par. 6).
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have believed that accession to the EU would be a stronger incentive for Turkey than time pressure
(Rumelili, 2008: 105). In line with that, at the 2004 Brussels European Council, the EU did not call on
Turkey to proceed necessarily to the ICJ but stated:

The European Council, while underlining the need for unequivocal commitment to good
neighbourly relations welcomed the improvement in Turkey's relations with its neighbours and its readiness
to continue to work with the Member States concerned towards resolution of outstanding border disputes
in conformity with the principle of peaceful settlement of disputes in accordance with the United Nations
Charter. In accordance with its previous conclusions, notably those of Helsinki on this matter, the European
Council reviewed the situation relating to outstanding disputes and welcomed the exploratory contacts to
this end. In this connection it reaffirmed its view that unresolved disputes having repercussions on the
accession process should if necessary be brought to the International Court of Justice for settlement. The
European Council will be kept informed of progress achieved which it will review as appropriate (European
Council, 2004: par. 20).

Thus, the EU confined itself to welcoming the improvements in Turkey-Greece relations. The
December 2004 Brussels European Council is also important in that it paved the way for the launching of
accession negotiations on 3 October 2005 (European Council, 2004: par. 29). The Europeanization of
Turkey slowed down subsequent to the launching of accession negotiations to the extent that the post-2005
period is called de-Europeanization of Turkey (Cebeci 2026, Aydin-Diizgit and Kaliber, 2016). This is
mainly because of the fact that membership of the EU became a less credible objective for Turkey
thereafter.

On the part of Turkey, several reasons underlie the loss of credibility of membership of the EU. First
of all, the emergent negative stance in some of the Member States of the EU, e.g. Austria, France, the
Netherlands and Denmark on Turkey’s accession and the country’s Europeanness caused loss of credibility
(Miiftiiller-Bag, 2008: 67; Sedelmeier, 2010: 424). In this regard, Nas argues that the case of the
Europeanization of Turkey’s identity is different from the cases of the Central and Eastern European
Countries (CEECs), Malta, Cyprus and the Western Balkans because of the fact that “Turkey’s candidacy
and accession to the EU is not justified but contested on the ground of Europeanness” (Nas, 2012: 25). In
addition, the public opinion in the EU has been increasingly against membership of Turkey on the pretext
that Turkey is different culturally and religiously (Ozer, 2012: 60). Also, the accession of Cyprus to the EU
in 2004 without a final settlement, and suspension of accession negotiations on eight chapters in 2006
because Turkey does not apply the Customs Union to Cyprus resulted in further loss of credibility.
Moreover, the ambivalent language of the 2005 Negotiating Framework Document on Turkey’s accession
reduced credibility of membership (Ozer, 2012: 60). It states that:

These negotiations are an open-ended process, the outcome of which cannot be guaranteed
beforehand. While having full regard to all Copenhagen criteria, including the absorption capacity of the
Union, if Turkey is not in a position to assume in full all the obligations of membership it must be ensured
that Turkey is fully anchored in the European structures through the strongest possible bond (Council of
the European Union, 2005: par. 9).

Actually, references in the aforementioned Paragraph to anchoring “Turkey in the European
structures through the strongest possible bond” and to the “absorption capacity of the Union” have
overtones of membership alternatives.
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Conclusion

This article attempted to portray the Europeanization Turkey’s relations with Greece. To that end,
the Europeanization of the process of rapprochement at the 1999 Helsinki European Council, and Turkey-
Greece relations in the post-Helsinki period have been evaluated.

In this respect, it has been argued that rational instrumentality underlies Turkey’s quest for fostering
good neighbourly relations with Greece, i.e. the Europeanization of Turkey’s relations with Greece. The
rationalist approach of Turkey is evidenced by the fact that Turkey hoped to overcome the veto of Greece
against its candidacy through rapprochement. This is mainly because accession of Turkey to the EU was
tied, inter alia, to the improvement of the country’s relations with Greece at the 1999 Helsinki European
Council (European Council, 1999a: par. 4). This means that while Turkey hoped to overcome the veto of
Greece against its candidacy through initiating rapprochement, it aims at achieving membership of the EU
through further fostering good neighbourly relations with it.

On the other hand, it has been noted that the Europeanization of Turkey has decelerated because the
prospects of membership has lost credibility after accession negotiations started on 3 October 2005.
Slowing down of the process of Europeanization had implications for the process of rapprochement
between Turkey and Greece, as well. Because accession of Turkey was tied, inter alia, to the resolution of
its bilateral differences with Greece at the 1999 Helsinki European Council, the loss of credibility of the
prospects of membership may have decreased Turkey’s quest for fostering good neighbourly relations with
Greece. However, although the loss of credibility and the Greek debt crisis that broke out at the end of 2009
leading major instability in the country slowed down the rapprochement, a High Level Cooperation Council
was established and further agreements on cooperation in the fields of border controls, diplomatic missions,
standardization, investments, forestry, environment, energy and climate change, education, science
technology, communication, illegal immigration and culture and tourism were signed between the two
countries in May 2010 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece, 2010: 1).

Actually, when membership of the EU was valued notably, Turkey could overlook some domestic
criticism to the resolution of the Aegean dispute and Cyprus issue, especially when the credibility of the
prospects of membership was high. This means that Turkey had to undergo some political costs when
fulfilling certain conditions set out by the EU for its accession. The weakening of the credibility of accession
prospects has resulted in the slowing down of the Europeanization process. This has caused Turkey’s
alienation and impair Turkey’s identification with the EU.

It is still difficult to answer the question of whether relations between Turkey and Greece would be
normalized by the process of rapprochement and Europeanization. This can only be possible if the process
of rapprochement further progresses and cooperation between the two countries is no longer limited to the
issues of low political significance. In addition, socialization of Turkey into the EU’s norms and rules
subsequent to its accession or through other means may facilitate the emergence of a relationship with
Greece similar to that between France and Germany that was desecuritized despite their conflict-ridden
past. Increased cooperation and interdependence triggered by the EU between France and Germany may
this time work for Turkey and Greece.

Cikar Catismasi: Yazar(lar) ¢ikar catismasi olmadigini beyan eder.
Disclosure Statement: No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

JIRS, 1(2), 2021



Ufuk ALKAN

References

Aksu, F. (2004) “Ege ve Kibris Sorunlarinin Céziimiinde Avrupa Birligi’nin Tutumu”, Stratejik
Arastirmalar Dergisi, 2(3), 103-132.

Athanassopoulou, E. (1997) “Blessing in Disguise? The Imia Crisis and Turkish-Greek
Relations”, Mediterranean Politics, 2(3), 76-101.

Athens News Agency (1999) Greece Stands by Position on Turkey’s EU Prospects, 5 June,
http://www.hri.org/news/greek/ana/1999/99-06-05.ana.html#03 (accessed 16 May 2020).

Athens News Agency (1999a) Issue of Greek Veto to EU Financial Protocol Reappears, 25 August.
http://www.hri.org/news/greek/ana/1999/99-08-25.ana.html#02 (accessed 16 May 2020).

Athens News Agency (1999b) FM Papandreou Cites ‘Progress’ in Greek-Turkish Dialogue,
Decision to Expand Contacts, 25 September, http://www.hri.org/news/greek/ana/1999/99-
09-25.ana.html#01 (accessed 16 May 2020).

Aydin, M. (2000) “Determinants of Turkish Foreign Policy: Changing Patterns and Conjunctures
during the Cold War”, Middle Eastern Studies, 36(1), 103-139.

Aydin, M. and S. A. Agikmese (2007) “Europeanization through EU conditionality:
understanding the new era in Turkish Foreign Policy”, Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern
Studies, 9(3), 263-274.

Aydin-Diizgit: and A. Kaliber (2016) “Encounters with Europe in an Era of Domestic and
International Turmoil: Is Turkey a De-Europeanising Candidate Country?”, South
European Society and Politics, 21(1), 1-14.

Bulmer, S. J. and C. M. Radaelli (2004) “The Europeanization of National Policy?”, Queen’s
Papers on Europeanization, 1/2004, [Online], Available at: https://ceses.cuni.cz/CESES-
141-version1-2_2 Radaelli_europeanization_of national_policy.pdf  [accessed: 15
November 2021].

Cebeci, M. (2016) “De-Europeanisation or Counter-Conduct? Turkey’s Democratisation and the
EU”, South European Society and Politics, 21(1), 119-132.

Charter of the United Nations (1945).
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/data/Kutuphane/MultilateralConventions/CharteroftheUnitedNati
ons.pdf (accessed 16 May 2020).

Council of the EU (2005) Negotiating Framework Document, 3  October.
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/turkey/st20002_05_tr_framedoc_en.pdf (accessed 16
May 2020).

Council of the EU (2006) “2770th Council Meeting General Affairs and External Relations
General Affairs”, Press Release, C/06/352, Brussels, 11 December.

Council of the EU (2008) Accession Partnership with the Republic of Turkey, (2008/157/EC).
http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2008:051:0004:0018:EN:P
DF (accessed 16 May 2020).

Council of the EU (2018) “Council Conclusions on Enlargement and Stabilisation and
Association Process”, Outcome of Proceedings, 10555/18 ELARG 41 COWEB 102,
Brussels, 25 June.

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021

125


http://www.hri.org/news/greek/ana/1999/99-08-25.ana.html#02
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/data/Kutuphane/MultilateralConventions/CharteroftheUnitedNations.pdf
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/data/Kutuphane/MultilateralConventions/CharteroftheUnitedNations.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/turkey/st20002_05_tr_framedoc_en.pdf
http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:051:0004:0018:EN:PDF
http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:051:0004:0018:EN:PDF

126

Europeanization of Turkey’s Relations with Greece

Diez, T. (2002) “Last Exit to Paradise? The European Union, the Cyprus Conflict and the
Problematic Catalytic Effect”, Thomas Diez (der.) The European Union and the Cyprus
Conflict: Modern Conflict, Postmodern Union iginde. Manchester ve New York:
Manchester University Press, 139-162.

Diez, T.: Stetter and M. Albert (2006) “The European Union and Border Conflicts: The
Transformative Power of Integration”, International Organization, 60(3), 563-593.
Economides: (2005) “The Europeanization of Greek Foreign Policy”, West European Politics,

28(2), 471-491.

European Commission (1976) Commission Opinion on the Greek Request for Membership,
COM(76) 30 final. http://tr.scribd.com/doc/97512305/1976-EU-Commission-Opinion-
on-Greek-Accession (accessed 16 May 2020).

European Commission (1989) Commission Opinion on Turkey’s Request for Accession to the
Community, SEC(89) 2290 final. http://aei.pitt.edu/4475/1/4475.pdf (accessed 16 May
2020).

European Commission (1998) European Strategy for Turkey: The Commission’s Initial
Operational Proposals, COM(1998) 124 final. http://aei.pitt.edu/4356/1/4356.pdf
(accessed 16 May 2020).

European Commission (2000) Regular Report on Turkey’s Progress Towards Accession.
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key documents/2000/tu_en.pdf  (accessed
16 May 2020).

European Commission (2001) Regular Report on Turkey’s Progress Towards Accession,
SEC(2001) 1756.
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2001/tu_en.pdf  (accessed
16 May 2020).

European Commission (2002) Regular Report on Turkey’s Progress Towards Accession,
SEC(2002) 1412 {COM(2002) 700 final}.
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2002/tu_en.pdf  (accessed
16 May 2020).

European Commission (2003) Regular Report on Turkey’s Progress Towards Accession.
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2003/rr_tk_final_en.pdf
(accessed 16 May 2020).

European Council (1997) Presidency Conclusions, 12-13 Aralik.
http://www.ab.gov.tr/files/ardb/evt/1_avrupa_birligi/l_4_zirveler_1985 sonrasi/1997 12
_luksemburg_zirvesi_baskanlik_sonuc_bildirgesi_en.pdf (accessed 16 May 2020).

European Council (1999) Presidency Conclusions, 3-4 Haziran,
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/kolnen.htm
(accessed 16 May 2020).

European Council (1999a) Presidency Conclusions, 10-11 December.
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/ ACFA4C.htm
(accessed 16 May 2020).

JIRS, 1(2), 2021


http://tr.scribd.com/doc/97512305/1976-EU-Commission-Opinion-on-Greek-Accession
http://tr.scribd.com/doc/97512305/1976-EU-Commission-Opinion-on-Greek-Accession
http://aei.pitt.edu/4475/1/4475.pdf
http://aei.pitt.edu/4356/1/4356.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2000/tu_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2001/tu_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2002/tu_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2003/rr_tk_final_en.pdf
http://www.ab.gov.tr/files/ardb/evt/1_avrupa_birligi/1_4_zirveler_1985_sonrasi/1997_12_luksemburg_zirvesi_baskanlik_sonuc_bildirgesi_en.pdf
http://www.ab.gov.tr/files/ardb/evt/1_avrupa_birligi/1_4_zirveler_1985_sonrasi/1997_12_luksemburg_zirvesi_baskanlik_sonuc_bildirgesi_en.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/kolnen.htm
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/ACFA4C.htm

Ufuk ALKAN

European Council (2002) Presidency Conclusions, 12-13 Aralik.
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/73842.pdf
(accessed 16 May 2020).

European Council (2004) Presidency Conclusions, 16-17 December.
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/83201.pdf
(accessed 16 May 2020).

Giegerich, B. and W. Wallace (2010) “Foreign and Security Policy: Civilian Power Europe and
American Leadership”, in Helen, Wallace, Mark A. Pollack and Alasdair R. Young (eds)
Policy-Making in the European Union, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 431-455.

Hale, W. and G. Avci (2002) “Turkey and the European Union: The Long Road to Membership”
in Barry Rubin and Kemal Kiris¢i (eds) Turkey in World Politics: An Emerging
Multiregional Power, Istanbul: Bogazici University Press, 42-64.

Heraclides, A. (2002) “Greek-Turkish Relations from Discord to Détente: a Preliminary
Evaluation”, The Review of International Affairs, 1(3), 17-32.

Heraclides, A. (2010) The Greek-Turkish Conflict in the Aegean: Imagined Enemies, Hampshire
and New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hill, C. (1998) “Convergence, Divergence and Dialectics: National Foreign Policies and the
CFSP” in Jan Zielonka (ed) Paradoxes of European Foreign Policy, The Hague: Kluwer
Law International, 35-51.

Hill, C. and R. Wong (201 1) “Introduction”, in Christopher Hill and Reuben Wong (eds) National
and European Foreign Policies: Towards Europeanization, New York: Routledge, 1-18.

Hiirriyet (1999) Yardim Yagiyor, 18 August.
http://webarsiv.hurriyet.com.tr/1999/08/18/137263.asp (accessed 16 May 2020).

Keridis, D. (2001) “Domestic Developments and Foreign Policy: Greek Policy Toward Turkey”,
Dimitris Keridis ve Dimitrios Triantaphyllou (der.) Greek-Turkish Relations in the Era of
Globalization i¢inde. Dulles: Brassey’s, Inc., 2-18.

Ker-Lindsay, J. (2007) Crisis and Conciliation: a Year of Rapprochement between Greece and
Turkey, London: I.B.Taurus.

Kotzias, N. (2009) “EU, Turkey and Greece: The Paradoxes of Convergence” Othon Anastasakis,
Kalypso Nicolaidis ve Kerem Oktem (der.) In the Long Shadow of Europe: Greeks and
Turks in the Era of Postnationalism i¢inde. Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 263-285.

Kut, S. (2001) “Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Ege Sorunu” in Faruk Sonmezoglu (ed) Tiirk Daig
Politikasinmin Analizi, Istanbul: Der Yayinlari, 253-270.

Larrabee: F. (2001) “Security in the Eastern Mediterranean: Transatlantic Challenges and
Perspectives”, in Dimitris Keridis and Dimitrios Triantaphyllou (eds) Greek-Turkish
Relations in the Era of Globalization, Dulles: Brassey’s, Inc., 224-238.

Larrabee: F. and I. O. Lesser (2003) Turkish Foreign Policy in an Age of Uncertainty, Pittsburgh:
RAND Corporation

Letter from Mr George Papandreou, Foreign Minister of the Republic of Greece to Mr Ismail
Cem, Foreign Minister of  the Republic of  Turkey  (1999).
http://www.oocities.org/turkishgreek/papandre.htm (accessed 16 May 2020).

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021

127


http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/73842.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/83201.pdf
http://webarsiv.hurriyet.com.tr/1999/08/18/137263.asp

128

Europeanization of Turkey’s Relations with Greece

Letter from Mr Ismail Cem, Foreign Minister of the Republic of Turkey, to Mr George
Papandreou, Foreign  Minister of the Republic of Greece (1999).
http://www.oocities.org/turkishgreek/papandre.htm (accessed 16 May 2020).

Madrid Declaration (1997). http://www.hri.org/MFA/thesis/summer97/section.html (accessed 16
May 2020).

Manners, 1. and R. G. Whitman (2000) “Conclusion”, in Ian Manners ad Richard G. Whitman
(eds) The Foreign Policies of European Union Member States, Manchester and New York:
Manchester University Press, 243-273.

Milliyet (1997) Denge Bozulursa Tiirkiye Vurur, 06 January, http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/
(accessed 16 May 2020).

Milliyet (1999) Atina’ya Savas Uyarisi, 23 February, http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/ (accessed
16 May 2020).

Milliyet (1999a) Ismail Cem’den BM Atagi, 19 March, http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/
(accessed 16 May 2020).

Milliyet (1999b) Sevgi Kopriisiiyiiz, 10 September, http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/ (accessed
16 May 2020).

Milliyet (2000) Atina Cem’e Hazir, 02 February, http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/ (accessed 16
May 2020).

Milliyet (2000) Yunanistan’la Baris Siireci, 24 January, http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/
(accessed 16 May 2020).

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece (2010) Joint Communiqué between the Government of the
Hellenic Republic and the Government of the Republic of Turkey,15 May,
http://www.mfa.gr/en/issues-of-greek-turkish-relations/relevant-documents/joint
communique-between-the-government-of-the-hellenic-republic-and-the-government-of-
the-republic-of-turkey.html (accessed 16 May 2020).

Moravcesik, A. (1993) “Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal
Intergovernmentalist Approach”, Journal of Common Market Studies, 31(4), 473-524.

Moumoutzis, K. (2011) “Still Fashionable Yet Useless? Addressing Problems with Research on
the Europeanization of Foreign Policy” Journal of Common Market Studies, 49(3), 607-
629.

Miiftiiler-Bag, M. (2008) “The European Union’s Accession Negotiations with Turkey from a
Foreign Policy Perspective”, European Integration, 30(1), 63-78.

Nachmani, A. (2002) “What Says the Neighbor to the West? On Turkish-Greek Relations” in
Barry Rubin and Kemal Kiris¢i (eds) Turkey in World Politics: An Emerging
Multiregional Power, Istanbul: Bogazici University Press, 93-121.

Nas, C. (2012) “Europeanization of Identity: The Case of the Rebuffed Candidate”, Cigdem Nas
ve Yonca Ozer (der.) Turkey and the European Union: Processes of Europeanization
icinde. Aldershot: Ashgate, 23-44.

National Programme for the Adoption of the Acquis (2001). https://www.ab.gov.tr/_195_en.html
(accessed 16 May 2020).

Onis Z. and S. Yilmaz (2008) “Greek-Turkish Rapprochement: Rhetoric or Reality?”, Political
Science Quarterly, 123(1), 123-149.

JIRS, 1(2), 2021


http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/
http://gazetearsivi.milliyet.com.tr/
http://www.mfa.gr/en/issues-of-greek-turkish-relations/relevant-documents/joint%20communique-between-the-government-of-the-hellenic-republic-and-the-government-of-the-republic-of-turkey.html
http://www.mfa.gr/en/issues-of-greek-turkish-relations/relevant-documents/joint%20communique-between-the-government-of-the-hellenic-republic-and-the-government-of-the-republic-of-turkey.html
http://www.mfa.gr/en/issues-of-greek-turkish-relations/relevant-documents/joint%20communique-between-the-government-of-the-hellenic-republic-and-the-government-of-the-republic-of-turkey.html

Ufuk ALKAN

Onis, Z. (2003) “The Role of the European Union in Greek-Turkish Relations: Perpetuator of
Conlflict or Contributor to Peace?” in Christos Kollias and Giilay Giinliik Senesen (eds)
Greece and Turkey in the 21% Century: Conflict or Cooperation. A Political Economy
Perspective, New York: Nova Science Publishers, 165-178.

Ozcan, G. (2010) “The Changing Role of Turkey’s Military in Foreign Policy Making”, UNISCI
Discussion Papers, 23(2), 23-46.

Ozer, Y. (2012) “The EU’s Impact on Democratization in Turkey: Europeanization through
Political Conditionality”, Cigdem Nas ve Yonca Ozer (der.) Turkey and the European
Union: Processes of Europeanization iginde. Aldershot: Ashgate, 45-68.

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Background Note on Aegean Dispute
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/background-note-on-aegean-dispute.en.mfa, (accessed 24
November 2021), (accessed 24 November 2021).

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Cyprus, https://www.mfa.gov.tr/the-cyprus-
issue-overview.en.mfa,

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Relations between Turkey and Greece
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/relations-between-turkey-and-greece.en.mfa,  (accessed 24
November 2021).

Rumelili, B. (2007) “Transforming Conflicts on EU Borders: the Case of Greek-Turkish
Relations”, Journal of Common Market Studies, 45(1), 105-126.

Rumelili, B. (2008) “Transforming the Greek-Turkish Conflicts: the EU and What We Make of
It”, in Thomas Diez, Stephan Stetter and Mathias Albert (eds) The European Union and
Border Conflicts: The Power of Integration and Association, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 94-128.

Sedelmeier, U. (2010) “Enlargement: From Rules for Accession to a Policy Towards Europe”,
Helen, Wallace, Mark A. Pollack ve Alasdair R. Young (der.) Policy-Making in the
European Union i¢inde. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 401-429.

Tonra, B. (2000) The Europeanization of National Foreign Policy: Dutch, Danish and Irish
Foreign Policy in the European Union, Aldershot: Ashgate.

Tonra, B. and T. Christiansen (2004) “The Study of EU Foreign Policy: Between International
Relations and European Studies”, in Ben Tonra and Thomas Christiansen (eds) Rethinking
European Union Foreign Policy, Manchester and New York: Manchester University
Press, 1-9.

Triantaphyllou, D. (2005) “The Priorities of Greek Foreign Policy Today”, Southeast European
and Black Sea Studies, 5(3), 327-346.

Tsakaloyannis, P. (1980) “The European Community and the Greek-Turkish Dispute”, Journal
of Common Market Studies, 19(1), 35-54.

Tsarouhas, D. (2009) “The Political Economy of Greek-Turkish Relations”, Southeast European
and Black Sea Studies, 9(1-2), 39-57.

Ugur, M. (1996) “Customs Union as a Substitute for Turkey's Membership? A re interpretation
of EU-Turkey Relations, Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 10(1), 11-29.
Veremis, P. (2001) “The Protracted Crisis”, in Dimitris Keridis and Dimitrios Triantaphyllou

(eds) Greek-Turkish Relations in the Era of Globalization, Dulles: Brassey’s, Inc., 42-55.

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021

129


https://www.mfa.gov.tr/background-note-on-aegean-dispute.en.mfa
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/the-cyprus-issue-overview.en.mfa
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/the-cyprus-issue-overview.en.mfa
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/relations-between-turkey-and-greece.en.mfa

130

Arastirma Makalesi | Research Article

TURKEY AND NATO: QUESTIONING THE SOLIDARITY

Mehmet Seyfettin EROL"
Safak OGUZ"

Makale Gelis Tarihi/Received: 15/10/2021

Makale Kabul Tarihi/Accepted: 28/11/2021

Makale Yayin Tarihi/Published: 31/12/2021

Atif I¢in/To Cite: Erol, M. S., Oguz, S. (2021). Turkey and NATO: Questioning The Solidarity.
Uluslararas: Iligkiler Calismalar Dergisi, 1(2), 130-148.

Abstract: Turkey and NATO have been going through a complex and complicated relation especially after Turkey has
decided to buy first Chinese Air Defense Systems and then S-400 Air Defense Systems from Russian Federation. The
Alliance's reaction with the expression of Secretary General Stoltenberg has been mild so far highlighting that the
procurement of defence systems is a national decision. Individual member states, especially the US, however, have
been vehemently opposing Turkey’s decision and the US has resorted to several measures, such as removing Turkey
from the F-35 program or imposing sanctions under the Countering America's Adversaries Through Sanctions Act
(CAATSA). Turkey’s main argument that member states, namely the US, denied selling Turkey Air Defense System,
such as Patriots and they did not consider technological transfer to Turkey, which has been regarded by Turkey as a
key factor for the procurement, was overlooked by Allies. The critics even included questioning Turkey's NATO
membership.

Turkey’s cooperation in recent with the Russian Federation, including procurement of defence systems, has
been criticized by the West as well as among scholars and politicians in Turkey. Turkish officials, including President
Erdogan and Defense Minister Akar, however, insistently underlined Turkey’s position in the Alliance and Turkey’s
decisiveness for the membership. This paper analyses the relations between Turkey and NATO in the light of the recent
crisis and argues that Turkey, as clearly states by Turkish officials, does not question its membership.
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TURKIYE VE NATO: DAYANISMANIN SORGULANMASI

Ozet: Tiirkiye’nin 6nce Cin’den Hava Savunma Sistemleri sonra da Rusya Federasyonu’ndan S-400 hava savunma
sistemleri almaya karar vermesinden bu yana NATO ve Tiirkiye arasinda karmagik ve sorunlu bir dénem
yasanmaktadir. Savunma sistemleri tedarik etmenin milli bir karar oldugunu ifade eden Genel Sekreterin ifadeleri ile
NATO’nun tepkisi olduk¢a yumusak olmustur. Ancak basta ABD olmak iizere bazi iiye devletler bireysel olarak
Tiirkiye’nin kararma oldukga sert tepki gostermektedirler. Ornegin ABD Tiirkiye’yi F-35 programi disinda tutma ve
CAATSA olarak bilinen Hasimlarina Yaptirimlar Yoluyla Karsilik Verme Yasasi kapsaminda yaptirim uygulama gibi
tedbirlere bagvurmustur. Tiirkiye’nin ittifak tiyelerinin 6zellikle de ABD’nin PATRIOT gibi hava savunma sistemleri
satmay1 ya da Tiirkiye i¢in hayati dnemde bir faktor olan teknoloji transferini reddetmelerinden dolayr S-400 alimina
bagvurduguna yonelik temel argiimani iiyeler tarafindan g6z ardi edilmistir. Bu konudaki elestiriler Tiirkiye’nin NATO
iiyeliginin sorgulanmasini bile igermistir.

Tiirkiye’nin yakin dénemde savunma Sistemlerinin tedarik edilmesi dahil Rusya Federasyonu ile yaptigi
igbirligi batili devletlerde oldugu kadar Tiirkiye’deki bazi siyasiler ve akademisyenler tarafindan da elestirilmektedir.
Ancak Cumhurbagkani Erdogan ve Savunma Bakan1 Akar’in da i¢inde bulundugu resmi yetkililer Tiirkiye’ nin ittifak
icerisindeki konumunu ve iiyelige yonelik kararliliginin altin1 ¢izmislerdir. Bu galigma yakin donemde meydana gelen
krizler 1s181inda Turkiye ve NATO arasindaki iligskiyi analiz etmekte ve Tirk yetkililer tarafindan da siklikla
vurgulandig sekilde Tiirkiye nin NATO’ya iiyeligini sorgulamadigini dne siirmektedir.
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Turkey and NATO: Questioning The Solidarity

Introduction

Collective Defense, the doctrine in Article 5 of the Washington Treaty by which "members
agree that an armed attack against one or more of them shall be considered an attack against them
all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them will assist this
state including the use of armed force," has formed the backbone of the NATO Alliance since its
establishment. Apart from symbolic maritime operations after the September 11 attacks, though,
Article 5 has never been invoked, and the "solidarity" of members in a real threat has never been
tested. Nonetheless, solidarity has become the most used motto of NATO and has been described
as the backbone of its success.

European members have always questioned the solidarity and reliability of the USA during
the Cold War in the event of Soviet aggression, especially in a nuclear attack. Yet none of them
dared to give up the US military commitment, especially its nuclear umbrella, with the one
exception of De Gaulle's France, which challenged US hegemony by withdrawing France from
NATO's military structure in 1966. America’s urging European members to adopt a "flexible
response strategy" notwithstanding, European states preferred to accept American leadership
rather than escalating problems into a crisis that could result in the dissolution of the Alliance.

The post-Cold War period opened a new era for Europe with the disappearance of the
Soviet threat, and the major European States, under the leadership of France, focused on the idea
of structuring a European Army without the US, questioning the existence and effectiveness of
NATO. Europe’s inability to stop the genocide in Boshia without US involvement, however,
underlined for Europe the importance of the Alliance as well as US military capabilities. NATO
invented new tools to show its effectiveness, such as Crisis Management, an Out-of-area strategy,
and cooperation with non-Member states, yet Europe did not give up the dream of establishing
European security without the US. But then, the Russia-Ukraine crisis and the Russian annexation
of Crimea served as a wake-up call for NATO and especially for Europeans, highlighting the
importance of US military capabilities against the Russian threat.

Under direct Soviet threat since the beginning of the Cold War, Turkey has been one
member of the Alliance that did not question NATO's solidarity, despite crises such as the
withdrawal of Jupiter missiles without consultation, or the US embargo on military equipment to
Turkey after the Cyprus Peace Operation of 1974. During and after the Cold War, Turkey has
hosted crucial NATO military bases and US nuclear weapons under the NATO command, despite
serious crises about the Alliance's solidarity. Neither has Turkey or the Alliance ever questioned
Turkey's membership, nor has a strategical partnership with Russia been on the agenda of the
Turkish community.

As Europe focused on the idea of a European Army, Turkey, along with the US and UK,
remained fervent supporters of the Alliance. Turkey has been urging NATO allies, especially the
US to stop the support the PKK terror organization. Turkey harshly criticized the Allies’ attitude,
however, and NATO's symbolic support during the Gulf War such as the reluctant deployment of
Patriot missiles against Irag's Scud missiles and withdrawal of the missiles in a very short time
raised concerns for the Alliance's solidarity and NATO's commitment to defend Turkey.
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More recent crises—the deal with China for procurement of an air defence system, the
rapprochement between Turkey and Russia, Turkey's purchase of S-400 missiles from Russia,
political divergences with the Allies on Syria, and especially the Allies’ open support for the PYD
terror organization—all resulted in discussion among member states of Turkey's adherence to the
Alliance, and NATO's solidarity and commitments in Turkey. Some Turkish officials and
academics have raised the issue of Turkey's exit from the Alliance and potential membership in
Eurasian organizations such as the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) or the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), which would constitute an important divergence from
the current strategical orientation of Turkish foreign policy.

This article discusses the future of NATO-Turkey relations in the framework of recent and
current crises and discussions. It argues that despite the recent crisis between Turkey and the
Allies (especially the US), both NATO and Turkey have strategical interest in being in the same
boat. Statements by NATO and Turkish officials have bolstered this idea and underlined that both
sides see recent developments as a temporary crisis that will not change Turkey’s strategical
relations with the West, especially with the NATO Alliance.

1. History of Relations between NATO and Turkey

Devastated during WW?2, Europe desperately needed American conventional and nuclear
military support to deter the Soviet Union immediately after the war.  Still, some Europeans,
especially De Gaulle's France, remained dubious about the reliability of the US and UK. De
Gaulle claimed that if the Red Army were to overrun West Germany, NATO's integration of
forces would fall apart because the destruction of West Germany would inevitably lead to the
divergence of national interests. With the Soviets in control of Germany, American and British
leaders would have to focus on the survival of their forces, as Churchill had done in May-June
1940 with Operation Dynamo (Varat, 2008: 100).

After the Soviet acquisition of nuclear capability in 1949, American nuclear forces became
crucial for the security of Europe. The Alliance, therefore, adapted the "massive retaliation"
concept in 1954, which called for the massive use of nuclear weapons to defend Europe against
aggression. (Pedlow). Despite the fact that Europe would be devastated while the North American
continent would remain untouched, Europeans did not have another option to deter Soviet
aggression than massive retaliation, the most feasible concept to spare huge conventional forces.
Signs of mistrust remained, however, including credible deterrence, control over nuclear forces,
and strategic flexibility between the US and Allies (Johnston, 2017: 88).

Soviet acquisition of intercontinental missiles capable of striking North America changed
the security paradigm for the US, which replaced its official "massive retaliation" concept with
the "flexible response™ concept that provided flexibility for the President in case of a Soviet
conventional attack rather than deciding directly for the use of the nuclear weapons. Thus,
the flexible response concept institutionalized a weakened American commitment to European
defence, replacing the specific guarantees of massive retaliation with fungible and vague ones
(Johnston, 2017: 111).
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The US officials then urged Allies to endorse flexible response strategy in NATO whose
purpose is "to allow NATO a greater flexibility and to provide for the employment as appropriate
of one or more direct defence, deliberate, escalation and general nuclear response, thus
confronting the enemy with a credible threat of escalation in response to any aggression below
the level of major nuclear attack." (MC 14/3) The European Allies, especially France, strongly
opposed America's efforts to persuade NATO to adapt the flexible response concept, and
consequently, the situation remained deadlocked until France withdrew from NATO's integrated
military structure in 1966 (Duffield, 1991: 132). The remaining Allies, without France, reluctantly
endorsed the flexible response strategy; still, the solidarity problem persisted in minds until the
end of the Cold War.

Doubts concerning America’s commitments have been continuing since the establishment
of the Alliance. For this reason, since the end of the Cold War, Europe, under the leadership of
France, have been urging the EU to create a European Army without US hegemony and
leadership. States that staunchly oppose an ineffective NATO include the UK and Turkey, which
sees no chance of joining the EU soon.

For Turkey, the issue of solidarity is more acute than for Europeans because of Turkey’s
many reasons not to rely on the US and European allies. Both the Cuban crisis, in which the US
withdrew its Jupiter missiles without consulting Turkey, and America’s embargo after the Peace
Operation in Cyprus in 1974, clearly indicated that Turkey could not rely on the Alliance, and
especially the US, during the Cold War. America’s embargo on weaponry after the 1974 Peace
Operation highlighted for Turkish politicians the need for an independent defence industry,
investing in the first Turkish defence companies.

During the first Gulf War, the Alliance declared support for Turkey if Iraq attacked Turkey.
(Friedmann, 1990) At Turkey's request, between August 1990 and March 1991 the Alliance
executed Operation Anchor Guard, the first real mission in NATO’s history, in which NATO
AWACS flew 1,129 missions and 8,581.8 hours. (1990-1991 Operation Anchor Guard)
Subsequently, in January 1991, in response to the Turkish request, NATO launched Operation
Ace Guard, in which NATO deployed ACE Mobile Forces (Air) in Turkey. In this, 42 German,
Belgian and Italian planes were stationed in eastern Turkey as a tripwire in case Iraq attacked,
(Haberman, 1991) in addition to the 96 US fighters. In addition, the US and the Netherlands sent
Patriots to bolster Turkish air defence.

The Alliance officially provided support for Turkey, yet the statements by Belgium and
Germany, that both would need to consult their governments before authorizing these fighters’
use in case of aggression, lay the groundwork for Turkey’s questioning NATO’s commitment and
solidarity. (Molla, 2019: 36) In the Turkish view, the Allies’ Operation Provide Comfort, which
operated under the guise of protecting the people of northern Irag, the role of troops from Incirlik
(the “Poised Hammer Forces”) in creating an autonomous region in northern Iraq, and these
NATO members’ support for the PKK terror organization, gave rise to the current security threat
against Turkey in northern Iraq and Syria. Thus, Turkey retains doubts about the real purpose of
Allied support for Turkey.
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NATO again failed in honouring its commitments when Turkey asked for support in its
fight against the PKK terror organization, which has been robustly supported by the "Allies.”
France and Germany, have always criticized Turkey's fight against the PKK, ignoring the fact
that Turkey's opening its borders for refugees from northern Irag has constituted one of the main
reasons for the rise of PKK activities in Turkey in the 1990s, because many terrorists entered
Turkey then under the guise of being refugees.

The Second Gulf War, in 2003, provided another test of both NATO’s commitment to
Turkey and US-Europe relations within the Alliance. Turkey's requests provoked a crisis in the
Alliance and paralyzed NATO, especially when France vetoed Patriot deployment plans.
America’s call for support of Turkey in the event of an Iraqi offensive did not receive Europe’s
support, triggering a serious crisis in the Alliance. In February 2003 Turkey requested
consultations within the framework of Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty. The Alliance finally
deployed AWACS and Patriots to defend Turkey, in the so-called Operation Display Deterrence,
on 20 February 2003, but the mission, which ended on April 16, clearly indicated the reluctance
of the Allies, especially the Europeans, despite America’s efforts.

As mentioned above, Turkey has been having crisis problems individually with Allies
rather than NATO. Trust and solidarity have always been a serious problem in the Alliance and
not only for Turkey. Like Turkey, other members always had problems and crises with other
Allies. However, despite these serious crises, Turkey’s membership in NATO has not been on the
agenda of either Turkey or the Alliance, and yet Turkey's moves alarmed members, especially the
US, resulting in their questioning Turkey's adherence to NATO.

2. Recent Crises

The history of Turkey-NATO relations is replete with solidarity issues between Turkey and
its NATO Allies. But both sides devised ways to sort out problems by allowing the Alliance to
develop common policies to resolve them. Recent crises in the defence area increased doubts
about solidarity between the Allies and Turkey and resulted in questioning Turkey’s membership
in the Alliance and the extent to which Turkey could rely on NATO in a real crisis. As Dursun-
Ozkanca pointed out, thus far the strongest case illustrating Turkey's potential break with the West
lies in defence matters (Dursun-Ozkanca, 2019: 116).

2.1. The Chinese Air Defense System

Turkey's air defence system is part of NATO’s Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile
Defense (ALTBMD), established in 2005 to protect the Alliance's deployed forces. In 2010 the
Program was extended to protect NATO's territory and population with a comprehensive Ballistic
Missile Defense Program, called EPAA, and which includes the radar station in Kiirecik in
Turkey. Turkey has been part of ALTBMD since the beginning of the program. However,
Turkey's focus on missile defence systems, and its efforts to achieve a robust missile defence
capability, date back to the Gulf War of 2003, when Turkey asked NATO to deploy missile
defence systems against the ballistic missile threat from Iraq (Egeli, 2014: 40). Based on NATO’s
decision, the Dutch deployed Patriot systems under NATO command in southern Turkey; the
Patriots remained in Turkey only about three months, however, before the Netherlands withdrew
them.
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Turkey again asked the Alliance to deploy a missile defence system in 2012, after Syria
shot down a Turkish fighter and fired rockets into southern Turkey that resulted in the death of
Turkish citizens. In response, to demonstrate the solidarity of the Alliance the US, Germany, and
the Netherlands deployed Patriot systems under NATO command in three Turkish cities. Over
time, political divergences on Syria between the Allies and Turkey, and especially Turkey's
operations against PYD terror organizations, which unfortunately NATO members openly and
robustly supported, created fractures within NATO and led to the Allies’ (except Spain)
withdrawing their Patriot systems, thereby demonstrating why Turkey should opt for a national
missile defence system. In other words, Turkey's efforts to establish a national air defence system
heralded a crisis between the Allies and Turkey.

The major crisis began with the announcement by the Turkish Undersecretariat for Defense
Industries in September 2013 that Turkey had selected a Chinese state-owned company to build
Turkey's first long-range air defence system. The Chinese FD-2000 system won the bid,
competing with the US Patriot, Russian S-300/S-400, and French-ltalian Samp-T systems
(Aksam, 26 September 2013). Turkey insisted that price, co-production, and technology transfer
were the major factors in selecting the Chinese firm.

NATO members, especially the US, reacted harshly to Turkey’s decision, maintaining that
the Chinese system is not interoperable with NATO’s ALTBMD architecture and that Chinese
missiles connected to the NATO architecture could infiltrate or exfiltrate secret data concerning
NATO's systems. Seven senators sent a letter to the Obama administration advising the
administration to "exert all available diplomatic pressure to prevent Turkish procurement of a
CPMIEC missile defence system and ensure NATO will never allow such a system to be
integrated into NATO's security architecture”, and proposed several measures, including Turkey’s
expulsion from the NATO Air Defense Ground Environment (Meick, 2013). The US National
Defense Authorization Act of 2014 banned funding for integration of any missile defence systems
of the People's Republic of China into the missile defence systems of the United States or NATO
(National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 2013), opening the door to a crisis if
Turkey continued with its decision.

The US brought forward the issue that the Chinese company is under American sanctions
for violations of Iran, North Korea and Syria Nonproliferation Act. U.S. Ambassador to Turkey
Frank Ricciardone stated that the US is concerned about that Chinese company, and its role as a
nuclear weapons technology proliferator in the world (Hurriyet Daily News, 02 October 2013).
However, as Riza and Brannen pointed out, it is worth noting that "U.S. concerns about CPMIEC,
which, along with its subsidiaries, have been sanctioned multiple times by the US for violations
of Iran, North Korea and Syria Nonproliferation Act and other U.S. laws since 2003, were publicly
aired only after the Turkish decision” (Ali Riza and Brannen, 2013).

Meanwhile, NATO Officials warned Turkey with a softer tone. Secretary-General
Rasmussen said that while choosing a defence system was a national decision, "the system
acquired by the individual country must be able to work and operate with the systems in other
countries," implying that the Chinese system does not comply with that expectation (Fraende,
2012). The international media came alive with reports referring to anonymous NATO officials
who warned of possible serious outcomes. One of the officials even termed the incorporation of
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the Chinese system into NATO's system a "virus" and "a possible most futile effort (Bekdil,
2013).

Comments emerged that Turkey was trying to push western companies to bargain.
Statements by Turkish officials seemed to prove this allegation. After Minister-President Erdogan
stated that Turkey had already decided on the Chinese company, Turkish officials remained
optimistic about CPMIEC's bid, estimating a deal could be signed by April 2014, with the delivery
of the SAM system by 2017; but then-President Abdullah Giil stated that the CPMIEC deal “is
not definite and there is a shortlist, and China is at the top of it,” (Hurriyet Daily News, 30
September 2013) thereby keeping the door open for other options.

Despite the optimism of Turkish Officials, however, Turkey declared in late October that
the bidding deadline was extended to the end of January 31, 2014. Later Turkey extended the
bidding deadline first to the end of April and then to the end of June. Having been the staunch
supporter of the Chinese option, Erdogan hinted at the flexibility of the decision, stating that due
to technical problems about know-how and co-production, Turkey might go for the French-Italian
company, which was number two on the shortlist (Cumhuriyet, 08 September 2014).

Both pressures by NATO members and problems with the Chinese company concerning
technology transfer (or so stated Turkey to cover its cancellation decision) resulted in the
cancellation of the deal in mid-November 2015, after 26 months of discussions with the Chinese
company. Turkish officials also declared that they decided to embark on an R&D project for a
national missile system rather than purchasing from other states.

As during the Cold War, so too during this crisis neither NATO nor Turkish officials
questioned Turkey’s membership in the Alliance. As noted above, the NATO Secretary-General
implied that NATO expected the deal would be cancelled, but he did not officially call for
cancellation because he cannot openly criticize member states for their national policies. Member
states, though, the US in particular, reacted severely and took concrete steps to discourage Turkey.
American senators urged the administration to exclude Turkey from the ALTBMD architecture,
which would have included the crucial radar station at Kiirecik, but Turkey’s membership never
became an issue.

It was the same on the Turkish side. While some Turkish officials and politicians were
proclaiming their resolute decision on the matter, including Erdogan, President Giil declared that
the decision was not definite, adding "there is no doubt that Turkey is primarily in NATO"
(Hurriyet Daily News, 30 September 2013). On October 25, roughly one month after the decision,
Erdogan softened his stance by announcing that if there are proposals from other companies, they
could be considered (Bekdil, 2013). In the end, Turkey cancelled its decision and the coherence
of the Alliance remained intact.

2.2. S-400 Missiles

Turkey declared that it cancelled the deal with the Chinese company for the air and missile
defence system because of technical problems with the company, but many observers commented
that Turkey yielded to pressure from its Allies. Turkey continued with its policy to purchase the
system in parallel to develop national R&D projects. Immediately after the announcement of the
cancellation, Turkey reportedly started negotiations with Russia to procure the S-400 system,
having previously rejected Russia’s offer to sell Turkey the S-300 system.
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The meeting between Erdogan and Putin in March 2017 formed the cornerstone of the
negotiations. After the meeting, Putin's spokesperson reported that both leaders agreed on the sale
of the S-400 missile system while Fikri Isik, Turkish Minister of Defense, stated that while major
progress had been made, he could not confirm that the deal was in the signature phase. (Aksam,
16 Mart 2017) The media reported (and Erdogan later confirmed) that both sides agreed in July
and that the agreement was signed in December 2017. However, a written statement by the
Turkish Ministry of Defense on July 12, 2019, about the first shipment of S-400 batteries (even
though Russian and Turkish authorities once stated that delivery would occur in early 2020)
claimed that the deal for the purchase was signed on April 11, 2017 (S-400 Uzun Menzilli Bolge
Hava ve Fiize Savunma Sisteminin Intikali, 2017). With delivery having begun in July 2019, all
components of the S-400 missiles had arrived in Turkey as of October 2019 and it was reported
that Russia had started the training program for Turkish officers.

In April 2017, Fikri Isik stated in a meeting with US Defense Officials that Turkey had
tried to procure the urgently needed air defence system from NATO states first, but they did not
provide a cost-effective proposal, and after that Turkey looked for other options (Yeni Safak, 14
April 2017). Turkey simultaneously continued negotiations with France and Italy for procurement
of SAMP-T systems and they signed an agreement in early 2018 for an 18-month-long study to
determine the needs and priorities for the potential joint production of an anti-ballistic missile
system. However, as noted by Turkish Defense Industries Directorate Chair Ismail Demir,
France’s stance against Turkey's Operation Peace Spring operation in Syria seemed likely to
prevent a comprehensive deal with both NATO states (Hiirkus, 2020).

Turkey officially stated that the first Russian-built system will be operational in April 2020
and that the timetable for the second system, to include technology transfer and co-production—
the so-called red line for Turkey—was not yet clear (Erséz, 2020). As Giircanli noted, though,
the Russian TASS agency quoted a Russian official as stating that technology transfer had not
been included in the agreement (Giircanli 2020).

Turkey’s decision resulted in a severe American reaction, just as it had when Turkey
announced a potential deal with the Chinese company. US officials brought up the issue of
interoperability with NATO systems as well as the security of NATO systems and threatened that
the Russian deal might overshadow cooperation between Turkey and NATO states in defence
matters.

Five days later, the chairs and ranking members of the US Senate’s Armed Services and
Foreign Relations Committees published an op-ed stating that Congress would block Ankara from
purchasing F-35 fighters, cancel Turkish participation in the F-35 program, and impose sanctions
on Turkey under the US’s Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions Act (CAATSA)
if Turkey accepts delivery of the S-400 systems (Inhofe et al, 2019). Thus, in the first week of
April 2019, both the US administration and senators warned Turkey of the serious consequences
of the deal. On June 7, 2019, the US Secretary of Defense again sent a letter to his Turkish
counterpart warning of consequences if Turkey did not step back from a deal by July 31, in
particular excluding Turkey from the F-35 fighter program, and implementing sanctions under
CAATSA which is against the basic principles of being Ally (Dilek and Oguz, 2021). None of
these warnings, in addition to others, prevented the delivery of the S-400 systems to Turkey
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between July and October 2019, opening a new phase in the crisis between the US and Turkey.
There have been also some news in the media arguing that there have been ongoing discussions
between Turkish and Russian officials for the procurement of second S-400 systems.

Discussions were focused on whether the S-400 missiles will be operational in April 2020
as announced by Turkey. All Turkish officials, though, including President Erdogan, Foreign
Minister Cavusoglu and Minister of Defense Akar, have insistently stressed that the system will
be operational as planned. Cavusoglu even stated that the recent crisis between Turkey and
Russia, when dozens of Turkish soldiers died in idlib in an Assad regime attack supported by
Russia, the most serious crisis since Turkey shot down a Russian fighter in October 2015, would
not affect the implementation of the S-400 systems (Milliyet, 15 February 2020). However,
Turkey announced a delay because of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Warnings by member states (especially the US) notwithstanding, NATO officials stuck to
the Alliance's principles. Secretary-General Stoltenberg described Turkey’s purchase of the
Russian system as Ankara’s own "national decision” (as the former Secretary-General had done
for the Chinese missile system deal), adding that it is a challenge and that it is well known there
is a disagreement between Turkey and especially the US on this issue (Hurriyet Daily News, 15
September 2018). He reiterated his views in April 2019 before the meeting of Ministers of Foreign
Affairs: "It's a national decision for each NATO Ally to decide on procurement of capabilities.
But at the same time, we see that this is now an issue that has created disagreement between
Allies. And NATO provides a platform for Allies to address issues like this" (Doorstep statement
by NATO Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg ahead of the meeting of NATO Foreign Ministers",
04 April 2019).

Turkey insisted that America’s concerns about interoperability, cyber security, or
information secrecy are groundless, because the Russian system is planned to be stand-alone, and
if connected to NATO architecture, there will be interface software developed by Turkey. Some
international analysts or experts also have announced that the US' concerns are not valid. Michael
Kofman, an analyst with the CNA Corporation, for example, said "American concerns are
overblown and their talking point is not technically valid. The only thing the S-400 can do with
its radars is tracking the flight profile of the F-35, something that Russia already does in the
Middle East and the Baltics, as the S-400 in Syria and radar stations in Kaliningrad track
American aircraft such as the F-35 and F-22 all the time" (Mueller and Gibbons-Neff, 2019).

Unlike the Chinese deal, the expulsion of Turkey from the Alliance has been officially
stated during the S-400 crisis. In April 2019, Mike Pence, US Vice President, warned Turkey
bluntly, “Turkey must choose. Does it want to remain a critical partner in the most successful
military alliance in history or does it want to risk the security of that partnership by making such
reckless decisions that undermine our alliance?" With this, a high official opened the question of
Turkey's membership. Turkish Vice President Fuat Oktay responded to Pence’s comments by
referring to American support for the PYD: “The US must choose. Does it want to remain
Turkey’s ally, or risk our friendship by joining forces with terrorists to undermine its NATO ally's
defence against its enemies?" (Chiacu, 2019).
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Apart from spontaneous statements such as these, though, Turkey, the US, and NATO
remained calm about the issue, without questioning Turkey’s membership in the Alliance. As
when Turkey decided on the Chinese company, NATO members, mainly the US, brought up the
issue of interoperability and threatened/implied sanctions to Turkey. Other members, influenced
by the US, mainly highlighted their concerns rather than taking any action against Turkey. Apart
from anonymous comments, NATO officials stressed that this is a national decision, to which
each Ally has a right. Basat Oztiirk, Turkey’s permanent representative to NATO, maintained
that the S-400 is not a NATO problem, it is a bilateral problem, and that including NATO in this
issue and harming the coherency of the alliance would be a mistake (Hurriyet Daily News, 25
June 2019).

As the ambassador pointed out, the crisis is between individual members, in particular, the
US and Turkey rather than between the Alliance and Turkey. Therefore, describing the issue as a
NATO crisis would be a mistake. Certainly, questioning Turkey’s membership would provide
Russia with an excellent opportunity to argue against the solidarity and cohesion of the Alliance.
Despite problems with several Allies, especially the US and France, as one of the strongest
members of the Alliance Turkey is firmly part of NATO politically and militarily. As Ozer put it,
"the purchase of the S-400 has indeed destabilized Turkey's relations with the US and other
NATO allies, but it has not changed its geopolitical vision and traditional alignment with the
West" (Ozer, 2019).

2.3. The Syria Crisis

The Syrian crisis became a test as to how far the Alliance was bound to its commitment to
Turkey in case of aggression by a third party. The downing of a Turkish jet by the Syrian regime
heralded a deeper crisis between Turkey and Syria. Turkey informed the Alliance of the incident
in the context of Article 4 of the Washington Treaty, then officially requested the Alliance to
provide air defence systems when Syrian missiles struck southern Turkey. The Alliance declared
support for Turkey and Rasmussen stated that "obviously Turkey can rely on NATO solidarity
and NATO has all necessary plans in place to protect and defend Turkey if necessary” (The
Guardian, 09 October 2012). Patriot missiles from the US, the Netherlands, and Germany were
deployed in southern Turkey against Syrian missiles in early 2013. Spanish patriots then replaced
Dutch batteries in 2016 while Italy deployed SAMP-T systems to replace the German patriots in
June 2016.

The US withdrew its Patriots at the beginning of 2016 while Spain and Italy maintained
them until the end of 2019, as Italy withdrew its SAMP-T when Turkey launched Operation Peace
Spring. Spain extended the deployment of Patriots for another six months, until June 2020
(Hayatsever, 2019). France had declared it was considering deployment of SAMP-T missiles in
Turkey but there has been no development on this matter. Thus, NATO's air defence support for
Turkey continues with the Spanish Patriots. In other words, Turkey experienced conditional air
defence support, which changed based on political divergence or convergence, rather than
unconditional support in the framework of solidarity between Allies.

The Alliance's solidarity was tested again during the Russia-Turkey crisis of October 2015.
Russian violations of Turkish airspace and Turkey’s downing of a Russian fighter led to a serious
diplomatic crisis. Turkey called for a NATO emergency meeting in September and October 2015
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because of Russian air space violations and the Alliance strongly condemned Russian incursions
in the meetings. It is worth noting that during the meeting of ministers on October 8, no concrete
measures were adopted. In reply to a question whether there had been any discussion that NATO
might send ground troops to Turkey, Stoltenberg stated that “The idea of rapid forces is that by
increasing preparedness and readiness we can deploy forces to the south or the east if and when
needed,” (Press conference by NATO Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg following the meeting
of the North Atlantic Council in Defence Ministers session, 08 October 2015) without giving a
concrete response.

After Turkey shot down the Russian fighter—the first downing of a Russian fighter by a
NATO member since the 1950s—in late October, Turkey called for another emergency NATO
meeting. Stoltenberg underlined the Alliance's solidarity again but refrained from articulating any
specific strong commitments, instead of calling for lowering the tension between the two sides
(Statement by the NATO Secretary General after the extraordinary NAC meeting, 24 November
2015). After the meeting of Defense Ministers on December 1, he repeated the existence of
contingency plans to defend Turkey (Statement by NATO Foreign Ministers on Assurance to
Turkey, 01 December 2015). After the meeting of Defense Ministers in February 2016, he
described a packet of measures, including air surveillance or AWACS, air policing, increased
maritime and military maritime presence in the eastern Mediterranean, and other military
capabilities (Pre-Ministerial press conference by NATO Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg, 09
February 2016).

Turkish operations in Syria created another problem between Alliance members and
Turkey. The Alliance officially supported Turkey's military operations in Syria although
individual members, especially the US and France, harshly criticized it. Concerning Operation
Olive Branch, launched in January 2018, Stoltenberg stated that Turkey, as do all NATO
members, has the right to defend itself, adding that this must be done in a proportionate and
measured way (Daily Sabah, January 25, 2019). Again, Operation Peace Spring, launched in
October 2019, created a major rift between the Allies. President Trump had reacted against the S-
400 deal less vehemently than American senators but dispatched a letter to President Erdogan
before the operation threatening harsh economic sanctions if Turkey embarked on the operation.
US senators voted for economic sanctions after the operation started. French President Macron,
who described America’s withdrawal of troops from Syria without coordinating with Europeans
as "brain death,” asked what NATO's mutual self-defence pact, enshrined in Article 5 of its
founding treaty, might mean in the future, and pondered whether it could be invoked if President
Bashar al-Assad's forces retaliated against Turkey's military operation in northern Syria
(France24, 13 October 2019). Thus, Macron openly questioned the basis of the Atlantic Treaty
underlining that Allies might not defend Turkey in case of a possible Syrian attack.

Despite Turkey’s clear statement that the operation was directed against the PYD terror
organization, almost all NATO Allies, except Hungary (Hiirriyet, 11 Ekim 2019), criticized the
Turkish operation. The EU passed a resolution to limit arms sales to Turkey, EU leaders urged
Turkey to withdraw its troops, and Macron called the operation "madness” and NATO's failure to
reach a "serious mistake". (Muller, 2018) During his meeting with Stoltenberg, Macron accused
Turkey of undermining NATO solidarity, arguing that "Turkey cannot expect solidarity with other
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NATO allies if it carries out military operations in Syria without consultation or coordination"
(Peel and Milne, 2019).

But the greatest crisis between the Allies and Turkey has been the Allies’ support of the
PDY terror organization. Turkey's Syrian policy had been aligned with the NATO Allies for a
long time, but the rise of DAESH (called also ISIL or ISIS) in summer 2015, along with Iran and
Russia’s support for the Assad regime, changed the situation on the ground, prompting Western
states, led by the US, to accept the PYD terror organization, an affiliate of the PKK terror
organization, as their partner in the fight against DAESH. Thus, NATO allies, especially the US,
have been providing heavy weapons and ammunition to the PYD since then, first secretly, then
openly. Turkey prioritized the removal of Assad from power, while the US prioritized the fight
against the DAESH, arguing that the Kurds were the best-organized force on the ground in the
fight against DAESH in Irag and Syria Dursun-Ozkanca, 2019: 118).

The Allies openly refused to recognize the PYD as a terror organization. Furthermore,
many described it as a close and effective partner against DAESH, even more, effective than
Turkey. The crisis escalated to the extent that Turkey, in the meeting of leaders in December
2019, threatened NATO with vetoing the Baltic Defense Plan unless the Alliance stopped
supporting the PYD terror organization and officially recognized the PYD as a terror organization.
In the end, Turkey endorsed Baltic Defense Plan while plans to defend Turkey will be revised,
which was reflected in the summit declaration as "We are adapting our military capabilities,
strategy, and plans across the Alliance in line with our 360-degree approach to security" (London
Declaration, issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in the meeting of the
North Atlantic Council in London 3-4 December 2019). It was agreed in the meeting that the
plans to defend the Baltics and Turkey will be issued at the same time. This was later verified by
Turkish and foreign officials (Sozcii, 10 Aralik 2019: Milliyet, 09 Aralik 2019). Thus, the crisis
between the Allies was resolved, nevertheless.

Support of the Allies for the PYD terror organization under the guise of their so-called fight
against DAESH created a crisis between Turkey and the Allies, rather than between NATO and
Turkey. The Allies continue to support the PYD even though Trump declared several times that
DAESH was defeated (Rogers et al, 2019)—thereby revealing their real purpose of undermining
Turkish policies in the region rather than fighting against DAESH.

The Alliance’s refusal to declare the PYD as a terror organization might be regarded as a
crisis between NATO and Turkey rather than between members. However, problems in the
Alliance, as in the Baltic Defense issue, were solved nevertheless through the Alliance’s
procedures. As Hulusi Akar noted, "NATO is stronger with Turkey, and questioning Turkey is
meaningless” (Milliyet, 09 Aralik 2020). Therefore, Turkey should insistently continue to
persuade the Allies to stop supporting the PYD, especially since they lost their fake argument that
the PYD is fighting against DAESH. It is worth noting that Russia also does not accept that the
PYD is a terror organization, and there is a PYD office in Moscow.

3. The Future of NATO-Turkey Relationship

The existing and future security environments, mainly in Eurasia, and the changing security
perceptions of the Alliance, should be analyzed before predicting NATO-Turkey relations in the
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future. Russian policies especially play an important role in future policies of the Alliance because
they directly affect the security of member territories. In recent years Russian active involvement
in Georgia, Ukraine and Syria especially played a crucial role in shaping and defining NATO's
policies.

In essence, the early post-Cold War era provided a period of relative peace between Russia
and NATO. But the 2008 Russian-Georgian war, and especially the ongoing Ukrainian crisis that
resulted in Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea (the first border change by force in Europe since
the Cold War), altered the security paradigm in Europe. Europeans, who had been aiming toward
a security system without the US, concluded again, as during the Bosnian war, that Europe needs
the US against the Russian threat, as had been the case during the Cold War against the Soviet
threat. Thus, NATO, which Europeans had been trying to replace with a European Union Army,
became once again vital for the security of Europe.

The Ukrainian crisis served as a "wake-up call" for the Alliance (Young, 2014). In the face
of the growing Russian threat, at the Wales Summit in 2014 NATO adopted the Readiness Action
Plan (RAP). RAP consists of "assurance measures™ that comprise a series of land, sea, and air
activities, reinforced by exercises and "adaptation measures” that provided long-term changes to
NATO?’s forces and command structure, to enable the Alliance to react swiftly and decisively in
emerging crises.! After the Ukrainian crisis, the Alliance renewed its focus on defending member
states from external threats, namely Russia; thus collective defence became once again the focus
of the Alliance. Europeans, especially Eastern Europeans, increased efforts to bolster the
American guarantee, by increasing the US military presence in the continent.

NATO has been called the strongest military alliance in history. Despite several failures,
such as creating ongoing chaos in Libya, it has played a crucial role in peace and security in the
post-Cold War era, especially in preventing genocide in Bosnia and Kosovo given Russian
blocking efforts in the UN Security Council. It has been the only Alliance system that can leverage
Russian and Chinese military capabilities. It is the main platform that provides US nuclear and
conventional assurance for Europe, including Turkey, although there have been serious concerns
about the American commitment in a real war. Despite failures, as vis-a-vis Turkey in the struggle
against the PKK, and ambiguities and suspicions over possible future crises, as articulated by
Macron in case of a possible Syrian assault against Turkey, NATO still provides assurance and
deterrence for members against external threats.

Changing security perceptions after Russian actions also altered the Alliance's attitude
against this state, which had been described as a partner less than 10 years previously. Since the
Ukrainian crisis, Russia has been perceived as the main threat against the Allies, although NATO
prefers to refrain from openly articulating this position in official texts, just as Russia is regarded
as the main reason for violence and insecurity in the Euro-Atlantic region (Wales Summit
Declaration, 2014). On top of this, the London Declaration in December 2019 for the first time in
history referred to Chinese "growing influence and international policies” as a challenge for the
Alliance, thus opening a new page in the Alliance’s history.

L For more information about RAP see "Readiness Action Plan" on NATO Official Website,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics_119353.htm, (Accessed on 21.03.2020)
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Turkey has been a member of the Alliance since its accession in 1952, with NATO’s
second-largest army after the US. Turkey has been hosting several strategically important NATO
bases, including Incirlik, and is one of the five states that still host American tactical nuclear
weapons under the NATO umbrella. The radar system of the European Phased Adaptive
Approach (EPAA), namely the European Missile Shield, is located in Kiirecik, Malatya. Turkey
establishes a buffer zone between the Middle East/Asia and the European part of the Alliance,
while it is one of the three NATO states that border on the Black Sea, where NATO has been
pursuing policies to contain Russia. The Turkish Straits play a crucial role in restraining access
by the Russian Navy into the Mediterranean and providing more options for NATO in the Black
Sea.

Turkey has been part of NATO missions such as in Bosnia or Kosovo and provided a robust
Land Forces presence for NATO missions in Afghanistan. Turkish Naval Forces are provided
with an important contribution to NATO Operation Ocean Shield and Operation Active
Endeavour, and it has been part of the ongoing Operation Sea Guardian in the Mediterranean
while Turkish Naval Forces operate as part of NATO Standing Naval Forces in the Mediterranean
and the Black Sea. Turkish Air Forces have participated in the air campaign NATO conducted
against Libya in 2011 as they did in Bosnhia and Kosovo in the past. Turkey provides an airbase
for NATO AWACS flying over Iraq and Syria for the support of Coalition forces fighting against
DAESH. Turkish Armed Forces are also one of the most contributors to NATO exercises all
around the world.

Turkish Armed Forces is an important part of NATO's Gradual Readiness Forces system.
In 2021, Turkey will assume the command of NATO's Very High Readiness Joint Task Force
(VJTF), ajoint force consisting of a land component supported by air, maritime and special forces,
that will be deployed in a very short time in case of aggression against member states. If the
Alliance would decide, Turkish forces will consist of the Spearhead of NATO Response Forces
and will be the first military unit to involve in the conflict to deter and dissuade aggressive forces,
most probably the Russian military in 2021.

NATO is stronger with Turkey and Turkey feels safer with NATO, keeping in mind
solidarity might be a problem in a real case, as it was during the Cold War for all Europeans.
Turkey's strategic orientation has been staying part of NATO and becoming part of the EU, which
seems unrealistic for the short and mid-term. Although not welcomed for now by other nations,
President Trump's call to include some Middle East Nations into the Alliance again underlined
the importance of Turkey for the Alliance again.

Therefore, it is fair to underline that Turkish strategic orientation has not changed. As
pointed out in the report prepared by SETA, despite setbacks in the relation between Turkey and
NATO since Turkey's accession into the Alliance, motto's like "NATO without Turkey" or
"Turkey without NATO" seems not a product of rational thinking (Seren, 2020). As Hulusi Akar,
Minister of Defense, stated, for both Turkey and the Alliance “NATO is stronger with Turkey and
questioning Turkey's membership is pointless” (Milliyet, 09 December 2019).
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Conclusion

One of the most adherent members of NATO and its policies, Turkey has been undergoing
hard times in converging its policies with NATO members, especially in the just-past decade,
although not for the first time. When considering the crises of the Cold War, though, two
important factors have changed the situation compared to previous incidents. First, Turkey has
focused on self-sufficiency in the defence industry, which has mitigated the threat of Western
sanctions. Secondly, Turkey has cooperated with Russia and China to counter Western policies
that conflict with its national interests.

Turkey's agreements first with China and then with Russia to procure an Air and Missile
Defense System, and Turkey's policies divergent with its Allies because of Western Allies’
betrayal and back-stabbing of Turkey in Syria emerged as hot topics that created friction between
the Allies and Turkey. Turkey's deal with China for Air and Missile Defense Systems was
cancelled for political or technical reasons, but Turkey went on to purchase and deliver S-400
systems from Russia, and execute operations in Syria, despite strong pressure from NATO allies,
especially the US.

Many commentators inside and outside Turkey consider the deals with China and then with
Russia as a major change in alignment, even to the extent of theorizing that Turkey plans to exit
the Alliance. However, Turkey repeatedly and insistently has stressed that the decision was based
on military requirements, not politics, and added that Turkey had been ready to negotiate with the
Allies for procurement of the same systems if the technological transfer issue could be solved.

Turkey started the adventure in Syria in the same boat as NATO Allies. But the Allies'
opted to support the PYD terror organization, which has been declared a threat against Turkey's
national security by Turkish authorities and changed their Syrian policies in a way that conflicted
with Turkish policies and priorities. Thus, Turkey cooperated with Russia and sometimes with
Iran that conflicts with the policies of its Allies, especially after their heavy support for the PYD.

The recent rapprochement between Turkey and Russia seems a tactical strategy rather than
a strategical orientation or change of axis, again as argued by some politicians or scholars. Two
episodes make it clear that the rapprochement is temporary rather than a strategical partnership:
Turkey's call to NATO for assurance after the Turkish Air Force downed a Russian fighter; and
the crisis with Russia in Idlib, after some fifty Turkish soldiers were killed in artillery fire by
Syrian regime forces backed by Russia. Despite recent serious crises between the Allies and
Turkey (not between Turkey and NATO), the Turkey-NATO relationship remains strategically
and critically important for both parties.

Turkey has placed its security and deterrence efforts with the NATO Alliance since its
accession, during which time Turkey has provided massive security and political and military
contributions to the Alliance. Given the security environment in the recent past and near future,
the Allies cannot risk losing Turkey, and Turkey cannot risk exiting the world's strongest military
alliance—especially considering recent crises such as Ukraine and Syria. NATO and Turkish
officials have repeatedly underlined this fact. In sum, the recent crises that affected relations
between some Allies and Turkey will in no way harm the relationship between Turkey and
NATO.
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Abstract: The invention of the internet by a group of engineers in the United States of America in the late
1990s caused enormous changes in people's lives and brought some major debates in the international arena.
Undoubtedly, one of the most important of these debates was what should be the scope and limits of states'
sovereignty in cyberspace that emerged with the use of the internet. This issue caused a serious
disagreement between the US with a techno-optimistic approach, and authoritarian states such as China,
Russia, and Iran. While the countries adopting the techno-optimistic view opposed the hegemony of the
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CIN’IN SIBER EGEMENLIK MODELI: TEMEL iLKELER VE UYGULAMALAR

Ozet: 199011 yillarin sonlarina dogru internetin Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde bir grup miihendis
tarafindan icat edilmesi insanlarin yasamlarinda biiyiik degisiklere neden oldugu gibi bazi biiyiik
uluslararas: tartismalar1 da beraberinde getirdi. Siiphesiz bu tartismalarin en onemlilerinden bir tanesi
internetin kullanimiyla birlikte ortaya ¢ikan siber alanda devletlerin egemenliklerin kapsam ve sinirlarinin
ne olacagi konusuydu. Bu mesele konuya tekno-iyimser bir yaklasikla bakan ABD ve Bat1 devleriyle Cin,
Rusya, iran gibi otoriter devletler arasinda ciddi bir fikir ayriligina neden oldu. Tekno-iyimser goriisii
benimseyen iilkeler, devletlerin siber alanda hegemonya sahibi olmasina kars1 ¢ikarken Cin'in de i¢inde
bulundugu otoriter devletler siber alanin devletin fiziksel sinirlarinin bir yansimasi oldugu ve devletlerin
siber alanda tam egemenlige sahip olmasi gerektigini savundular. Bu baglamda bu makale Cin'in bu
tartigmadaki konumunu, Cin’in siber egemenligi kavramimin olusum siireci, gelisimini ve uygulamalari
izerinden agiklamaktadir.
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Introduction

The lexical meaning of technology is the branch of knowledge that deals with the creation
and use of technical means and their relationship with life, society, and the environment, drawing
upon such subjects as industrial arts, engineering, applied science, and pure science. The
development of technology dates back to ancient times, even back to the making of the first simple
tools. After the Middle Ages, the modern technology era started, especially with the “Industrial
Revolution”. In the 20th century, the development of technology reached in an unprecedented
speed and began to change the living standards and styles of people. With the mass production in
automobile production, for instance, in the 1900s, automobile prices decreased and the number
of people who own cars in industrial societies increased accordingly. In this way, traveling from
one city to another or from rural areas to urban areas became easier. In addition to this, thanks to
development of electronic technologies first transatlantic radio message were sent and few years
later television invented as a new mean of communication. Finally, with use of modern computer
after Second World War the internet was invented in United States by group of engineers.

The rapid development of the internet and related technologies affected all aspects of
people’s life. Besides, noticeable changes in people's lives, the rapid development of the Internet
and related technologies also brought some new debates in international politics. Undoubtedly,
one of the most important of these discussions was what should be the roles, responsibilities, and
authorities of states in the cyberspace that emerged with the internet. In other words, what should
be the scope and limitations of the cyber sovereignty of the states? Although, many different
definitions of sovereignty could be made, this article will focus on the concept of territorial
sovereignty, as it explores state sovereignty in cyberspace. Territorial sovereignty can be
explained as a "state exercises principal means of authority within a given territory” (Goldsmith,
1998). Despite the fact that "given territory" is always one of the fundamental elements while
talking about sovereignty, for some scholars because of the architectural design and the definition
of the internet, it cannot be territorialized (Goldsmith, 1998).

According to the techno-optimistic view that emerged especially in the USA after the
invention of the Internet, the Internet is a communication tool that was invented on libertarian
foundations with the main purpose to increase communication between individuals and
societies(Creemers, 2020). Thus, these techno-optimists argued that the internet cannot correlate
with the physical location because cyberspace is a separate place removed from our world. Hence,
states do not have sovereignty in cyberspace. Although this techno-optimistic view, supported by
many thanks to the moderate atmosphere that emerged in the international arena after the cold
war, it did not take long for opposing ideas to emerge. The main point defended by those
oppositions of techno-optimistic view was although the internet does not necessarily correlate
with physical location due to its architecture, the basic structural elements that create the internet
such as software and hardware are located within the borders of a certain state, and therefore, the
activities carried out in the cyberspace should not be contrary to the regulations of the current
state (Creemers, 2020). Otherwise, every individual will be responsible for their activities towards
governments in cyberspace (Goldsmith, 1998).
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In the next period, the states also initiated to express their opinions about how the state's
sovereignty in cyberspace should operate. In the United States where the internet was invented
and used with the liberal foundations for the first time, and Western states that deem value issues
such as democracy and human rights adopted a view close to the techno-optimists and argued that
states cannot be a hegemon in the cyberspace (Schia & Gjesvik, 2017). On the other hand,
authoritarian states such as China, Russia, and Iran see cyberspace as a reflection of the physical
territory of the state and underlined that all individuals and institutions operating in cyberspace
are obliged to comply with the rules of that state. (Schia & Gjesvik, 2017).

When the development of the internet and cyberspace was analyzed in China, many
Western and American scholars argued that the spread of the internet in China would enable the
Chinese people to reach information outside of China and learn more about the Western
democracies. Thus, the people would demand more freedom and democracy which would, later,
lead to the collapse of the communist party. However, contrary to what scholars thought, the
spread of the Internet in China did not lead to the collapse of the Communist party, but rather
played a crucial role in increasing the control and legitimacy of the party over the Chinese people.
The main reason why the spread of the Internet in China did not cause the collapse of the
communist party but rather increased its legitimacy was the Chinese government, from the very
beginning, saw the Internet not as a tool to increase freedoms and communication, but as a must-
have tool to achieve its economic goals (Jiang, 2010). The main purpose of the Chinese
government was the reach economic development and stability that the internet would lead to but
at the same time avoid any possible harm that would exist with the adoption of the internet. Thus,
the Chinese government, from the early beginning, hold the internet under control with many
legislative and administrative regulations. Moreover, the Chinese government transformed the
internet into a tool for controlling Chinese society (Jiang, 2010). This mechanism, with Xi
Jinping's coming to office, started to call Chinese cyber sovereignty. This movement, undoubtedly,
is seen as the Chinese government's way of legitimizing its unethical actions in cyberspace.

In this context, the main purpose of this article is to explain what is the concept of Chinese
Cyber sovereignty, its development process, and its implementations in China.

1. Sovereignty in Cyberspace

The concept of sovereignty has been a grand issue discussed by both social scientists and
politicians from the past to the present. When the meaning of sovereignty is examined, according
to Ayers (2016), the understanding of Sovereignty in the Western world is not only a political or
juridical understanding but a combination of these two. According to the general approach in the
world, the concept of sovereignty is explained in its simplest form as follows; Sovereignty is the
supreme authority that will155 keep a government out of the intervention of other governments
within the absolute boundaries of the country (Ayers, 2016).

This definition for the concept of sovereignty has its roots in the 1648 peace of Westphalia.
According to some political scientists, the emergence of today’s sovereign nation-states is a result
of the Treaty of Westphalia. According to Creemers (2020), the international system created with
the 1648 Peace of Westphalia was based on principles such as non-intervention in the internal
affairs of other states and sovereign-equality. According to Ayers(2016), the Westphalian world
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order was not fully functional due to the existence of empires and the irresistible understanding
of colonialism until the end of World War Il. The United States and the Soviet Union emerged as
two superpowers after the World War 11. While the colonial lands of Germany, Italy, and Japan,
the defeated countries of the war, were completely liquidated or shared by other powers, the
victors such as Britain, France, Belgium, and the Netherlands faced the growing liberation
movements in their colonies at the same time (Cift¢i, 2018). Colonies countries which started the
struggle for independence after the Second World War soon gained their independence and started
their construction as a nation-state (Cift¢i, 2018). Most of the states, which gained independence
from the colonial powers and launched to build a nation-state, adopted the Westphalian
sovereignty understanding, which excluded any foreign intervention or actor within the borders
of the country (Ayers, 2016).

Nowadays, with the development of information and communication technologies (ICT)
and their incremental effect on human life, some new discussions have surfaced beyond the
classical understanding of Sovereignty and the discussions made in this context. The most
important of these discussions is sovereignty in cyberspace or in other words cyber sovereignty.
Studies that analyzed the relationship between the Internet and the concepts of sovereignty have
continued in the academic world since the 1990s (Zeng et al., 2017). According to Creemer (2020),
in the early years of information and communication technologies (ICTs), the purpose of the
development and use of these technologies was basically related to national security policies, such
as espionage, surveillance, and projects such as Apollo, which would increase the country’s
prestige.

In the following years, with the increase in the use of ICTs by both the business sector and
individuals, the absolute role and control of states on communication and information
technologies began to evanesce (Creemers, 2020). In the 1990s, a group of American engineers
and scientists developed the internet as we know it today, which was a turning point in terms of
ICTs and their use because, in the United States, the internet was founded on ethical values such
as freedom, transparency, and openness (Creemers, 2020). Although at first, the governments
showed resistance to the internet approach based on libertarian principles, thanks to the moderate
atmosphere that emerged after the end of the “Cold War”, this libertarian understanding was also
adopted by most of the governments (Creemers, 2020).

According to this techno-optimist view created by the internet based on libertarian
foundations, cyberspace has become a new phenomenon in which the traditional understanding
of government does not have an absolute role and control (Creemers, 2020). Issues such as
cyberspace and the sovereignty of states in the cyber field have become crucial in international
politics. According to Zeng (2017), cyberspace emerged as a radical sphere that has its own
sovereignty beyond the powers and authorities of states. John Perry Barlow’s “Declaration of the
Independence of Cyberspace” defines states as “weary giants of flesh and steel”. According to
him, governments no longer have sovereignty in the digital domain (Morrison, 2009).

According to the Creemers (2020), technology businesses effusively embraced this
narrative of openness which rejects strong government regulations and allows them to grow
rapidly on a global scale. The initiative to attenuate the role of the state has become an explicit
goal in many aspects of internet governance, for example, in the “ICAAN (Internet Corporation
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for Assigned Names and Numbers)” and the “IETF(Internet Engineering Task Force )”, the multi-
stakeholder actors such as the technology and business communities, and non-governmental
organizations became as important as governments (Creemers, 2020). Although the foundation
of the Internet was based on libertarian values, reducing the role and control of the governments
in cyberspace and internet governance for the United States and most of the Western Democracies,
it was not the case for some countries that supported Westphalian understanding of sovereignty
in cyberspace like China, Russia, and Iran.

In sum, according to Zeng et al. (2017), cyber sovereignty and, more broadly, internet
governance differ widely between states. What vital issue for one state may be seen as less
important or insignificant for the other state. In this sense, the divergent apprehension of cyber
sovereignty by states is the basis of behavior that creates political disputes between governments
(Zeng et al., 2017). This is particularly significant in the relations between China and Western
democracies, especially the United States (Zeng et al., 2017). The perceptions of the United States
and China towards Cyber sovereignty and Internet governance are diametrically opposed. While
in the United States advocates a self-sovereign, individual-centered, and market-driven cyber
sovereignty, China advocates a border-based, state-centered, cyber sovereignty that emphasizes
the responsibilities of individuals rather than the rights of individuals (Jiang, 2010). Additionally,
China’s approach towards cyber sovereignty aspires to maximize economic benefit while making
sure there is no political risk for the one-party state (Jiang, 2010).

2. China’s Notion of Cyber Sovereignty

China, compared to the western world particularly the USA, met with the internet a little
bit later. The first use of the internet by the civil community in China began in 1982 when FTP
(File Transfer Protocol) and IP (Internet Protocol) protocols became legible. (Negro, 2017). It is
a symbolic and important development that in 1987 the “Internet Project of the Chinese Academic
Network (CANET)” team sent an e-mail from China to the University of Karlsruhe in West
Germany with the subject of “joining the world by crossing the great wall” (Negro, 2017). In
1990, “National Computing and Networking Facility (NCFC)” launched the project that aims to
establish a direct link between China and the whole world and will form the basis of the “China
Science and Technology Network (CSTNET)” in the future (Negro, 2017).

According to Negro (2017), the year 1990 is very important for the development of the
internet in China because China started its first cooperation with the ARPANET internet center
and registered the country’s domain name “.cn.” in the same year. Although China registered for
the country’s domain name in 1990, the official recognition of the internet in the country took
place in April 1994. After the official recognition of the internet in China, it has developed and
spread very rapidly (Negro, 2017).

According to Negro (2017), the first steps taken in the development of the internet in China
were basically the steps aimed at economic development as the paramount animus. Early times
of the development of the ICT industries, former president Jiang Zemin played a leading role
(Meng & Li, 2002). According to Negro (2017), former president Jiang Zemin fully understood
the relationship between the information society and economic development and therefore valued
the investments in the field of ICT. Jiang Zemin emphasized the importance of ICT investments
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in many of his speeches in the 2000s. The most notable of these speeches are, the opening speech
of the “National People’s Congress (NCP)” and the “Chinese People’s Political Consultative
Conference (CPPCC)” on 3 March: during the “16th World Computer Congress” on 21 August,
and during a meeting of the “Central Military Commission (CMC)” on 11 December (Creemers,
2020).

Negro (2017) argued that during the leadership of Deng Xiaoping the development of
information and telecommunication sectors were based on the adaptation of developed countries.
Negro (2017) explained adaptation of technology from the developed countries with
Gerschenkron’s “advantage of backwardness” theory. According to the advantage of
backwardness theory, backward countries such as China can achieve high-speed economic
development by taking advantage of the development already made by developed countries (Jiang,
2010). As mentioned above during the Deng Xiaoping period, the adaptation of foreign
technologies was the main policy however in the Jiang Zemin period, investments were made
with the understanding of the “competitive edge of a late start” to make China a leader in the
newest and sophisticated ICT industries (Creemers, 2020). As a result of all these policies and
investments, China has become a country with a strong economy and a leading position in many
of the ICT sectors.

The development and spread of the Internet have considerably transformed people’s lives
in the USA and the Western world. The most essential of these transformations is the increase in
rights and freedoms. During the development of the Internet in China, the Chinese government
sensed the Internet as a tool for economic goals, on the other hand, the Chinese government
ensured to prevent the spreading of USA-centered understanding of the internet in the country
and harm the existence and legitimacy of the communist party.

In this context, from Xi Jinping’s leadership China started to promote its own
understanding of Cyber Sovereignty, which is border-based, state-centered and, emphasizes the
responsibilities of individuals rather than the rights of individuals (Jiang, 2010). China’s idea of
“Cyber sovereignty” is a high-profile resurgence of a concept first presented in a 2010 white paper
called “Internet in China”. The white paper interpreted that “China’s Cyber sovereignty” means
“in Chinese territory, the Internet is under Chinese sovereignty.” The white paper said that all
individuals and organizations operating in China are expected to comply with China’s Internet
laws and regulations (Tiezzi, 2014).

At the 2012 Budapest Conference on Cyber issues, China proposed five principles for
international cooperation in cyberspace (Creemers, 2020). The first of these, sovereignty, defined
as the right of each state to formulate its policies and laws in the light of its history, traditions,
culture, and language (Creemers, 2020). The Wuzhen Declaration, published at the first “World
Internet Conference” in 2014 argued that “We must respect the rights of every country in the
development, operation and governance of the Internet, and avoid misuse of resources and
technological powers to violate other countries Cyber sovereignty” (Zeng et al., 2017, p. 24).

At the second “World Internet Conference” held in 2015, Xin Jinping again highlighted the
issues mentioned in the Wuzhen Declaration and stated that according to Cyber Sovereignty,
surveillance or hacking activities against any sovereign society would not be tolerated. (Ayers,
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2016, p. 58) At the Cyber Forum held in May 2016, Chinese ambassador Liu Xiaoming made a
speech similar to Xi Jinping’s speech in 2015, stressing the following issues:

1. All sovereign states have the right to make and choose their own way in internet
development

2. All sovereign states have the right to develop their own model of regulation and
enforcement in Internet-related matters

3. All sovereign states have an equal right to attend to international cyber governance

4. The approaches from the Cold War era and zero-sum games should be deserted

5. No state should intervene with the international relations of other sovereign states or
engage in cyber actions that would endanger the national security of other states

6. Any arms race in cyberspace should be avoided (Ayers, 2016).

According to Creemers (2020), the most important document written about the sovereignty
debate in cyberspace is found at the International Cyberspace Cooperation Strategy meeting held
in 2017. In his book Creemers (2020), draws attention to three important normative principles of
China’s Cyber Sovereignty understanding.

Firstly, independent states can use their cyber sovereignty against other nations, which is a
response to the understanding of online openness, which is a general acceptance in the world.
This principle explains that the state has the right to regulate and control all activities within its
borders, including the opposing ideas such as free expression and access to information in
cyberspace (Creemers, 2020).

The second principle argues that the state has absolute and full sovereignty over all
cyberspaces. This principle makes it clear that any multi-stakeholder actor such as civil society
organizations or non-state organizations should not have any control over internet governance
(Creemers, 2016). According to this principle even though technical and trade institutions play an
important role in internet governance the final decision should be made by nation-states through
inter-governmental organizations (Creemers, 2020).

The third principle of what Creemers (2020), defined as normative dimensions of China’s
Cyber sovereignty is that all the sovereign states have equal participation in Internet governance,
no states should have more rights than others or be in the quest for hegemony.

Apart from the normative principles of China’s Cyber sovereignty Creemers (2020), also
mentioned the domestic measures of China’s Cyber sovereignty which he defined in his book as
“The Capability Dimensions” of China’s Cyber Sovereignty. The essential purpose of these
domestic measures is to guarantee sovereignty at home for Chinese society even though there is
no international adoption. According to Creemers (2020,), it is possible to gather these measures
around three fundamental concepts: territorialization, indigenization and, investment (p. 122-131)

Territorialization refers to the territorial borders of cyberspace. From the techno-optimist
view there is no border presence in cyberspace however the Chinese government has taken the
opposite discourse to this view (Creemers, 2020). According to the CAC director, Lu Wei
cyberspace is an appendage of the physical space for this reason it should not be excluded from
the legal arrangement. The Great Firewall of China, hardware that basically controls the flows of
the information, can be taken as a sample of implementation of this measure (Creemers, 2020).
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The second measure, indigenization, aims to enhance the market share of Chinese
companies in the manufacture of the technologies used in China (Creemers, 2020). According to
the report published by party journal in 2014, 82 percent of the servers, 73.9 percent of storage
equipment, 91.7 percent of databases and, 95.6 percent of operating systems in China are driven
by foreign enterprises (Creemers, 2020). The article points out the vulnerability of China towards
foreign-sourced enterprises in the technologies used in cyberspace. For instance, in 2014
Microsoft announced that it will withdraw its support from the Windows XP system while the
Windows XP was still used by most Chinese users (Creemers, 2020). To prevent this vulnerability
China’s government developed indigenization as a key component and increases the investment
and support for China’s own ICT companies such as Huawei, Vivi, Xiaomi and, Oppo. Owning
to this massive support and a large amount of investment, some of these companies become leader
status of the ICT sectors such as Huawei in 5G technologies (Creemers, 2020).

With the favor of these three measures, China’s notion of Cyber sovereignty was adopted
and implemented in China successfully. The adaptation of the Cyber sovereignty just by China
itself, however, not enough for the ambitious Chinese government. Since the United States has
already taken the hegemon position of cyberspace for many aspects and in many countries the
only way to change this status quo, from the Chinese perspective, could be the international
adaptation of Chinese notion of Cyber Sovereignty. Thus, to increase adaptation of its
understanding of Cyber Sovereignty China targeted developing and underdeveloped countries as
potential recipients.

3. Legislative and Technical Actions to Implement Cyber Sovereignty in China

According to Tai (2005), the world has witnessed a global revolution in the last two decades
thanks to Information and Communication Technologies. China, like many other states, realized
the socio-economic transformation created by technological developments and accelerated its
investments in this field (Tai, 2005). According to Thomala (2021), China hosts the world’s
largest digital community with 989 million internet users. The Chinese government is aware of
the benefits of ICTs that develop with the internet for the country’s economy, as well as the risks
that this technological transformation may create.

The existence and legitimacy of the party, undoubtedly, comes first in Communist China.
Both economic and any other policy often serve a single essential purpose; preserving the
existence and legitimacy of the party because, for the Chinese government, the existence of the
party means the existence of the whole state. Tai (2005), underlines that, in the policies of
development of internet and ICTSs, as in all other policies, China’s primary goal was to make sure
that the party’s authority would not be damaged while gaining economic advantages that comes
with the internet.

According to Tai (2005), China actually revealed its intention to control the Internet and
the cyber space from the very beginning with the regulation titled “Regulation for the Protection
of Computer Information System” in 1994. Since its first regulation to control the internet in 1994,
China has managed to keep cyberspace systematically under control in many different levels. (p.
140-143) Discussions about the need for Internet monitoring and control in China began in the
mid-1990s (Negro, 2017).
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The first document on the regulation of cyberspace in China, named “Regulation for the
Protection of Computer Information System and Safety” was published September 18, 1994
(Negro, 2017). In this revision published by the “State Council, The Ministry of Public Security”
was defined as the main body of the administration, and it was emphasized that the primary task
of this body was to supreme to the infrastructure and investigate online criminal activities (Negro,
2017). Tai (2005), states that the essential point of the regulation made in 1994 was to control
physical entity of the information system in the country however, the regulation did not give much
attention to content control. (p. 141)

Before long, the Chinese Government realized that content control was also very important,
and the State Council published the first official regulation for content control with the title
“Implementation Measures for Enforcing the Temporary Decree on the Management of Computer
Information Network International Connectivity in the People’s Republic of China” (Tsui, 2003).
This regulation, which was organized in February 1996 but started to be implemented in 1997,
stated that the use of the Internet to produce harmful and obscene content that could harm the
People’s Republic of China is forbidden (Negro, 2017). According to Tai (2005), the problem
with this regulation wasn’t that it was controlling the content, because all nation-states may want
to ban content that would harm the country, but the problem with this regulation was that the
government did not fully explain what types of content would be deemed harmful. Therefore, in
this way, the government would be able to evaluate the information in cyberspace as harmful and
harmless in its own interest.

Negro (2017) highlighted that another important regulation made for the control of the
internet was the “State Secrets Protection Regulations for Computer Information Systems on the
Internet” published by “National Security Bureau” in January 2000. (p. 64) According to this
regulation, sharing state secrets or discussing state secrets online was prohibited. In addition, it
was underlined that all these IPSs and ICPs organizations were forced to obtain security
certification and they considered responsible for the security of the state (Tai, 2005). Tsui (2003),
emphasizes that, as in other regulations, the concepts were not fully explained in this regulation.
Sharing state secrets online was not welcomed by any state nation, but the important issue here
was what kinds of information would be considered state secrets, but the Chinese government did
not clearly explain this in the regulation. According to Tsui (2003), since the concept of state
secret could be expanded in many different ways, not fully disclosing it would increase the
perception of “stay on the safe side” among the public and a natural control mechanism would
have been formed for the Chinese Government. (p. 39)

Another important development in the regulation of cyber space in China is the
establishment of the country’s first Cyber Police Force in Anhui province in August 2000 (Tai,
2005). The main task of the Cyber Police Force defined as administrating and sustaining the order
on computer networks (Negro, 2017). The application, which first started only in Anhui province
in 2000, was initiated by other regions in a short time. By the end of 2000, it was reported that
there was 300,000 active cyber police force in China and about 12 million people were monitored
(Negro, 2017).

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021

157



158

The Chinese Model of Cyber Sovereignty: Main Principles and Implementations

In addition to these regulations, in order to strengthen internet control, the Ministry of
Information has published a statement demanding all website owners operating in China to
register with Chinese authorities by June 2005. At the end of the time given by the Chinese
government, about 1000 websites were closed for not meeting this requirement (Tai, 2005).
According to Tai (2005), companies that do not want to comply with the Chinese government’s
regulations were quickly punished. The best example of this would be Google, which was
frequently used by Chinese users but suddenly banned to access in August 2002 by the Chinese
government because of Google refusal to implement the filter policy of the Chinese Government.
Google later backs out and accepts the terms of the Chinese government but was banned again
for another dispute in 2010.

Eventually, Tai (2005) states that the simplest way to control unsolicited content is to block
it altogether. This is the motivation behind the Chinese “The Golden Shield Project” which is
World’s most sophisticated blocking and filtering system (Negro, 2017). In another word, The
Golden Shield project is the technological implementation of legislative regulations on Internet
control. The Great Firewall is the name given to the project by the Western World because of Its
structure. The official name of it is “The Golden Shield Project” which first occurred in 1996 but
started to be fully implemented in 2006 (Chandel et al., 2020). Tsui (2003) states that the essential
reason for the launch of “The Golden Shield Project” is to increase the adaptation of information
and communication technologies to catalyze content control in cyberspace and to strengthen the
combat against crime in the cyber space.

According to Chandel et al. (2020), the Golden Shield Project, which has occurred for so-
called reasonable reasons, has turned into a highly sheltered, heavily monitored, fully controlled
system that deserves to qualify as “The Great Firewall”. The name “Golden Shield” given to the
project by the “Ministry of Public Security” and the main purpose of the project explained to
combat and protect China’s internet from harmful and illegal content mostly from outside of the
country (Negro, 2017). From the day the Golden Project became fully active, dozens of web pages,
IPs, and URLs were blocked including the most popular social media applications such as Twitter,
Facebook, Instagram. (Chandel et al., 2020).

According to Chandel et al. (2020), the development of “The Golden Shield Project” can
explain in four phases. Chandel et al. (2020) state that, the first phase of The Golden Shield Project
started with the blocking of some specific domain names and IP addresses within the country.
“The Golden Shield System” used to identify users who violated this rule. For the effective
implementation of this practice, Chinese officials asked all internet cafes in the country to install
spying software approved by local authorities on their computers. In this way, the state gained the
ability to monitor all the transactions of computers in internet cafes (Chandel et al., 2020). In
addition, Chinese authorities required all internet cafe users to register with an ID card before
using computers so that people who violate the rule can be identified and punished immediately.

According to Chandel et al. (2020), the second phase of The Golden Shield project started
with the application of key-word filtering. With the implementation of this application, internet
users who make a search on the content designated as “sensitive content” are directly
disconnected from the content (Chandel et al., 2020). The third phase of The Golden Shiel Project
is the blocking of the most widely used VPN providers such as Free VPN and Tianxins VPN by
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the system upon the realization that some internet users violate the bans using VPN . The fourth
phase of Great Firewall development in China is to introduce legal regulations that will penalize
VPN providers in order to prevent violations of the bans on Internet Use through VPNs (Chandel
etal., 2020).

As a result, with all these developments and increased controls, The Golden Shield Project
turned into The Great Firewall, the world’s most advanced content control system. The Firewall
plays an essential important role for China to legitimate what they call Internet Sovereignty. While
China sees The Great Firewall as a tool to protect their Cyber sovereignty, for the USA and the
Western World, this system and the Chinese model of Cyber Sovereignty are the efforts of the
Chinese government to legitimize its repressive policies.

4. The Internet in China as a Tool of Social Management

From the early years of development of the Internet in China, Chinese leaders were aware
of the damage that the Internet’s impact on society could cause to the Communist Party, and for
this reason, they aimed to make the Internet and all technologies developed with the Internet
controllable and accountable by turning it into a social management tool. Zeng et al. (2017) states
that, in many of the official documents published by the Chinese government especially after
2010, special emphasis is placed on issues such as “stability”, “public security”, “legitimacy of
the CCP”.

According to Zeng et al. (2017), the reason of Chinese government’s behavior can be seen
as response to the global revolution that has emerged with the development of technology. The
Communist Party of China sees the existence and legitimacy of the party as the source of stability
in the country and they believe that the party’s existence can be guaranteed by strong social
management.

According to Creemers (2020), the internet is one of the most important tools for social
management because the government can be more powerful and resourceful online, while also
being less direct and invasive. China’s use of the internet and other advanced technologies to keep
society under control is realized through both government official institutions and private
technology companies. “The State of Information Office”, which was established in 2011 is being
at the head of China’s advanced internet censorship mechanism. Besides this official institution,
leading state-owned telecommunications companies China Telecom, China Unicom, and China
Mobil are also important constituents of the internet censorship system.

One of the most important milestones in the Internet’s becoming a surveillance tool in
China is the “Cyber Security Law” issued in 2017. With this law, all technology companies
operating in China have become responsible for their customers’ cyber activities. According to
this law, all technology companies had to monitor their customers’ activities and report of the
authorities if any illegal activity is carried out (Internet Censorship in China Explained - Daxue
Consulting - Market Research China, 2020). As a result of both the legal regulations and the
cooperation of the Chinese government with the main telecommunications and internet providers,
China has succeeded in transforming the internet, which was initially supposed to change the
system by increasing freedoms, into a tool of social management. According to the Market
Research’s report, 6,000 websites in 2018 and 733 websites in January 2019 alone were shut

UIC Dergisi, 1(2), 2021

159



160

The Chinese Model of Cyber Sovereignty: Main Principles and Implementations

down by the Cyberspace Administration of China for violating regulations (Internet Censorship
in China Explained - Daxue Consulting - Market Research China, 2020). In addition, 9,382
mobile apps and more than 7 million pieces of information were removed from the online
environment for the same reason.

In addition to censorship activities to increase social management, the Chinese government
also uses “face recognition technologies” as a control tool. W. H. Gravett (2020) argues that China
is the country where facial recognition technologies are developing the fastest in the world
because the Chinese government has understood the great potential of these technologies in social
management. Facial recognition technology is a very advanced technology that helps to identify
the facial features of a person in less than a minute, to distinguish that person from thousands of
other people, and to provide a lot of information about the person by making potential matches
(W. H. Gravett, 2020). Thus, facial recognition technologies are a unique opportunity for the
Chinese government, which is trying to make the internet and the technologies that develop with
the internet a tool to keep society under control.

On this basis, the Ministry of Public Security of China started a project in 2015 to develop
the world’s most advanced facial recognition system. According to the ministry’s statement, when
the project is completed, the system will have the capacity to analyze the data of 1,393 billion
Chinese citizens within just three seconds (Dong, 2012). In addition to this project, it is known
that the Chinese government already uses facial recognition technologies to control the people
especially in areas where minorities live. According to the Chinese government’s argument,
authorities are using facial recognition technologies for the benefit of society to combat “terrorism,
separatism and extremism”, which the government has identified as the three evils (W. Gravett,
2020, p.18). However, according to many Western human rights institutions, since the Chinese
government does not clearly define the scope and limits of the concepts, the use of facial
recognition technologies becomes a means of control, espionage, and assimilation, far beyond
combating “terrorism, separatism and extremism” (W. H. Gravett, 2020).

As a result, the Chinese government used the Internet for socio-economic development
with the discourse of “cyber sovereignty”, while it reduced the political risks and made the
Internet a tool of social management. Although many Western states, especially the USA, are
against the high rate of state censorship, “China’s notion of cyber sovereignty” argues that all
states have the right to choose their own path of cyber regulation and development of public
policies for the internet.

Conclusion

In the 1990s, a group of American engineers and scientists developed the internet based on
ethical values such as freedom, transparency, and openness (Creemers, 2020). Although at first,
the governments showed resistance to the internet approach based on libertarian principles, thanks
to the moderate atmosphere that emerged after the end of the “Cold War”, this libertarian
understanding was also adopted by most of the governments (Creemers, 2020). According to this
techno-optimist understanding, cyberspace has become a new phenomenon in where the
government does not have an absolute role and control. However, this new understanding of the
Internet which did not accept the absolute control and sovereignty of the governments in
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cyberspace was not suitable for all the states. Undoubtedly China was one of these states. In the
early years of adaptation of the internet in China, the Chinese government discerned the internet
and related technologies as only a tool for high economic development. For this reason, the
Chinese government did not want to miss the opportunities that the internet would create.
However, at the same time, the Chinese government was aware of the possible harm that USA-
centered understanding of the internet based on a libertarian foundation, would create for the
legitimacy of the Communist party. Thus, the Chinese government needed to develop its
understanding of cyber sovereignty, with its characteristic which is opposite to the techno-
optimistic view to control the spread of the internet in China. In this regard, the concept of Chinese
cyber sovereignty first appeared in the White Paper published in 2010, although its applications
have been seen since the early years of the Internet’s adaptation in China. The White Paper defines
the Chinese notion of cyber sovereignty as: in Chinese territory, the Internet is under Chinese
sovereignty, all individuals and organizations operating in China are expected to comply with
China’s internet laws and regulations (Tiezzi, 2014).

Thanks to the practices of this cyber sovereignty, China prevented the spread of the internet
based on American values which expected to lead the collapse of the Chinese Communist Party.
Since the internet, for the Chinese Government, is seen as tool for economic development and
used for this goal, the Chinese government achieved increased economic welfare and stability of
the people. Thus, this leaded the Chinese government to increase the party's legitimacy thanks to
the internet and concept of the cyber sovereignty.

Consequently, although the Chinese government still has many legitimacy lacks, mainly in
corruption, rule of law, public safety, and social inequality, the party is still viewed legitimately
by most Chinese netizens. (Jiang, 2010) From the government’s viewpoint, although the Internet
poses some significant challenges to the government, it is possible to overcome such challenges
and secure its survival by producing economic growth, social stability, and national identity. In
this regard, the Chinese government aims to use the Internet not only to increase its authority in
society but also to enhance its legitimacy.
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Giris

Arap isyanlari, ilk baslarda demokratik haklardan uzak tutulan genis bir cografya
halklarinin kendini yonetmesine imkan saglayabilecek bir ‘firsat’ olarak degerlendirildi
(Ramadan, 2012: 8-12). Zaten ‘bahar’ denmesinin sebebi de buydu. Fakat gegen zaman agikga
gostermektedir ki ‘bahar’ ‘kisa’ donmiistiir (Mihaylov, 2017: 3-14). Cilinkii Yemen’e, Libya’ya
ve Ozellikle de bu yazinin odak noktasi Suriye’ye bakildiginda reformdan gok darbe, karsi devrim,
i¢ savas ve dis miidahaleler géze ¢arpmaktadir. Olaylarin ilk ortaya ¢iktig1 zamanlarda Suriyeliler,
asker ve istihbarat devleti olarak tanimlanan tek adam diktatorliigiinden kurtulacaklarini tahayyiil
ederlerken simdilerde ya iilkelerini ettiler ya da i¢ savasin en acimasiz tecriibelerini yagamak
zorunda kaldilar (‘Arap Bahar1” Kiga Dondii’, 2018).

Siire¢, bolge halklar1 agisindan umulanin tam tersi bir yone evrilirken, Iran’m, Arap
isyanlarina yonelik yaklasimi ne yondedir? diye sorulacak olursa; en temel olarak, iran’mn ikircikli
bir politika izledigini soyleyebiliriz. Tunus’ta baslayip hizlica Misir’da yanki bulup Korfez
iilkelerinde de kipirdanmalara sebep olan Arap Bahari, iran tarafindan ‘Islami Uyanis’ sdylemiyle
desteklenmistir (Tasken, 2018). Hatta iran yénetici elitleri, bu desteklerini bir adim daha ileri
gotiirerek Tunus, Misir ve Kérfez iilkelerindeki hareketlenmeleri 1979 Islam Devrimi’nin
yansimalari oldugunu belirterek bu hareketlerin kendilerinden esinlendigini iddia eden
aciklamalarda bulunmuslardir. isyanlarin basladig: iilkelerdeki Bati aleyhtar1 atmosferin etkisini
artirmak i¢in bu durumu firsat bilen Tahran, halk hareketlerinin ilk basladigi tilkelerdeki
isyancilar1 destekledigini agiklarken, Batili iilkeleri, halk ayaklanmalarinin yasandigi tilkelerdeki
otoriter yonetimlere destek vermekle sucladi ve daha da ileri giderek Batililarin bu desteklerinin
Ortadogu halklarinin 6zgiir ve demokratik isteklerine ket vurdugunu diinyaya ilan etti. Ancak halk
hareketleri Suriye’de baglayinca Tahran yonetimi izledigi politikay1 degistirerek, Suriye halkini
desteklemek yerine Suriye yonetimini desteklemistir (Yal¢in ve Duran, 2017: 207).

Suriye, iran Devleti’nin Ortadogu’daki ulusal cikarlar1 agisindan son derece &nemli
devletlerin baginda yer almaktadir. SGyle ki Tahran’in varolugsal meseleleri arasinda Sii Ailali ve
onun kontrolden ¢tkmamasi ve Hizbullah ile baglantisinin kopmamast gibi hususlar biiyiik bir
onem arz eder (Yal¢in ve Duran, 2017: 205). Bir de bunlara ek olarak, Iran yonetimi, Suriye’de
Siinni bir niifuz sahasinin olusmasini kendileri i¢in tehlike ¢anlarinin ¢aldiginin habercisi olarak
yorumlamaktadir.

Bilindigi iizere, Arap Bahari sonrasinda patlak veren Suriye I¢ Savasi, siddetin gok yogun
bir sekilde yasanmasi hasebiyle Ortadogu’nun en biiyiik krizlerinden biri halini almistir. Bu
makalede, Suriye’deki son donemde onde gelen aktorlerden biri olarak Tahran yonetiminin
ulusal, bolgesel ve kiiresel olmak iizere {i¢ asamali olarak yiiriittiigii Suriye politikasi tartisilacak
ve sonug¢ kismi “Bariga Dogru Mu?” sorusu iizerinden degerlendirmeye tabi tutulacaktir.

1. Ulusal Baglamda iran’1 Suriye i¢ Savasi’nda Miidahil Kilan Faktorler

Her ne kadar iran ve Suriye farkli etnik yap, ideoloji, dil, kiiltiir ve hatta mezhep inanisina
sahip olsalar da iran mevcut rejime her tiirlii destegi vermektedir (Goodarzi, 2006: 11). Peki,
bunun arkasindaki itici gli¢ nedir? Bazi uzmanlarin iddia ettigi gibi Tahran yoénetiminin, Suriye
yonetimini desteklemesinde mezhebin etkili bir rol oynadig: diisiincesi ne kadar dogrudur? Suriye
yonetimi baskin gelen mezhebi Nusayrilik ile Siilik iddia edildigi gibi benzer midir veya
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benzerlikler tagir m1 (Abdo, 2017: 146) veya iran, Suriye’de salt mezhepgilik i¢in mi vardir diye
soracak olursak; cevaplarimiz biiyiik oranda ‘hayir’ olur. Tahran-Sam is birligini Ortadogu’daki
Siinni devletlere karst mezhep odakli bir hareket gibi okumak miimkiinmiis gibi goziikse de s6z
konusu is birliginde stratejik ¢ikarlar daha baskindir (Ebrahimi, 2018: 4). Daha ayrintili
onemli din adami tarafindan Nusayriligin pek cok dini inan¢ ve pratiklerini sapkin olarak
nitelendirip Sia’nin agir1 ve sapkin kollar1 anlamina gelen ‘Gulat-1 Sia’ simiflandirmasinda yer
vermiglerdir (2018: 6). Bu sebepledir ki Tahran-Sam ortak hareket etmesini tarihi ve jeopolitik
nedenler izerinden aramak daha saglikli olacaktir.

Iran Islam Cumhuriyeti 1979°da kuruldugundan beri Suriye, Irak ve Liibnan iicliisiindeki
varhigini israil ve ABD karsitligina dayandirirken, DAES karsitligina vurgu yaparak Suriye’deki
etkinligini daha da pekistirme firsatin1 bulmustur. Devrim sonrasi, Suriye I¢ Savasi 6ncesi, iran’a
alan acilmasinda en belirleyici tarih 11 Eyliil saldirilart olmustur. Bu saldirilarin ardindan
Ortadogu’daki tutumlarii bariz bir sekilde sertlestiren Amerikan yonetimi, Iran’a, temas halinde
olduklart iilkelerle saflar1 siklagtirmaktan baska yol birakmamustir. iran’in Ortadogu’da en énemli
paramiliter giicii ve stratejik ortaklarindan biri olan Liibnan Hizbullah’1yla iligkileri en iist
seviyede tutmanin yolu kara baglantisi olan Suriye’den gegmektedir. Yani kisaca, iki temel faktor
mezhepten cok stratejik ¢ikarlarin &n planda oldugunu gésterir: i) islami Cumhuriyet i¢in Suriye
rejimini devrilmesi demek Ortadogu’da niifuz alaninin biiyiik 6l¢iide yitirilmesiyle ayni anlama
gelmektedir, ii) Liilbnan Hizbullah’1 ile kara baglantisinin kopmamasi gerekli bir durumdur. Bu
iki faktore ek olarak, iran, Suriye’den sonra siranin kendisine gelmesinden cekindigi icin Suriye
rejimine giiclii destek verdigi yonde agiklamalar da yapmaktadir. Bagka bir deyisle, Devrim
Rehberi Hamaney’in aciklamalarinda da goriilecegi iizere, basta Israil ve ABD gibi Batili
iilkelerin amaglarmnin, Iran, Suriye, Hizbullah eksenli “direnis hatti”n1 yikarak Iran’daki rejime
son vermek oldugu yoniindedir (2018: 5). 2003’te ABD’nin Irak’1 isgal etmesinden sonra Sam
yonetiminin Bati ile olan miinasebetleri ciddi olarak bozulmaya baglamistir (Comak vd., 2016:
480). Bu bozulma Sam-Tahran iligkilerinin pekismesine vesile olmustur. Hatta bu pekisme
2006’da resmileserek ABD ve Israil tehdidine kars1 ortak savunma ilkesine dayali bir giivenlik
antlasmasina doniismiistiir (Pouladi, 2019). iste bu olusum, Tahran ve Sam tarafindan direnis
cephesi olarak adlandirilirken, diger bolge iilkeleri tarafindan Sii ekseni olarak yorumlanmustir.
Kimi devletler, direnis cephesi veya Sii ekseni, her nasil tanimlanirsa tanimlansin, basta Israil’in
giivenligini tehdit etmesi, sonrasinda bolgedeki diger bagkentlerde huzursuzluk yaratmasi ve
nihayetinde Batili diger bagkentlerde tehlike ¢anlarinin ¢aldirmasindan 6tiirii bu gibi girigimleri
gii¢siizlestirmenin yollarini aramaya baslanuslardir. Iran igin bu kadar ¢ok karsit ¢ikarlarla basa
¢ikmanin yolu olarak askeri giiciinii seferber etme olarak goriilmiistiir. Devrim Muhafizlar
Ordusu’ndaki iranli milislerden tutun da Afgan Fatimiyyun Tugaylar1 ve Pakistanli Zeynebiyyun
Tugaylarina kadar birgok Iranli askeri birim Suriye’deki i¢ savasta bilfiil yer alip i¢ savasmn
uzamasinda ve ¢ok daha fazla siddetlenmesinde rol oynamiglardir.

fran yonetiminin Suriye I¢ Savasi’na miidahil olmasimi ve DAES gibi bir 6rgiitle miicadele
etmesini kendi kamuoyunda nasil mesrulastirdigina bakildiginda, iste tam da burada mezhebi
soylem ortaya cikmaktadir. Iran halki yasamis oldugu siyasi krizlere, ekonomik darbogaza
ragmen Suriye’de devletlerinin ¢ok aktif bir sekilde bulunmasinin maliyetlerine katlanmasinda,
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Cuma hutbeleri, dini heyetler, rejimin yazili basin ve sosyal medyadaki mezhep vurgusu ve DAES
tehdidi agiklamalar1 milli birlik ve beraberlik gibi hususlar etkili olmustur.

Kisacasi, Suriye’de halkin c¢ok biiyiik bir kismmin Siinni olmasindan 6tiirii Nusayri
yonetim, devamliligini saglayabilmek icin Iran ile ortak hareket etmek zorunda kalirken iran da
acilan bu kanal {izerinden Sii yayilmaciligini gergeklestirebilmek i¢in mesru bir séylem ve eylem
zemini bulmaktadir.

2. Bolgesel Gii¢ Miicadelesi Kapsaminda Iran’in Suriye I¢ Savagi’nda Rolii

Iran ve Suriye kendilerini bir eksenin parcalar1 olarak (direnis ekseni) gdrmiislerdir. Iran
Islam Cumhuriyeti, faal bir bolgesel gii¢ kapsaminda varligim1 devam ettirebilmek icin Sam
yonetiminin iktidarda kalmasi zorunlu goriilmektedir. Ehteshami ve Hinnebusch’in, “orta
biiyiikliikte giicte olan devlet” olarak tamimladiklari Iran, (1997: 102) ashnda bolgesel
gelismelerde aktif bir rol oynayarak orta biiyiikliikte bir devlet olmaktan bolgesel lider olma
yolunda politikalar belirlemektedir. Bununla birlikte, Tahran-Sam yakinlagsmasi, Hizbullah’a
verilen ortak bir destekle per¢inlenmektedir. Ayrica Tahran-Sam yakinlagmasinin daha tarihsel
kokenlerine bakildiginda ise Israil ve Saddam Hiiseyin’e ydnelik ortak bir karsitliktan beslenildigi
goriilmektedir. Halkin demokratik taleplerinin Oniiniin agilmasi halinde Siinni bir yonetimin
iktidara gelme olasihginin kuvvetli olusu Iran igin kesinlikle istenmeyecek bir durum
olusturmasindan otiirii, Tahran yonetimi elindeki tiim siyasi, ekonomik ve askeri enstriimanlari
kullanmaktan  ¢ekinmemektedir. Bolge iilkelerinden  Suriye  yOnetimine  yonelik
gerceklestirilebilecek miidahaleler, igiglerine karisma girisimleri veya Suriye yOnetimini
yalnizlastirma tesebbiisleri, Tahran tarafindan miimkiin oldugunca bertaraf edilmektedir. Ayrica
fran bolgedeki artan niifuzunu kullanarak Irak ve Hizbullah’m, Suriye yonetimine destek
vermelerini tesvik etmistir (Sofuoglu, 2016).

Suriye meselesine bolge itilkelerinden Tiirkiye goziinden bakildiginda rejimin, halkin
demokratik taleplerini karsilamasi olmasi1 gereken bir durumdu. Iran ise hangi sartlar altinda
olursa olsun Suriye yonetimini kosulsuz destekleyen bir yaklasima sahip olmustur. Suriye I¢
Savasi’nda birbirinden tamamen farkli saiklerle hareket eden Tiirkiye ve iran, zaman zaman
birbirlerini birincil derecede tehdit kaynagi olarak gormektedir. Ek olarak, tehdit algilamalarin da
farkli olmasi durumu daha da karmasik hale getirmektedirler. Tiirkiye agisindan PYD/YPG
terdrist bir 6rgiit olup Suriye’nin kuzeyinde sdzde bir Kiirt devletinin kurulmasi kabul edilemez
iken, Iran i¢in durum degismektedir. iran agisindan DAES birincil derecede miihim mezhepsel
tehdit olup terdrist bir yapilanmadir. Ankara’nin, Suriye kaynakli, milli givenligine tehdit olarak
gordiigi teror orgiitlerine karsi askeri operasyonlarina Tahran karsi ¢ikabilmektedir (Haber Tiirk,
2019). Korfez Savasi sonrasinda Irak’in kuzeyinde Kiirt yonetimi olusturan Amerikan yonetimi,
simdi de Suriye’nin kuzey hatt1 boyunca Tiirkiye’ye hasim soézde bir Kiirt etnisitesi olusturmay1
hedeflemektedir. Burada kurgulanan Tirkiye’ye tehdit olusturacak bir “garnizon devlet”in
temellerini atmaktir. ABD’nin 30 bin tir dolusu agir silaht PYD/YPG’ye vermesi, Tiirkiye’nin
Firat Kalkan1 ve Zeytin Dali1 harekatlariyla Firat’in batisinda terdr koridorunu islevsiz hale
getirmesini engelleyememistir.
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Firat Kalkan1 ve Zeytin Dali Harekatlarina kadar askeri manada bdlgesel gii¢ rekabetinde
daha onde olan Iran, Tiirkiye’nin bir de Baris Pmar1 Harekat:’ni baslatarak bolgede yeni
olasiliklar meydana g¢ikartabilecegi ihtimalini goz 6niinde bulundurmus olup bu operasyonu da
Suriye’deki stratejik ¢ikarlarina tehdit olarak algilamistir (Farzam, 2019). Ankara’nin belirttigi
gibi bu harekatta temel ama¢ Kuzey Suriye’de sinir boyunca YPG/PYD’nin araliksiz hakim
oldugu bir bdlgenin olusmasini dnlemek olmustur. Oysa Iran, belirtilen bolgedeki Kiirt unsurlarmn
Sam yonetimi ile bir sekilde uzlasarak Suriye topraklarmin timiinde merkezi hiikiimetin
hakimiyetinin saglanmasini amaglamaktadir. Nasil ki Tahran, 2019°da Baris Pinar1 Harekati’na
kars1 cikiyorsa, gegmiste de Firat Kalkani ve Zeytin Dali Harekéatlari’na da karsi ¢ikmakta
yetinmemis; Ankara’nin muhtemel her operasyonuna ket vurmak icin YPG/PYD ile Sam
yonetimi arasinda bir ¢esit uzlagi gergeklestirebilmek i¢in emek sarf etmistir. Afrin-El Bab-
Cerablus hattinda fiilen hakim olan ve idlib’de ciddi manada askeri varligi bulunan Ankara’nin,
Firat’in dogusunda ilk asamada 120 km uzunlugunda ve 30 km derinligindeki bir bolgede
hakimiyet kurmasi, Tiirkiye’nin Suriye’deki roliiniin gerek diplomatik gerekse askeri olarak
pekisecegi anlamina gelmektedir. Yani kisaca, askeri manada kisitlanacagini diisiinen Iran rejimi,
Tiirkiye’nin Suriye’de giiciinii artirmasindan ciddi manada rahatsizlik duymaktadir.

Her ne kadar iran ve Tiirkiye nin farkli ¢ikarlari, beklentileri ve uygulamalari olsa da her
iki iilke de birbirleriyle olan diplomatik gdriismelerini devam ettirme yoniinde hareket etmislerdir.
Bu durumun olugmasinda belli bash ii¢ etkenin varligindan bahsedilebilir: Birinci olarak, kiiresel
giiclerle yasadiklar1 sorunlu iliskilerden otiirii bolge {ilkeleri olarak birbirlerinden destek
bulacaklar1 timidi; ikincisi, sinir giivenlikleri saglama diisiincesi ve son olarak iki {ilkenin
ekonomilerinin birbirlerini tamamlayabilecek alanlara sahip olmasidir.

Suriye’de bolgesel gilic miicadelesi kapsaminda Riyad’in “ayaklanmaya” ve Tahran’in
“rejime” destek vermesi, mezhepsel aidiyet ekseninde kutuplasan siyasal bir alanin tekrardan
kurulmasina neden oldu. Mezhepsel olarak kutuplagsma “Sii hilali”’ne kargi “Siinni ¢ember”
(Ismail, 2011: 540) iran ile Suudi Arabistan arasinda siirmekte olan bolgesel rekabet, savasin
milislestirilmesi ile daha vahim bir hal ald1 (Baczko vd., 2016: 16). Ozellikle P5+1 iilkeleri ile
fran arasinda gerceklestirilen niikleer anlasmayla birlikte Iran etkisinin giin gectik¢e artacagi
riskinden 6tiirii Riyad yonetimi Iran’1 dengeleyebilecegi her tiirlii girisimi desteklemeye basladi.
Diger bir ifadeyle, Arap Bahari’nin baglamasiyla Ihvan karsit1 sert bir pozisyon alan ve ulusal
giivenlik politikalarini Thvan karsithig iizerinden tayin eden Riyad yonetimi, niikleer anlasma
sonras1 bolgesel diizlemde kdklesmis tehdit olan Tahran’1 dncelemeye basladi. Ustiine iistelik bir
de Riyad’in daha yakin cografyasinda — Bahreyn’de Sii muhalefet, Yemen’de Husiler, Suudlar
daha da Iran karsithgina itmektedir. Suud-Fars bolgesel rekabetini kizistirmis olan bir baska etken
ise ABD’nin Korfez giivenligi yerine Obama yonetimince belirlenen Iran ile yakinlasma
politikasi olmustur. ilaveten, Siilik iizerinden yayilmaci politikalar belirleyerek niifuz alanim
giinden giine artiran Iran, Suudi Arabistan acisindan ulusal giivenlik meselesi haline gelmistir.
Suudi Arabistan hem iilkesindeki Sii niifusun Iran’m etki alanina girmesinden hem de bolgedeki
Bahreyn gibi iilkelerdeki Sii niifusun Iran’in etki alanina girmesinden endise etmektedir (Oguzlu
ve Cicekgi, 2019: 170). Tiim bu etmenler neticesinde Riyad yonetimi, Iran’a kars: inisiyatif alip
giiclii savunmaci aktivizm stratejisi belirleyerek ve refleksif gii¢ kullanarak cevap verdi (Yalgin
ve Duran, 2017: 236). Kisaca, Irak, Yemen, Bahreyn, Liibnan ve Suriye’de Iran etkisi artikca
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Suudlarin giivensizlik hissiyatlar1 artmis; Riyad’in daha kati ve 6fkeli politikalar belirlemesine
neden olmustur (Oguzlu ve Cigekei, 2019: 170).

Suriye Krizi, bolgesel ve kiiresel aktorlerin siirece dahil oldugu genis, 6l¢ekli bir sorun
niteligindedir. Bu kapsamda sorunun ¢oziimii i¢in bolgesel ve kiiresel gligler devreye girmistir.
Krizin ¢dziimiinde kuskusuz en etkili bolgesel giicler Tiirkiye ve Iran olurken, kiiresel giicler ise
Rusya ve ABD’dir. (Golkarian, 2020). Tiirkiye, Rusya ve Iran tarafindan baslatilan ve Eyliil
2017°de Kazakistan’in bagkenti Astana’da baslayan goériismelerin sonucunda, ii¢ iilkenin de
iizerinde uzlasmaya vardig ilkeler duyurulmustu. Bu anlasmaya gore Idlib ¢atismasizlik bdlgesi
ilan edilmis, “El Kaide, ISID ve baglantili gruplar” ile miicadele edilecegi ifade edilmisti (Ayvaz,
2020: 53). Fakat, Suriye’de yasanan olaylarin bélgesellikten ¢ikip uluslararasi krize déniismesinin
ardindan Tirkiye, Suriye’ye yonelik stratejisinde 6zellikle giivenlikle alakali nedenlerden dolay1
degisiklige gitmistir. Ciinkl terdr orgiitt PKK’nm burada yiiriittiigii faaliyetler, Tiirkiye’nin
glivenligine yonelik tehdidi artirmistir (Yesiltas, Piringgi, 2020: 71,72).

Astan goriismeleri barigi tamamlayict bir siirece doniserek toplamda 14 Kkez
gergeklesmistir. Tiirkiye ve Rusya ikilisinin biiyiik rol oynadigi Astana goriigsmelerinde Krizin
¢Oziimiine yonelik onemli kararlar alimmustir. Bu siireg, Cenevre Konferanslari ile paralel
ozellikler tagiyan ve Suriye’de catigsmalar1 sonlandirmaya yonelik, kalici barigin saglanmasini
amagclayan bir siiregtir. Suriye Krizi’nde Cenevre, Astana ve Sogi siiregleri, bir bakima birbirinin
tamamlayicisi siirecler olarak ifade edilebilir.

Astana Siireci devam ederken gerceklesen Soci goriismeleriyle beraber Suriye Krizi’nin
¢ziimii {izerine Tiirkiye ve Rusya arasindaki isbirligi olanagi artmaya baslamustir. Idlib iizerine
yogunlagan muhtira hem Tirkiye’nin simir giivenligi hem de Suriye’nin toprak biitlinliigi
bakimindan 6nem arz etmektedir. Bu nedenle, So¢i Muhtirasi ile kabul edilen maddelerin sahada
uygulanabilmesi igin ortak bir denetim mekanizmasi kurulmustur. Bu gelismeler Tiirk-iran
iliskilerinin son dénemi agisindan da kayda deger bir gelismedir.

Sonug olarak, Suriye I¢ Savasi ¢ok agik gdstermistir ki Tahran, var olan kosullar altinda
bolgesel giic olma yolunda ilerleyebilmesi i¢in ekonomik kirilganligini giderebilmesi sarttir.
Bunun i¢in de ABD yaptirim politikasini hafifletecek stratejiler belirlemelidir. Ayrica Tahran,
Ankara ve Riyad gibi iki bolgesel aktor ile uzlasmaci bir politika {izerinden ortak noktalarda

bulusabilmesi hayati 6nem arz etmektedir.

3. Kiiresel Gii¢ Miicadelesi Baglaminda iran’in Suriye ¢ Savasi’ndaki Rolii

Ortadogu, iilkeler arasindaki giic miicadelelerini tekrardan tamimlayan ve sOmiirge
zamanindan miras kalan siirlari tehdit eden genellesmis bir krizin iginden ge¢mektedir. Bu kriz
aslinda bir tek krizden olusmayip bir krizler silsilesi olarak devam edip en son Suriye I¢ Savasi
ile cisim kazanmistir. 90’11 ve 2000°1i yillarda, ABD’nin Irak’a yaptig1 miidahaleler, Kiirtlerin ve
Siilerin lehine; Siinni Araplarin ise aleyhine sonuglar dogurdu. Ciinkii iktidarin Sii ¢ogunluga
gecisi ile birlikte Siinni bir ayaklanmanin temelleri atildi. Suriye sorununun, diinya kamuoyunu
ciddi manada mesgul eder bir hal almasinda, kiiresel terérizm, insan haklart ihlalleri, miilteci
sorunu, etnik ve mezhepsel catigmalar, kitle imha silahlari, vekalet savaslari, uluslararasi
miidahalelerin mesruiyeti gibi giincel sorunlar basghig: etkili olmustur. Bu krizde, bu kadar ¢ok
hassas bagligin bulunmasi, ABD, Avrupa Birligi, Cin, Rusya gibi uluslararasi aktorlerle birlikte,
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BM, G7, Avrupa Birligi, Arap Ligi, NATO gibi uluslararasi kurum ve kuruluslar denklemde yer
almalarma neden olmustur. Hi¢ kuskusuz, bazi durumlarda Iran bu bahsedilen kiiresel
giiclerle/orgiitlerle ikili, ticlii iligkilere girerek ulusal ¢ikarlarini saglamaya ¢aligmaktadir.

Halk hareketlerinin baglamasinda kiiresel giiglerin mi yoksa iilkelerin i¢ dinamiklerinin mi
etkili oldugu sorusu Suriye I¢ Savasi’ni daha iyi anlagilmasina katkida bulunacaktir. Cevap olarak
da ilk baglarda isyanlarin patlak vermesinde belli bir birikimin kendi kendine patlamasi sonucu
ortaya ¢ikmistir denilebilir (Cubukeu, 2011). Belli bir zaman sonra kiiresel giiglerin olaya dahil
olduklart goriilmektedir. Aslinda bu miidahil olma durumunda sadece kiiresel gii¢lerin kendi
kendilerine verdikleri kararlar etkili olmamis, Suriye 6zelinde de goriildiigii lizere, halklartyla
kars1 karsiya gelen otoriter yoneticiler kurtulusu “biz gidersek Islamcilar gelir” sdylemiyle adeta
kiiresel devletleri sahada yer almaya davet etmislerdir (Cubukgu, 2011).

Batinin, Suriye’de sivillerin katledilmesine sessiz kalmasi ve Rusya’nin alinabilecek
onlemleri BM Giivenlik Konseyi’nde veto etmesi aslinda en ¢ok Sam ve Tahran yonetimlerinin
isine yaramustir. Bir de bolgesel gii¢c olan Tiirkiye’nin, Sam’a karst muhalifleri olusturan Suriye
Ulusal Konseyi’ni desteklemesi, Suriye ve Iran i¢in saflar1 daha da siklastirma vesilesi olmustur.
Ayrica, Tahran’in DAES’e karsi miicadele etmesi, Batililarin nezdinde olumlu karsilanarak
desteklenmistir (Dueck, 2015).

ABD, Irak isgalinin agir maliyetlerinin ardindan, Ortadogu’daki sorunlarda taraf olmada
daha temkinli olurken bu durum, artik Washington’un bolgede hegemonik bir gii¢ olmak
istemedigi seklinde yorumlanmustir. Suriye’deki i¢ savasin vuku buldugu dénemde Obama
yonetiminin benimsemis oldugu mevzilenme (retrenchment) (Dueck, 2015) stratejisinin temel iki
unsuru, izolasyonculuk ve yeni liberal kurumsalci zihniyet neticesinde alanda olusan boslugu Iran
ve Rusya doldurmaya calismaktadir. Dogal olarak, bdlgesel ve kiiresel diger aktorler iran’1 cesitli
sekillerde baskilamaya calismislardir. Baslarda, Suriye krizinde aktif olarak yer alip maliyet
iistlenmekten kaginan Obama ydnetimi, DAES tehdidine kars1 iran’a ve Suriye Kiirtleri’ne destek
vermistir. Ozellikle DAES’in Musul’u ele gecirmesinin ardindan bu destek gozle goriiliir bir
sekilde artmigtir (Dueck, 2015).

Daha 6nce de belirtildigi iizere, Suriye yonetiminin devrilmesi demek iran’mn en énemli
niifuz alanin1 kaybetmesi ve Hizbullah ile olan kara baglantisinin kopmasi demektir. Bilindigi
iizere, Birlesmis Milletler Giivenlik Konseyi’nin bes daimi iiyesi ve Almanya (P5+1) ile Iran
arasinda uzun bir siiredir devam etmekte olan Iran’in niikleer programina yonelik miizakereler
Temmuz 2015°de olumlu sonug verdi: iran’m niikleer programinin siki bir sekilde denetlenmesi
karsihginda yaptirrmlarin kaldirilacagi ve Iran’in yeniden uluslararasi sistemin mesru bir iiyesi
kapsaminda degerlendirilmesi kararlastirildi. Fakat ABD’de yeni bagkan Donald Trump’in Mayis
2018’de, ABD’nin tek tarafli olarak niikleer anlagsmadan g¢ekildigini deklare etmesi ve tekrar
yaptirimlar uygulamaya baslamasi Tahran y&netimini zora sokmustur (IRAM, 2018). Tahran,
ekonomik darbogaza girdikce ve siyasi sikismishik yasadikca, Suriye krizine daha fazla angaje
olmakta, dikkatleri disar1 ¢ekerek igerideki problemleri unutturmaya ¢aligmaktadir.

Ikinci mesele olarak, iran’in, bolgesel ve kiiresel giiglerin, Suriye’nin i¢islerine miidahale
etmemesi hususunda savundugu mesrulastirici gerekce, Suriye’nin yasal ve mesru bir hiikiimete
sahip oldugu tezidir. Bu sdylemin ortaya ¢ikmasindaki asil neden, batili devletlerin, isyancilari
destekler yonde agiklamalar yapmalar1 olmustur. Tahran’a gore, isyanlar nedeniyle bolgede

JIRS, 1(2), 2021



Ulusal, Bolgesel ve Kiiresel Gii¢ Miicadelesi Baglaminda Iran’in Suriye I¢ Savasi'ndaki Rolii

miittefiklerini tek tek kaybeden Batili iilkeler, Korfez monarsileri marifetiyle Suriye’de yeni bir
miittefik olusturmaya calismuslardir. Bu durum da Iran icin kabul edilemez bir durumdur (IRAM,
2018).

Ucgiinciisii, ABD’nin artarak devam eden Iran’1 baskilama girisimleri, Iran agisindan
‘diren¢’ olarak karsilik bulmakta ve diger bir kiiresel aktdr olan Rusya ile iligkilerini derinlestirme
ihtiyacini artirmakla kalmayip Suriye’deki askeri varligini muhafaza etme konusunda daha hassas
hale gelmesine sebep olmaktadir. Aslin da bu durum sdyle bir ikileme zemin hazirlamaktadir:
Suriye 6zelinde iran-Rusya iligkisi gelisip Iran’in askeri varligi daha goriiniir hale geldikge ABD
politikasini artirtyor; baski dozu artinca da Iran’in direnci kuvvetleniyor. Ama iran ekonomisinin
kirilganligr bu ikilemin siirdiiriilebilirliginde Tahran agisindan dezavantaj kaginilmaz kiliyor.
Askeri harcamalar, fran’in Suriye’deki varligim ciddi anlamda sorgulatmaya basladiginda ise
Tahran i¢in ¢ikis yolu olarak bolge iilkeler — Tiirkiye ve Suudi Arabistan — ile iliskilerini tekrar
gdzden gecirmeye ve catisma noktalarini azaltmaya yonlenmektedir (IRAM, 2018).

Son olarak denilebilir ki, fran Islam Cumhuriyeti, Suriye krizinin patlak vermesinden
bugiine kadar gecen sekiz yillik donemde elde ettigi kiiresel avantajlart muhafaza ederek i¢ savas
sonrast Suriye’yle ilgili gériismelerde masadaki en giiclii oyunculardan biri olarak yerini almustir.

Sonug Yerine: “Barisa Dogru Mu?”

fran, Suriye’de olaylarin patlak verdigi siralarda, Suriye yénetimini muhaliflerle uzlasmaya
davet ederek olaylarin bu raddeye gelmesini 6nleyemez miydi? Askeri gii¢lerini kullanmayip, bu
isin maliyetine katlanmayarak Suriye batakliginda uzak durabilir miydi veya ne kadar uzak
durmaliydi? Su an yiiriitiilmekte olan Cenevre ve Astana siireclerine gerek kalir miydi? Cenevre
ve Astana gibi diplomatik siirecler en baslarda mi giindeme alinmaliydi? Hig siiphesiz Suriye’deki
insanlik krizini ¢dzebilmek igin bdlgesel diizeyde olaylardan en fazla etkilenen Tiirkiye ve Iran
ikilisinin inisiyatif almasi kadar, Rusya ve ABD gibi kiiresel gii¢lerin de tasin altina ellerini
samimi bir sekilde koymalar1 gerekmektedir.

XXI. yiizyilin en sistematik insan haklar1 ihlallerini gergeklestiren Suriye yonetiminin
akibetinin ne olacagi son derece belirsizdir. Goriildigii tizere, Tahran, Ortadogu’daki tek
miittefiki ve bolgesel stratejisinde ciddi ehemmiyeti olan Sam ydnetimine her tiirlii destegi
vermektedir. Aslinda, son derece agiktir ki Suriye krizi [ran Islam Cumhuriyeti igin risk diizeyinin
firsatlara gore kuvvetli oldugu bir durum olusturmustur. Ciinkii her ne kadar resmi olarak fran’in
Suriye’deki varligini temin etmek ve siirdiirmek i¢in harcadigi askeri ve mali harcamalarin ne
kadar oldugu bilgisine ulasilamasa da ekonomik agidan her an daha da kotiiye giden iranlilarin
hayat standartlari, harcanan meblaglar1 (Comak vd., 2016: 488) sorgulatmaya baslamistir. Ayrica
6zelde Suriye’de genelde Ortadogu’da demokratik yonetim deneyimi bulunmamasi, demokrasiye
uygun yonetimlerin yegsermesinde 6nemli bir sorun olarak karsimizda durmaktadir.

Tahran agisindan Suriye meselesine yonelik sistemli bir bakis agis1 ortaya koyarak
politikalar belirleyecek bir liderlik yaklagimi mevcut degildir. Cilinkii Arap isyanlariin kendi
devriminden ilham aldigim iddia edip tiim Miisliimanlar1 kapsayan bir politika izledigi izlenimi
veren Tahran, Suriye sorunun ortaya ¢ikmasiyla tiim degerleri goz ard1 edip stratejik ¢ikarlarini

birinci Oncelik haline getirmistir.
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Kisa vadede bitecek gibi durmayan, lakin Iran basta olmak iizere Suriye konusunda etkili
olan tiim aktorlerin lafi geldiginde siyasi bir ¢6ziim konusunda ayni diisiincede olmasi bir umut
olarak yorumlanabilir. Hatirlanacag iizere 2012’de BMGK, Cenevre Bidirisi’nin uygulanmast
icin ¢agrida bulunmustu. Bu bildiriye gore "iki tarafin rizasiyla olusturulacak bir gecici hiikiimet
kurulmasin1" 6ngoriiyordu. Yalniz, 2014’ten beri BM’nin goézetiminde gerceklestirilen ve
Cenevre 2 stireci olarak adlandirilan dokuz goriismeden herhangi bir sonu¢ alinamadi. Sonug
alimamamasinda Suriye yonetiminin gittikce muhaliflerle goriigmekte isteksiz davranmasi kadar,
mubhaliflerin de herhangi bir mutabakata varilabilmesi i¢in yonetimin gorevi birakmasini sarta
baglamalar1 Cenevre siirecini baltalamaktadir. Cenevre siirecini igin diplomatik kismi olarak
yorumlamamiz miimkiin gibi gdziikiirken, Batililarin Rusya’y1 Cenevre’ye paralel bir siyasi siireg
ortaya cikarmakla bu siireci sabote etmekle sugladigi Astana siirecini ise isin saha kismi1 olarak
gorebiliriz. Iran ve Rusya ikilisinin ise Astana siirecine mesruluk kazandiran temel argiimani,
bolge dist giiglerin bolge haritalarini sekillendirme girisimi karsisinda alternatif bir ¢6ziim arayist
olsa da Astana siireci de ¢oziim konusunda ilerleme saglamaya tek basina vesile olacak gibi
gdriinmiiyor. Ciinkii Iran ve Rusya, Suriye krizi siiresince Sam ydnetimi iizerinde ciddi bir niifuz
sahibi olmuslardir ve her iki iilke de bu niifuzu kaybetmek istememektedir. Tiirkiye’ye gore ise
Astana, Cenevre’nin alternatifi degil tamamlayicisidir. Astana siireci boyunca agikca
goriilmektedir ki bu ii¢ iilke arasindaki fikir farkliliklari, izerinde mutabakata vardiklart minimum
miistereklerden ¢ok ama ¢ok daha fazladir.

Mevcut durum barisin, istikrarin ve diizenin habercisi olmasa da Suriye’de bir giicler
dengesi bulunmaktadir. Bu denge sadece rejim ve muhalefet arasinda degil; i¢ savasa dahil olan
cok sayida dis aktor arasindadir. Yani bu denge, kiiresel ve bolgesel giigler arasinda siirmekte
olan bir dengedir. Bu denge dyle bir dengedir ki yeri geldigi zaman Iran gibi bolgesel giigler,
ABD qgibi kiiresel giiclerin hareket alanin1 kisitlayabilmektedir. Bu hesaplar ¢atismasinda orta ve
uzun vadede Suriye i¢in bir baris ikliminin kurulabilecegini sdyleyebilmek ¢ok giigtiir.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT

The Syrian crisis is the result of the Arab Spring which started in Tunisia and travelled to
many parts of the Arab world. It reached Syria with a difference. Everywhere else the 'change’
and people's revolt started receding with the support of regional and international actors, but in
Syria the change is being forced with a limited strike just averted, and with it the risk of a regional
or even global war. The local Syrian dynamics were converted into regional rivalry and global
threat. The ideological and military competition over regional hegemony by the competing states
engulfed the entire region.

Syria is a vital link for the furtherance of Iranian regional influence in the Middle East
through a chain of states. Hezbollah, with Iranian support and assistance, is a credible Iranian
proxy in the regional context. Therefore, in Middle Eastern security complexes, Syria is the focal
point of contention, conflict and rivalry. The outcome of the Syrian crisis will determine who
rules the regional order, Iran or Saudi Arabia. However, the Syrian crisis has revealed some
striking realties: limits to power, end of unilateralism and emerging multi-polarity. Despite having
super military might, the US ability to use force has been circumvented by domestic and
international pressures. The previous examples of interventions in Afghanistan, Irag and Libya,
with or without authorization, have also been curtailed as the US, despite its willingness and
ability, cannot intervene in Syria. Moreover, the waning global support for US intervention,
Russian assertiveness and direct military threats by Vladimir Putin, backed by China, has initiated
the process of multi-polarity in the military and defence realm, which was previously witnessed
in the political, diplomatic and economic spheres.

For the moment, the intensity of the Syrian crisis may have been reduced in the global
context, but it is still boiling at the local and regional levels; the civil war and the regional
ideological confrontation between the 'Sunni Axis' and the 'Shia Crescent' poses the danger of a
regional war. Therefore, the future of the regional security order Middle East is uncertain.
However, one thing is certain, that Syria holds the key to regional peace and stability in the Middle
East.

Cikar Catismasi: Yazar(lar) ¢ikar catigmasi olmadigint beyan eder.
Disclosure Statement: No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).
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e Makalelerde yer alacak 6zet kismi 250 kelime ile anahtar kelimeler 5 kelime ile
sinirlandirilmalidir.

e Genisletilmis Ingilizce 6zet 500 ile 700 kelime arasinda olmalidir.
Referans Yontemi:

e (Caligmalarda metin ici referans sistemi (APA) ve kaynakgalarda APA 7 versiyonu
kullanilmalidir.

Sekil, Tablo ve Grafikler:

e Calismalar igerisinde yer alan tiim sekil, tablo ve grafikler numaralandirilmali ve kaynagi
belirtilmelidir.

e Tablolar, sayfa sinirlart disina tasmayacak sekilde, gerektiginde Times New Roman 10 ve
11 puntolar kullamlarak sayfa icerisinde ortalanmalidir.

Ol’l’l.'
Tablo.1

Kaynak:



AUTHOR GUIDELINES
Language:

» In The Journal of International Studies, Turkish and English Works have been accepted. In
Turkish articles, English abstract, key words and extended abstract; in English articles, Turkish
abstract and key words should be included.

Page Structure:

 Papers should be prepared with 3 cm spaces at right and left margins, 11p Times New
Roman with 0 nk before and after the paragraph and 1.25 space.

» The main title of the work should be prepared with 12p and all capital letters, as for
subheads, 11p and only the initials will be capital letters.

» Paragraphs should be indented with 1 cm.

» The names of the authors should not be in the article, it should be prepared according to the
template below.

Content:

» The articles should be limited to 5000 to 8000 words, book reviews and critics to 1500
words.

* Inthe articles, abstract should be limited to 250 words and keywords with 5.

» Extended English abstract should be between 500-700 words.

Citing Method:

« APA in the Works and APA7 should be used in the bibliography.

Figure, Charts and Graphs:

« All figures, charts and graphs in the work should be numbered and referenced.

 Charts should be centered in the page without overflowing by using Times New Roman 10-
11pif necessary.

Example:
Table.1

Source:
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