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1. Turkish Perceptions of the Mediterranean

The Turkish view of the Euro-Mediterranean Parinership (EMP) has been marked by & degres of
indifferance since the EU Initiated it in Barcelona in 1995. There are several reasons for this and
one of them has to do with perceptions of foreign policy.’ After the Helsinki Summit of mid-
December 1999 where Turkey was accorded the status of candidate for EU membership, the
degres of Turkish indifference towards the EMP decreased, especially in the economic and social
spheres. Nonetheless, the EMP cannot be considerad part of the immediate foreign policy agenda
of the Turkish government. The fact is that foreign policy is, to some extent, a function of the geo-
strategic and geo-political location of a country. Unlike many other nations, Turkey has to deal with
various criical global, regional and national issues simultaneously because of its location in 2 highly
specific foreign policy and security environment. The anarchic external environment in which
Turkey has been trying to survive includes the unstable or destabilised regions of the Middie East
and the Eastern Mediterranean, the Balkans, Russiz, the Caucasus, and Central Asia, These are
regions haunted by ethnic and territorial conflict and rivalries, Being located at the epicentrs of this
conflict-ridden Eurasian region, Turkey is either a party to conflict and issues or susceptible to spill
over effects,

In short, Turkey is a country sumrounded by obfrusive realities. The realist approach o
intamational relations, based on the concept of an anarchic external environment in which the
steta’s primary objective is to survive, can be usaed, grosso modo, to explain the main motives
behind Turkish foreign and security policy. However, even if the Turkish foreign policy
establishment tends to be more ‘realistic’ than "utopian’ In Its approach, it would be misleading not
to also take into consideration the idealistic nature of the establishment in evaluating the present
course of Turkish foreign and security policy. A gocd example of a combined “realistic-idealistic”
stance is that adopted with regard to the Organisation of Black Sea Ecanomic Co-operation (BSEC)
region, which increases hopes for a larger Turkish contribution to peace and stability In the broader
European region.

Turkey has faced the challenge of two sub-regional co-operation projects in the post-Cold War
period: one to the south, the EMP, and the other to the north, the BSEC, It is interesting to note,
however, that whilst the Turks are very enthusiastic towards the BSEC they have generally
remained Indifferent towards the EMP, at least up unil the Helsinki Summit. The aim of this paper
Is to axplain the Turkish vision of the EMP and to compare it with its view of the BSEC. This will
permit an understanding of why Turkey has been apparenty indifferent towards the Europezn
Union’s sub-regional co-operation project in the Mediterranesan, at least in the period between
September 1595 and mid-December 1559,

1.1. The Agenda of Turkish Foreign Policy in 1999 and the EMP

It can be argued that the Turkish foreign policy establishment was precccupied with thres key
issuss in 1929, These are the Casplan oil pipeling, the Cyprus problem, and relations with Greace
and the European Union. Priority was given to one of the three in response to developments in the
area concerned, In the case of the Caspian oil and gas pipeling, the dedision regarding the main
pipeling route favoured the Baku-Ceyhan route. An agreement to this effect was signed during the
OSCE meeting in Istanbul In November 1993, The Turks are very sensitive about this issus becauss
of the great potential political and economic benefits. It is also a key issue from the paint of view
of the EMP and of the Cyprus question because of the strategic importance of the Baku-Ceyhan
route for the eastern Mediterranean. '




The Cyprus issue entered a new phase after the PKK leader, Abdullah Ocalan, was captured in
Kenya in possession of a Greek Cypriot passport. This development, which followed the S-300
missile crisis in 1598, has seriously affected the security perceptions of the Turkish forgign policy
establishment and increased the importance of the sastem Mediterranean for It. The most serious
developments, however, came in the context of Turco-Greek relations. The shelter provided to
Ocalan in the Greek embassy in Kenya despite the proclamations made by the Greek prime
minister that Greece had no relations with PKK, was a serious blow to the improvemant of the
essentlally problematic relations betwsen Gresce and Turkey, The Turks, who have zlready
experienced an all-out diplomatic war waged by Greece against Turkish interests in the European
Union and other intemational forums, became convinced of the unfriendly attitude of the Gresk
government. The Greek role in the Ocalan affair, coupled with the initial incompetence of Italian
policy towards Ocalan -and the PKK, caused the Turkish foreign policy elite to reconsider the
effectiveness of Euro-Mediterransan Co-operation and the Barcelona Process. After all, it was
meant to emphasise the importance of and the need for co-operation among the Mediterransan
countries against terrorism. Net surprisingly, these developments negatively influenced Turkish
atfitudes towards the EMP,

Events curing the second half of the 1999 considerably changed the conflictive nature &f Turco-
Greek relations, however, creating a friendly and co-operative atmosphere. First, the appointment
of Yorgos Papandreou as Foreign Minister and the earthquakes in both countries seemed to open a
new chapter in bilateral relations, increasing hopes for the promotion of the EMP in the sastem
Mediterranean. Second, the start of successful negotiations between Turkey and Greece for co-
aperation In the fields of tourism and trade, to combat drug-trafficking and organised crime, as
well as in the areas of the environment and cultural relations further improved relations and have
led to a new rapprochement. Third, and perhaps more importantly, the EU's decision to invite
Turkey to become a candidate country and Greece's decision to withdraw its veto against Turkish
membership at Helsinki in December 1999 steadily changed Turkish foreign policy towards the
European Union, Greece and the EMP.

1.2. The Mediterranean Reglon in Turkish Foreign Policy

In the words of a Turkish diflcrmat "the Mediterranean has never been conceptualised as a totality
in Turkish foreign policy.” In other words, there is no single comprehensive definition or
conceptual appreciation of the Mediterranean region in Turkish foreign policy. There is no single
desk or department in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs that deals solely with the Mediterranean
region and Mediterranean issues. Instead, the Mediterranean region is under the aegis of different
functional departments.

In general, the Turks perceive the Mediterranean region as being composed of the Middle East,
Greece and Cyprus, the Balkans, and Europe. This means that “the Mediterranean” redlly means
the "Eastern Mediterranean” in Turkish foreign and defence policy thinking. This is because the
Eastern Mediterranean presents a variety of problems that are perceived as important threats to
Turkish territorial integrity and the country's vital interests. The problems with Greece and Syria,
the Cyprus problem, the Arab-Israeli conflict and its spillover effects in the region constitute the
main precccupations of the Turkish foreign policy establishment in the Mediterranean averal. On
the other hand, members of the establishment do not consider the relatively stable weastern
Mediterranean region where Turkey does not anticipate any serious threat a priority.

Marsover, Turkish policy-makers see the European Union as an ineffective actor and not an honest
broker in the Mediterranean, which directly affects the Turkish vision of the Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership. In particular, the decision of the European Union to start negotiations with Cyprus for
full membership after the Luxembourg Summit in December 1997 strengthened the Turkish view
that European interests clashed with vital Turkish interests, and that the European Union sided
with Greece against Turkey In the Mediterranean. The Turks felt that the Europeans had decsived
them. While it was not considered even as a member of the second-level group of prospective
European Union members in Luxembourg (which included, inter aglia, Bulgaria and Romania),
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Cyprus — with all its problems — was promised that it could start negotiations for full membership.
In this context, Turkey, an associate member of the Union since the early 1960s, almost lost faith
in the Union’s intentions, The Turks believed that the European Union had chosen Greece as its
strategic partner in the eastern Mediterranean and was consequently prepared to sacrifice the
friendship of Turkey, which had meant a lot to European security during the Cold War years. In the
contaxt of Turkish-EU relations even the most optimistic Turk thinks that Greece holds the
European Union hostage. Accordingly, after the Luxembourg Summit the Turks suspended the
political dialogue with the European Union to allow the Union to proceed as it saw fit, After being
granted candidate status at the Helsinki Summit, however, the political dialogue was reinitiated
and Turkish officials began to promote a policy of influendng EU decisions regarding Turkey "from
within'.

The Turkish view of the EMP has also been damaged by the status the European Union has
accorded Turkey, The foreign policy establishment considers that the EMP is inappropriate because
it diminishes the country's status within the Eumpean Union to that of a neighbouring country.® It
argues that Turkey cannot be included along with Maghreb and Mashreq countries, which have no
aspirations of any kind to membership in the European Union. It also argues that the European
Union has financial responsibilities towards Turkey stemming from the Association’and Customs
Union Agreements and that no money has bean forthcoming since 1980. Furthermore, the EU
decision to transfer these funds to Turkey through the Mediterranean MEDA Programme rather
then direct EU channels is considered typical of the exclusionary palitical behaviour of the
European Union towards Turkey.* Furthermore, as far as security issues are concemed, Turks think
that as a full NATO member and WEU associate member Turkey should not be considered in the
same group with other Mediterranean countries.®

Clearly, all of the abowve did not help to promote the EMP cause in Turkey and considerably
weakened the hand of pro-EU cirdes in the country. After Helsinki, however, the Turkish view of
the EMP, particularly its economic chapter, changed substantially and Turkish officials promised a
greater Turkish contribution in the economic sphere. On the other hand, there is still no substantal
change in the Turkish wvision of the EMP's political and security chapter, Officials emphasizs that
Turkey differs over political and security issues even after Helsinkl.®

1.3. The Turkish Understanding of Regional Co-operation and the Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership

In principle, Turkey sympathises with regional co-operation initiatives. Turkish foreign policymakers
believe that regional co-operation is one of the most important means for promoting peacs,
stability and economic development and thersfore express their willingness to actively contribute to
such initiatives whenever possible.” The BSEC, the Economic Co-operation Organisation (ECO),
which indudes Turkey, the Central Asian Republics, Iran, Pakistan, and the Developing & (D-8), of
which Turkey, Iran, Egypt, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nigeria, Indonesia and Malaise are members, are
cited as examples of Turkey positive attitude towards regional co-operation, Indeed, in all these
arganisations Turkey played an active formative role,

Euro-Mediterranean co-operation is an ambitious and comprehensive EU regional project, which
naturally includes Turkey, As noted above, however, mainstream Turkish attitudes are not very
enthusiastic about the Euro-Mediterransan Parinership program. Turkish policymakers do not
conceal their indifference towards the EMP. Indesd, "from the beginning, Turkey has besn an
affiliate to the program but as a reluctant partner.”® It may seem strange, nonstheless, that a
country leading various initiatives at regional co-operation in its region such as Turkey should fail
to express enthusiasm for the EMP.

According to the Turks, the EU perception of the Mediterranean is the cormerstone of the EMP
project, based on its long concern with the economically poor regions of its southermn perdphery.
Migration from the South, for instance, especially from MNorth Afrlca, has been of immediate .
concemn for Europe, particularly for economic reasons, Econemic underdevelopment coupled with



domestic and regional political problems in countries such as Algeria may lead to a less stable
periphery for the Union, which can affect European peace and the wellbeing, The European Unicn
thus created a Mediterranean project envisaging a system of economic and security co-operation in
the region that could not otherwise not have been established by the regional states to meet this
security challenge and contain its poverty-stricken Southern periphery. Turkey welcomes the
initiative because It promotes economic development and aims to reduce internal and extermnal
pelitical tensions in the region. But Turkey feels that the EMP is imperative for the security of the
Union. Turkish diplomats argue that because of the EU emphasis, whilst Turkey is willing to co-
operate on economic matters with other Mediterranean countries, in the end political and security
considerations often dominate the discussions in official Euro-Mediterranean meetings.”

1.3.1. The Political Sphere

The main cause of Turkish indifference toward the EMP is the EU's political assessment of Turkey's
status within the co-operation project and the utopian nature of proposed security co-operation
measures. Turkey simply refuses to be considered part of the EMP periphery. Turkish foreign
policymakers argue that Turkey and the Eurcpean Union signed association and customs union
agreements that envisage full membership. For this reason, the EMP cannot be seen as an
alternative to the ultimate aim of Turkish integration within the European Union. Thus, while
Turkey has no objection to participating in the EMP, it does not consider this essential for Turkish
interests and or a foreign policy priority. The priority in Turkey's relations with the Europsan Union,
the establishment daims, has always been integration with the Union. It Is inevitable that Turkey
should look at the EMP somewhat askance, its argues, because the EMP not contribute to
membership of the Union but rather places Turkey and the Union on opposite sides of the table, It
condudes that ‘there is no reason to stay out of the EMP and they see no problem in low-profile
partidpation in it, supporting constructive projects’. In short, the establishment expects neither
major gains nor losses from participating in the EMP project.’ After Helsinki, however, the Turkish
‘status problem’ within the EMP seems to have enterad into a new phase and been somewhat
overcome, albeit not in the security field.

1.3.2. The Economic Sphere

Since the Inception of the EMP, Turkey has supported the EU's goal of establishing a Mediterranean
Free Trade Area by 2010, Turkish policymakers believe that the European Union intends to create
an egonomic sphere of influence in the Mediterranean and that it is therefore trying to sign
bilateral trade agreements with Mediterranean states. This is a policy that Turkey supports, they
say. Before Helsinki, however, the main question for Turkey was again its status within the
framework of Euro-Mediterranean relations. Where should Turkey sit, policymakers asked. Should
it be on the European side of the table or on the Mediterranean side? In the view of the Turks, as
an associate and Customs Union member in the European Union, Turkey should sit by the
Europeans. It was argued that Turkey had already accepted EU trade agreements with third
countries as a result of the Customs Union Agreement and signed ‘identical’ agreements with some
Mediterranean countries accordingly: to date Turkey has signed such commercial agreements with
Isragl, Tunisia and Egypt and is negotiating one with Morocco. In addition, the Turks have viewed
the EU pelicy of supporting *South-South’ economic relations as utopian on the grounds that there
are almest no tradable goods among these countries. Moreover, there are serious bilateral political
problems amongst these countries.

Another thomy Issie between Turkey and the European Union within the framework of the EMP is
the financing of MEDA projects,™ For political reasons Turkey has received no maoney from EU
Mediterranean funds. This has partly been a result of the Greek veto and In part because of EU
demands that the grants must be spent in Southeast Turkey and on human rights projects. Turkey
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rejected these conditions on the grounds that no conditionality should be attached to the allocation
of MEDA funds. There is also a technical issue; the Turks have thus far not prepared any draft
projects to be presented for MEDA funding. The solutions to these problems, however, sesms to
have emerged after Halsinki,

Inceed, the Turkish vision of the EMP as an economic project has changed considerably, The
Turkish foreign policy establishment now argues that Turkey is going to be more active in the EMP,
upgrading its participation in the meetings.** It says that Turkey now feels closer to Europe and, by
extension, to the EMP. One indication of the increasing importance of the EMP in Turkish foreign
policy is Foreign Minister Cem's attendance at the Mediterranean Forum in March 2000 and his
subsequent visits to the Maghreb countries in the context of Mediterranean palicy.

1.3.3. The Security Sphere

The Turkish view of the EMP in the security field is still rather pessimistic; it 15 seen as an
extremely utopian initiative. Turkish policymakers see no future for the EMP in the field of hard
security issues primarily because that the Arab-Israell conflict has left such a mark on every single
securtty issue In the Mediterranean region. According to Turkey there is little that can be done in
this area because almost all the hard security problems in the region are in one way or another
linked to the Middle East Peace Process.

Turkey does not view the Middle East through an EMP lens, Rather, It emphasises the importance
of the Middle East Peace Process for the solution of the problems in the region. Thus, at the
multilateral level it supports the initiatives of the Atiantic Alliance, while bilaterally it promotes the
improvement of relations with countries of the region and has adopted initiatives that complement
the peace process in the Middle East accordingly.

For the Turks, the Barcelona Process security project is faulty because Turkey is not an EU
member state. Turkish policymakers argue that Turkey is already a member state in the NATO
Mediterranean dialogue and the OSCE. By contrast, it only has ‘associate’ or ‘candidate’ status vis-
a-is the European Union even in the security field. Accordingly, Turkey emphasises the
importance of NATO initiatives on Maditerranean sacurity.” Turkey is powerful in NATO both in
military and political terms and is able to shape its polides because it participates in the dadision-
making process of the organisation. By contrast, in the words of a Turkish diplomat, "...in the
Mediterranean initiatives of the European Union, Turkey has a disadvantageous position becauss it
does not take part in the decision-making process. The decisions will be taken by the European
Union and dictated to Turkey™.! Thus, Turkey argues that in accordance with its peripheral status
in the EMP, it pursues a low-profile participation in EU iniiatives and mainly opts for bilateral
solutions to Mediterranean security issues. Turkey fully supports multilateral relations and
inidatives for Mediterranean security when organised under the NATO umbrella. Even after
Helsink, the Turks remain unenthusiastic about the EUJEMP security project. In sum, the Turkish
view of the EMP in the security field has not changed substantially. Officials from the security
departments of the Turkish Foreign Office point out that Turkey could become more active in the
economic but not In the security field **. As they say: "we do not have big expectations in the
security field because even after Helsinki we still sit at the other side of the table from the
European Union®, They say that Turkey feels *European’ where security issues are concermed, but
because "Turkey is not a full member in the European Union™ and this creates problems "especially
in the security issues. Accordingly, until Turkey becomes a full member in the Union we cannot be
mores active in the security field."

Turkish palicymakers argue, furthermare, that Turkey is not particularly in need of EU initiatives in
the Mediterranean because it already has good security co-operation established with Israel, Egypt
and Jordan.”* The recent Adana agresment with Syria, as well as improving relations with Iran
have also Improved the security environment in the region. Turkish policymakers emphasise that
all these regional bilateral and multilateral initiatives complement the EU aim of creating a peaceful
and secure environment In the Mediterranean.’” They point out that the EMP is not the only
mechanism through which relations are established among the Mediterranean countries. Finally,
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Turkish policymakers belleve that the EU Maditerranean initiative will not bring about significant
security benefits for Turkey. Why then, they ask, "should Turkey contribute to this initiative from
which it expects so litie?"

In relation to "soft security" issues, as a country that has been suffering the consequences of
terrorism for many decades, Turkey has supported strongly international co-operation against
terrorism and illidt drug traf‘ﬁckmg Due to the Ocalan incident, however, the Turkish government
Is firmly convinced of the weakness of Euro-Mediterranean co-operation against terrorism. The
olerant and even protective attitudes of EU Mediterranean members such as Italy, and espedally
Greece, towards a PKK leader whose organisation has been dedared terrorist one that abets the
disintegration of Turkey, an ally, has been noted carefully by Turkish policymakers and public
opinion.

Some mambers of the foreign policy establishment from different drcles, however, think that the
Barczlona PmI:ESE and the EMP are unrealistic mainly because of the heterogeneity of the states in
the region.”® They contend that the internal problems of these countries and the intra- regional
conflicts stemming therefrom do not augur well for the EMP as a co-operation model. At the same
time, they argue that the establishment of a global co-operative model for the Mediterrgnean is
very difficult to achieve because of the differing importance of hard and soft security issues In the
Eastern and Western parts of the Mediterranean respectively.’® Some even consider the Barczlona
Process to be an |mper1alist project, designed only fo promote the interests of the advanced
countries in the region.?

Hence the Turks continue to feel that if the European Union does not want to give Turkey a maore
significant role and does not take into account its interests in the Eastern Med;terranaan l:here is
litle reason for Turkey to participate in EU security policies and strategies in the region.?! In this
context, they argue, Turkey must develop its own pelicy in the Mediterranean by taking advantage
of its membership in the Atlantic alliance, its strategic location and historical ties, as well as its
experience in organising regional co-operation initiatives.

Ameng these initiatives, the BSEC Initiative can constitute an interesting reference point for Euro-
Mediterranean Co-operation in two respects. First, it Is useful to compare two initiatives with
similar objectives, both developing on the EU periphery. Second, it is of interest to see why Turkey,
a reluctant partner in the EMP up until the Helsinki Summit, enthusiastically promiotes the BSEC.




'2. Black Sea Economic Co-operation

The Black Sea Economic Co-operation initiative™ or, to give it its officlal title, the Organisation of
the Black Sea Economic Co-operation™ is 2 regional initiative undertaken by Turkey. It was
founded in Istanbul in June 1992 to prometes regional economic co-operation and to enhance
prosperity, stability and security in the region. The BSEC also aims towards the integration of the
economies of its member states into the European and the world economy, Economic co-operation
in the region is considered an effective means for conflict prevention and for encouraging the
peaceful settlement of existing problems among the regional states, The prindpal areas of co-
operation in the BSEC are listed as trads and economic development; banking and finance;
communications; energy; transport; environmental protecton; tourism; science and technology:
combating organised crime, the illicit trafficking of drugs, weapons and radioactive materials; and
all acts of terrorism and illegal migration. The states partidpating in the BSEC are Albania,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgla, Greece, Moldova, Romania, The Russian Fedzration,
Turkey and Ukraing, which are all full members. The observer states are Tunisia, Egypt, Isrzel,
Poland, The Slovak Republic, Austria, Italy, Germany, France and Energy Charter Conference.? In
addition, Macedonia, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Iran and Uzbekistan are in line for full
membership while Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Cyprus, have applied to become
cbservers. The European Commission dees not have any official status in BSEC but it is being
invited to relevant meetings on an ad hoc basis. Furthermore, with the Thlisi Ministerial resolution
of 1 May 1999, the European Commission was invitad to participate as an observer in the BSEC.

Following its establishment in 1992, the BSEC underwent a process of institutionalisation in order
to consolidate its International legal status. This process was completed on 1 May 1999 at the
meeting of Foreign Affairs Ministers of member states in Tblisi, Georgia, when the BSEC formally
became an international organisation. Betwsen 1992-1998, during the first six years of its
existence, the Permanent International Secretariat (Istanbul), the Pardiamentary Assembly (which
has its Secretariat in Istanbul), the Business Council (Istanbul), the Black Sea Trade and
Development Bank (Thessaloniki), and the Centre for Statistical Data and Economic Information
Exchange (Ankara) were established. During the BSEC Yalta Summit of June 1998, member states
signed the Charter of the BSEC, which transformed existing intergovernmental machanisms into a
fully-fledged regional economic organisation. After ratification of the Charter by the parliaments of
a minimum number of member states, the BSEC gained international legal status on 1 May 1953,
It is expected that the BSEC will be given observer status in the United Nations General Assembly
s00n. At present, eighteen working groups have besn carrying out projects in the fislds of
transportation, energy, trade, tourism, environment and agriculture, ™

One of the long-term objectives of the BSEC is to gradually establish a free trade area. To this end,
the BSEC is committed to trade liberalisation and the harmonisation of foreign trade regimeas in
accordance with WTO rules and practices. The BSEC also emphasises the importance of the private
sector in the process and encourages co-operation among the business communities of the
member states.” It is envisaged that the Black Sea Trade and Development Bank will become the
main finandal pillar of the BSEC in the near future,

Another BSEC objective is to further develop co-operation with the European Commission, the
OSCE, the WTO, the UN, UNIDO, as well as cther international organisations and regional
iniiatives. In this context, BSEC-EU relations are particulary importance. After the 4-5 June 1598
BSEC Coundil Surnmit in Yalta, the EU Presidency dedared its full support for Black Sea Co-
operation.” It announced its recognition and support for "...the work of the BSEC In promaoting
regional economic co-operation and thus, enhancing stability, security and prosperity in the
region.” Thus, "the BSEC has a positive contribution to make in the development of the region in
several areas, including transport, power, telecommunications, and the erwvironmeant." For this
reason, the Presidency declared that "the European Union looks forward to bulld on its existing co-



cperation with the BSEC and stands ready, where appropriate, to provide practical support through
the relevant Community programmes.” Accordingly, the European Union dedared jts willingness to
contribute to regional co-operation in the Black Sea, primarily through the PHARE, TACIS, MEDA
and INTERREG programmes,

The BSEC Presidency declared its enthusiasm  regarding BSEC-EU co-operation in the
aforementioned fields of transport, energy, telecommunication networks and trade, and also
emphasised the importance of progressively creating a EURO-BSEC Economic Area.® In light of the
Barcelona Declaration, which aims to creatz a free trade area among the participants of the EMP
by the year 2010, the BSEC initiative views the Black Sea region as an integral part of the
European economic integration process. Its members have declared their intention of establishing
2 Eurc-Black Sea Fres Trade Ares through inter and Intra-regional free trade agresments by
2010.*® Politically, it is hoped that the BSEC will help to consolidate demoacratic institutions in all
member countries and prepare the ground for integration into the United Europe of the twenty-
first century, by accelerating economic and sodal progress.* It is within this framework that
Turkey has supported the strengthening of BSEC-EU relations

In the politico-military sphere, Turkey proposed a challenging initiative for the BSECregion. At the
meeting of the Second Chiefs of the Black Ses nevies in Varna in April 1998 it proposed the
creation of a Black Sea Naval Co-operation Task Group (BLACKSEAFOR), for the enhancement of
peace and stability in the Black Sea. The Russia Federation, Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania and the
Ukraine welcomed co-operation among the navies of the Black Sea littoral states as a means to
develop a set of confidence and security building measures In the Black Sea. Subsequently, experts
from these countries and from Turkey participated in a meeting in Ankara In October 1998 at
which all participants showed thejr willingness to support the establishment of such a force. The
participants agreed that its mission is to contribute to strengthening friendly relations and mutual
confidence among Black Sea littoral states, as well as to improve peace and stability in the region
by contributing to the enhancement of co-operation and inter-operability between their maritime
forces. They also agreed that the BLACKSEAFCR should be a multinational force and that ‘military
exercises’, "search and rescue operations’, ‘humanitarian assistance’ and ‘port visits” would
constitute possible areas of co-operation between participant states,®

Today the Turks believe that the BSEC has proved to be a successful organisation in which "the
participating states have put aside their differences and have undertaken joint economic projects
for their mutual benefit."™ At the same tme, the BSEC also demonstrated that Islamic and
Christian states could co-operate smoothly in a regional crganisation without religious or cultural
friction. According to a senior Turkish fareign policy establishment member: "...since its inception
the BSEC has asserted itself to be an important confidence building measure and, as such, an
essential element of peace and stability in the ragion, The varying national interests, differing
palitical assessments and diverse stages of development of the participating states have not
prevented them from seeking common solutions to their problems through dialogue, economic co-
operation, and creating an environment conducive to regional stability,"®




; .
'3. The BSEC and the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership:
Two Tales of Two Seas or A Tale of Two Seas?

3.1. The Turkish Yiew

As the basic characteristics and obijectives of the BSEC do not differ greatly from those of the EMF
it Is worth considering how the Turks campare these sister initiatives and how and why the Turks
distinguish the BSEC from the EMP. The Turkish definition of the BSEC as the "child of Turkey™*®
unguestonably underlies the Turkish view of this particular Initiative. Turkey feels responsible for
the initiative and sees itself as a benefactor. Accordingly, Turks are very enthusiastic about BSEC-
related issues. By contrast, as mentioned above, until very recently Turkish foreign policymakers
were largely indifferent towards Euro-Mediterranean Co-operation though it has similar objectives.

Clearly, the BSEC Initiative may provide a guideline for a greater Turkish contrbution to the EMP
because the goals of both projects are wery similar, First, both aim to increase the sconomic
prosperity and the welfare of member couniries through co-operation, interdependence and
integration with the world economy. Sscond, both are erected upon the belief that regional co-
cperation Is an effective confidence building measure and that, as a result, co-operation
contributes to reglonal stability. Thus, one of the goals is to build 2 sense of commaon interest that
will foster friendly relations and reduce the likelihood of armed conflict. Third, both aim to reduce
organised crime, terrarism, illidt drug trafficking, arms smuggling, Hlegal immigration, racism,
xznophobla and discrimination. A fourth common aim is to increase formal and informal channels
for dialogue among individuals, groups and institutions, to as to produce a better understanding of
common problems in the respective regions.

Furthermore, according to its founding document, the BSEC region is founded on univarsally
shared values such as democracy, human rights and fundamental freedoms, prosperity throuah
economic liberty and social justice and equal security for all participating states.™ In this context,
the charter "aims at ensuring that the Black Sea becomes a sea of peace, stability and prosperity,
striving o promote friendly and good-neighbourly relations.” The EMP also pursues these goals for
the Mediterranean regian. Moreover, like the EMP the Black Sea economic co-operation inidative
basically provides soft security in the region and tries to contribute to hard-security issues through
co-operation and dialogue. In order to contribute to the latter, the BSEC initiative also provides
various levels of dialogue and platforms for interaction between the gowernments and their
representatives,  parliaments and parlizmentarians, private sector representatives  and
businessmen, local administrations, non-governmentzal organisations, universities and academics.
Furthermore, as is the case in the Mediterranean region, the BSEC region unites a number of
states that are politically and economically distinct. Again, as is the case In the Mediterranean,
there are continuing disputes, mistrust and rivaldes among some member states so that the risk of
tension and potential fricion in the region is high. There are problems between Moldova and
Russia over the Trans-Dniester region, betwsen Russia and Ukraine over Crimea, between the
Gzorgian government and Ossetia, Abkhaziz and Adzharia, as well as bebween Armmania and
Azerbaljan over Nagomno-Karabagh.” In addition to these political conflicts, as is the case in the
Mediterranean there are differences in levels of economic development, while differences owver
forced and illegal migration, weapans of mass destruction and illegal arms trafficking are other
factors leading to the escalation of tension in the Black Sea region.

Although Turkish foreign policymakers see the similarities befween the two regions and sister
initatives, they also point out some important differences, which make the EMP less promising in
their view.”® First, the initiative for Mediterranean co-operation emerged from the Eurapean Unicn
primarily because there was no strong desire amongst regional states for such co-operation.
Indeed, they were unable to carny out such a co-operation programme by themselves, By contrast,
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although the BSEC initiative and leadership came from Turkey there has always been a strong
incentive for such co-operation among the countries of the region. Thus, successful BSEC co-
operation has been the outcome of the willingness of member states to create .it. Second, despite
the sodalist past of the many of the BSEC states and differences among them, their gzneral level
of political and economic development is higher and the differences among them are |ess
pronounced than those among states in the EMP area. Third, in comparison to EMP members,
BSEC states have had much stronger historical and cultural ties with Europe. Accordingly, they are
anxious to co-pperate with Europeans and to become part of a greater Europe, Fourth, the BSEC
states, unlike many of their counterparts in the EMP area, took important steps to establish and
consclidate parliamentary political systems earty on. Finally, although there are bilateral political
problems in the region, the BSEC states, unlike their counterparts in the Mediterransan, are
determined not to let political problems damage the prospects for economic co-operation. In any
case, political problems are not as tough as those In the Mediterranean.

3.2. Two Tales or One?

Do the Turks have “two tales of two seas” or "a tale of two seas™ The answer is simply that they

have "both.”™ On the one hand, the Turkish policymakers argue that in the foresseable future

there will be "two tales of two seas” because the actors are different in both regions. In the

Mediterranean, there is the European Union together with Middie Eastern and North African states,

a conglomerate of states ranging from Lebanen to France and Morocoo. They contend, however,

that the populations that dominate the Black Sea are mainly European in origin and nature and

that there are no big pelitical and economic differences between BSEC states. The relatively

heterogeneous and the homogeneous characteristics of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea

stales, respectively, are responsible for two different fales. COn the other hand, Turkish

policymakers also argue that these initiatives In the Meditarranean and the Black Sea will

eventually become "a tale of the two seas.” This is so primarily because the European Union does

not want to be surrounded by economically and politically unstable regions and thus pays

increasing attention to stability on its periphery in order to ensure the survival of the Union.

Accordingly, the European Union supported 2 policy of "a tale of two seas” when it openly backed

the BSEC process. The Turks also underine the importance of Turkish initiatives within the

European Commission to support BSEC and, furthermore, to Initiate an EU strategy for the Black

Sea region,*

According to elements in the foreign policy establishment that sympathise with a global European

approach towards the Mediterranean, EU initiatives in both Central and Eastem Europe and the

Mediterranean form part of a global approach designed to solidify the Europeanisation of this

greater area.”? They go on to argue that, being located at the heart of the Eurasian region, Turkey
has already contributed to this process by establishing the BSEC initiative, Turkey should support
and contribute to the process of economic Co-operation in the Mediterranean as it does in the
Black Sea, because future European prosperity is linked with an area stretching from the Balkans

to Russia and the Ukraine, and southwards to the Caucuses, the Middle East and Morth Africa. As

the country situated at the heart of the Eurasian region, the Black Sea and the Maditerranean,

Turkey will certainly benefit from this process of co-cperation and increasing regional prosperity.

The apparently different answers to the question of the “number” of tales in the Mediterranean
and the Black Sea dlearly reflect the Turkish attitude towards these regions. Not surprisingly, those
who narrate “two tales of two seas” belong to political and security departments while those who
prefer one “tale of two seas” are from the economics departments of the Turkish Foreign Office. In
short, the Turkish vislon of co-operation in the Mediterranean and the Black Sea regions can be
summarised as follows, In the economic sphere, Turks support co-operation and are willing to
participate in and contribute to it, both in the Maditerranean and the Black Sea regions. In the
political and the security sphere, while willing to take initiatives in the BSEC, they are not optimistic
about the viability of EMP. Furthermore, they do not accept the role given to Turkey in the EMP by
the Eurcpean Union,



Conclusion

The Turkish vision of the EMP can be analysed in two ways. First, even after Helsinkl the Turks do
not see the EMP as a promising initiative in the political and security fields. Problerns in the Middle
East, they argue, are the main obstacles to EMP success. They emphasise the importance of the
Middle East Peace Process and support the NATO Mediterranean security dialogue. It seems that
Turkey is more sympathetc to US-led security initiatives in the Mediterransan, although it supports
the EMP in the economic sphere and is willing to contribute to that progess. Overall, the EMP is not
& priority, nor does it constitute an alternative to full Turkish membership of the European Union,
Untl very recently, a more important reason for Turkish indifference towards the EMP, hawever,
has been the role given to Turkey in the Mediterranean; despite the association and customs union
agresments, the European Union considered Turkey a peripheral country inside the'EMP, In faci,
the Eurcpean Union has long seen Turkey as & peripheral country, not only within the EMP but also
for other purposes. Accordingly, Turkey had not been given hopes for full EU membership beyond
the wvague statements of principle mads at the Helsinkl Summit, when it was placed zlongside
‘second rate' enlargement countries. In response to the EU policy adopted at the Luxembourg
summit in 1997, Turkey suspended its political dialogue with the European Union, which in tum
intensified the essentially indifferent Turkish attitude toward the EMP. This was only reversad after
the December 1999 Helsinki Summit, with the re-initiation of the EU-Turkey political dialogue.

For its part, the European Union has long demanded more democracy and significant
improvements in Turkey's human rights records as a pre-condition for full membership. By pointing
out Turkey's defects in these fields, the European Union effectively emphasised that Turkey's
political systermn had to match that of the member states of the European Union. Unlike the
Southern European countries like Greecs, Spain and Portugal, Turkey has been unable to
consolidate a European-style democracy. The European Union has made it clear that as long as the
necessary political transformations are not made, Turkey will not be considered for full
membership and will thus remain on the periphary of the European Union.

Despite EU criticisms and the incremental stzps t2ken by the new Turkish government towards
more democracy, it can be argued that the Turkish attitude towards the EMP in the political and
security fields will not change in the medium run. This is because Turkey is not a full member of
the Eurcpean Union and the Turkish foreign policy establishment therefore has no significant
expeciztions with regard to the EMP, If sees NATO as the most effective institution to ensure
Mediterranean security. In the economic sphere, however, Turkish-EU co-operation may increase
in the near future in the context of the EMP, although this will also depend upon the attitudes of
other Mediterranean littoral states.

The Turkish forelgn policy establishment sees the BSEC in a different light. As a Turkish initiative,
the BSEC is accorded primary impartance and every possible initiative is taken to consolidate it as
an effective interational croganisation. Turks argue that this Is “realpolitik”. In other words, while
Turks see that their vital interests are tied up with the BSEC, they have few security-linked
expectations regarding the EMP. It should be rememberad, however, that the Barcelona
Dedaration is not just a dedaration. It has given rise to a process for co-operation in the
Meditermanean,
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1988, Having legitimised and internalised the idea of Europeanisation, it is not surprising
tr see that the Turks ars detenmined to realise their political and econcmic *seff-satistaction”
and “self-actualisation” within the institutional structure of the EU. And when it comes 1o
Turkish-Greek relations, membership will equalise Turkey's external standing with that of
Greece in the Eastern Mediemanean region vis-a-1is the ELL

Turkey has been underiaking reforms in order to adapt its domestic structures 1o those
of EU member states. Although the succass of these domestic refarms is very iImporiant
for Turkey to becams a member in the Union, it would appear that the major issues of
Turkey's accession ars not domestic reforms but the country’s extarnal standing, which
is clearly illustrated by the persistent overt and covert pressures on the Turks by the EU
{and Greecea) to give up their established pelicy especially towards “Cyprus™ and the
Aegean Sea For the Turks, howsver, the major questions are still pending: Who gets what
from the (relallocaton of rescurces in the (both old and new) Greater Eastem Meditemansan
region in period of post-Cold War large scale structural and historical changa? Accordingty,
the Turks have besn emphasising that they are ready to revise thair Cyprus and Aegean
policy anly after thair membership in the EU becomes a clear option and their status with
the Greeks is balanced in the EL, but not befare. It sesms to me that this is the major
issue in “Turkey-Greece-EU relations” and in the "Turkey-Greece-Cyprus security complex”
in the context of embracing historcal change. It is desply rooted in the “who-gats-what”
guestion, Therefore, it must be gently dealt with and sclved with through even-handed
approach by the EU in order to aveid unexpected and undesirable conssquences when
the building blocks of the new system are in place in the Eastern Mediterranean.
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