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Stalemate: Geopolitical Games in Syria

[. Introduction

By now it turned out that the Syrian crisis ha&eiip a combination of strategic struggle for
power and influence in the Middle East and thternal and external factors which were based
on ethnic lines. The uprising in Syria startegpeaceful demonstrations against some undemocratic
practices by the Assad government. In a short timedemonstrations took a denominational line
setting the minority but dominant Alawifeagainst the majority Sunni Muslims. The “rebelliovas
encouraged by the successes of the uprisings irsiduEgypt and Libya and the efforts of rebels
were strengthened up by the consequences of argoeatal crackdown and interference by militant
forces. In this way, all in all, Syria has fallama civil war, that is to say, in the country soare
supporting the Assad regime, while others are atj&inBut the effect of the crisis has not stopped
the borders of Syria.

What is more, the whole conflict has been tramsémt from a domestic and regional issue to
a real, global security issue with the same commtussome (Putin’s Russia) are supporting the
Assad regime, while some (the U.S. with Turke against it. | wonder if the battle between the
U.S. and Russia, which had been ended by the derhibe Soviet Union, has been reanimated. In
this paper first | want to point out that bothtetahave sought to protect their regions of infagen
and in the era beginning with the Arab spring, #reldoctrine of humanitarian intervention has been
used to justify their own geopolitical interventson

On the other hand, there is another issue ongbeda, which has been beyond the extent to
keep the crisis off the rest of the world, espégialff Europe. This is nothing else than a
humanitarian disaster; hundreds of thousands gflpdeft their home to find a haven of refuge. Just
in the seven months from January to July 2015ta &6 125,000 asylum seekers arrived in Greece.
Then in August alone, 108,000 people came. In $dpte the number was 153,000. The flow of
people seemed extraordinary and its measure wasrgrdast. What ought to be done? Actually, in
political sense, asylum and immigration policieshii the European Union have been characterised
by a competition between two conflicting pglitames; the “realist frame” of internal security,
which emphasises the tightening of borders, andlitheral frame” of humanitarianism, advocating
a human rights-based notion of refugee primlecand freedom of movemeht.

Two key political leaders could be identified agaging these frames in Europe, Viktor Orban
of Hungary and Angela Merkel of Germany. Viktor @nbembodies a sharp realist philosophy as he
is placing Hungary and its citizens first, insigtithat Hungarians have the right not to live with
populous Muslim communities, whilst describing thasigrating as a real threat to Hungary’s
security and cultural identifyFollowing Orban, there were lots of speech andspeyver article in
which they agreed that the EU has to secure i&reak borders; that the border must be sealed; that
thorough border controls have to be implementeat, ithfrastructure needs to be strengthened. The
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stance of Orban directly contrasts to that of tihart@ellor of Germany. Merkel made efforts to put
an end to the migration crisis, but to do so in svthat reassert Europe’s commitment to universal
human rights. On a liberal basis, Merkel stressewfie had a vital interest in maintaining respect
for international norms. She is uniquely placegropose a credible EU policy, given her popularity
in her own country, her visibility in the world arige fact that she has staked her political capital
Germany’s ability to handle this crisis.

The endeavours of both political leaders mentidmefdre seem logical based upon their own
way of reasoning governing concrete measures. Hemveg if either politician overemphasized the
sustainability of their own policies related to @iuation evolved. To seal the boarders and tseclo
Europe as a fortress could not be an ultimate isolubeither is it if any foreigner is let in. Tgive
refuge seekers shelter and take them in m@@eessary but not sufficient responses.ddidt
that we have to tackle the problem at the root mmtdjust treat the symptoms. The prosecution of
human traffickers who exploit the suffering these people hardly solves the problem.
Especially not for those desperate people who allegvto pay any price to escape their current
situation. The debate needs to focus more on wbtracan and ought to be taken by the
international community to stop human rights viaias. And so we have arrived at the doctrine of
humanitarian intervention again. My main concerthet the whole issue is captured by the states
playing their own egoistic geopolitical games. mstpaper | would like to briefly present the
background of the issue from the perspectivesldhalrelevant bilateral relationships relatedhe t
crisis. And finally to come to a conclusion whattisgs of policy seem to me as worthy of
following.

Il. Geopolitical stance from the perspective of UlBrkey relations

With tremendous dead, millions displaced, the gmes of extremists (ISIS), and a strong
Iranian and Russian support for the Assad regiheeSkrian crisis is now a global security challenge
and, at the same time, is jeopardizing the interesboth the U.S. and Turkey. In fact, the crib&s
manifested a strategic completion betweenwsstern bloc (Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Jordan) etc
and anti-Western bloc (Syria, Iran, Russia da®banon). The removal of Assad is a centra ste
for the Syrian people as well as the anti-Assadpcaiine U.S. has numerous national security
interests at stake in Syria like foiling Iran’s &apons for regional hegemony; lessening the
dominance of political Islam; denying terroristSI®) another safe haven; preventing the use of
chemical weapons; stabilization of Iraq; and redga threat to Israeli security.

In the meantime, the U.S. influence inside Sysiaurrently limited. The U.S. is not directly
involved in the Syrian crisis. Its policy has bes#volving around humanitarian issues and
containing the influence of extremists. So, in ortesafeguard its interests in Syria, the U.SI wil
require the assistance and support of other regemavell as world powers. For example, Turkey
can clearly be an important, and considering itgpgétical position, a natural partner. Howeveg th
interests of both states do not perfectly matchh wiich other. As far as Turkey is concerned,
instability in Syria is the single foreignolgy challenge facing Turkey today. One of theirma
concerns for Turkish policy in Syria has been tbétipal role of Syria’s Kurds in particular and
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Kurds in general. In addition, the prolonged catfendangers regional stability as the fighting
continues to send refuges and violence into neigtibg countries, especially Turkey. The flow of
refugees has strained Turkey’s political, socialvali as economic aspects. Nevertheless, Turkey is
not quite satisfied with the U.S. unwillingnessdive aids for the opposition to topple the Assad
regime. Also, there are disagreements between Ywahkd the U.S. over which elements of Syrian
opposition to support. From the Turkish perspectilie U.S. policy is ambiguous and does not have
any clear picture. U.S’s “ISIS first” approach daest coincide with the Turkish policy, which
considers Assad regime’s fall as its main foreighcy objective.

Both Turkey and Syria had national interests mbisity of the Middle East, countering
terrorism and extremism, securing energy flows, amantaining fruitful relations with Europe.
However, the relationships between Turkey and Skhase been edgy due to some historical
territorial disputes, which include the followingdpief issues in the 1980's and 1990’s: — Turkey'’s
annexation of Hatay province in 1939; — Conflicieowontrol of the Tigris and Euphrates water
basin; — Turkey’s close relations with the Westgeneral and Israel in particular, and — Syria’s
support for the Kurdistan Workers' Party, whiclaikeft-wing organization and the main rebel group
based in Turkey and Iraq. Also, and this aspeansesxtremely important by shifting from regional
to global context, both countries were on opposites in the cold war. Turkey was a founding
member of NATO and Syria was one of the USSR’'esllHowever, in the past decade, Turkey
developed wide relations with Syria. The new relaghip was based on the framework of Turkey’s
self-declared “zero problems with neighbours” ppfic

In March 2011 when the Assad regime started itdemt and brutal crackdown on the
protesters, Turkey began to support the Syriaitiqall opposition by hosting its members in Turkey.
As the crisis escalated, first Turkey suspendedigiomatic relations with Syria, then in orderpot
more pressure on the regime, Turkey imposed sarscho Syria; finally, in August 2016, Turkish
mounted a military offensive in the north-westemeaaof Syria. The intention of the Turks is
complex. There are some primer interests of Tutkegope with the crisis by reducing the tensions
in the region. So the Turks work towards the falBashar Al-Assad’s regime: they want to stop the
flow of refugees into Turkey and to settle themdasSyria in safe zones. That’s the reason why the
Turkish PM, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, continuously uifge establishment of a buffer zone, a no-fly
zone or a safe-corridor on the territory of Syria.

However, Turkey has multiple interests at stak8yna. Prominent among them is to negate
the influence of Kurds in Syria, since the Syriaisis has given new impetus to the Kurdish issue.
The Kurds, an ethnic group are spread out in [Fadkey, Iran, Syria, have long aspired to haverthel
own state. Turkey continues to suffer from its ateat Kurdish problem; Turkey is concerned about
cross-border “spillover effectd"The Syrian conflict has had a direct impact onKhbedish question
in Turkey. The conflict in Syria has drawn attentiim the Kurdish minority over there. The Syrian
Kurds are now more vocal than ever, and it is f@dhat in the near future they might pronounce
autonomy or even independericAnd finally, do not forget an important regionatapolitical
consequence that the developments in Syria haveilmated to sharpening an implicit competition
between Turkey and Irafi.

Turn to the U.S. policy towards Syria now. In thé. official view Syrian conflict is as more
of a humanitarian problem than as a direct thred.S. security. Despite the gross violations of
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human rights and repeated breach of internatiooahs, the U.S. failed to act properly. After Assad
regime’s brutal and forceful actions against thpagition, the U.S. policy was misguided and the
U.S. administration seemed to be indecisive abmeitnext step. The U.S. administration is divided
on this issue, and thus it is against any kind ditary intervention in Syria. Some argue that the
U.S. should military intervene in the Syrian crigisorder to protect civilian or to fulfil the dexkd

the U.S. goal of removing Assad from power. Théagiargue that the opposition forces that are not
unified and may include groups with extremist viewdnfortunately, the U.S’s inaction and
misguided approach contributed to the deterioraihgation on the ground.

It is also interesting to explore the bilaterdhtenship between U.S. and Turkey. Turkey was
the key player of a containment strategy that ptettthe West from communist expansion. In this
great strategy of the U.S. some problematic Turigshies could remain inconsiderable such as the
issues of Cyprus, and Turkish internal governaAfiermath of the cold war, the necessity for this
alliance has been disappeared. However, the Udsth@nEU continued to look on Turkey as an ally.
For the U.S., Turkey is instrumental in any strgtegstabilize and would-exit Iraq, as Turkey i th
only NATO ally that has borders with Iraq and Syita absence or unwillingness will complicate
any kind of strategy vis-a-vis Syria. However, 8ian crisis is putting tremendous strain on US-
Turkey relations. The reason is being rooted ifedifg priorities with relation to the Syrian cgsi
As far as Turkey is concerned, its policy is foause to bring down the Syrian regime, while as the
U.S. has focused its policy in fighting the ISISedpite the divergent points of their bilateral
relations, both countries need for each other ynkimd of settlements in Syria.

lll. Geopolitical stance from the perspective of-BEssia relations

One of the main elements of the U.S. realist aggrdo international relations The Monroe
Doctrine declared by the U.S. president James Monroe i8.18Zhe declaration includes two
important settings of objectives in foreign policyFurther efforts by European nations to colonize
land or interfere with states in North or South Aitee would be viewed as acts of aggression,
requiring U.S. intervention. ii) The US would nathinterfere with existing European colonies nor
meddle in the internal concerns of European coemitip to the WW2, this guideline conducted the
isolation policy of the U.S. To look back in thespahe Monroe Doctrine was the most influential
geopolitical doctrine that has leveraged great pewetry and curve their own exclusive spheres of
influence and control that are regarded as regynsitional interest.

As the U.S. is becoming hegemonic power on thgestd world politics, additional doctrines
were declared on and on (Truman, Eisenhower, Kgndetinson, Carter, Reagan, Bush). As first in
the sequence of doctrines, and as a reply to tle& Gevil War, the Truman doctrine in 1947 argued
that if Greece and Turkey did not receive the hat they urgently needed, they would inevitably
fall to communism with grave consequences throughlo@ region. This was the conception of
domino effect that communism would inevitably spresithout the containment of the U.S-led
West as the representative of the free world. Laterthis idea has become the milestone of the U.S.
great strategy during the Cold War. In January801%he Carter Doctrine added the Middle
East as strategic region on this “territoriat’liby claiming that an attempt by any outside powe
to gain control of would be regarded as an assawthe vital interests of the U.S, which would be
repelled by any means necessary, includinglitanyi forces'? The Carter doctrine was
promulgated in order to deter the then Sovibn from encroaching into the Middle East
and Persian Gulf regions after the Soviedd invaded Afghanistan in 1979.

Equally, even after the fall of the Soviet Uniétyssia has its own regional control doctrine.

" Internet access: http://malikdolgozat.uw.hu/cikkivoe _doctrine.PDF
12 president Jimmy Carter quoted in Bob Woodward: Chenmanders. Simon and Schuster, New York, 199123p

85




Russia has always taken active and passtte@na to guards the Caucasus region, amd th
former soviet countries from external interfererspecifically interference from the USA. Any
encroachment into this region is regarded as athoeRussian national interest and security. The
U.S., on the other side, has been an offensiver actthe Middle East relations. The region is
important for the U.S. not only on the need to kiteppetroleum tapes running to USA and its allies
and curbing terrorism, but also on the need torobtite petrodollar systethand the existence of
Israel.

According to the spirit of the Carter Doctrinegth).S. Middle East policy is continuously
reviewed and threats redefined. This is exemplifigdbaddam Hussein who at one time is seen as a
USA ally and later turns into a foe and got invasio 2003. The constant transformation of the
U.S’s Middle East policy is the reason why Syridiieth was not much seen as a special interesting
state, becomes important soon after the fall ofd@adHussein’s Irag. Syria grew to be a state of
importance arguably because as a state under AlasitShiites it was the last major ally of Iran,
which the then U.S. President George Bush clads#mong the “axis of evil” states together Iraq
and North Kored? Being under the control of Alawites meant thati&ylike Iran, was viewed as a
threat by the dominant Sunni states like Saudi ilra@atar, Kuwait and United Arab Emirates, in
the region who are all U.S. allies.

Another reason for the need to change the leageirsiSyria might be conducted by Israel’s
security concerns. Israel has several principaahjes in the Syria conflict, including minimizing
Iranian and Russian influences in Syria, blocking transfer of advanced weapons to Hezbollah,
preventing Syria from posing a credible militaryretit to Israel or permitting Iran to do so,
undermining the legitimacy of Syria’s claims to tBelan Heights, and preventing Sunni militants
from establishing infrastructure or operationaldsaalong Israel’s bordé&t.Though Israel has little
ability to influence events on the ground in Sygajng it few tools for advancing its goals dirgct
it basically shares on strategic objectives with thS.

At the United Nations (UN) level the USAdaits allies sponsored Security Council
resolutions that sought to pave way for iaternational military intervention and empower
the Syrian opposition in a manner resolution 19@8ep way for the military intervention and
support for Libyan National Transitional CouncilutSide the UN, the U.S. gave the Syrian National
Coalition financial support. It also supported thferent militia groups that were not classifi
as terrorist or working with terrorist, witmilitary support:® In brief, the U.S. and its allies
financed and armed the rebels and also called failiry intervention to assist the same rebels.

Russia and its allies, however, continued to anui defend the Syria government in the
Security Council. Strategic reasons are worth gees providing a better understanding of the
Russian behaviour in relation to the Syrian catdeast since Soviet times, Russian leaders have
been keen on outlining long-term plans and docdrinewhich the aims and means of their policy
are explained to the people and the surroundinddwaust like Putin in 2000, President Medvedev
after his accession to power launched a new ForBiglicy Concept in 2008, a new National
Security Strategy in 2009, and a new Defence Duetin 2010%" The spirit and the gist of anew
Russian President Vladimir Putin’s speech was #meesat the 70th UN General Assembly session

13 Claudio Grass: End of an Era: The Rise and FalhefPetrodollar system. Gold and Liberty. 12 20{¢6. Internet
Access: _http://goldandliberty.com/money-marketsferatrise-fall-petrodollar-system/

1 George W. Bush: “Bush's State of the Union addres§anuary 29, 2002. Internet Access:
www.cnn.com/2002/ALLPOLITICS/01/29/bush.speech.txt/

5 Larry Hanauer: lIsrael's Interests and Options iriaS RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, 2016. Access:
http://www.rand.org/pubs/perspectives/PE185.html

'8 Angela Joya: Syria and the Arab Spring: The Evolubf the Conflict and the Role of the Domestia dxternal
Factors. Ortadogu Etutleri, Vol. 4, No 1, July 20p@.27-52.

" A good summary in English is the work by Ingmab@b: Russia’s Great Power Strategy under PutirMiedledev.
Swedish Institute of International Affairs, No.2010. (25 p.)
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in New York City, on 28 September 2015

Now, to sum up the main elements of the Russiapgléical doctrine: 1) Russia wants a
multi-polar world where it safeguards the security of the countryintams and strengthens the
sovereignty and the territorial integrity of Russiad wants to be one of the influential centres in
the world. 2) Russia lays emphasis on the supremiicyernational law, in particular the principles
of the UN Charter. It seeks consensus and coirgigsitions with other states and international
organisations in the process of solving tasks eédfiby in terms of Russia’s national interests. 3)
Russia gives a comprehensive defence of the ragidsnterests of Russian citizens and compatriots
living abroad. It promotes and popularises the Runsknguage and the cultures of the peoples of
Russia abroad. 4) Russia does not isolate itseth fothers but there are regions where it has
privileged interests due to historic or geograyii@s.

Each of these items describe a country with goeater ambitions and active foreign policy
including offensive and defensive components. Aaid face the music: this ambition is not totally
ungrounded. However, from this sketch of the Rumsgiaopolitical doctrine some paradoxical
behaviour comes to be clear. Hence, the argumentRhssia did not allow the passage of any
resolution on Syria due to the Libyan experiencejuestionable at once. Russia could have
allowed the passage of resolution 1973 becdisammar Ghaddafi had drifted to the
western hemisphere and redirected his foreigityptd placate western powers. This is evidenced
by Libya’'s acceptance of the responsibility of Ledke bombing, and oil and other business
agreements and investments with and/or in Euroddl@U.S. companies. However, looking at the
Syrian case from under Russian spectacles is elifftefrom that of Libya. While Libya had
“shrugged off” its traditional allies in its re-eagement overdrive with the west, Syria remained a
true Russian ally since the days of Hafez al As&a®@n when Syria cooperated with the USA in
fighting Al Qaeda, which was okay by Russians, aering Syria’s own security and national
interest, it did not do so at the expense of ilati@ship with Russia. Syria is also a strengthgni
ally of Iran against the Shia-Sunni regional battlen being a Russian ally in the Middle East doul
not be allowed to begin the process of falling tigio the fall of Syria. Russia, therefore, used its
veto powers in the Security Council on Syria mdntit had done on any other country to maintain
equilibrium in Middle East so as to balance itduahce against that of Russia. And, to tell théhtru
the U.S. should not blame Russia for this poli®gause the whole world could see Libya was not
the U.S’s strong suit.

If we carefully look at what happens in the Mid&ast, the best description of the behaviour
of the leading powers is “twist and turns and ttitushe Syrian crisis just shows again that the.U.S
and Russia as still the two leading military powersthe world intervened in the conflict not
because of the need to fulfil a moral responsibibit protect the civilians, but with hidden interées
pursue geopolitical influence. And what is realijtdy here that all the calculations were at the
expense of the suffering civilians. This humpingl @lumping was then really evident during the
Ukrainian crisis in 2014 where the two parties plhyhe same roles with the same prop; though
everybody knew that for Russians it is now not @axprwar in fact even if almost all the Russian
actions were taken in covered. Any expert also lntvat the Middle East and Eastern Europe are
regions of strategic importance for both the U.&d &ussia. And what is the result now? The
situation has turned into bloody steady-state eixal in Syria, and the crisis both in Syria and in
Ukraine ends with stalemate. Although Donald Trumap floated the idea of creating a new alliance
with Russia, saying a reset of relations is necgdsahelp ease tensions in Syria and elsewhete. Al
| do not see is how the new U.S. administratiocaigable of achieving this goal, as to fold theltlas
of regional control doctrines between the two statems hopeless to resolve.

18 Transcription available at http://en.kremlin.rugets/president/news/50385
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IV. Geopolitical stance from the perspective of Ekey relations

Life is similar; for example, stalemate does naam the end of the game. Civilians are real
who wants to survive this nightmare and dead-enaton, waiting for depletion in the egoist and
impotent game of the leading powers, which willedyrsupervene sooner or later. But each people
has an only life, all the persons want to bringhgar children, and want to live a normal way ééli
Despite the absence of authorisation, individuaigjans and others, are prepared to risk theislive
and leave their homes behind in the search foitysafis has occurred on a vast scale during the
current migration crisis, which has seen owae million migrants and refugees crossimigp
Europe just in 2015. And if | am right in that tgeopolitical tensions between the U.S. and Russia
remains permanent in the region, the chance ohgeraent seems to be far-off.

Europe is in trouble. The humanitarian crisis astfbecoming a political one, with the
potential to shake the European Union to its fotinda. The European hawks fantasises about ever-
higher fences, refugee boats pushed back to sdasaanps to incarcerate those who slip through. If
it looks as if there is no limit to the number efugees arriving in the EU, the public’s compassion
will eventually be trumped by fear. This is ruttdlgsexploited by the far-right, which conjures up
visions of millions of impoverished migrants arngi from around the world, to swamp European
values and destroy the European way of life.

On the other hand, there is another camp in Euraggociated with the most influential
leader of Europe, the German chancellor, Angelak®lewho pioneered an open-door refugee
policy, which has seen more than one million pe@piter Germany over the past years. Germany’s
approach to the migration crisis upholds therlb characteristics of welfare and human rights
with Angela Merkel supporting an EU-wide solutiand the relocation of refugees to European
countries. Nevertheless, Salvator Babones hasredféo Germany’s open-door policy based upon
the GermanWillkommenskulturas “unrestrained idealism”, judging it to have @maged more
dangerous sea crossings, generated mass disorther poorer EU member states and disrupted the
continent’s rail network? | believe this to be true. In having an open-doadlicy, Germany has gone
against the Dublin Il Regulation and ifér&t host country principle,?° which assigns responsibility
to the state that first enables the entfy tle foreignef! Chaos was caused as migrants and
refugees fled to Germany in their thousands. Howealdough | personally do not believe the open-
door policy to be a practical solution, Germanydigy is rooted in humanitarianism and morality,
two characteristics that seem lacking from theqyotif the U.S. and Russia in Syria and in Ukraine,
though they hypocritically refer to humanitarianisiways, and from the Orban-led European hawks
and the far-right extremists. In the meantime, dheggpeared a beaten party in this political contest
British PM David Cameron, who had to leave hisaafiAnd the United Kingdom seems to have
become in a geopolitical vacuum with dystopia afederendum commonly known as Brexit with a
result of the UK’s withdrawal from the European timi

Before the year is out Merkel and the Germans Heoxgever shifted from their original
position by working out a program. There are mé@nt1.9 million Syrian refugees registered in
Turkey. And it is from Turkey that most refugeegibetheir journey to Europe. The central idea of
the Merkel Plan was that it is both the EU’s andk€y's interest to share this burden. In very shor
the key elements of the plan are as follGg: Germany agrees to grant asylum to Syrian refage

19 salvatore Babones: Europe’s Migrant Crisis: IdealsRealities. The National Interest. 16 Sept.520dternet Access:
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/europes-migiaigis-ideals-vs-realities-13851

2 Council Regulation (EC) 343/2003 of 18 Februar@2@stablishing the criteria and mechanisms foerdgining the
Member State responsible for examining an asyluplieaion lodged in one of the Member States byh&rdr
country national [2003] OJ L 50.

2L |bid. Lavenex, pp. 29.

22 «“The Merkel Plan — Restoring Control; Retainingn@assion”. ESI Proposal, Berlin-Brussels-IstandulDctober
2015 (14 p.)
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registered in Turkey over the next period of thary€016). ii)) Germany already expects high
numbers of refugees to arrive in Germany. But ratten waiting for them to undertake the perilous
journey across the Aegean and the Western Balkagrsnany accepts claims from Turkey through a
fair and orderly process and provide safe trangposticcessful applicants. The offer will be lindite
to Syrian refugees already registered with the iBarlauthorities, to avoid creating incentives for
new migration flows into Turkey. Other EU membeatss also affiliate. iii) In return, from a
specified date, Turkey agrees to accept back allmgyrants reaching Greece from its territory. This
would quickly reduce the flood of boats crossing fegean to a trickle. iv) Germany agrees to give
aid for Turkey to obtain visa-free travel in 2016.

The vision of the devisers of the plan is thatvdtuld have positive effects on the migrant
crisis. First of all, asylum seekers will stop urtdking the perilous boat journey to Greece. If
everybody is returned to Turkey within days, andréhis a viable alternative way of achieving
asylum in the EU, the journey would quickly becoie. Smugglers would lose their clients. The
EU might have restored control over its Aegean égradhich is very often appearing argument in
the debates, saying that “as long as the bordersair controlled,” any arrangement of burden-
sharing is out of question. Germany and the otlagtiqipating EU countries will have time to
organise accommodation and support services forategnised refugees before transporting them
to their final destinations. The process will beeoanderly and organised. Furthermore, the German
authorities will regain control over the number refugees arriving in Germany, restoring the
public’s trust in the government. Then cooperatizna practical mission like this in the Aegean
should help build confidence and revive talks betwAthens and Ankara on other bilateral issues in
the Aegean. And finally, and this could be the nwstial effect, the fact that the EU is exercising
leadership on this issue, what is more in humaaiaand not military fashion, will allow it to call
on other nations to contribute in turn and allevidte humanitarian effects of the Syrian war.

First off the Merkel Plan seems imposing, but wiguld it be in Turkey’s interest to help
Germany and the EU in this way? In fact, this agrest could make a significant contribution to
Turkey’s security. In recent times, a resurgentdRubas been revising borders, annexing territories
and supporting separatists in the northern Blagk 8éas moved its military into annexed terriesri
in the Southern Caucasus. Now, it has launchedjarmalitary intervention on Turkey’s southern
border, attacking groups that the U.S. and Turkayehlong supported. Turkey today finds itself
surrounded by hostile states and armed groups,nmor& precarious strategic position than at any
time since the end of the Cold War. Furthermoo®mdgrelations with Europe are a key anchor for
Turkish security. The rise of an anti-Muslim, pratiA far-right in European politics should therefor
be a cause for real concern. It brings the prospidet) politics moving in the direction of alignéd
foreign policy more with the Kremlin. That's theason why the U.S. is also interested in a Merkel
Plan’s way of arrangements. In this spirit thers bame off an agreement between the EU and
Turkey on migration issue in March 2016. Howevarthe summer of 2016 an army coup attempt
happened in Turkey, which though ended in failbrg,its political and diplomatic consequences are
too confused still to contemplate.

V. Conclusion

Here we are now at the end of the year 2016. Weaak learnt and thus have known since
Hans Morgenthau’s famous six princigiéthat actions in international politics cannot bduced to
morals, political ethics different from the univakrsnoral principles, and national interest is dedin
in terms of power. That’s the reason why | myselfisider neither German’s open-door policy nor

% Hans J. Morgenthau: Politics Among NatioBhapter 1:“A Realist Theory of International Politics"McGraw-Hill,
New York, 1978. pp. 3-16.
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Hungarian harsh realistic approach to the issub syimpathy. Both Merkel and Orban and their
political allies in Europe ought to understand thessage. Merkel seems more likely to have open-
minded in this respect. My interpretation of Mortfeu’s principles is that it does not matter in
international politics that who is right in an isstrhe only imperative is that which allies you dav
to put your policy across. | am a realist true lyietlk against now the camp | should belong to. And
though | admit the situation is much more tentatime confused rather than fixed and clear, logical
(realist “policy frame”) and moral (liberal “policiyame”) considerations carrying toward consensus
on a practical ground tend to recommend following $ettings of the Merkel Plan in the stalemate
situation. The aim of this study was to present Wpgrsonally think like that.
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