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ABSTRACT

THE MOTIVATIONS OF TURKEY AND SOUTH KOREA
FOR SENDING TROOPS TO PEACE OPERATIONS:
UNOSOM II, UNIFIL II, AND ISAF

Kim, Jin Woo

M.A., Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. H. TarikgOzlu

June 2010

Since the end of the Cold War, Turkey and South Korea baen actively
participating in peace operations. Both states have mamymonalities, such as
substantial economic and military capabilities, consideraregional political
influence, and strong relationships with the United &stafAnother similarity they
share is in terms of their decisions to send troops l&bively risky operations in
which they have no direct economic or strategic edts. The aim of this thesis is to
find out the decisive motivations of Turkey and South Kovdaich could both be
identified as “allied new middle powers,” for sending ppedo the post-Cold War
peace operations. Through analyzing the processes that tedfugkey’s and South
Korea’s decisions to participate in UNOSOM IlI, UNIFIL, l&and ISAF, | have
reached a conclusion that both states are highly metvély future-oriented
ideational considerations, namely, their intentionsdcome multi-regional or global
actors in the new era. | have also discovered thditeict security concerns, the
domestic factors, and potential economic benefitsless influential motivating
factors for both Turkey and South Korea.

Keywords: Peace Operations, Motivation, Turkey, South KoreAlOSOM I,
UNIFIL I, ISAF, Ideational Consideration



OZET

TURKIYE VE GUNEY KORE'N IN BARIS OPERASYONLARINA
ASKER GONDERMELER INIiN MOTIVASYONLARI:
UNOSOM II, UNIFIL II, VE ISAF

Kim, Jin Woo

Yiksek Lisans, UluslararaHiskiler Bolumu
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. H. Tarik guzlu

June 2010

Soguk Sava bitiminden itibaren, Turkiye ve Guney Kore, sitk barig
operasyonlarina aktif birekilde katiimaktadiriki tilke, oldukg¢a buytik ekonomik ve
askeri gug, 6nemli derecedeki bolgesel politika tzerindéegtkie Amerika ile olan
guclu iligkiler gibi benzerliklere sahiptir. Ayrica, iki tlke,em tehlike ihtimali
yuksek olan, hem de direkt ekonomik veya stratejik ¢ikglasgayan operasyonlara
asker gonderme bakimindan birbirine benzemektedir. Bu tezéfikiit yeni orta
gugler” olarak tanimlanabilen Turkiye ve Guney Kore'nirg@oSava sonrasi bagi
operasyonlarina asker gondermelerinde etkili olan motivaagionbulmayi
hedeflemektedir. Turkiye ve Guney Kore’nin UNOSOM I, BN II, ve ISAF
operasyonlarina katilma kararlarini almalarina kadar olaeckerin incelenme
sonucu, iki tlkenin gelege yonelik dguncel fikirler, yani, yeni ¢gda birden fazla
bolgeye uzanan veya kiresel aktor haline gelme niyetlerimdgive edildgi
Ogrenilmigtir. Ayrica, dolaylh guvenlik kgkulari, yurtici faktorler, ve olasi ekonomik
kazanclarin Turkiye ve Guney Kore'yi fazla motive etrgelanitlanmgtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Barg Operasyonlari, Motivasyon, Turkiye, Giney Kore,
UNOSOM I, UNIFIL II, ISAF, Distncel Fikirler
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Starting from the supervision of truce between Israel &1 neighboring
Arab states in 1948, peace operations became one ofasteeffective tools of the
United Nations (UN) for maintaining international peacel &ecurity. During the
Cold War, the major purpose of peace operations was teriretruggles between
the United States and the Soviet Union from intruding peripheral areds.Due to
the frequent paralysis of the UN Security Council (S®hich originated from
rivalry between the two superpowers, the scope of paaertions was limited, and
only a small number of states participated in the pepeeations of early yeafsAs
the Cold War came to an end, the range of peace opera#ipitdy extended to
include a variety of missions, such as assistance itd swstainable institutions of
governance, the disarmament, demobilization and reirttegraf former combatants.
The nature of peace operations also changed as the ideahaibmmunity started

to get involved in intra-state conflicts and civil wars $8nding peacekeepers. In

The second UN Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjoldddhbls as ‘preventive diplomacy.’ See,
Claude, Inis Lothair Jr. 1968words into Plowsharg®ew York: Random House): 312-313

2 Only 26 states participated in the UN peace operationsl@®8. These states were medium-sized
developed states (e.g. Australia, Austria, Canada, DenfFiaténd, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway
and Sweden), larger developing states (e.g. India andtBakiand smaller developing states (e.qg.
Fiji, Ghana, Nepal and Senegal). See, The United Natl®®&UN Press Releas&G/SM/95/52: 2



addition, states that had not been involved in any peacatmmes during the Cold
War started to send their troops to peace operations. rillyyrenore than 110,000
UN personnel from nearly 120 countries are being deplayednflict zones around
the world?

To a great extent, the participation of more statepaace operations
following the demise of the Soviet Union can be explaibgdstructural change,
from a bipolar world to a unipolar world, since it unleasheshymew conflicts and
consequently necessitated more UN engagements forsiaetien of those conflicts.
However, increased need of UN involvement brought byethergence of a unipolar
world has limitation in thoroughly explaining states’ tapation in peace
operations. Especially, given the fact that UN membatesthave no obligation to
provide their troops for any new peace operations, stdessions to send their
troops to peace operations are not necessarily naturaquesxes of the post-Cold
War era. Although the direct impact of change in théalorder is hardly deniable,
it is thought that states’ decisions to take part in @eguerations have much to do
with states’ own considerations, similar to the wiagy make other foreign policy
decisions. In other words, some motivating factors aweoek in states’ decisions to
send their troops to peace operations in the post-Cold iar e

Among the states that started appearing in the field ofepeaerations
after the Cold War, a group including Spain, Turkey, Argenteand South Korea
made huge progress by contributing sizable troops to various ppacations. What
makes these states’ contributions distinct from theerohewcomers is their active
participation in relatively risky operations in whicheyhhave minor economic or

strategic interests. These states are similar toame¢her in terms of substantial

% The message of the UN Secretary-General, Ban KiaiadHonoring 60 Years of United Nations
Peacekeeping,’ available attp://www.un.org/events/peacekeeping60/sgmessage.shtmi




economic and military capabilities, considerable regigralitical influence, and
strong relationships with the United States. To repradese states, the term “allied
new middle powers” will be used throughout my researcbrder to differentiate
them from traditional middle powers, such as Austral@nhada, Norway, and
Sweden. Although an *“allied new middle power” has somaradteristics of a
traditional middle power, the former lacked the “inteimadl behavior” in the Cold
War period that was pursued by the lattén. addition, with the arrival of the post-
Cold War period, “allied new middle powers” tend to go belyadmeir Cold-War
geographical restrictions, whereas traditional middle pswend to relocate their
focus of diplomacy from multinational activities to regal activities’

How can we explain the appearance of “allied new laigbwers” as
active contributors in the field of peace operationstha post-Cold War era,
especially their active participation in relativelykyisoperations in which they have
minor economic or strategic interests? Given the meternational order that
emerged in the 1990s, which gave the majority of statés dieopolitical incentive
to getting involved in conflicts outside their own sphefeinfluence, the active
participation of the “allied new middle powers” in suoperations seems to be
extraordinary. It is generally accepted that economic itpritbm the UN
reimbursements for the costs of troop contributionsasnhin motivating factor for
less-developed or under-developing states, which clearliaiegpwhy states like

Pakistan, Bangladesh, Ghana, and Nepal are in the tégt 13 troop contributors

* International behavior’ or ‘middle power diplomacy’ lsetmost often used criterion in identifying
‘middle powers’ during the Cold War. It means the tendeogursue multilateral solutions to
international problems, to embrace compromise postio international disputes, and to embrace
notions of ‘good international citizenship’ to guide diplomé®ee, Cooper, Andrew F. and Higgott,
Richard A. and Nossal, Kim R. 19%Relocating Middle Powers: Australia and Canada in a
Changing World Orde(Great Britain: Macmillan Press): 19

® In the post-Cold War period, Australia turned to makilgtionship with its neighbors in the Asia-
Pacific and the activity of Sweden centered on the &Hléinsa region. See, Cooper, Andrew F.1997.
“Niche Diplomacy: A Conceptual Overview,” Niche Diplomacyeds., Cooper, Andrew F.

(Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers): 18-19



published by the UN.However, this factor is not necessarily relevant‘élied new
middle powers,” because they already have sizable edoncapabilities. On the
other hand, it is unlikely that “allied new middle powesghd their troops to those
peace operations with purely altruistic intentions beza@en seemingly the most
altruistic Nordic states’ participation in the Cold Mfzeace operations was in fact
shaped by their common intere&fBhis unsolved puzzle, namely, what motivates
the “allied new middle powers” to dispatch their troops etatively risky peace
operations in which they have no direct economic @ategic interests is the main
focus of my research. Is there one dominating motim&tié not, which motivations
are at work when the “allied new middle powers” deca@articipate in risky and
irrelevant peace operations in the post-Cold War era?

The main reason why | choose to analyze the motisitaf “allied new
middle powers” is the scarcity of studies on the subjdespite those states’
considerable contribution to peace operations after mdeo¢ the Cold War. The
majority of the existing literature examining motivatiolog participating in peace
operations generally focuses on developed Western ssatds,as France, Canada,
and Nordic states. Furthermore, in spite of many Stagenergences as new
contributors to peace operations in the post-Cold Way leétle attention has been
paid to studying the motivations of the new peacekeeperspesome states that
can be categorized as great powers, such as the Uniteg,Ssarmany, and Japan.
Since developed Western states or great powers acfooyost a small part of the
world in terms of national characteristics, it idfidult for us to get a broader

understanding of the other states’ motivations for sentlioops to peace operations

® The United Nations. 2008Inited Nations Peace Operatiokgar in Review: 200@New York: UN
Department of Public Information): 51, available at:
http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/publications/yir/yir2008.pdf

" Jakobsen, Peter V. 2006ordic Approaches to Peace Operatighew York: Routledge): 19




by merely depending on the existing literature. By analythiegdecisive motivations
of the “allied new middle powers,” which not only have b@éaying a leading role
in the post-Cold War peace operations, but also have ibearstate of transition
from developing country status to newly developed counttysta wider range of
nations’ motivations for participating in peace operatioan be understood.

For the purpose of analyzing the motivations of the “alledv middle
powers,” my research will be carried out by taking twpresentative case states,
Turkey and South Korea. Turkey and South Korea have siiadtaconomic and
military capabilities as illustrated in Table 1. Buwermore, both states have
significant political influence in their own regionsurkey has been playing an active
role in regional organizations, such as the North Atlaiitieaty Organization
(NATO), the Organization for Security and Co-operatimiurope (OSCE), and the
Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC), and its regiorfalence will further

Table 1. Facts of Turkey and South Korea (2008)

Turkey South Korea
Population 76.8 million (17" 48.5 million (28"
GDP 903 billion $ (17) 1,338 billion $ (1)
Military Expenditure 2.1% of GDP 2.6% of GDP
Active Military Personnel 514,000 655,000

8 The information used in Table 1. are in referend@lfoWorld Fact BooKPopulation and GDP),
available athttps://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbooIl8IPRI Military
Expenditure Databas@Military Expenditure), available ahttp://milexdata.sipri.org/ and the official
websites of South Korean Ministry of National Defenise @urkish General Staff (Active Military
Personnel), available at:
http://www.mnd.go.kr/mndPolicy/mndReform/problem/problenmdéx.jsp#03and
http://www.tsk.tr/eng/genel_konular/kuvvetyapisi.htm




increase once the full membership negotiations with the gearo Union (EU),
which began in 2005, are completed. Similarly, South Kbesabeen projecting its
regional leverage in regional organizations, like the aAZacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC), and the Association of SoutheagmNations (ASEAN) Plus
Three, and its rapid transformation into a wealthy amustrialized economy is
being lauded and emulated by other regional states. Wheosmies to these two
states’ relations with the United States, Turkey haamed a military alliance with
the United States through NATO since its membership in 1982has upgraded
bilateral economic relations with the United Statesubgh the Economic Partnership
Commission that was established in 2002. South Korea Ieashald a bilateral
military alliance with the United States following tHerean War (1950 — 1953) and
is currently the seventh-largest trading partner of théted States. Turkey's and
South Korea’'s strong relationships with the superpoweheénpost-Cold War era
have remained unchanged, although both states have expéréisoard over some
issues? Other than the aforementioned characteristics ofadlied new middle
power,” Turkey and South Korea also have many other comahties. The two
states have similar democratic political systems aathtiaan a conscription system
for their militaries. Both states also have some lwesbproblems with neighboring
states®, and thus need constant international and US supperthefmore, both
Turkey and South Korea share the view that a stableakxd regional order is
essential for their further development in the pditi@conomic, and security fields.

These commonalities between Turkey and South Koreaheifi me obtain more

° For instance, the Turkish — US relations suffered auraph 2003 following the failure of adopting
the resolution allowing US troops to use Turkish terigmin attacking Iraq. There was also huge
anti-American sentiment in South Korea due to the mjlit@hicle accident, which killed two South
Korean girls in 2002.

1 Turkey has problems with Greece, Syria, and Iraq (KbrBiegional Government) and South Korea
has problems with North Korea and Japan.



objective and reliable results.

There is no doubt that both Turkey and South Korea h&esn actively
participating in peace operations since the end of the Wald Turkey, which had
distanced itself from peace operations during the Cold &¥eept for the UN-led
multinational force in the Korean War, started cdmiting to various peace
operations in 1988. Turkey's increased commitments to peagatiops can be
easily seen from its taking over th& and 7' command of the International Security
Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. South Korad hot participated in any
peace operation during the Cold War. However, South Kleagebeen increasing its
commitments to various peace operations, starting frerfirdt peace operation in
1993. South Korea’s current plan to establish a natiorelepeperation center and to
create a standby high readiness force for overseaatmperin 2010 clearly reveals
its willingness to participate in peace operatiths.

When it comes to the selection of peace operation®etanalyzed, three
post-Cold War peace operations will be chosen. These ttihosen cases are in
accordance with the two criteria, “risk” and “minortue of direct economic or
strategic attractiveness.” These three operatiorgpi@stion are the United Nations
Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM II), the United Nationseh Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL 1), and ISAF in Afghanistan. Turkey and Southri€a participated (or are
participating) in these three peace operations with quabls troops (more than a
company-sized unit), not a merely symbolic number of trodfisthe three peace
operations are relatively dangerous, carried out undgot&h¥| plus (UNIFIL I1) or

Chapter VII (UNOSOM Il and ISAF) of the UN Charter,dahence Turkey and

! Joong-Ang Daily News. 20097*, W % 3] ] 5} 4n]-d] 4 (South Korean Armed Forces,
planning to establish a standby high readiness forcevéssea operations in the next year),” 04
October, available alittp://article.joins.com/article/article.asp?total 395680




South Korea risked potential casualties when decidingitotie operation¥* The
high risk of these three peace operations implies ttleae might be more strong
motivations of Turkey and South Korea for sending trotmpsddition, all the three
operations have little to do with both Turkey and Southrdd in terms of direct
economic or strategic attractiveness. It is diffidoltsay that Turkey has no interest
in the peace operations carried out in Europe (the BalleamtsSouth Korea has no
interest in the peace operations carried out in ASast( Asia), because each region
constitutes a political, economic, and security pryofitr each state. However,
Somalia in Africa and Afghanistan in Central Asia do metessarily constitute any
significance to either Turkey or South Korea due to tgewmgraphical remoteness.
Lebanon’s little relevance to South Korea is alsalg@&xplainable by taking into
consideration the long distance between the two. Intiadd we can derive
Lebanon’s little relevance to Turkey from the factttiarkey has kept distancing
itself from Lebanon even after the end of the Cold Wdren the former gradually
started turning its attention to the Middle East, dueth® existence of Arab
nationalism, power of the Greek Orthodox population, Andenian populations in
the latter™® Furthermore, there are other reasons why these fuseCold War
operations have been chosen for my research.

UNOSOM Il is one of the largest, most expensive, andtrambitious UN
peace operations to date. For both Turkey and South KON@SOM Il was the
first peace operation with quite large contingents (Turke300-person mechanized

infantry contingent / South Korea: a 250-person enginge&onstruction contingent)

12 UNOSOM ended with total 160 fatalities and UNIFIL hetsit 282 fatalities by 2009. It is also
reported that coalition casualties in Afghanistan except il States and the United Kingdom are
383 by 2009. See, United Nations Peacekeeping. ZBDBatalities by Mission and Appointment
Type available athttp://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/fatalitiastl iCasualites: Operation Enduring
Freedom. 2009%-atalities by Countryavailable athttp://icasualties.org/OEF/Index.aspx

13 Altunisik, Meliha B. 2007Liibnan Krizi: Nedenleri ve Sonugclari (The Labanese Crisis: 6tesas
and Resultsjlstanbul: Tesev Yayinlari): 26




in the post-Cold War era. Since UNOSOM Il was carriatd rght after the end of
the Cold War, and the two states had little or no expegienth peace operations
until then, it is thought that the initial motivationsTarkey and South Korea in the
post-Cold War era can be found out through examining UNO8OM

UNIFIL 1l started when the UN SC adopted Resolutlgi®1 on 11 August
2006, which enhanced the original mandate of UNIFIL, follgnine July/August
2006 Israeli-Hezbollah war. UNIFIL 1l is one of the ébr large-scale UN peace
operations still actively ongoing.In addition, it is the newest peace operation for
Turkey, which has provided an engineering construction agamninas well as four
naval ships, and the most remote peace operation involvimipatounits for South
Korea. Through examining UNIFIL II, the current motiwats of Turkey and South
Korea can be discovered.

ISAF is a UN-mandated and NATO-administered peace oparaisAF
was established with UN SC Resolution 1386 on 20 December 28oiying the
September 11 terrorist attacks. Until August 2003 when NATDmsd command
of ISAF, its missions had been carried out by voluntedividual nations with a 6-
month rotation system. ISAF is no doubt at the cenfemternational concerns
nowadays. Since ISAF is somewhat different from otht-controlled peace
operations in terms of formation, scope of missionslget, and actors involved, we
can find out whether Turkey and South Korea are motiviayesbme different kinds
of factors that are unseen in their decisions to paatie in the UN-controlled peace

operations. What makes ISAF more suitable for my rebe& Turkey's huge

4 The other two large UN peace operations are Africammshinited Nations Hybrid Operation in
Darfur (UNAMID) and United Nations Organization Missianthe Democratic Republic of the
Congo (MONUC). See, United Nations Peacekeeping. 2288cekeeping Chart: 1991-present
available athttp://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/chart.pdf




commitments and South Korea’s decision to becomeqgfd@AF despite its troop
withdrawal from Afghanistan in 2007.

All the three selected peace operations involve the drfimates either
directly or indirectly. In Somalia, the United Statiesl the Unified Task Force
(UNITAF) and provided huge military and economic supports lier dctivities of
UNOSOM II. In Afghanistan, the United States has abuted more than half of
ISAF troops and is leading all the missions carried betet The United States did
not join UNIFIL I, but it not only played a key role mesigning the force at the
initial phase, but also supported the performance ofFUNII through its European
partners. As mentioned before, one of the main ctenistics of the “allied new
middle powers” is their strong relations with the Unitethtes. In order for us to
examine any impact of the US factor on both Turkey’s anattfSKorea’s decisions
to send troops to peace operations, a case operation shouldei the involvement
of the United States. In this regard, these three gaseations are more appropriate
for my research than any other peace operations.

In my research, the descriptive approach will be applieecondary
research sources, such as academic journals, books, neigspaqeTV programs,
will be used as supporting data. Since my research focuseanalyzing the
motivations of Turkey and South Korea, official recoattsl documents of the two
states, which include statements by key political figusesh as the President, the
Prime Minister, the Minister of Foreign Affairs,etMinister of National Defense,
will constitute the major part of the research sourdesorder to examine the
economic aspects of the two states’ motivations, tvdfde primarily the usage of
annual reports published by Turkish and South Korean embassi€&®malia,

Lebanon, and Afghanistan respectively.

10



This thesis is systemically designed to analyze maitivateons of the two
states representing the “allied new middle powers,” Tugde) South Korea, in the
course of their decisions to participate in UNOSOM INIBIL I, and ISAF. In the
first chapter, states’ general motivations for particngatn peace operations will be
examined. Based on the main assumptions and argumeths tiiree theoretical
perspectives in the IR discipline (realism, liberalismg a&onstructivism), states’
general motivations will be drawn, and specific exampleprasenting each
motivation will be provided. Preliminary assumption of @fhimotivations are more
decisive for the “allied new middle powers” will be madmd four probable

motivations that are in concordance with common attaristics of the “allied new

middle powers,” that is, (1) alliance with the W&indirect security concerns (or US
pressure); (2) democratic political systemthe domestic factor (public opinion); (3)
rising economic power~> potential economic benefit; and (4) willingness and

activeness in the field of peace operationsideational considerations, will be

determined for empirical analysis.

In the second chapter, general information on the thedected peace
operations (UNOSOM I, UNIFIL II, and ISAF), such asetorigin, mandate,
conduct, and development will be provided. In addition, Tuskegd South Korea’s
contributions to each case operation will be discusse@ @reparatory step for
analyzing the two states’ decisive motivations for pgréiting in the three peace
operations.

In the third chapter, an empirical analysis of Turkeyid &outh Korea’'s
motivations for sending troops to the three peace opesasielected as cases, will be
carried out. Special attention will be given to exaingy the actual impact of the four

probable motivations of the “allied new middle powersihdirect security concerns
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(or US pressure); the domestic factor (public opinion); p@ieaconomic benefit;
and ideational considerations -- on the two statessaat to send troops to Somalia,
Lebanon, and Afghanistan, respectively. After analyzhrg motivations of Turkey
and South Korea on a case-by-case basis, combinedsre$uhe whole analyses
will be suggested.

In the conclusion, the main findings of my researlhbe summarized and
its scholarly contribution will also be emphasized.abldition, some suggestions for

a future research will be made.
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CHAPTER Il

STATES' GENERAL MOTIVATIONS FOR
SENDING TROOPS TO PEACE OPERATIONS

& ANALYTIC FRAMEWORK FOR THE RESEARCH

Before analyzing Turkey's and South Korea's motivatioos $ending
troops to the three selected peace operations, it is Saege examine states’
general motivations for participating in peace operatiddithiough there are many
studies on peace operations, the majority of those stddiesot sufficiently deal
with what leads states to send troops to peace operdtistsad, they mostly focus
on other areas of the topic, such as the developmemiigles, functions and
effectiveness of peace operatidn€&ven a small number of studies looking at states’
motivations do not provide the motivations in a theoadificcategorized way, since
they are generally written based on just one stateBvations in a particular peace
operation. Thus, | will examine the three theoreticaspectives in the IR discipline
-- realism, liberalism, and constructivism -- and draesthperspectives’ comments
on states’ motivations for sending troops to peace dpesatBased on each

theoretical perspective’s main assumptions and arg@mstates’ motivations will

15 Johnstone, lan. 2005. “Peace Operations Literature R&v@enter on International Cooperatipn
August: 11
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be drawn and specific examples representing each motivaill be provided. In
addition, which motivations can be more decisive fer‘tilied new middle powers”
will be considered, taking into account their charadiesisthat is, the substantial
economic and military capabilities, the considerablaeoreg political influence, and
the strong relationship with the United States. Whatt@ige suggested as decisive
motivations of the “allied new middle powers” will csiitute the main focus of the

case analyses.

2.1. Realism and States’ Motivations

Realism assumes that states, main actors in worldcppkeek power in an
anarchic system, where no centralized authority egigs all the states. In seeking
power, states endeavor not only to increase their owitami and economic
capabilities, but also to prevent any other state frbanging the balance of power
in its favor. Classical realism, which is representetibgps J. Morgenthau, attributes
the reason of states’ seeking power to the “humanfdugbower,” while structural
realism, which is represented by Kenneth N. Waltz, fingsreason in the structure
of the international system that forces states toueum®wer-® From realist scholars’
point of view, power is the core of defining national iets, which is pursued in the
form of a state’s foreign policies. Among various nadib interests defined in
political, military, and economic terms, national sua¥iand security are given
priority. Morgenthau argues, “in a world where a numbersa¥ereign nations

compete with and oppose each other for power, the fongadicies of all nations

16 Mearsheimer, John J. 2006. “Structural Realism|hiarnational Relations Theories: Discipline
and Diversity eds. Dunne, Tim and Kurki, Milja and Smith, SteveWNéork: Oxford University
Press): 72
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must necessarily refer to their survival as their mimimrequirements®” This
implies that since other national interests are bymeans achievable without the
maintenance of territorial integrity or the autonowilypolitical order of a state,
national survival and security should be considered priyaftl is generally
suggested by realist scholars that forming alliance witlterostates and gaining
material capabilities are proper means to assure nhandgval and security’ By
taking realism into consideration, states’ motivasiofor taking part in peace
operations can be categorized as follows.

First of all, states which face direct security caonseoriginating from a
conflict situation where a peace operation is envisageldbeilmotivated to send
their troops to the operation. Since security is onehefrhost important national
interests of a state, according to realism, damagewdl inot be tolerable. If direct
security challenges can be abated or totally solved bgirsgra small number of
troops to peace operations, that will be a desirablemftr states confronting those
challenges. We can more easily discern this motindtiom states’ participations in
proximate peace operations. For instance, it is welwknthat the members of
ASEAN participated in the United Nations Transitional Warity in Cambodia
(UNTAC) with the consideration that their involvemeint the operation would
contribute to their national security interestsin addition, Nigeria actively
contributed to the two peace operations in Liberia and&leeone as part of the

Economic Community of West African States Militaryp$erver Group (ECOMOG)

" Morgenthau, Hans J. 1952. “Another “Great Debate”: Nagonal Interest of the United States,”
American Political Science Review 46(872

18 Waltz, Kenneth N. 1979 heory of International PoliticéNew York: Random House): 103-104
9 Findlay, Trevor. 1996. “The new peacekeepers and tvgpaacekeepingAustralian National
University IR Department Working Papio. 1996/2: 5
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due to the fear that conflicts in those countries cauwiabj their arbitrary boundaries
and destabilize the neighboring states.

Although it is true that conflicts in a certain area amwre likely to threaten
the security of neighboring or nearby states, this doesnean that those conflicts
have no possibility to directly harm the security of oéenstates. Especially in a
globalized world, conflicts in a certain area are nogr entirely irrelevant to the
security of remote states. As Georg Sorenson arguesgbcurity dilemma, which
is the existence of weak or failed states who are nthajeats to the security of their
own populations, has emerged as a new core security rcomtethe whole
international community in the post-Cold War &r#n order to make the world order
more liberal and peaceful, states are required not toatdnlind eye to the situation
of failed states, as long as humanitarian interventiahe form of peacekeeping or
peacemaking is not transformed into the extreme libergérialism?? States also
become increasingly concerned about globalized securitgsssuch as terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs)Y] pimacy. Currently, more
than 90 countries around the world voluntarily support tr@if@ration Security
Initiative (PSI), which was launched by the US Presidargh in 2003 and endorsed
by UN SC Resolution 1540, with the aims of stopping thditkahig of WMDs,
delivery systems, and related materials to and fronestahd non-state actors of
proliferation concer® Furthermore, in response to the recent upsurge of paficy
the Somali coast, a coordinated naval peace operatibnmare than 30 warships,

either from individual states or from NATO and the E&Jbeing conducted around

2 Howe, Herbert M. 2005. “Nigeria,” ilihe Politics of Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold War, Eds.,
Sorenson, David S. and Wood, Pia Christina (New York: k@ass): 181

2 Sorenson, Georg. 2007. “After the Security Dilemmae Thallenges of Insecurity in Weak States
and the Dilemma of Liberal ValuesSecurity Dialogué/ol.38 (3): 358

%2 |bid. : 369

% U.S. Department of State. 20Holiferation Security Initiativeavailable at:
http://www.state.gov/t/isn/c10390.htm
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the area in order to achieve what was called upon in UNR&€DIution 1838, the
repression of acts of piraés).

Secondly, states can be motivated by indirect secaatcerns. Indirect
security concerns mostly originate from the relatiosituation of states, such as
alliance dependence. Forming an alliance against an gmmegygwer or a perceived
threat is regarded as a proper way of seeking nationalitgeloy realist scholars. For
smaller states, especially, alliance is one of tlstrsignificant power elemerfts.
Small states (and sometimes middle states), whichsammmetrically dependent on
great powers in general, face two anxieties in aldancabandonment and
entrapment® Abandonment is a situation in which great powers faih¢lp their
allied states in time of need, while entrapment istwaon in which allied states
become entangled in a conflict central to great powtgrests, but relatively
peripheral to their own. In the face of the alliarnsecurity dilemma between
abandonment and entrapment, small allied states suppat posvers, if their
dependence on the great powers outweighs their feamtcdpment. In other words,
if great powers’ assistance is essential for handlingllsallied states’ own security
challenges, either internal or external, the srabitd states are likely to behave in
the direction the great powers desire.

The concern over being abandoned by allied great powarslsa be at
work, when states decide whether to send troops to a ppacation. If allied great
powers are in favor of engaging in a certain peace operahd expect dependent
states to participate in the operation, there will nenfiew options for those states

except meeting the allied great powers’ expectation, ighdatoop commitments to

% Kotlyar, V. 2009. “Piracy in the 21st Centurytiternational AffairsNo. 3: 62

%5 Goldstein, Joshua S. 1996ternational Relations2™ Edition (New York: HarperCollins): 83
% Bennett, Andrew and Lepgold, Joseph and Unger, Danny. 18@d&én-sharing in the Persian
Gulf War,” International Organizationvol. 48(1): 44
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the peace operation. In short, states can be malitatéake part in a far off or
seemingly irrelevant peace operation along with thew® security-providers in order
to prevent any decrease in the reliability of theiraalties, which are essential for
coping with security challenges within and around them. Tosivating factor is
seen more in the US-led peace operations. For instammey of Caribbean states
and Israel were pressured to participate in the Mulanati Force (MNF) in Haiti
and thereafter in the United Nations Mission in HAiNMIH), since the United
States wanted to lend to the US-dominated operation @lateral charactef’ The
same factor can be easily found in the United Arab EesrdUAE) and Kuwait’'s
participations in UNITAF in Somalia, since these tstates’ security dependence on
the United States increased rapidly following the PerGiaff War (1990 — 19913
Georgia’s recent participation in peace operations eanirnilarly regarded. Faced
with internal security concerns emanating from the tde facto autonomous
provinces, Abkhazia and South Ossetia, and externaligecancerns coming from
Russia, Georgia highly depends on Western allies, edyeaialthe United States,
for its security. For the purpose of consolidatingrékance on the allies, Georgia
has participated in both NATO-led peace operations and MNiag along with the
United States since 1999. It is also highly likely that m#&wsntral and East
European countries sent troops to Iraq and Afghanistantkéthope that the United
States would come to their aid if they were attackedussR, their giant neighbor.
Thirdly, participation in peace operations can be regalyedtates as a
good opportunity to increase their power. Realists gdyeegjard military force as

the most important element of state power along witbnomic strength, which is

27 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute. 1&@fllenges for the New Peacekeepers
(New York: Oxford University Press): 7
%8 Ibid.
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easily fungible into military forcé? The changing nature of international politics
following the end of the Cold War, however, has mademove or soft power of
states as important as tangible hard po@roops in peace operations not only get
actual combat experience that is invaluable in peacetiotealso acquire military
skills, such as planning, communicating, and coordinating mvithinational forces.
They can also share experience with other statesps and learn how to carry out
operations in different geographical areas and differelthate conditions.
Operational skills that can be acquired through partitigah peace operations are
particularly valuable for states experiencing similarflects. For instance, through
participating in various peace operations, India got valuaigerience that could be
utilized for domestic conflict resolution in divided asesuch as Assam, the Punjab,
and Kashmir!

Along with gqualitative improvements in the capability moflitary force,
military equipments and foreign aid in the form of itaity assistance can also be
gained. States in peace operations can receive weapdngehicles from better-
equipped troop contributors. For example, the Pakistani raggenit received
protective vehicles from Germany when it participated he tUnited Nations
Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in the Former Yugosl&¥itordan's participation
in peace operations has also much to do with this motgvdactor. It is widely
known that the Jordanian contingent received US assisten¢éNPROFOR??

Jordan’s recent participation in ISAF is also thoughbéoin part driven by the

29 Goldstein, Joshua S. 1996ternational Relations?™ Edition (New York: HarperCollins): 58
30 Co-optive or soft power means a state’s ability toafjeér countries to want what it wants. Soft
power arises from such resources as cultural and idedlagiczctions as well as rules and
institutions of international regimes. See, Nye, pbsg. Jr. 1990. “Soft Powerizoreign PolicyNo.
80, Twentieth Anniversary (Autumn): 166, 168
31 Bullion, Alan James. 2005. “India,” ifihe Politics of Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold War, Eds.,
Sorenson, David S. and Wood, Pia Christina (New York: k@ass): 199
32 Findlay, Trevor. 1996. “The new peacekeepers and thepacekeeping Australian National
%aniversity IR Department Working Papip. 1996/2: 6

Ibid.
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increased US military assistance following the 9/11 t&trattacks, since it was
mainly allocated for nations supporting the United Stateshe war on global
terrorism. In fact, Jordan received 460 million US dslikom the United States in
2005 as a reward for its active involvement in the wateaorism>*

In addition, states participating in peace operatiomsiwerease their soft
power potential by gaining prestige and making their imageabeaneyes of other
states cooperative and credible. The more a state pitsgds as a responsible
member of the international community, the more itl wiain the power of
attractiveness in the eyes of others. Since legitingan indispensable condition for
soft power, and one way to increase legitimacy isvifp multilateralisni®, states
desiring to increase their soft power will be motivatetdéqoart of peace operations.
This is predominantly because peace operations becanmathetools of the UN,
the most exemplary multilateral institution in thend, for maintaining international
peace and security. For states hoping to assume keyopesit the UN, such as
permanent membership of the SC, to increase soft powent@dtcan be a crucial
motivating factor in deciding whether to send troops to pemmerations. For
instance, India has been lobbying to become a permanent mefrthe SC and is
competing with other Third World states for the positiddthough the time of
revision in the current UN system has not been decidgdngia believes that its
huge contribution to UN peace operations will make otrember states perceive it

as a suitable candidate for a future permanent memaet se

3 Tarnoff, Curt and Nowels, Larry. 2005. “Foreign Aid: Anirbductory Overview of U.S. Programs
and Policy,”"CRS Report for Congreskanuary 19: 14

% Oguzlu, H. Tarik. 2007. “Soft power in Turkish foreign pgll' Australian Journal of International
Affairs Vol. 61 (1): 83-84

3 Bullion, Alan James. 2005. “India,” ifihe Politics of Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold War, Eds.,
Sorenson, David S. and Wood, Pia Christina (New York:k@ass): 200
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2.2. Liberalism and States’ Motivations

Although there are several strands of liberalism, sushrepublican
liberalism, commercial liberalism, sociological libksen, interdependence
liberalism, and neoliberalism, all the liberal scholgeserally take a positive view of
human nature and agree that cooperation among statelsdrassitual interests will
prevail®” According to classical liberalists, domestic actors smdctures have a
great impact on the foreign policy of states. Andrewrddcsik argues, “States
represent some subset of domestic society, on the b&swvhose interests state
officials define state preferences and act purposively amldwpolitics.”*® This
implies that the foreign policy of a state is afezttby the preferences of some
domestic individuals and groups who effectively pressurecédmral government
officials to carry out policies in the intended directi When it comes to
neoliberalism, the role of international institutioms facilitating multilateral
cooperation among states in an interdependent world is highlgd. Neoliberalism
relies on the core assumption that, even in collecéictions, states calculate the
costs and benefits of different courses of actionadmbse the one that gives them
the highest net pay-off It is also generally accepted that for states, ecamom
benefits and other “low political” issues are as imaottas security issues in
considering the pay-off We can infer from liberalism two broad motivations of
states for sending troops to peace operations, as suggested bel

Firstly, domestic impact on states’ decisions to sembps can be

considered. According to liberalism, the foreign poli¢yacstate is not independent

37 Jackson, Robert and Sorensen, Georg. 28@®duction to International Relations: Theories and
approachegNew York: Oxford University Press): 107

3 Moravcsik, Andrew. 1997. “Taking Preference Seriously:ieral Theory of International
Politics,” International Organizatio’vol. 51(4): 518

39 Martin, Lisa L. 2006. “Neoliberalism,” imternational Relations Theories: Discipline and
Diversity, eds. Dunne, Tim and Kurki, Milja and Smith, Steve\NYork: Oxford University Press):
112

9 Ibid.
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of its domestic politics, which incorporates a variefyactors. Rather, the two are
somehow entangled and influence one another. Robertubhaf shows this
entanglement in a simple way by adopting “two-level gaimeand argues that
domestic groups seek their interests by pressuring theirrrgoeat to make
favorable decisions at the national level, while naligwvernments try to satisfy
domestic demands at the international 1éV&iven the fact that dispatching troops
to peace operations is also one of the foreign policisaas of a state, we can think
that certain domestic pressure groups play a role in makengovernment to take
such actions. One good example showing the role of danpessure groups is the
United States’ participation in UNMIH. The US governmemas initially reluctant to
be involved in the Haitian problem despite the increasimghbeu of illegal refugees
flooding into it. However, the reluctance was overeaas the Clinton administration
was pressured not only from civil right groups who demandgthlereatment for
Haitian refugees, but also from the Congressional Blaakc@s that requested a
fundamental solution to the Haitian problem through handlmgHaitian political
system?? At times, specific individuals are as influential assptee groups in
steering a government towards participation in peace tigpesaFor instance, Hans
Hekkerup, the former Defense Minister of Denmark, playet@tad role in sending
the Danish troops equipped with heavy weapons to Bosnia délpit@bsence of
political consensus and public suppbtt.

In addition, the role of public opinion in states’ demms to send troops to
peace operations can be considered under the same categbliy opinion, which

is generally formed as a result of media coveragepoampt states to do something

1 Putnam, Robert D. 1988. “Diplomacy and domestic politiesiogic of two-level games,”
International OrganizatiorVol. 42(3): 434

2 Sorenson, David S. 2005. “The United StatesThe Politics of Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold
War Erg eds., Sorenson, David S. and Wood, Pia Christina (Kew: Frank Cass): 118-119

3 Jakobsen, Peter V. 2006ordic Approaches to Peace Operatighew York: Routledge): 93

2 2



about conflicts in other regions. For instance, it &lwnown that “CNN effect”
created popular pressure on the political leaders oflUhied States to take
necessary measures for stopping the starvation in oamal the ethnic cleansing in
the Former Yugoslavi# In addition, Swedish participation in the peace opzmati
conducted in the Former Yugoslavia stood on the basisrafigstpublic support.
Almost 78 % of the Swedish population showed their supjporthe decisions to
deploy troops and to make troops available for UN peace apesanvolving a risk
of enforcement actiorfs.

Secondly, states can be motivated by visible or la#eahomic gains that
would be achievable as a result of participating in peaceab@es. In an
interdependent world, political, military, economic, autial issues are, to a great
extent, interrelated and this linkage makes the separatione issue from another
issue difficult. Peace operations are no exceptionhte phenomenon. Peace
operations no longer remain just within the boundary $ifds mainly delegated to
the military. Peace operations in recent years hak diose relations with other
issues. They are especially increasingly related withn@mic issues, as new
missions are given to the operations, and new actogsiraolved in these
multifaceted operations. One of the economic bendfitd can be earned from
participating in peace operations is the UN financial reisdment for the costs of
troop contributions. The UN compensates states voluntgdroops to peace
operations at a flat rate of a little over $1,000 pedisolper month with some
supplementary paymeritsSince the UN money given to participating states isequit

sizable, this can be a motive appealing especially to lesdeged or under-

* Farrell, Theo. 2003. “Humanitarian Intervention andc@e@perations,” itStrategy in the
Contemporary Worldeds., Baylis, John and others (Oxford: Oxford UnivelRigss): 296

5 Jakobsen, Peter V. 2006ordic Approaches to Peace Operatighew York: Routledge): 181

“® The United Nations. 2003 0oday’s Peacekeepers: Questions and Answers on United Nations
Peacekeepingvailable athttp://www.un.org/events/peacekeepers/2003/docs/ganda.htm
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developing states. For instance, Fiji's participatiorp@ace operations since 1978
arises mainly from its understanding that the UN reinduent is a significant
source of foreign exchangé.

Furthermore, some potential economic benefits could ladsaconsidered.
By contributing to the peaceful resolution of a conflamdd maintaining troop
presence, states can provide their own private secttinsopportunities to benefit,
not only from post-conflict reconstruction (short-teprofit), but also from post-
conflict investment (long-term profiff. For instance, it is argued that many Western
contributors in the peace operations carried out inBhlkkans were motivated, in
part, by a desire to integrate “south-east Europe into gbhere of Western
capitalism.*® If a peace operation is envisaged in areas having ecomtmictions,
states hoping to take advantage of those attractienmare likely to participate in
such an operation. The United Nations Operation in Mozarebi@NUMO?Z) is a
good example. Mozambique possesses abundant reserves o#lnmesources,
natural gas, and coal. With the start of ONUMOZ, 900aduhe 1,250 government-
controlled firms were privatized in Mozambique, and thajonity of foreign
investments flew from the United States, Canada, andnJaphich were all
participants in the operatiofilt is also known that Italy’s key role during the peace
process allowed its businesses to begin making profashiad range of sectors in

Mozambique, such as energy, construction, and transpartati

47 Scobell, Andrew. 1994. “Politics, Professionalism, Bedcekeeping: An Analysis of the 1987
Military Coup in Fiji,” Comparative Politics/ol. 26(2): 190

“8 Felgenhauer, Katharina. 2007. “Peace Economics: Privater Business Involvement in Conflict
Prevention,"New School Economic Revieviol. 2(1): 41

“9 Pugh, Michael. 2000. “Protectorate Democracy in South-Ha®pe,”Colombia International
Affairs Online Working Paperawvailable athttp://www.ciaonet.org/wps/pum01/

*0 Gerson, Allan. 2001. “Peace Building: The Private SecRole,” The American Journal of
International LawMol. 95(1): 108-109

®1 U.S. Department of State. 20@ackground Note: Mozambiguavailable at
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/7035.htm#relations
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2.3. Constructivism and States’ Motivations

Different from realism and liberalism, constructivismpdrasizes the social
dimensions of international relations and demonstrdtessignificance of norms,
rules and language in continuous processes of interaatimmg actors. The identity
of a state, which is the source of its preferencescandequent actions, is regarded
intersubjective, that is, dependent on historical, caltupolitical and social
context®® For constructivists, national interests are variableaccordance with
identities which are constructed in the social intgrpleelites, populations, and state
institutions. Alexander Wendt supports this idea by arguing, titteehare the basis
of interests. Actors do not have ‘portfolio’ of insts... they define their interests in
the process of defining situatiod®National interests are not merely observable
objects as realists generally accept; rather, theyhareesult of social constructions
in which meanings are produced and their legitimacy is caddhrough a process
of representatioi’ In other words, what states value or what statesveeto be
good or appropriate can also be national interests, vanelpursued by them in the
international arena.

The main assumptions and arguments of constructivismugivee hint that
states can participate in peace operations with ideatioosivations, which have
been internalized and legitimized through states’ own dbinm processes. One pure
ideational motivation is altruism or humanitarianisBtarting from the end of
twentieth century, states have become more conceritedhe crises of other states

and remote regions, especially when those crises causean suffering and human

2 Hopf, Ted. 1998. “The Promise of Constructivism in Intéomal Relations Theory,Ihternational
SecurityVol. 23(1): 174-175

3 Wendt, Alexander. 1992. “Anarchy is what states make tfé social construction of power
politics,” International Organization/ol. 46(2): 398

>4 Weldes, Jutta. 1996. “Constructing National Interegisfbpean Journal of International Relations
Vol. 2(3): 283
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rights abuses® This means that states felt responsible for the w®flof other
peoples, regardless of the amount of their own materiatest at stake. Since
international cooperation in solving international probleaisany kind and in
promoting fundamental human rights is one of the purpafeshe UN®°,
participation in peace operations corresponding to this perposegarded as an
obligation of a member of the international communitlye Tact that states in peace
operations should be ready to sacrifice their owniestdand citizens’ lives, which
are no doubt the most important values to be protectechtssstlso reveals states’
humanitarian considerations to a certain extent.

It is generally accepted that traditional middle poweushsas Australia,
Canada, and the Nordic states were in part motivated t@ipare in the peace
operations of the Cold War era by this altruistic omaaitarian thinking. During the
Cold War, these states regarded participation in peacatmms as the quintessence
of good international citizenshid.Strengthening the international rule of law and
promoting peaceful settlement of all disputes was donadistiegitimized in the
egalitarian and humanist societies of traditional midadevers without any huge
controversy and pursued in the international arena thraaggte participation in
peace operations. Among traditional middle powers, Swedenthe most salient
actor motivated by altruistic thinking. For instance, apirtheid was the source of
Sweden’s active participation in the United Nations $itéonal Assistance Group

(UNTAG) in Namibia and its enthusiastic involvemenbther South African peace

5 Martha Finnemore argued that some changes in humanitarias in the 2% century had created
new patterns of humanitarian intervention behavioraikst Those changes are ‘Who is human,’
‘How we intervene,” and ‘The definition of success.” S@anemore, Martha. 2008he Purpose of
Intervention(London: Cornell University Press): 53

*% See Charter of the United Nation€hapter 1. Purpose and Principles

*" Stockholm International Peace Research Institute. 1&@fllenges for the New Peacekeepers
(New York: Oxford University Press): 7
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processes of the 19885.

There are also other ideational motivations that origifeom states’
internally embedded or constituted norms and ideas. Thiesks of ideational
motivations are more influential for states that inoeatally began to participate in
peace operations in the post-Cold War era. One exemglaty is Germany. The
foreign policy of Germany during the Cold War was baseisoculture of reticence,
which was represented by slogans like “never again wad ‘arever again
Auschwitz.” West Germany was reluctant to take partamy kind of military
intervention due to what it learned from World War tHdathe Holocaust. After
unification, however, Germany gradually moved away froenttaditional culture, as
the request for normalization of German foreign poleyerged from political
parties and the German Constitutional Court found roomGerman military
deployment outside national borders, the pursuit oetpadrding peace® Although
Germany initially wanted to play a role as a pure “awilipower” committed to
further international peace and cooperation withoutg@inolved in “out of area”
operations, it became apparent that Germany would hastlgew its international
obligation to send the German troops to a wider rangeildaém operations in the
post-Cold War er& Germany followed cautious steps designed to gradually soothe
public concern about participation in “out of area” operatiand started to commit
troops to peace operations that aimed at defending humanitand democratic
values, while firmly adhering to the condition of “newven our own.” The use of

military force on the basis of multilateralism bewa acceptable for Germany, as

%8 Black, David R. 1997. “Addressing Apartheid: Lessons fAamstralian, Canadian, and Swedish
Policies in Southern Africa” ilNiche Diplomacyeds., Cooper, Andrew F. (Boulder: Lynne Rienner
Publishers): 114

9 Hampton, Mary N. 2005. “Germany,” ithe Politics of Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold War, Era
eds., Sorenson, David S. and Wood, Pia Christina (New: Yoank Cass): 31

60 Hyde-Price, Adrian. 2001. “Germany and the Kosovo wikascivilian power?,"German Politics
Vol. 10(1): 20
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long as all the other political and economic meanghef state were consumed
beforehand* The most crucial motivating factor for Germany in ddesng its
participation was projecting its soft power capabiliti€&rmany, which has been
competing for the leadership of the EU, wanted its goWer security approach to
become the basic European model for security policy, wérploys firstly non-
military means and then military means only as aresort®® Through participating
in peace operations, Germany aimed to make its stathsrope firm and highly
valued, while at the same time make itself seen asdhmeatening state.

Similar to Germany, Japan also approached peace operaiibngswown
ideational motivations. Japan, which had strict constitatioestraints on the use of
military force, became a target of internationaticism after its apathy towards the
Iraqgi invasion of Kuwait in 1990. Following the Gulf War, njpin among the
Japanese public and the major political parties rapidligeshio favoring Japan’s
contribution to peace operations and, as a consequdmee;PKO Law” was
established in 1992 The five principles of the initial “PKO Law” had lingitl the
role of Japan to simply providing logistical support. Howea® amendment passed
in 2001 expanded the scope of the Japanese participation in @ea@tions by
allowing Japanese peacekeepers to carry out missions tkéoming ceasefires,
disarming local forces, patrolling demilitarized zonespéctting the transport of
weapons, and collecting and disposing of abandoned we&pds.gradually
participating in peace operations, Japan aimed to developirecove international

policy as a new political power. It wanted to adopt a-¢tédtered policy so as to

®lpid.: 32

2 Hampton, Mary N. 2005. “Germany,” ithe Politics of Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold War, Era
eds., Sorenson, David S. and Wood, Pia Christina (New: Yoank Cass): 36

83 |shizuka, Katsumi. 2005. “Japan’s Policy towards UN Peseming Operationis|nternational
Peacekeepingvol.12(1): 69-70
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broaden its diplomatic options internationally, whileemoming its tradition of
siding with the United States. In addition, Japan intendefdroject a positive or
cooperative image to regional states that had anti-nslitaattitudes towards it.
Japan’s active participation in peace operations wowd many states that once
experienced Japanese colonial rule to have a percepaibdapan finally became a
“normal’ state, shaking its previous aggressive and coldabavior off. In short,
Japan’s contribution to regional peace operations wasyaaok building regional

confidence for the purpose of enhancing its political statédsia and the Pacifit:

2.4. Preliminary Assumption: Decisive Motivations of the “Alled New
Middle Powers”

Henceforth, attention will be paid to reasoning which inadions out of
what have been listed in the previous sub-sections are necisive for the two
representative “allied new middle powers,” Turkey @auth Korea, in their
decisions to send troops to the selected three post-Calgp&dae operations. Given
the substantial economic capabilities of Turkey and S&uattea, it is thought that
economic profit from the UN reimbursements, which s thain motivating factor
for less-developed or under-developing states, hardlyvates them. In addition,
since Turkey and South Korea already maintain relativelge and advanced
military forces, quantitative and qualitative improveméantthe power position
through participating in peace operations is less likegppeal to them. Furthermore,
charitable thinking seems to be less relevant for eithekély or South Korea,
because both states do not have a long-establishedanaditigiving priority to

humanist values at home. What makes this motivating fdessrlikely for Turkey

% Ibid.: 80
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Table 2. Concordance between Characteristics and Motivations

Characteristic Motivation
Alliance with the US Indirect security concerns
Democratic political system Pressure group & Public opinion
Rising economic power Potential economic benefit
Willingness & Activeness Ideational considerations

and South Korea is the fact that even traditional fmeidgdowers, which had
participated in the peace operations of the Cold Wamatta altruistic thinking,
showed a tendency to move away from such thinking inpt=-Cold War er&
Direct security concerns can also be ruled out as énkeodecisive motivations.
Unlike the United States and other great powers, the ¢éyesentative “allied new
middle powers” have limited global influence. Turkey and Bokibrea can be
concerned about what happens in Somalia, Lebanon, gi®ittan in a globalized
world. However, the remoteness and irrelevance oftttee areas still make the two
states less exposed to the security risks coming frarsetlareas. The fact that
Turkey and South Korea confront their own security lengles from domestic
separatist organizations or from neighboring states rakskes the factor of direct
security concerns in these peace operations less ciuctaem. Thus, the degree of
perceived immediate threat from a conflict situationr@levant parts of the world is
thought to be insufficient to fully drive Turkey and Soutbr&a to engage in such

conflicts.

% Stockholm International Peace Research Institute. 1&@fllenges for the New Peacekeepers
(New York: Oxford University Press): 8
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Having excluding the aforementioned motivations, thereaienfour
motivations. The remaining motivations are considerednase decisive for the
“allied new middle powers,” since they are in concoréamgth their common
characteristics as illustrated in Table 2. TherefareClhapter 1V, | will focus on
analyzing to what extent these four motivations actualhgtioned in Turkey’'s and

South Korea’s decisions to participate in the seleitiexe peace operations.
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CHAPTER Il

THE CASE PEACE OPERATIONS

In this chapter, general information on the three sedepeace operations
(UNOSOM I, UNIFIL I, and ISAF), such as the origimandate, conduct, and
development will be provided. Although Turkey and South Kalidanot participate
in UNOSOM | (July 1992 — May 1993) and UNIFIL I (March 1978 — August 2006)
these periods are also briefly touched upon for the purpbsmderstanding the
nature of the conflicts. In addition, Turkey’'s and Sokititea’s contributions to each
operation will be discussed as a preparatory step falyzang the decisive
motivations of Turkey and South Korea for participating the three peace

operations.

3.1. United Nations Operation in Somalia Il (UNOSOM II)
3.1.1. General Information on UNOSOM |I
Following President Barre’s defeat in 1991, a civil war brolse between
ethnically homogenous but genealogically different ¢axgiin Somalia -- those in
favor of Interim President Ali Mahdi Mohamed and thos favor of General
Mohamed Farah Aidid --, especially in the capital Moghdi The civil war

combined with a disastrous famine not only resulted & dbaths of more than
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300,000 Somalis, but also caused a huge refugee problem andrealrargition of
the majority of Somali populatioH.In order to solve the conflict, UNOSOM | was
established in April 1992 by UN SC Resolution ?8However, the UN mission had
neither assumed any direct responsibility for finaliztihg political impasse in
Somalia, nor had enough capability to monitor ceasefidetarprovide security for
humanitarian works. The small number of initially gesid troops that were
responsible for both monitoring the ceasefire and dsgordeliveries of
humanitarian supplies -- 50 military observers and just B@@niry soldiers --
demonstrates the incapability of UNOSOM®IAs the initial effort to relieve the
deteriorated situation of Somalia deadlocked due to tminced fighting and
insecurity, the UN SC adopted Resolution 794, which auttdiZN member states
to form the UNITAF° UNITAF was comprised of contingents from 24 countries le
by the United States with 37,000 troops at its full strengthauthorized to use all
necessary means to establish a secure environment fonitamaa relief operations
in Somalia’* UNITAF, which was in coordination with UNOSOM |, suected in
opening up supply routes and made the flow of humanitarisnpaissible.

Although UNITAF had a positive impact on the securityiagion in
Somalia and on the effective delivery of humanitarissistance, it covered only 40
percent of the entire territory and thus the insecurer@mwient in Somalia had not
yet disappeared completely. UN Security-General Bougloah kept insisting that
UNITAF should have dealt with disarmament of the masi factions in and around

Mogadishu while adhering to a wider interpretation of “secmvironment” for the

67 United Nations Peacekeeping. 20Wited Nations Operation in Somalia I, Backgroynd
available athttp://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/unosom2tabkat

%8 See, Security Council Resolution 751 (April 24, 1992)

%9 O'Neill, John Terence and Rees, Nicholas. 200%ted Nations Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold
War Era(London: RoutRedge): 111-112

0 See, Security Council Resolution 794 (December 3, 1992)

L O'Neill, John Terence and Rees, Nicholas. 200%ted Nations Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold
War Era(London: RoutRedge): 113

33



delivery of humanitarian assistance. Boutros-Ghali sysatly recommended the
new UN-controlled operation in Somalia, UNOSOM II, lndowed with
enforcement powers under Chapter VIl of the UN Chartegrder to establish a
secure environment across Somé&li@he transition from UNITAF to UNOSOM I
was completed on 26 March 1993 with the adoption of UN 8&bRtion 814. As
the Secretary-General intended, UNOSOM Il was maddate disarm Somali
militias by using force beyond self-defense if necessditye main duties of
UNOSOM Il were: (1) monitoring that all factions canted to respect the cessation
of hostilities and other agreements to which they haseated; (2) preventing any
resumption of violence and, if necessary, taking apprtepaation; (3) maintaining
control of the heavy weapons of the organized factionstwiiould have been
brought under international control; (4) seizing the $mahs of all unauthorized
armed elements; (5) securing all ports, airports, and lofe€ommunications
required for the delivery of humanitarian assistance;p{®jecting the personnel,
installations and equipment of the UN and its agencrgsyrational Committee of
the Red Cross (ICRC) as well as NGOs; and (7) comignuanine-clearing, and to
assist in repatriation of refugees and displaced persoS®malia’® Furthermore,
unlike UNITAF, UNOSOM Il was placed under the direct eohof the UN through
the UN Secretary-General's Special Representati®otoalia and had 28,000 UN
troops with reduced American presefite.

The broadened mandate of UNOSOM Il was considered eattlio the

authority of the Somali factions, and consequently comdtion between UNOSOM

2 |bid.: 114-115

3 See, Security Council Resolution 814 (March 26, 1993)

" The United States directly participated in UNOSOM llhnly logistics troops. The most of its
remaining UNITAF troops were held in reserve as the IQB&action Force (QRF), which was not
formally part of UNOSOM |II. See, Bellamy, Alex J. andlli&ms, Paul and Griffin, Stuart. 2004.
Understanding Peacekeepif@ambridge: Polity): 159; Weiss, Tomas G. and Forsybaejd P. and
Coate, Roger A. 1997The United Nations and Changing World Polit{@ulder, Co.: Westview):
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Il and the warlords, especially General Aidid’s Sonidditional Alliance (SNA),
became inevitable. A conspicuous example of the grovangian between the UN
forces and the SNA was 24 Pakistani peacekeepers’ deahsattack in June 1993.
Following the incident, the UN SC adopted Resolution 83v¢chvblamed the SNA
for inciting the attacks on Pakistani soldiers and autbdriJNOSOM Il to take all
necessary measures against those responsible forrtieel attack®> From the day
Resolution 837 was adopted, the situation in Somalia dume® a virtual war
between UNOSOM II and the SNA as the two sides esfaatttacking each other.
Since the capture of General Aidid or his senior officiaés beyond the capabilities
of UNOSOM I forces, the Quick Reaction Force (QRF}he United States, which
was deployed in support of UNOSOM II, also began takingoastiwith the
reinforcement of a strong 400-person Ranger task f8iespite the huge effort to
eradicate the SNA, it remained unharmed and increaseetalg@tory attacks on UN
forces. On 3 October 1993, the SNA succeeded in inflicenggs casualties on US
and UN personnel. In total, 1 Malaysian, 18 US soldiere Wéled and 9 Malaysian,
3 Pakistani, and 78 US soldiers were injured in an operatiMogadishu’’ Forced
by public outcry, President Clinton announced on 7 Octtifarall US forces would
be withdrawn from Somalia by 31 March 1994. Within a few d#ys US decision
to withdraw its troops was followed by other troop cdmiting states, such as
Belgium, France and SwedEhUNOSOM II's ability to provide security had been
reduced by troop withdrawals and the UN'’s effort to formirderim administration

in Somalia ended with achieving no progress. Once the UN stoder its inability

S O'Neill, John Terence and Rees, Nicholas. 200%ted Nations Peacekeeping in the Post-Cold
War Era(London: RoutRedge): 117
76 |hi

Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 United Nations Peacekeeping. 20Wited Nations Operation in Somalia I, Backgroynd
available athttp://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/unosom2tabkat
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to urge factions to enact a ceasefire and form a unifiedrgment, the mission of
UNOSOM Il expired in March 1995, leaving behind a possibilityusther famine

in Somalia’®

3.1.2. Turkey in UNOSOM Il

Following the UN SC decision to establish UNITAF in Dexber 1992,
Turkey received an invitation letter from the UN, in whithwas requested to
participate in the new US-led peace operation in Somdlee invitation was
examined by various governmental organizations and a decidlowing the
dispatch of a mechanized company-sized contingent to Somalé made after
obtaining approval from the Turkish Grand National Assgm@@GNA) on 8
December 199% A small committee comprised of 9 personnel from the Chiie
General Staff and Minister of Foreign Affairs wasstfisent to Somalia on 15
December. The mission given to the committee wasdesaghe situation in Somalia
and to carry out preliminary work related to the sité area of responsibility (AOR)
of the Turkish contingerit: On 19 December, two Turkish naval ships carrying the
Turkish contingent departed from Mersin harbor and reabteghdishu harbor after
a 15-day trip. The Turkish contingent contributed to the atfmer in Somalia from 2
January 1993 to 22 February 1994 (as part of UNITAF and then UNO§®vith a
300-person mechanized compaffy.The main task assigned to the Turkish
contingent was the protection of Mogadishu airport, whickspssed the vital

importance of connecting Somalia with the outside &&tThe other tasks the

 Ibid.

80 Bir, Cevik. 1999 Somali'ye Bir Umut ( A Hope for Somali@$tanbul: Sabah Kitaplari): 14
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Turkish troops carried out were to coordinate relief suppieeprotect UNOSOM I
headquarters, to provide escorts for convoys, to faellisscurity, and to ensure
delivery of food to the Somali people.

As the end of the one-year period allowed to the Turkishtingent in
Somalia by the decision of TGNA approached and many btotitg states
(including the United States) declared their intentiankedve Somalia, Turkey also
decided to withdraw its troops from Somalia in February 198&. Turkish mission
in Somalia was completed on 22 February 1994 with the refuts entire personnel
and equipment to Turkey. What makes the operation in Somalieh more
meaningful for Turkey is the fact that the command of .80 Il was assumed by
a Turkish Lieutenant General. Following the transitiamfrUNITAF to UNOSOM
II, General Cevik Bir became the first commander ofQ@80OM Il and performed his

duty successfully from April 1993 to January 1994.

3.1.3. South Korea in UNOSOM I

South Korea did not send troops to UNITAF, but it providedaricial
support amounting to 2 million US dollars for the operatidfhen the transition
from UNITAF to UNOSOM II was ongoing in the late Janud®93, South Korea
was asked by the Secretariat of the UN whether it goaiticipate in UNOSOM 1.
After conducting an on-site inspection in Somalia arstudising the issue 3 times
within the government, on 7 April 1993 South Korea informed th¢ of its
intention to participate in UNOSOM Il with a 250-persemgineering construction

contingent* The bill on the dispatch of a South Korean engineecimgstruction

8 National Assembly of South Korea. 1993.

oF 3P o] Tk Bra] o) 3 G 517 R Fof & -2] 975 (The Appendix of the Bill on the
Dispatch of a South Korean Engineering Construction Contingent to UNAQSOM May, available
athttp://likms.assembly.go.kr/kms_data/record/datal/161/161za@®DBépage=428
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contingent to Somalia was approved by the Cabinet on 13, Amd then by the
National Assembly of South Korea on 18 May. The Sdddghean contingent, which
was dubbed “Sangroksu Unit,” started its mission in Son@adi&81 July 1993. It
contributed to UNOSOM Il for 8 months with 516 troops irat8t

The South Korean contingent was deployed in Bal-adiatistvhich is
located 40 Km northeast of the capital city of Mogadisfhe main tasks assigned to
it were to repair the road between Bal-ad and Jowhaettap a detour linking Bal-
ad to Afgooye in cooperation with the US contingent, andetopen the “General
Daud” irrigation canaf® The South Korean contingent also conducted additional
missions. These included missions such as developing wigi@n sources, repairing
the airport, supporting other foreign contingents’ constyacof barracks, and
delivering drinking water to the Somali people. It also mtedi elementary school
education to the Somali children who were left hopeledtandisastrous civil war
and famine. In a school established by the South Konempd, 18 teachers (14
South Korean officers and 4 local teachers) taught $amgdren Somali, English,
mathematics, and musiEUNOSOM Il was the first peace operation in which the
South Korean Armed forces ever participated. South Kayaeed valuable
experience and achieved self-confidence in conducting miligasks abroad through

participation in UNOSOM II.

% Ministry of National Defense. 20107 7/2-9] ¢t o] el9] 877 &, 2 5o}
== -5/ (The South Korean Armed Forces in the World, Participation ac@eeping,
Sangnoksu Unit in Somaliggvailable at:
Qﬁttp://vwvw.mnd.qo.kr/mndPoIicy/qIobalArmy/unitPeace/uniat@e 3/index.jsp#02
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3.2. United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon Il (UNIFIL [1)
3.2.1. General Information on UNIFIL II

As Palestinian armed elements relocated themselvas ffordan to
Lebanon in the early 1970s, tension along the Israle&hen border increased. In
response to a commando attack on Israel by the Pedsitheration Organization
(PLO), Israeli forces invaded Lebanon on 14 March 1978 aok tontrol of the
entire southern part of the state in a few d4y®ollowing the invasion, the UN
called upon lIsrael's immediate cessation of militacyicem and withdrawal of its
troops from Lebanese territories by adopting SC Resolud@asand 426 on 19
March 1978. The creation of UNIFIL was also agreed oniameéas mandated to
confirm the withdrawal of Israeli forces, to restoréemational peace and security,
and to assist the government of Lebanon in ensuring tlenref its effective
authority in the are®> When the Israeli-Lebanese war occurred in 1982, Israeli
forces invaded Lebanon again and functions of UNIFIL wenged primarily to
humanitarian assistance. Despite the UN’s continudfost® of persuasion, Israel
retained control of some territories in southern loamauntil early 2000. On 17
April 2000, Israel informed UN Secretary-General of ritention to withdraw all
Israeli troops from the occupied zone by July 2000. Foligwhe Israeli withdrawal,
the situation in the area of the UNIFIL operation aamd relatively tranquil and UN
troops resumed their military functions in cooperatigth Lebanese authoriti€§.

However, new hostilities on the Israeli-Lebaneselbgrwhich started with
Hezbollah’s rocket launching towards the Israeli forced®rduly 2006, turned the

calm situation into an armed conflict. A heavy exchaafjéire ensued across the

8 United Nations Peacekeeping. 20Wdited Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, Background
available athttp://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/unifil/backgrairtchl

89 See Security Council Resolutions 425 and 426 (March 19, 1978)

% United Nations Security Council. 20@eport of the Secretary-General on the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon (for the period from 17 January to 17 July 2@00)
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UN-drawn Blue Liné* as Hezbollah targeted Israeli troop positions and tpwhie
Israel retaliated by ground, air, and sea attacks on Hahbpbsitions within and
around the UNIFIL area of operations. To end the cdnflihich had caused the
deaths of more than 1,300 people and the displacement of 30@£06nt¥, the
UN SC adopted Resolution 1701 on 11 August 2006 and called force $sthtion of
hostilities based on the immediate cessation by Hetbaf all attacks and the
immediate cessation by Israel of all offensive militaperations® The adoption of
Resolution 1701 also made UNIFIL enter a totally diffengimase. An entirely new
mission was created within the structure of the existiJFIL operation as its
mandate, troop strength, troop configuration, and rulesgdgament were radically
revised.

UNIFIL II was given six new tasks: (1) monitoring thessation of
hostilities; (2) accompanying Lebanese troops as they déimloyghout the South;
(3) coordinating its activities with the Governments abanon and Israel; (4)
ensuring humanitarian access to civilians and the safnref displaced persons; (5)
assisting the Lebanese armed forces in undertaking ékignsive responsibilities;
and (6) assisting the Government of Lebanon in secusngorders? Although the
new mandate given to UNIFIL Il was positioned betwé&apter VI and Chapter
VII due to the intense resistance of the Lebanese, UNIFas also allowed “to
take all the necessary actions in areas of deployaietst force, and as it deems with

its capabilities, to ensure that its area of operat®nst utilized for hostile activities

1 The UN-drawn Blue Line is a border demarcation betweastranon and Israel agreed on 7 June
2000 for the purposes of determining whether Israel hadviithdrawn from Lebanon. It is based on
the deployment of the Israel Defense Force (IDF) gddvlarch 14, 1978.
92 Center on International Cooperation. 208fnual Review of Global Peace Operations 2007
(London: Lynne Rienner Publisher§j
zj See Security Council Resolution 1701 (August 11, 2006)

Ibid.
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of any kind.®® In addition, operative paragraphs 11 and 12 of the new rnenda
which left ample room for interpretation, made UNIFILs lindirect engagement
with disarming Hezbollah possible through supporting anaditrgithe Lebanese
forces?®

UNIFIL II's authorized troop strength was raised from 2,a0Q%,000 with
the adoption of Resolution 1701. Currently, 12,133 uniformed peetdrom 29
states (both European and non-European states) are wookitgNtFIL II, along
with international and local civilian staff5For the first time in the history of UN
peace operations, the Maritime Task Force (MTF) was &lcluded as part of
UNIFIL Il in October 2006. The role of MTF is to assibe Lebanese Naval Forces
in preventing the smuggling of illegal and armament shigsérhe MTF has been

led by the European Maritime Force (EUROMARFOR) sinderfrary 20082

3.2.2. Turkey in UNIFIL 1l
Since UN SC Resolution 1701 was adopted, Turkey has shawvn it
willingness to contribute to UNIFIL [I. On 28 August 2006, Beard of Ministers
took a decision which not only allowed foreign troopsdeehfor Lebanon to use
Turkish airports and seaports, but also made Turkey's ibatiom to UNIFIL I
possible. On 5 September 2006, TGNA ratified Decision 880 arkky wfficially
took a step forward to participate in UNIFIL Il wittotp commitment? As part of

UNIFIL 1l ground operation, a Turkish engineering constauttunit, which is

% Ipid.

% Elron, Efrat. 2007. “Israel, UNIFIL II, the UN and thetérnational Community,Palestine-Israel
Journal of Politics, Economics & Cultuiéol. 13(4): 35

" United Nations Peacekeeping. 20W@ited Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, Facts and Figures
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% UN News Center. 2008. ‘Lebanon: European mariners taka/iieel of UN coastal fleet,” 29
February, available alittp://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=25803&Cr=UNIFILRE

% Turkish General Staff. 2010IN Interim Force in Lebanon(UNIFI available at:
http://www.tsk.tr/eng/uluslararasi/BM_UNIFIL.htm
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located in k Saatiye (about 8 km east of Sur city), has been conduitsingission
in Lebanon since 20 October 2006. So far, a total of 237anyilpersonnel and 24
civilian officials have been working in the Turkish uffit In addition, within the
framework of UNIFIL Il MTF, 4 Turkish naval ships -- tigate (since 15 October
2007), 1 underway replenishment vessel (since 17 March 2008), andvé&tes
(since 25 April 2008) -- have been carrying out their mission

Turkey contributes to UNIFIL Il in four ways: (1) patialy the coast of
the East Mediterranean Sea; (2) supporting other catitrdocountries in air and sea
transportation with a condition of pre-examination;{8)viding military trainings to
the Lebanese Armed Forces; and (4) conducting humanitacivities'®* TGNA
has extended the one-year period for the deploymentikdsh troops in Lebanon 3
times since its first approval® As one of a few Muslim countries participating in
UNIFIL I, Turkey is currently playing an active role lominging a peaceful solution

to the crisis in Lebanon.

3.2.3. South Korea in UNIFIL I
When the UN signaled the start of UNIFIL Il by adogtiSC Resolution
1701 and officially requested the international communitysred role and
contribution, the South Korean government decided to d¢ewps to the new
operation. A bill on the dispatch of 350 infantry troops tIEIL I was drawn up
and then passed by the Cabinet on 28 November 2006. On 22 Dectmbkill

entered into effect with the approval of the NatioAasembly. The South Korean

190 |pid.

191 Turkish Grand National Assembly. 20@rlesmis Milletler Gegici Giicii biinyesinde faaliyette
bulunmak amaciyla Tirk Silahli Kuvvetlerin Libnan’a gdénderilmeginevieriimesine ikkin
Basbakanlik tezkeresi(The Prime Ministry’s Bill on the Dispad€ the Turkish Armed Forces to
Lebanon)5 September

192 sabah Newspaper. 2009. ‘Liibnan'da Tiirk askerinin gérev sikesi®atiliyor (The Mission
Period for the Turkish Forces in Lebanon is being Extérfiolethe 3rd Time)’, 22 June, available at:
http://www.sabah.com.tr/Siyaset/2009/06/22/lubnanda_turk askegioiev_suresi_3 kez_uzatiliyor
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contingent, which was dubbed “Dongmyung Unit,” started fitst mission in
Lebanon on 19 July 200731t was deployed in Tyre, which is one of Lebanon’s
largest cities and serves as the core supply port to IUNIFas a sub-battalion of
the Western Brigade. So far, a total of 1,681 South Koneamsonnel have
contributed to UNIFIL Il with a 6-month rotation systéff

The South Korean contingent has been carrying otibu& missions in
Lebanon. It successfully conducted the surveillancenmaiesance mission over
5,000 times and prevented armed militants’ infiltration itkawn AOR. In addition,
it executed the collaborated mission with Lebanese trawes 2,700 times and
contributed to the improvement of Lebanese troops’ opewtiabilities:®®> Under
the code name “Peace Wave,” the South Korean contingeaiso conducting its
own civil operation for Lebanese people. The “Peace eV&s composed of two
main parts, medical service and project for local inhatst4® More than 14,000
patients have received medical service from the Soutedftotraveling clinic. In
addition, as part of project for local inhabitants, a gysiura was built and two
educational schools were opened. As the extension billtHe South Korean
contingent in Lebanon was passed in the National Assearb15 July 2009, the
South Korean contingent is expected to carry out ission in Lebanon until late
20107 UNIFIL Il is South Korea’s fifth UN mission (excepbserving missions)

and secondhission involving combat units.

193 Ministry of National Defense. 20107759/ ¢/ 59 F 375 &5, #H}=
7 5] 7- X" 5 -7 4] (The South Korean Armed Forces in the World, Participation in Peace-
Keeping, Dongmyung Unit in Lebangayailable at:
H};Lp://mmvw.mnd.qo.kr/mndPoIicy/qlobaIArmy/unitPeace/uniatBe 2/index.jsp#
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contribution to the peace in Lebanoflie South Korean Army Journ&ipl.289
(September/October): 76-77
97 The Korea Herald. 2009. ‘S. Korea to extend troop stayebanon,’ 15 July, available at:
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3.3. International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
3.3.1. General Information on ISAF

In response to the unprecedented terrorist attacks byagt& upon the
United States on 11 September 2001, the US-led military agerat Operation
Enduring Freedom (OEF) was launched on the basis ofdsfdfise of the UN
Charter to eliminate Al-Qaeda, to oust the Taliban regiméfghanistan, and to
prevent the emergence of other terrorist organizationsarallel with OEF, the UN
condemned the terrorist attacks and recognized the neestataigh a transitional
administration in Afghanistan after the overthrowtltd Taliban regime. As a result,
the Afghan Interim Authority (AlA) was created followg the Bonn Treaty on 5
December 2001% In addition, as requested in the treaty, ISAF wasbéished with
UN SC Resolution 1386 on 20 December 2001 to maintain the tyeiocukiabul and
its surrounding areas, so that the AIA as well aspéesonnel of the UN could
operate in a secure environméftISAF was given a peace-enforcement mandate
under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and was not a UNsimis but a UN-
authorized mission funded by the troop contributdts.

From ISAF | to ISAF Ill (1 December 2001 — 3 August 2003), itssmn
had been carried out by volunteer individual nations vatl6-month rotation
systent* On 11 August 2003, NATO took over the command and coordinafion
ISAF and brought the rotation system to an end by ovangptie problem of a

continual search to find new leading nations and thécdiffes of setting up a new

198 For the detail of the Bonn Treaty, see Afghan Govenin2901.The Agreement on Provisional
Arrangements in Afghanistan pending the Re-establishment of Pern@merhment Institutions
available ahttp://www.afghangovernment.com/AfghanAgreementBonn.htm

109 see Security Council Resolution 1386 (December 20, 2001)

110 Bellamy, Alex J. and Williams, Paul and Griffin, Stu&004.Understanding Peacekeeping
(Cambridge: Polity): 181-182

11 |SAF | from the United Kingdom, ISAF Il from Turkey, &hSAF IIl from Germany and the
Netherlands

4 4



headquarters every six montfi§Although the initial mandate of ISAF was limited
to the region of Kabul, the adoption of UN SC Resolutl510 on 13 October 2003
paved the way for an expansion of the ISAF mission.r€kelution requested ISAF
to help the Afghan Transitional Authority (ATA) in m&aining security of the entire
Afghanistan beyond Kabul and to provide a secure environmeintother
international civilian personnel engaged in reconswuactiand humanitarian
efforts!*® Following the adoption of UN SC Resolution 1510, the troop gemnt
of ISAF evolved. ISAF gradually took command over othgiares from OEF. Stage
1 of the scheduled expansion, which was initiated on 31 Dexe®il®3, expanded
ISAF’s area of operations to cover the North of Afgistan. Stage 2 and 3 allowed
ISAF to provide security assistance in the West and theéhSrespectively. After
Stage 4, which was completed on 5 October 2006 by expanding'siS¥PR
towards the East, ISAF finally covered the whole of Asfgistan'*

In the UN SC Resolution 1776 of 2007, ISAF was given a newticolal
mission, which was to sustain its efforts to train, tagerand empower the Afghan
National Security Force (ANSF), in particular the Adm National Police (ANPY->
Currently, ISAF is carrying out four general missionstfag purpose of assisting the
Afghan authorities in providing security and stability amelating the conditions for
reconstruction and development. These are: (1) seceidted missions: (a)
conducting security and stability operations, (b) supportirgg Aflghan National
Army (ANA) and ANP, (c) disarming illegally armed groups,) (@cilitating

ammunition depots managements, and (e) providing post-oper&stance; (2)

112 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 2019ATO’s Role in Afghanistavailable at
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics 8189.htm

113 See Security Council Resolution 1501 (October 13, 2003)

114 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 2019ATO’s Role in Afghanistavailable at
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics 8189.htm

115 See Security Council Resolution 1776 (September 19, 2007)
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reconstruction and development-related missions through ®rovincial
Reconstruction Teams (PRTSs): (a) providing security tenpereconstruction, and
(b) humanitarian assistance; (3) governance through ;PBRifid (4) counter-
narcotics:*®

ISAF structure is composed of Regional Command Capi#@l (SAF and
HQ RC), Regional Command South (4 PRTs), Regional iGama West (4 PRTS),
Regional Command North (5 PRTs), and Regional Commastl @3 PRTs)}’ As
of December 2009, ISAF had 84,150 troops from 43 natiriss troop numbers are
to be increased, as US President Obama pledged the deplogiman additional
30,000 US troops to Afghanistan to reverse the Taliban’s mmmeand stabilize
the government of Afghanistdff The ultimate goal of ISAF is to hand over lead
responsibility for security to ANSF as reaffirmed by tNATO Secretary-General

Rasmussen in the London Conference on Afghanistan imda8010*°

3.3.2. Turkey in ISAF
In the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist attabugkey quickly gave
its full support to the US military campaign against AleQa and the Taliban regime
in Afghanistan and agreed to invoke Article 5 of the Washm@ieaty along with
the other NATO members. A bill authorizing the Turkish govesnirto contribute

troops to the US military campaign was passed in TGNAdatoker 2001. The bill

118 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 2019ATO’s Role in Afghanistavailable at
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics 8189.htm
17 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 200SAF "placemat" (Contributing nations and troop
?luambers) — 22Dec. 2008vailable ahttp://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.pdf
Ibid.
19 CNN News. 2009. ‘Obama Afghanistan strategy: More troogsiickly, drawdown in 2011, 1
December, available at:
http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/01/obama.afghanistan/ihdek?iref=allsearch
120NATO News. 2010. ‘NATO Secretary General welcomesltesf London Conference,’ 28
January, available atitp://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-26A12DA1-
F8AS536E3/natolive/news_61099.htm?
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also permitted the stationing of foreign troops on Turkéshitories and the use of
Turkish airspace and airbases. Initially, Turkey sent a aoihiSpecial Forces to
Afghanistan in order to help American troops conduct huntanitaperations and
train Northern Alliance fighter$* When ISAF started in December 2001, Turkey
decided to take part in the operation. Turkey contributetbAd | by sending an
infantry company composed of 267 soldiers. The Turkish campahich was
deployed in Kabul, carried out security patrols and mitagan aid.

When the British leadership of ISAF | came to an dndkey decided to
play a leading role in ISAF Il on 29 April 2002. Following tHecision, Turkey
increased its contribution to the battalion-level thmke with approximately 1,300
troops‘?? During the period of ISAF Il (20 June 2002 — 10 February 2003), Jhurki
Major General Hilmi Akin Zorlu commanded the interoagl force, which was
composed of 4,800 personnel from 22 countries, and Turkish ttooksharge of
the Kabul International Airport and the Multinationedeadquarters?® On 10
February 2003, Turkey handed over its 8-month ISAF Il leaderghithe joint
command of Germany and the Netherlands. Turkey's patrticipaontinued after
the end of ISAF Il with a decreased number of troopsv8et ISAF Il and ISAF V
(February 2003 — August 2004), Turkey participated in the operattibr3@0 troops
and provided 3 helicopters for medical evacuation and recssaraie purposes.

When the command and coordination of ISAF was placedrudddO,
Turkey showed its leadership in ISAF again. NATO Rapid &ggdble Corps-Turkey
(NRDC-T) assumed the leadership of ISAF VII, and Turkiglop presence in

Afghanistan was increased from 240 (including 23 Azerbaigand 23 Albanian

121 Kibaroglu, Mustafa and Kibaroglu, Aysegul. 20@obal Security Watch TURKEKY.ondon:
Praeger Security International): 105

122 Tyrkish General Staff. 201hternational Security Assistance Force (ISAF) Operatiailable
at: http://www.tsk.tr/eng/uluslararasi/isaf.htm

123 bid.
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troops) to 1,500 personnel: During the period of ISAF VII (13 February 2005 — 4
August 2005), the Turkish 28th Mechanized Infantry Brigade seagethe Kabul
Multinational Brigade and a Turkish unit ran the Kabukrnational Airport. Turkey
also established a PRT in Wardak province, which is locapgdoximately 40 km
west of Kabul, in November 2006. In the Wardak PRT, Turkigiian and military
personnel have worked together to achieve 3 main goals: déigloping
administrative and judiciary systems; (2) training tHgh@n Police Force; and (3)
conducting activities aimed to improve and support infrastracuublic works, and
social support to raise the life quality of the local pafiah*

Currently, Turkey is responsible for administering theaditpiarters of
Regional Command Capital Kabul with a 1,755 troop presenééghanistan?® In
addition, Turkey is planning to establish another PRT wzj#n province and to
rebuild the Kabul Military High Schoot?’ Turkey conducts its mission in
Afghanistan, keeping itself from engaging in any combataimss. Even when the
reduction of national caveats was requested by seveyaNRdO members in the
Riga summit in October 2006, Turkey refused to changesgtsiction on the use of

force in combat'® Turkey's firm stance of distancing itself from any dman

operation in Afghanistan is well revealed in a statgmey Ahmet Davutoglu,

124 sabah Newspaper. 2005. ‘Afganistan’da Komuta Yeniden Turkiy@he Command in

Afghanistan is assumed by Turkey again),” available at:

http://www.sabah.com.tr/Yazarlar/muderrisoglu/2004/05/21/Afdanigla_komuta_yeniden_Turkiye
nin

125 Turkish General Staff. 201Mhternational Security Assistance Force (ISAF) Operataailable

at: http://www.tsk.tr/eng/uluslararasi/isaf.htm

126 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 201@ternational Security Assistance Force

and Afghan National Army Strength & LaydownFebruary, available at

http://www.nato.int/isaf/docu/epub/pdf/placemat.pdf

127 sabah Newspaper. 2009. ‘Kabil'de Komutanlik Tiirkiye'ye gac{The Command in Kabul is

transferred to Turkey’ 1 November, available at:

http://www.sabah.com.tr/Dunya/2009/11/01/kbilde komutanlik_tenkéy geciyor

128|n response to the request, France changed its natisealt@nd agreed to allow its forces in

Kabul and elsewhere to come to the assistance of N#WED forces in an emergency. Italy and Spain

left the decision of sending forces to assist in annirgieuation to their force commanders in the field.

See, Gallis, Paul. 2007. “NATO in Afghanistan: A Testhef Transatlantic AllianceCRS Report

for CongressCode RL33627: 13
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current Minister of Foreign Affairs. In the meeting NATO foreign ministers in
December 2009, he said, “There is no plan to send Turkisfbaio troops to
Afghanistan. However, it is possible to consider sendmlbfary instructors for

training the Afghan Armed Force&?®

3.3.3. South Korea in ISAF

Following the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the South Korean gowent decided
to join the international campaign of solidarity farpporting the US attempt to
eradicate terrorism. The bill on sending troops to Afghanistas submitted to the
National Assembly for approval and adopted on 6 Decerab81™° Initially, 1
naval vessel and 4 C-130 aircrafts were sent to admstAmerican troops in
transporting personnel and supplies. In late 2002, South kaiditionally sent one
medical unit (called “Dongui’) and one engineering cargton unit (called
“‘Dasan”) to Afghanistan for humanitarian purposes. Thelica¢ unit opened a
hospital in the Bagram base, which is located 40 km nofrtkabul, and provided
surgical treatments for local Afghans and foreign trodjus. five years, the South
Korean medical unit treated more than 260,000 personna, & health training,
and conducted 36 relief activities with 780 troops in tbthlThe engineering
construction unit conducted various missions, such as ¢ktoration of local

infrastructure, the construction of military bases fmeign troops, and job training

129 sabah Newspaper. 2009. ‘Afganistan’a Takviye Tiirk Askeri (fdlere is no Turkish
Reinforcement to Afghanistan)’ 5 December, available a
http://www.sabah.com.tr/Dunya/2009/12/05/afganistana_takviyle askeri_yok

130 National Assembly of South Korea. 200916 7/ =3/ #J2253] =] 20 %} =8/ 3] 2/

3] ¢/ = (The Record of the {®ational Assembly 225-2@Plenary Sessionpvailable at:
http://likms.assembly.go.kr/kms-
dt/record/data2/225/pdf/2252a0020b.PDF#xml=/xml/126653399218236.xml|

131 Ministry of National Defense. 20107 7]5=9] gt=/i% S H¢] F 3}43-%] &4, o} Z7j1] =&
59/ o} 75/ (The South Korean Armed Forces in the World, ParticipatidPeiace-Keeping,
Dongui and Dasan Unit in Afghanistargvailable at:
http://www.mnd.go.kr/mndPolicy/globalArmy/unitPeace/unéBe 2/index.jsp#
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for the Afghan people, with 1,360 troops in tdtalln addition, South Korea led the
Parwan PRT in cooperation with the United Statés.

In December 2007, South Korea withdrew its troops from afggtan
following the Taliban’s kidnapping of 21 South Koreans on dl9.#* However, it
did not stop its contribution to the reconstruction psscin Afghanistan. A South
Korean reconstruction team comprised of 30 personnel fowernment officials,
civilian medical personnel, and civilian experts on johining, remained in
Afghanistan and continued to support the rehabilitatiolortefof the Afghan
people!*® Recently, the South Korean government has decided panexits
contribution to Afghanistan so as to meet the Afghan gouent’s constant requests.
On 8 December 2009, the Cabinet finalized the bill on dispajchioops to
Afghanistan. The bill includes the establishment of a P®RHAich is comprised of
100 civilians and 40 police officers, in Parwan province armddispatch of 350
troops for the protection of the PRT persorfiéWith the final approval of the
National Assembly on 25 February 2010, South Korea got dowhe preparation
for troop commitments to ISAF, with the aim of fulltarting its missions in
Afghanistan by July 2010 at the latest. The prospectivéh3¢arean contingent will
assume the tasks for improving the ability of provinc@daistration, providing
medical service, developing agricultural infrastructured &raining the Afghan

police. The prospective South Korean contingent will gdaced under ISAF

132 |pid.

133 North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 2019ATO — Republic of Korea cooperati@vailable at:
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics 50098.htm?selectaaibaen

134 Korea Herald. 2007. ‘Korean troops return from missioAfghanistan’ 15 December, available
at: http://www.koreaherald.co.kr/archives/result _contenps.as

135 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade. 2007tess Release No.07-748, December

%% Yonhap News. 20098 - of3% 7} 2} 74 ¢ 31 5]/ 7} /" (The Government’s Confirmation of
the Bill on Dispatching Troops to Afghanista) December, available at:
http://news.naver.com/main/read.nhn?mode=LSD&mid=sec&sid1=0id3&01&aid=0003014684
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Regional Command East for a two-and-a-half-year pefiédiae-Young Kim,

Minister of National Defense, clearly revealed the purpafsthe new mission by
saying, “This dispatch is not for conducting combat operstibat for ensuring a
secure environment in which our PRT can play its recoctstg role without any

I’iSk."l38

137 i

Ibid.
%8 Yonhap News. 20104 %%/ of.32 7} 71735 9] ¢F */ 2] (The Committee of National Defense
Approved the Bill on Dispatching Troops to Afghanistd@)February, available at:
http://www.yonhapnews.co.kr/politics/2010/02/19/0502000000AKR20100219181 700001 et L

plate=2087
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF TURKEY’'S AND SOUTH KOREA'S

MOTIVATIONS

In this chapter, the motivations of Turkey and South Kavél be analyzed.
Special attention will be given to examining the actogdact of the four probable
motivations of the “allied new middle powers” -- inglit security concerns (or US
pressure); the domestic factor (public opinion); potent@nemic benefit; and
ideational considerations -- on the two states’ demssim send troops to Somalia,
Lebanon, and Afghanistan, respectively. Since it ispossible to analyze a state’s
motivations without knowing the state’s internal andeexal situations, Turkey's
and South Korea’s political, economic, and security 8dona, especially those
relevant to the analysis, will be briefly touched upbtha beginning of every sub-
section. After analyzing the motivations of Turkey armit® Korea on a case-by-
case basis, combined results of the whole analysed&iiuggested at the end of

this chapter.

4.1. Motivations for Sending Troops to UNOSOM I
4.1.1. Turkey’s Motivations

Turkey’s decision to send troops to Somalia occurred ngtddier the end

o2



of the Cold War. During the Cold War, Turkey enjoyed theilpged status of being
a NATO member by directly containing the Soviet Uniorhm immediate proximity.
Turkey’s place in the West was not a topic of contreyesince its geo-strategic
importance was highly valued by the United States and oth&@ ONmembers. When
the Cold War came to an end, however, Turkey becameds&iith the possibility
that its geo-strategic importance would be marginalizethén new era. Turkish
authorities were concerned that a decrease in Turkeysstgategic importance
would likely cause a reduction in Western economic andamyliassistance and an
increase in Western pressure concerning Cyprus and hunirissges=>° Losing
geo-strategic importance, which conveyed the same meanisigqyofg outside the
Western structure, was by no means acceptable for Turkeyodtbreak of the Gulf
War in August 1990 provided Turkey with a good opportunity to allevibie
concern. By playing a significant role in the US-leternational coalition against
Iraq, Turkey proved that it was still a reliable ally bétWest and an indispensable
partner for protecting Western interests in the MideHst *°

At the same time, the collapse of the Soviet Uniordate 1991 and the
fragmentation of Yugoslavia in early 1992 caused Turkey to itarattention to
much broader regions. During the Cold War, Turkey had almostelation with
Central Asia and the Caucasus despite common ethnicuétndat ties+** Turkey’s
approach to the Balkans was also limited in some speéssfies, such as the security
challenge posed by the Warsaw Pact, and the treatnfetiteoethnic Turkish
minorities in Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Romafifa.However, the

emergence of the new Turkic republics (Azerbaijan, TurkmamistUzbekistan,

139 Uslu, Nasuh. 2004 urkish Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War Periiew York: Nova): 4
140 i
Ibid.: 7
141 sayari, Sabri. 2000. “Turkish Foreign Policy in the Rosid War Era: The Challenges of Multi-
Regionalism,’Journal of International AffairsVol. 54(1): 173
12 bid.: 176
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Kyrgyzstan, and Kazakhstan) in Central Asia and theauc&sus, and the
independence of Bosnhia-Herzegovina and Macedonia (where Turkishitias and
Muslim populations were living) in the Balkans created pehthat Turkey could
expand its role and influence in these territories. B ¢hrly 1990s, Turkey was
aiming to increase its political and economic influentenultiple regions through
the newly adopted activist and assertive foreign pdfity.

It is not possible to explain Turkey’s participation WNOSOM I
separately from the consecutive developments of Tuffisign policy orientation
in the initial stage of the post-Cold War era. This &nty because other motivating
factors like public opinion and economic gains were ledhiantial. Although
Somalia had been a region of the Habesh province ddtteanan Empire, and the
majority of its population were Muslims, the crisisSomalia did not attract much
Turkish public attention in late 1992. The primary issue irciviine Turkish people
were interested was rather the crisis in Bosnia, evliee Serbian ethnic cleansing
policy towards the Bosnian Muslims was ongoing. The Thrkeople’'s little
attention to the crisis in Somalia at that time isllwevealed in the statement by
Engin Guner who was a member of TGNA from the Md#ret Party Anavatan
Partisi-ANAP):

For a couple of months, we have mentioned about thedyagthnic cleansing,
deaths of hundreds of thousands of people, and displacemeBbsnia-
Herzegovina. These are the main topics of TV, radid, @her publications in
these days. Now, we received a governmental bill on &mnhais very difficult
to explain this bill to the public...How many people in Turkeyw Somalia
and follow the conflict there? But, if you ask anyonethe streets where a
massacre is occurring, where a crime against humartigppening, and where
an ethnic cleansing is being implemented, the answerbeilclear, Bosnia-

Herzegovina**

As there was no public opinion which could sufficientlympt the Turkish

143 i

Ibid.: 182
144 Turkish Grand National Assembly. 1992B.M.M. Tutanak Dergisi, Dénem: 19/ Cilt: 12 (TGNA
Record Book, Period: 19/ Version: 1263-264
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government to take action concerning the crisis in S@maéceiving economic
benefits from participation in UNOSOM Il was not a gweninant consideration
either. Somalia was one of the world’s poorest anst ldgaveloped countries in 1992.
For Turkey, not just Somalia, but all African countrie#gere out of economic
consideration. Indeed, Turkey's economic relations wthca between 1923 and
1998 were at their lowest level, which cannot be said ta akall'*> General Cevik
Bir also explained the unreadiness of the Turkish goverhteereate economic
profits by taking advantage of his assignment to the pddN@¥SOM Il commander.
He said, “It might be possible to get some economicaatges from my
commander position ... Turkish food and pharmaceutical inégstvere capable of
providing the necessities in Somalia...However, to put foovwhis topic was not a
responsibility of military, but a responsibility aglated ministry.**®

One crucial motivating factor for Turkey's decisiondispatch troops to
Somalia was to show its willingness to contribute ng mternational humanitarian
movement so as to facilitate its participation in thld Bctivities in the Balkans,
especially in Bosnia-Herzegovina. From the beginning of dheis in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Turkey was eager to bring a peaceful soltidhe crisis due in part
to the likelihood that the crisis could undermine reglcstability and spill over into
Turkey, and mostly to the presence of a large number dsTairBalkan origin in
Turkey*’ As the situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina further detetéatand the public
demand for the fulfillment of moral responsibilitie®mards the Bosnian Muslims
increased in late 1992, the Turkish government was seekingeagtstened

multilateral response to end Serbian atrocities. Turkdyndt intend to take any

145 Ozkan, Mehmet. 2008. “Turkey Discovers Africa: Implicatiand ProspectsSETA Policy Brigf
No. 22: 2

146 Bjr, Cevik. 1999 Somali'ye Bir Umut ( A Hope for Somali@ggtanbul: Sabah Kitaplari): 34

147 Sayari, Sabri. 2000. “Turkish Foreign Policy in the Rosid War Era: The Challenges of Multi-
Regionalism,’Journal of International AffairsVol. 54(1): 177
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unilateral action, since such action might be perceivedthas pursuance of
irredentism towards former Ottoman territories and walalchage its relations with
Western allied?® At such a moment, Turkey's contribution to the UN hunaaizin
intervention in Somalia could help not only change plessimistic attitude of the
United States and the European states towards using ynititae against the Serbs,
but also justify its active action towards the Balkasithin the international context.
This motivation is expressed in the statement by Hik@etin, then Minister of
Foreign Affairs, during the parliamentary discussion tbe dispatch bill on 8
December 1992:
From the beginning, the Republic of Turkey has been sayinghin&tN should
intervene in the crisis in Bosnia-Herzegovina and tryinget it done. In every
international conference and bilateral meeting, the pyimssue has been
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Karab#or the President, the Prime Minister, and the
whole government officials including myself...The only thing reegl is for
the UN and the world not to use double standards. We behavas there was
intervention in Iraq and as there is now interventio®omalia, there should be
intervention in Sarajevo in the same way despitecdities...This (the UN
intervention in Somalia) gives a strong justificatifor Bosnia-Herzegovina.
The decision for Somalia can be a powerful justifiratgainst those who keep
saying “The crisis in Bosnia-Herzegovina is an intra-stateblem, it is
necessary to keep away from such domestic problems.pitoisable that, even
if with humanitarian purpose, the UN Security Council | wiitervene by
sending forced?®
The other crucial motivating factor for Turkey was to destrate itself as
a model state in the new era. In the early 1990s, Tunkas/regarded by various
Turkish elites, and by foreign scholars as a model démocratic, secular, free-

market society, which would be suitable for the newlyependent states in Central

Europe and Central Asid’ The ultimate foreign policy goal of Turkey during the

148 Hunter, Shireen. 1999. “Bridge or frontier? Turkey's fsitd War geopolitical postureThe
International Spectatool. 34(1): 73

149 Turkish Grand National Assembly. 1992B.M.M. Tutanak Dergisi, Dénem: 19/ Cilt: 12 (TGNA
Record Book, Period: 19/ Version: 1261-252

150 Kut, Sule. 2001. “The Contours of Turkish Foreign Pdiicthe 1990s,” inTurkey in the World
Politics: An Emerging Multiregional Powgeds. Rubin, Barry and Kirisci, Kemal (London: Lynne
Rienner Publisher): 8
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tenure of President Ozal (1989 — 1993) was to project the Tunkisiel with the
support of the United States so as to step forward aleadeng actor in a Turkic
world stretching from the Adriatic to the great Chinesdl.w' Somalia constituted a
good arena for Turkey to show its ability to play an irdéomal role. Turkey's
successful performance in Somalia would increase itsonadt prestige and
consequently enhance the acceptability of the Turkish In@kneral Cevik Bir
revealed this perspective in his bodiHope for Somalia

My assignment to the UN commander would add prestige to auntrgoin the

international arena. At that time, Turkish Republicst tthared common ties in

terms of history, culture, religion, and language weralyeemerging as

independent states. The positive situation that had me€ee through the strong

ties with them would continue to develop in our favathvurkey’'s UNOSOM

Il commander positiof*?
Turkish authorities’ intentions to augment Turkey's ingtional role through
sending troops to Somalia can also be found in the antaeStileyman Demirel,
then Prime Minister, gave during a press interview on 7 mbee 1992. When
asked about Turkey's decision to send troops to Somaliaaide “$f you want
Turkey to become a world state, you should not say, tVdl@our interests at stake
there? 13

To summarize Turkey's motivations for sending troops to Jama

facilitating Turkey's participation in the UN activitiegn the Balkans and
demonstrating the Turkish model in the new era can baed@s the actual decisive
motivations. In addition, public opinion and economic ssderations had little

impact on the decision. Indirect security concernsdisa little to do with Turkey's

decision to participate in UNOSOM I, because it wask&urthat needed the United

151 Aral, Berdal. 2001. “Dispensing with Tradition? Turkish Beéi and International Society during
the Ozal Decade, 1983-93\liddle Eastern Studie®/0l.37(1): 76

152 Bjr, Cevik. 1999 Somali'ye Bir Umut ( A Hope for Somali@gtanbul: Sabah Kitaplari): 57

153 Hiirriyet Newspaper. 1992. ‘Somali'ye Asker Géndermenin PArkasi (The back stage of
sending troops to Somalia)’ Politika, written by OzkokuEssul, 8 December
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States by its side for pursuing the activist and asseidingdgn policy in the post-
Cold War era.
4.1.2. South Korea’'s Motivations

The advent of the post-Cold War era brought a recotarjiamood to the
Korean peninsula that had invariably been a hot spot ofadeal and military
confrontation for four decades. South Korea’s ambititNisrthern Policy,” which
was launched in the late 1980s with the aim of nornmagits relations with socialist
regimes, produced good results, such as the start ofn@ifio relations with
Moscow (1990) and Beijing (1992} South Korea also intended to ease the hostile
rivalry with North Korea through increased trade anériiforean communication.
South Korea's efforts to alleviate the tension resulin immediate positive
outcomes. The first high-level talk between South aodiNKorean prime ministers
took place in September 1990. South Korea and North Kordly ferdered the UN
as two separate but equal member states on 17 Septembér>IBed two Koreas
also successfully negotiated the agreement on recdimilianon-aggression, and
exchanges and cooperation on 13 December 1991 and conseqdeptlyd the joint
declaration on the denuclearization of the Korean patdren 31 December 1993°
The atmosphere of the inter-Korean rapprochement wenintil 19 March 1993,
when North Korea announced its withdrawal from the Narclon-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT). The event radically changed the expectdtio peace in the Korean
peninsula from optimism to pessimism. The two Koreasweished to the brink of

war as North Korea played a brinkmanship policy by regjstiternational pressure

154 Grutov, Mel. 1996. “South Korea’s Foreign Policy and FeitSecurity: Implications of the
Nuclear-Standoff,'Pacific Affairs Vol. 69(1): 9

%5 The UN membership applications of the two Koreas had bejected in the Cold War era due to
the exercise of the veto power either by the UniteteStar by the Soviet Union.

1% Kihl, Young-Whan. 1994. “The Politics of Inter-Korean Riglas: Coexistence or Reunification,”
in Korea and the World: Beyond the Cold \Weds., Kihl, Young-Whan (Oxford: Westview Press):
135-136
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for nuclear inspection.

The South Korean government’s final decision to partieipg UNOSOM
Il (April 1993) chronologically follows the beginning ofe¢muclear standoff on the
Korean peninsula (March 1993). However, the security canesranating from the
North Korean nuclear program had no impact on South Keréacision to send
troops to Somalia. A few days after South Korea becamefficial member of the
UN in September 1991, it received the UN questionnaire gs&imhat extent South
Korea can send troops to UN peace operations. Aftereayear discussion, the
South Korean government informed the UN on 18 Septerh®8? that it could
contribute to UN peace operations within the purview of 4antry troops, 36
military observers, and 174 military medical persorieln October 1992, the UN
requested that the South Korean government send a meditadomprised of 70
personnel to UNOSOM | through an unofficial route, bué t8outh Korean
government rejected the request. The decision to rejestbeeause it thought its
preparation for peace operations was not sufficient moede importantly, it had long
been hoping for Cambodia to become its first UN peaperation area>® In
December 1992, the UN once again requested South Korea’'sctratrpution and
financial support for UNITAF. In response to the requebg Bouth Korean
government decided not to send troops, but to provide 2 millBrdtllars for the
operation. In January 1993, when the transition from UNAT& UNOSOM Il was
ongoing in Somalia, the UN requested South Korea'’s troopnatment for the third

time. This time, the South Korean government took sitipe attitude towards the

157 Chosun Newspaper. 1992. ‘PKO 7803} -4 2= UN <] 3] 21(PKO 780 personnel-The
government replied to the UN),” 18 September, available a
https://srchdbl.chosun.com/pdf/i_service/read body.jsp?Y=1992&M=698RID=9209190407

%8 Dong-A Newspaper. 199252l gh=tof] Atg]o} 3 @ % [ A5, 752 A} ¥3] (The UN
requested South Korea'’s troop contribution to Somalige/gdvernment revealed its reluctance)’ 30
November, available atttp://www.donga.com/fbin/dfsrchview?n=9211300000201147
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request and made a provisional decision in February 1993 to tsempos to
UNOSOM 11*° As revealed above, all the consecutive processes paengathfor
the South Korean government’s final decision to send trdopSomalia had
happened before the inter-Korean relations started movirgnegative direction.
This fact implies that indirect security concerngpotential weakening of its military
alliance with the United States were not crucial natiing factors for South Korea’s
participation in UNOSOM II. The South Korean governngertfusal to send troops
to UNITAF despite the request of President Bush andiitsrtg down the request of
President Clinton to send combat troops to UNOSOM Il atsafirm that indirect
security concerns were not a powerful motivatigh.

In addition, the impact of public opinion and economicsideration on
South Korea’s decision was very marginal. When thetSKorean government set
up the basic principles of sending troops to peace operatidrg92, South Koreans
generally had negative attitudes towards the participatiamy peace operation due
mostly to the experience of severe casualties in tkengm War. In the course of
considering the participation in UNOSOM Il, South Korgablic opinion did not
shift. The South Korean diplomats working in the UNdwaarters said, “PKO has a
low level of risk because its missions are limited nonitoring elections and
delivering humanitarian aids. However, we have diffiegltwith respect to the topic
of sending troops to Somalia, since there is a widespreaat paoteption in South

Korea of regarding PKO in the same light as the \digtrwWar.*®* When it comes to

159 National Assembly of South Korea. 1993.

of = S L) o] [ uha] o) g9 H B¢ R, Fof o] OF {41 51.4] (The Evaluation Report of
the Bill on the Dispatch of a South Korean Engineering Constructiomi@ent to UNOSOM 1)

189 Chosun Newspaper. 1993151 5} A Y-/ 55, E D ® o 214 Hj(Refusal to send
combat troops / A letter sent to Clinton by Presidant)K 20 October, available at:
http://news.chosun.com/svc/content_view/content viewddomtid=1993102070104

181 Chosun Newspaper. 1993+ 9] = #l| 4=%=(The international level of South Korea),’ 5 January,
available athttp://news.chosun.com/svc/content view/content viewddomtid=1993010570211

60



economic considerations, the South Korean governdidmniot aim to get economic
benefits from participating in UNOSOM II. Although ShuKorea established
diplomatic relations with Somalia in 1987, South Koreampanies did not show
any enthusiasm to invest in Somalia. When the secutiigit®n of Somalia further
deteriorated in early 1992, South Korea closed down itsassy in Mogadishu.
From 1993 to 2003, South Korea had no diplomatic relations Sdthalia at alt®?
Furthermore, South Korea’s annual trade volume with é&ianstayed around $ 1.5
million, a very small amount of money, even aftes tompletion of UNOSOM ({%3
This fact confirms that South Korea did not have anyigtleto make use of its
contribution to Somalia for creating potential econopmfits.

One of the most decisive motivations of South Korea twaquickly elevate
its position in the UN. South Korea’s attempt to gaiM kdembership started in 1949.
However, the superpower rivalry in the Cold War era andiNKorea’s constant
objection to the parallel membership for the two Komdelayed its admission for 42
years®* Since South Korea placed ™ terms of per-capita income and™m
terms of gross national product (GNP) by the end of 198@atgeted the very first
day of its UN membership to make its position in the UMcensurate with its
already reached high economic level. The participatiddNOSOM Il constituted a
good opportunity for South Korea to reach its goal morek@uidVhen the South
Korean government started to take active steps towasdsoibp commitment to

Somalia, the spokesman of Ministry of Foreign Affaesd, “The basic stance of the

162 Embassy of the Republic of Korea to the Republic ofy&e2009The General Information on

Somali Republicavailable athttp://ken.mofat.go.kr/kor/af/ken/legation/add/somalia/ingex.

183 The highest volume was $ 2.2 million in 2001, which wdkvatiy small amount of money in
comparison to South Korea's total annual export volun$e 170 billion in 2001. See, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Trade. 200Bhe Guide for Abroad Business: Somali Republic/East Afsi4@

184 From the early 1970s, North Korea kept arguing that itt@sole legitimate entity representing

the whole Korean peninsula, whereas South Korea cldionedlative legitimation (separate but

equal UN membership) See, Kim, Samuel S. 1994. “The Twed&oand World Order,” idorea

and the World: Beyond the Cold Waxs., Kihl, Young-Whan (Oxford: Westview Press): 33
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government is that South Korea should actively take ipatthe UN effort to keep
international peace and security, so as to enhanceaitsssin the UN and to
strengthen its cooperation with other member stdféSbuth Korea’s intention to
exalt its position in the UN through sending troops to Smmalalso expressed in
the Evaluation Report of the Bill on the Dispatch of a South Korean Engineering
Contingent to UNOSOM!I
This bill is for participating in UN peacekeeping activitigghin the limits of
possibility as a member of the UN. The participatiodOSOM Il is thought
to be a good opportunity, since it is consistent withsiiiet of our constitution
claiming to advocate pacifism; it will make our peopld tesense of pride and
self-confidence; and it will be a way to accumulate aords of contributing
to constructive activities and to the international oamity, which is essential
for securing a position befitting our international g$ain the UN...By sending
an engineering contingent to Somalia, we expect to maikeinbernational
status enhanced and to create a likely circumstancgefhing international
assistance in case of emergeHty.

South Korea'’s decision to send troops to Somalia hadnalsch to do with
the “New Diplomacy.” With the election of Young-SaminK as President in
December 1992, a new civilian government was formed in S¢otba that ended
32 years of military regimes. The new government laideobtueprint South Korea
should follow in the new era under the title of theefi Diplomacy.” The “New
Diplomacy” was a diplomacy emphasizing universal valukedemnocracy, liberty,
welfare, and human rights. It also had five fundamemtactiples, namely, globalism,
diversification, multidimensionalism, regional coop@m, and future orientatiot?”

Through pursuing the “New Diplomacy,” the new governmanted not only to

raise South Korea’s international competitiveness,altsd to take a step forward in

185 Chosun Newspaper. 1993] %, Ade|ol 5y A= AE / 9 27 gin] =024 (The
government, active examination on the dispatch to SorhAaljareparation for the UN request),’ 28
January, available gtitp://www.donga.com/fbin/dfsrchview?n=9301280000014899

166 National Assembly of South Korea. 1993.

of =/ S L) o] [ uha] o) -7 H B3R, Fof o] OF {41 51.4] (The Evaluation Report of
the Bill on the Dispatch of a South Korean Engineering Constructiomi@ent to UNOSOM 1)

187 Kim, Samuel S. 2000. “KoreaSegyehwdrive: Promise versus Performance, Kiorea’s
Globalization eds., Kim, Samuel S. (United Kingdom: Cambridge UniveRigss): 244
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playing a central role in the international arena. Theis@etT to participate in
UNOSOM Il was an outcome of the new South Korean gowent’'s early drive
towards globalization in the post-Cold War era. Sung-Jon, Hae first Foreign
Minister of President Young-Sam Kim’'s administrationdaone of the key
architectures of the “New Diplomacy,” said, “We wilhkke an active part in
international efforts to tackle global issues...We wdhtribute to UN peacekeeping
operations and international peace and security, thalsbysecuring our place in the
international community.*® In addition, Deputy Foreign Minister Soon-Young
Hong’s answer with respect to the participation in UNOSID&t the Committee of
Foreign Affairs and Unification on 13 May 1993 clearly wisothe new South
Korean government’s aspirations for a more activeirotee international arena:
Many members of the National Assembly have asked whysheeild send
troops to Somalia and why we should engage in every conflnenever it
occurs. In fact, one of the most noteworthy changelseraftermath of the Cold
War is the strengthened role of the UN in the inteonal arena, and then
comes the strengthened function of PKO activitiess Ihecessary for us to
actively participate in PKO activities as a respomsithember of the
international community. We should assume a key rolmamtaining the new
international order and contribute to further strengtheafrgkO activities:®®
To summarize South Korea’'s motivations for sending traopSomalia,
quickly exalting its position in the UN and playing a cahtole in the international
arena through pursuing the “New Diplomacy” can be coungetthe actual decisive
motivations. In addition, it is hard to regard indireeturity concerns as a decisive
motivation, since all the consecutive processes ngado the South Koran
government’s final decision to participate in UNOSOM ¢icorred at the time of

reconciliation between the two Koreas. Public opingoid economic consideration

had also little impact on the decision.

188 Quoted in Koh, B.C. 2000SegyehwaKorea, and the United Nations,” itorea’s Globalization
eds., Kim, Samuel S. (United Kingdom: Cambridge Universigg$): 198-199

%9 The National Assembly of South Korea. 1998161 3] #| 4 =} £] 7-521 9] ¢13] 3] 9] = (The
Record of 161-4 Discussion at the Committee of Foreign Affairs and datfon): 42
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4.2. Motivations for Sending Troops to UNIFIL Il
4.2.1. Turkey’s Motivations

From the outbreak of the armed conflict between Israéltezbollah in
July 2006, Turkey attentively followed the evolution of etgein Lebanon. On 15
July, Turkey called for an immediate ceasefire in fbgion. Abdullah Gul, then
Foreign Minister, said, “We invite everyone to ceasefjuackly. If a ceasefire is
delayed, we will see the risk of escalation and thepdete destruction of the
opportunity for co-existenceé* Turkey also devoted itself to end the tension that
could negatively affect the entire world through all tsf bilateral and multilateral
diplomatic channels. When the deployment of a stahiimaforce in southern
Lebanon began to be discussed among UN diplomats, mamsyraports and experts
mentioned Turkey as one of the possible leading nationghtorforce. Turkey
approached the issue with discretion as it set cerainstfor its final decision. The
terms were: (1) the adoption of a UN resolution; (2)-mvolvement in any combat
mission (including the disarmament of Hezbollah) byititernational force; and (3)
the announcement by all the parties to the conflict eaveiog Turkey's
participation'’* In an interview with CNN on 27 July, Prime Ministerdep Tayyip
Erdogan said, “Turkey may take part in a Lebanon peace fonte after the
realization of a ceasefiré™ Even after the UN SC unanimously adopted Resolution
1701 on 11 August, Turkey remained cautious about its troop corantgmOn 14
August, the Turkish government signaled that it would suspenirinal decision

until the UN SC approved a new decision clarifying the aasa of the planned troop

0 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Turkey urges ceasefire amdisexpands offensive,” 15 July, available
at: http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=turkey-urgessefire-as-israel-expands-
offensive-2006-07-15

1 Turkish Grand National Assembly. 2006B.M.M. Tutanak Dergisi, Dénem: 22/ Cilt: 127-1
(TGNA Record Book, Period: 12/ Version: 127-1)

2 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Turkey may send troops to Inefse PM announces’ 29 July,
available athttp://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=turkey-manestroops-to-lebanon-pm-
announces-2006-07-29
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deployment. It was only after the Foreign Minister '&idact-finding mission for
gathering opinions from Lebanon, Israel, Palestine, 8gda that the Turkish
government finally completed its long pondering on whetleersénd troops to
Lebanon. On 28 August, government spokesperson and Justictevdemil Cicek
said, “The UN peace force issue was discussed and itla@ded in principle that
we would participate in the missioh’®

The issue of sending troops to Lebanon created a huge Wwappasition
in Turkey’s domestic arena. The majority of the Turkigogle did not favor the
government’s decision to participate in UNIFIL II. Moreaith100,000 Turks who
were outraged by Israeli strikes on Lebanon joinedatmewar demonstration in
Istanbul*”* Furthermore, the results of an internet poll condubtednajor Turkish
newspapers right before the parliamentary vote sholatdgublic opinion in Turkey
was strongly against the decision (Hurriyet: 76.8% / Malli 84% / Sabah:
69.66%)""°> Ahmet Necdet Sezer, President of the time, was afsm@ those who
opposed the idea of sending troops. He took a strong shgadest the decision by
saying, “I keep saying everywhere. We do not have to proteat stidkes’ national
interests. It is not our duty to solve other statesusBc problems. Under the
circumstance that we have our own problem, it is motresponsibility to deal with

that of others*’® Even many deputies of the ruling Justice and Developmenmy P

173 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Gov't agrees to send trdopisebanon,’ 29 August, available at:
http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=govt-agreesetal-troops-to-lebanon-2006-08-29
17 Gruen, George E. 2006. “Turkey’s Role in Peacekeeping Misgidmerican Foreign Policy
Interests Vol. 28: 436

75 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Internet polls show resounding!” on troops to Lebanon question’
4 September, available #ttp://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=internet-psiiew-
resounding-no-on-troops-to-lebanon-question-2006-09-04

78 Hiirriyet Newspaper. 2006. ‘Sezer: Tirkiye'nin Lilbnan‘a agptedermesine kaiyim (Sezer: I'm
against Turkey's sending troops to Lebanon),” 25 Augustjahte at:
http://arama.hurriyet.com.tr/arsivnews.aspx?id=4980763
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(Adalet ve Kalkinma PartishKP) disagreed with sending troops to Lebandh.
Hence, it can be said that the Turkish government’s idaeci® participate in
UNIFIL Il was not a result of any domestic pressure.

The Turkish government’s decision was not affected by WSspire, in
other words, indirect security concerns were not asdecimotivating factor for
Turkey. From the beginning, Turkey unchangingly argued thatsefieashould be
maintained before the deployment of a possible stahdizdbrce in Lebanon and
favored the force under the UN flag, whereas the UnitateSresisted calling for an
immediate ceasefire and wanted NATO to assume thergagdef the force. To the
disappointment of many US officials, Turkey declined to takeritical stand on
Hezbollah and officially blamed Israel for indiscrimieatnd disproportionate
retaliation. In addition, Turkey was staunchly opposed ¢oidlea proposed by the
United States that UNIFIL Il should have the authomtyight Hezbollah if needed.
The Turkish government publicly declared that it would partieipanly in
humanitarian missions at a time when the United States seeking a new UN
decision to give UNIFIL Il the clear task of disarminge#thollah’’® Turkey’s
dissatisfaction with the US stance on the terrdfigtdistan Workers Party (PKK) in
the same period simply drops US pressure as one of thenméivations. When the
PKK terrorist campaign in the southeastern region wk&y mounted in mid-July,
the Turkish government issued a strong call on the Unitatt$Sto do something

about the PKK presence in northern Iraq and warnedtticauld otherwise engage

Y7 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘AKP divided over sending pedo Lebanon’ 29 August, available
at: http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=akp-divided-@ameing-troops-to-lebanon-
2006-08-29

178 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Ankara sharpens red lined &vanon troops’ 24 August, available
at: http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=ankara-sharpedlines-for-lebanon-troops-
2006-08-24

66



in cross-border military action unilateraft{? Several Turkish officials also criticized
the United States for tolerating Israel's attacks snememies in Lebanon while
refusing to allow Turkey to crush the PKK terrorists hgdinside northern Irag.
Although the Bush administration pledged better cooperatidhe fight against the
PKK following the Turkish government’s firm signal oténvening in northern Iraq,
Turkish leaders continued to demand more concrete UShsdaigainst the PKRE®
In short, it can be said that the Turkish governmenbvad a separate track
independent of the United States with respect to UNIFIL I

It is true that Turkey’s participation in UNIFIL Il heldeto improve its
economic relations with Lebanon. As shown in Tabl€Bkey’s exports to Lebanon
have rapidly increased since 2006. In addition, Turkieger & in the list of
Lebanon’s 10 largest trading partners for the first tim20d07. According to Veysel
Ayhan, Turkey’s willingness to participate in UNIFIL Il éits humanitarian aid in

Lebanon were the two important elements in the upgradatibres between Turkey

Table 3. Economic Relation between Turkey and Lebanon (2005—2088)

Turkey—Lebanon Annual Trade (1000 $)

2005 2006 2007 2008

Turkey’s Exports to Lebanon 199,641 257,826 405,096 698,529

Turkey’s Imports from Lebanonh 121,600 102,345 | 109,577 206,863

Total Trade Volume 321,241 360,171 514,6f3 905,392

9 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Giil insists Turkey reservight to hit PKK in Iraq’ 21 July, available
at: http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=gul-insistke¢y-reserves-right-to-hit-pkk-in-
iraq-2006-07-21

180 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Ankara displeased with US stetet addressed to PKK’ 18 August,
available athttp://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=ankara-desgtd-with-us-statement-
addressed-to-pkk-2006-08-18

181 Turkish Embassy in Beirut, Office of the Commercial@selor. 2008The Annual Report on the
General Economic Situation in Lebanon and the Economic Relatiopdreffurkey and Lebanon
available athttp://www.musavirlikler.gov.tr/altdetay.cfm?AltAlanID=36&8#=TR&ulke=RL
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and Lebanon in the fields of economy, politics, and sectifi The economic indices
imply that the Turkish government might have been mattvdly potential economic
benefits achievable from participation in UNIFIL Il. tever, it is somewhat
unclear since there was not any comment on the ecorbmeénsion by any Turkish
officials during the decision-making process. Thus, it @ancorrect to say that
economic benefits gained from Lebanon since 2006 was ratregural consequence
of Turkey’s increased role as a third party in the MiddstEThis fact leads us to
one of the crucial motivations behind Turkey’s decision tti@pate in UNIFIL 1.
One crucial motivation of Turkey, as hinted above, teadcrease its
ability as a credible mediator in the Middle Eastt tkato show itself as a core soft
power in the region. Turkey has been regarded as apsissessing the potential to
become a soft power, thanks to its uniqueness thabinesi Muslim, secular, and
democratic characteristics in harmony. Turkey's conalder achievement in
socioeconomic and political fields also helped it to begieed as a soft power by
many Muslim states. The AKP party’'s coming to power in 2Q08hér increased
Turkey’s appeal as a soft power, as it revealed thalpligsof moderate Islam and
its compatibility with democracy?® Turkey, which hoped to assume a leadership
role in the promotion of democratization in the Iskamorld by taking advantage of
its invaluable assets, needed to prove its will to aotder to consolidate its position
as a soft power. The Turkish government’s decision tocgaate in UNIFIL Il was
an extension of its endeavor to get recognition not ooy its Western allies, but

also from its Muslim neighbors as a legitimate soft eow* Since Turkey

182 Ayhan, Veysel. 2009. “Turkish Foreign Minister Dawgltos Visit to Lebanon and Turkey’s
Relations with LebanonORSAM (Center For Middle Eastern Strategic Studi€spugust,
available athttp://www.orsam.org.tr/en/showArticle.aspx?ID=66

183 Altunisik, Meliha B. 2008. “The Possibilities and Limas Turkey’s Soft Power in the Middle
East,”Insight Turkeyol. 10(2): 44

1% Ibid.: 52
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maintained cordial ties with Israel, Lebanon, and oliheslim states including Syria
and Iran, it could demonstrate its indispensable valueresutmal third party actor
through active participation in UNIFIL Il, which was paif the international efforts
to resolve conflicts in the Middle East. An article psbéd inFinancial Times
explains the Turkish government’s intention to consadidas soft power role
through participating in UNIFIL II:
Turkey’s decision sends out an important message abaleyfs strategic
intentions... Turkey ruled much of the Middle East, includirdp&non, until the
Ottoman Empire collapsed in the World War |. Sincentite clout in the region
has appeared to diminish despite its huge military capalalitd modern
economy. Erdgan has been more willing than his predecessors to iosist
Turkey’s credentials both as a regional power and iwiter attempt to avoid
a chasm between Islam and the West...Turkish diplomatsheagias been
seeking opportunities to display and project the countryhase roles. The
chance to participate in the Lebanon force is an ideal The deployment of
Turkish troops in Lebanon would give Ankara a say in tls®lution of an
increasingly diffuse Middle Eastern question, fitting &yah’s vision of Turkey
as a mediator in the conflitt?
The Turkish government’s consistent emphasis on thehii@nian dimension of the
operation and its justification of Turkey’s involvememt the basis of historical and
cultural ties with Lebanon were also closely relatedts intention to be firmly
recognized as a soft power. Prime Minister Baits statement in a joint news
conference with UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan righfter the TGNA's
endorsement implicitly indicates this intention. Thenf@ Minister said, “Acts of
violence have come to an end and hopes have risen agam l&sting political
settlement after approval of resolution by the UN S68wNwe should consolidate

the ceasefire, and make peace and stability permanethieiregion. Turkey will

fulfill its historical and humanitarian commitments st process. That's why we

185 Boland, Vincent. 2006. “Turkey lays claim to the rolgpeacemaker in Lebanorfinancial
Times 7 September

69



have decided to contribute troops to UNIFIf®
Another strong motivation of Turkey in deciding to partiogoat UNIFIL

Il was to facilitate its full EU membership. Turkey’'s Epean orientation dates back
to the early 1920s when the founders of the Turkish Repsélv it as the sole way
to modernize the country. To solidify its position in &ue, Turkey has long been
hoping to be integrated into the EU. With the coming ef 26" century, Turkey’s
desire to become a member of the EU has further isedeasince evolving into a
liberal-pluralistic society as part of the integratipmocess with the EU was
considered the best strategy for Turkey to prevenif itisem being isolated in the

globalizing world!®’

Turkey’s long journey towards full EU membership gained
momentum following the EU’s decision to start accessalks with Turkey on 3
October 2005. For Turkey to complete its Europeanizationegsowith success, its
support for the EU’s foreign and security policies waslass necessary than its
undertaking of domestic reform to internalize EuropearmaofUNIFIL Il, which
was formed with huge troop commitments by EU members,tiaaesi a good
chance for Turkey to show its willingness to cooperate tghEU in maintaining
peace and stability in the Middle East. Turkey's solidawith EU members in
Lebanon was also a good way of accentuating its Euroideaity, which would
help bring to fruition its bid for EU member status. tAtement by Foreign Minister
Gul at the parliamentary discussion on 5 September 200@ates Turkey’s
commitment to UNIFIL Il had much to do with promoting th#ractiveness of

Turkey in the eyes of Europeans:

We should bear in mind that more than half of the aizédrl5,000 troops will
be sent by NATO and EU members, and the leadershiprrdleeifirst period

186 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Erdgn- Annan joint news conference’ 6 September, avaikble
http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=erdogan--anoigitHj ews-conference-2006-09-06
1870guzlu, H. Tarik. 2004. “Changing Dynamics of Turkey's U8l BEU Relations,Middle East
Policy, Vol. 11(1): 99
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will be assumed by our allies. Even Italy and Spain, whiote withdrew their
troops from Iraq, and both of which are currently ruleddftywing parties, will
take part in the new UNIFIL with a considerable numbgtroops... This
behavior (Turkey’s decision to participate in UNIFIL I$) consistent with our

legitimate claim that the EU can be transformed imtabdd power with Turkey,

a reputable state having the unique characteristic of linkiilizations**®

Through actively participating in UNIFIL II, Turkey could ake itself more
appealing as an essential part of the European commanitgnty EU states that had
already lauded Turkey’s troop commitment to Lebanon. Furtbee, asOlli Rehn,
Enlargement Commissioner of the EU, sdidrkey’s strategic importance to Europe
was once again highlighted with the outbreak of the mjlicanflict in Lebanort®®

In such a desirable situation, there was no reasoffdokey not to assume the
peacekeeper role, which would have a positive impact orbidsfor full EU
membership.

To summarize Turkey's motivations for sending troops to Leban
showing itself as a core soft power in the Middlesttand facilitating full EU
membership by accentuating its European identity can be embuag the actual
decisive motivating factors. It is true that Turkey kbaserged as a state making net
benefits from the economic relations with Lebanowsiits troop commitments to
UNIFIL 1l. However, economy-related motivation was noteyi a great prominence
in the decision-making process. Economic benefits gammd Eebanon since 2006
seem to be a natural consequence of Turkey’'s increalkeds@ soft power in the
region. In addition, both public opinion and indirect sgéguoncerns are far from

having influenced the decision to become part of UNIFIL II.

188 Turkish Grand National Assembly. 2006B.M.M. Tutanak Dergisi, Dénem: 22/ Cilt: 127-1
(TGNA Record Book, Period: 22/ Version: 127-1)

189 0lli Rehn said The importance of negotiations with Turkey has inadas light of the military
conflict in Lebanon because Turkey is a moderate Islaotiety and secular democratic state” See,
Hurriyet Daily News. 2006. ‘Rehn: EU-member Turkey wouldldv&lge’ with Islam’ 6 August,
available athttp://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=rehn-eu-merhiv&ey-would-be-
bridge-with-islam-2006-08-06
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4.2.2. South Korea’'s Motivations

Unlike in Europe, where dispatch of troops to Lebanon statte be
discussed in mid-July, the same issue surfaced in SoutbaKafter the UN SC
adopted Resolution 1701 on 11 August 2006, in which shared rolaekeof
international community in reinforcing the peacekeepingdoin Lebanon were
officially requested. South Korea was concerned abourtined conflict in Lebanon,
despite its remoteness, on the understanding that woalck pgannot be sustained
without peace in the Middle East, the region repleiin whronic and intractable
conflicts. However, a more serious concern for SoutreKohan what was going on
in Lebanon around that time was North Korea's nucle@apons program. North
Korea launched seven ballistic missiles over the Bast on 5 July 2006. The UN
condemned North Korea’s resumption of missile tests iamposed sanctions on
North Korea by adopting SC Resolution 1695 on 15 July 2006. N¢otka’s
missile tests made the six-party talks fruitless, wistarted in 2003 with the purpose
of finding a peaceful resolution to the security conceoming from North Kored®
The South Korean government was very much shocked byém, decause it was
pursuing the “Peace and Prosperity Policy” towards NKdhea, which aimed to
reduce tensions between the two Koreas through increasdarocity°* North
Korea'’s nuclear denotation in October 2006 led the UNltpta stronger resolution,
SC Resolution 1718, which clearly described the North Koasdion as a threat to
international peace and security. It also gave risédhe¢oetmergence of widespread
skepticism in South Korea about the government’s leni#titude towards the

North 192

199 The six-party talks were a result of North Korea’swfawing from the NPT in 2003.
Participating nations were China, South Korea, Norheld, the United States, Russia, and Japan.
191 Bluth, Christoph. 2008Hot Spots in Global Politics: Kore@Cambridge: Polity Press): 133
192 i

Ibid.: 135
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The South Korean government’s decision to participatdNmFIL 11 was
made around the time when the new nuclear crisis emergde dorean peninsula.
However, the two events bore little relation to eatter; in other words, the South
Korean government did not take into great considerahierNorth Korean factor in
the course of its decision about UNIFIL Il. Indeed réheas no statement related to
the North Korean situation in various official announeeats on UNIFIL I, let alone
in the record of various parliamentary discussionsttmn issue®® In addition,
UNIFIL 1l was not even one of the major topics dissed in the September 2006
summit talk between President Roh and President Bustist@ther Hill, the US
Assistant Secretary of State, said, “The South Korgawernment signaled its
intention to participate in UNIFIL Il during the summit.utithere was no discussion
on the issue between the two governmetitsDuring the November 2006 summit
talk, the same issue again remained outside the list ffr t@pics, since it was
considered a topic between the UN and South Kbreaiven the aforementioned
facts, it is hard to say that the South Korean goventrwas motivated to take part
in UNIFIL 1l by its security concerns, either diremt indirect. The fact that President
Roh consistently sought to achieve the self-relianceatibnal defense throughout
his tenure (2003 — 2008) makes the latter concern, or USupeesimply dropped as

one of the main motivatior€®

193 Dispatch of a South Korean unit to Lebanon were disclisgice in the Committee of Unification,
Foreign Affairs, and Commerce (5 December/15 Decemdmack in the Committee of National
Defense (12 December). Neither governmental officieds parliamentary members made any
statement related to the North Korean situation dulinge parliamentary discussions.

194 Chosun News. 20062 “*=t) %%, @9} 314 813" (Hill “President Roh signaled dispatch to
Lebanon”),” 29 September, available at:
http://news.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2006/09/29/2006092960001.html

1% Chosun News. 20063 515> gkn| 7 437 A9 & (Min-Soon Song, Q&A about the U.S.-
Korea summit talk),” 18 November, available at:
http://news.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2006/11/18/2006111860121.html

1% President Roh’s administration set to work on thesttam of wartime operational control from
the U.S. to South Korea as part of self-reliance tibnal defense. See, Kim, Chang-Hoon. 2008.
ol 9] ul. o] 59} ¢ & (South Korean Foreign Policy: Past and PresgKtyung-Gi: KSI): 459
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Public opinion and economic gain were not decisive mbtiia of the
South Korean government, either. Prior to the governmdmtal decision, many
South Koreans were apprehensive that the safety of ttwmps might not be
guaranteed in a dangerous place like Lebanon. A public seaegucted by the
Korean Broadcast System, the biggest television netwo&outh Korea, showed
that 54.5% of South Koreans had a negative opinion afisgiiroops to Lebanoh”
When it comes to economic considerations, it is tha¢ South Korea’s exports to
Lebanon have increased since 2007 as shown in Table 4 velQueccounted for a
very small portion of the total export volume of So#itrea ($228 million out of

$422 billion in 2008). In addition, Lebanon remained a minorketafor South

Table 4. South Korea’s Exports to Lebanon and Other Four Coutnies

in the Middle East (2005—-2008§°

2005 2006 2007 2008

Syria | 400 12.4% | 484 21.0% 607 25.6% 787 29.5%
Jordan | 467 -11.1%| 359 -23.2%| 386 7.6% | 734 | 89.9%

Iraq 68 -45.7%] 108 59.8% | 209 92.7% 368 75.5%
Israel | g49 -0.2% | 746 -12.29% 969 30% | 1,010 | 4.2%
Lebanon | g2 3.8% | 90 2.4%| 142 58% | 288 60%

Exports volume (million $) / Comparison with the volume éprevious year (%)

197 Chosun News. 2006. ‘KBS] &34}, dlvli= PKO 311 2 54.5%} Bk (KBS public survey,
54.5% against PKO dispatch to Lebanon),” 28 November, al@idd:
http://news.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2006/11/28/2006112860455.html

19 Embassy of the Republic of Korea to the Republic oiben. 200957 &/H}<= # 7 (The
Relation between South Korea and Lebanawmilable at:
http://lbn.mofat.go.kr/kor/af/Ibn/affair/relation/indesy
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Korea even after 2007 as compared with the other four wesim the Middle East.
Thus, it can be said that South Korea'’s participatmtdNIFIL Il was not driven by
either domestic pressure or profit-seeking.

One crucial motivation of South Korea was the necessitynaée its
participation in the UN PKO activities commensurate wahnternational status. As
the 11" largest economy in the world and one of the top 10 fimducinor states to
the UN peacekeeping budget, South Korea had an oldigat contribute to
international peace and prosperity to a certain extenithSKorea’s personnel
commitment, however, was far below the expectatiohghe international
community. As of November 2006, South Korea had only 30 peesavimo were
serving as UN peacekeepers in six regions, as shown in Sableuth Korea's 8%
place in a ranking of personnel contribution to the UN P&@vities was thought
problematic and incommensurate with its position in thermational society. Both
top governmental officials and parliamentary membersrigghg to the Committee
of Unification, Foreign Affairs, and Commerce hadcammon opinion that
expanding participation in the UN PKO activities to suchextent equivalent to

South Korea’s international standing is a way of promotingpnal interests®®

Table 5. South Korea’s Participation in the UN PKO Activities (Nov. 2006§°

UNMOGIP | UNOMIG | UNMIL UNAMA ONUB | UNMIS

Region | India/Pakistan Georgia | Liberia | Afghanistan| Burundi | Sudan

Personnel 10 8 2 1 2 7

199 National Assembly of South Korea. 2004.263 3/ & &/ <) i 53¢ ¢/ 3] 3] 9] = 4 1 %} (The
record of 263-1 Discussion at the Committee of Unification, Foreign Affairs, @athmerce)2
200 Ministry of National Defense. 200Befense White PapéBeoul:MND): 219
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Furthermore, former Foreign Minister Ban Ki-Moon's@ion as UN Secretary-
General on 13 October 2006 acted as the catalyst forngndke South Korean
government awakened to the need for enhanced internataesf’* During a pre-
evaluation session for the bill on the dispatch ofgsoto Lebanon, Hee-Kwon Gu,
the senior professional member representing the Conenafté&nification, Foreign
Affairs, and Commerce, said:

As a member of the international community, South Kdras a responsibility

to support the decision of the UN to keep internatiqresice and stability.

Especially, as the home country of the UN Secretagdial, South Korea has

an obligation to play a leading role in humanitarian ¢foo end conflicts and

reconstructing. Therefore, it will be desirable if tiMational Assembly

positively considers the bill on dispatching troops to UNIFIE®

South Korea’'s decision to participate in UNIFIL II hadoamuch to do

with the “National Defense Reform 2020.” Since 2006, SoutheK has sought to
transform its military structure into an informatiordaiechnology intensive one and
to raise the efficiency of national defense orgarvraand management, so as to
match the standards of the changing security environmentfuande warfare
requirements?®® Establishment of a standby arrangement system for ea®rs
dispatch, which aims to facilitate active participatim the PKO activities, was
selected as one of the twenty primary tasks of tiemet’ In an initial phase of the
reform, participation in UNIFIL I was a good way ofashing South Korea’s
willingness and readiness to fulfill its plan. TBefense White Paper 20@early

demonstrates that South Korea will further increase participation in the

international peacekeeping activities by preparing an unistital framework as part

21, Nam-Sik. 2007. “Dispatch of Peacekeeping Forces torlabdmplication and Tasks,”
Institute of Foreign Affairs & National Security, Policy 8FiN0.2007-5: 8

202 National Assembly of South Korea. 2009.262 3/ 5 /9] ul 539/ 81 3] 3] 2)-= 2] 17 #} (The
record of 262-17 Discussion at the Committee of Unification, Foreign A$faand Commerce]3
203 Ministry of National Defense. 201Defense Policy: Defense Refgravailable at:
http://www.mnd.go.kr/mndEng_2009/DefensePolicy/Policy12/PbRcyl O/index.jsp

24 Ministry of National Defense. 200%he Defense Reform Basic PiBeoul:MND): 26
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of the “National Defense Reform 2020.” Expanding partieqpatin the PKO
activities is described in the paper as a way to contritmutenhancing the peace-
loving image; securing international support for the problem tlom Korean
peninsula; and consolidating South Korea’s diplomatic infteein the international
arena® It is thought that the South Korean government’s dewighd send troops to
Lebanon was an early reflection of the defense refammng to increase South
Korean armed forces’ international role in thé' 2&ntury.

To summarize South Korea’'s motivations for sending trooplsebanon,
making its participation in the UN PKO activities commerate with its
international status and fulfilling the “National Defen®eform 2020” can be
counted as the actual decisive motivations. US presadelittle to do with the
South Korean government’'s decision to send troops to niogbalespite North
Korea’s resumption of missile tests. Similarly, tingpact of public opinion and

economic consideration on the decision was absent.

4.3. Motivations for Sending Troops to ISAF
4.3.1. Turkey’s Motivations
In the early 2000s, the political and security situatidnTarkey was
relatively stable thanks to a number of positive devalomts. The mutual assistance
between Turkey and Greece after the devastating earthguakessummer of 1999
brought about a new period of reconciliation in the twantries’ relations. Both
countries’ positive approaches towards each other creamtedw hope for the
peaceful solution of the Cyprus problem. The capture afubbh Ocalan, the PKK

leader, in February 1999 also led to a sharp decrease muthber of the PKK

205 Ministry of National Defense. 200Befense White Papet02
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insurgencies in the southeastern region of Turkey. Funthrey, the EU, which had
rejected Turkey's bid for candidacy in the 1997 Luxembourg symmaversed its
stance and formally declared Turkey a candidate at rielen December 1999.
Turkey also felt relieved to a great extent from theernational criticism on the
human rights and democratization issues, as its stedagonship with Israel helped
lessen pressure on it in the US Congress, and, moreadker new Bush
administration did not necessarily emphasize such isfuesntrast to the political
and security situation, the economic situation of Tuikephe same period was quite
problematic. The 1999 economic reform program supported byntieenational
Monetary Fund (IMF) ended up with no success. In FebrB@dl, Turkey was hit
by the worst economic crisis in its modern history. Buéhe crisis, its GNP fell by
around 10 percent, the rate of inflation reached 92 pereent domestic debt
reached over 80 percent of GNPB.As a result, Turkey was in dire need of a
continued and increased international economic support tougatf the financial
crisis as soon as possible.

The 9/11 terrorist attacks on the United States occurresh Wirkey was
placed in a mixed circumstance, politically hopeful butnemically problematic.
Less than a month after the tragic event, the Turdgslernment was endowed with
full authority for troop commitments to Afghanistan bYGNA, which had no
limitation on duration and scop€’In the course of the government’s decision and
then parliamentary approval, public opinion was left éatording to the results of
an opinion poll conducted by the Ankara Social ResearcheCeapproximately 80

percent of the Turkish people were opposed to the goverisraetision to send

208 Kumcu, Ercan. 2003. “The Unfinished Struggle for Econortabifity,” in The United States and
Turkey: Allies in Neededs. Abramowitz, Morton (U.S.A.: The Century Foundgti®2

207 Bl of Prime Ministry No0.3/892, See, The Turkish GraXational Assembly. 2001..B.M.M.
Tutanak Dergisi, Donem: 21/ Cilt: 71-4 (TGNA Record Book, Pe2ddVersion: 71-4)10 October
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troops to Afghanistaf’® Abdullah Giil, then a member of TGNA from the AKP

party, also argued during the parliamentary discussiohOo®ctober 2001 that the

government decision was made without considering the Tup@ople’s general

opinion. He said:
...one of our responsibilities is reflecting public opmiWhen we look at the
results of an opinion poll conducted by KONDA, one of tlwe independent
organizations, 71 % of Turks are now against the decisiba.r&sults of an
opinion poll conducted by the other independent organizatibddhARy show
that 86 % of Turks think the decision wrong. We have thepaasibility and
thus find dispatch of the Turkish Armed Forces to foreigyuntries
inappropriate under the current situation full of uncettes about the scope,
restriction, and duration of the dispatCh.

Thus, it can be said that public opinion was not a maitivatong factor in Turkey’s

decision to dispatch troops to Afghanistan.

When it comes to economic consideration, it is true ffurkey sought
some economic compensation for its military suppotSilsF. Participation in ISAF
was burdensome for Turkey, which was in severe financiaiscribecause it was
agreed in UN SC Resolution 1386 that the expenses of ISAllKlVibe borne by the
participating states, not by the UN. Prime Minister Btilecevit said in an interview
that Turkey’s taking over the command of ISAF Il would aey be an added
burden on the Turkish econom¥. Although Turkey was willing to actively
participate in the international force, its econositaation was an impeding factor.
Financial support was one of the conditions of Turkeysepting the ISAF Il

leadership. In response to Turkey's request, the UnitedsStakech wanted Turkey

to assume the leadership, pledged $228 million financial$&i8@ million in Foreign

2%8 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2001. ‘Turks opposed to sending tro8pdovember, available at:
http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=turks-opposeskiming-troops-2001-11-03

29 Turkish Grand National Assembly. 2001LB.M.M. Tutanak Dergisi, Dénem: 21/ Cilt: 71-4
(TGNA Record Book, Period: 21/ Version: 71#),0ctober: 18

1% Hiirriyet Daily News. 2002. ‘Ecevit leaves for the @uitStates to discuss crucial topics,” 14
January, available atitp://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=ecevit-&safor-the-united-
states-to-discuss-crucial-topics-2002-01-14
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Table 6. Turkey’s Exports to Afghanistan (20022007f*

Year

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

Exports

6,983

20,232

36,489

69,311

113,232

91,106

109,008

Unit (Thousand $)

Military Financing and $200 million in Economic Support Furidsparch 20022
Along with financial aid, the United States also promideat it would cooperate
with Turkey on the plans for reconstructing Afghanist&rSince it was initially
expected that a market of $50 billion would appear in Afghamigluring the
reconstruction proceS$, the Turkish business sector could get a considerable, share
which would consequently be helpful for the improvemerthe Turkish economy
to a certain extent. Indeed, as shown in Table 6, Turlexp®rts to Afghanistan
have gradually increased since 2002, especially in construetimied materials.
Although the financial pledges were not guaranteed ahealGdfA’s granting
unlimited authority to the Turkish government in October 2@0§, hard to say that
Turkey's decision to send troops to Afghanistan was madeebntiree from
economic considerations. However, Turkey's economiciderations were closely
linked to a more crucial motivating factor, friendshiphatihe United States.

One of the decisive motivations of Turkey was no doubsdldify its
cordial relationship with the United States. Not only poditidecision-makers, but

also top-ranking generals in Turkey were aware that USeration was the

21 Turkish Embassy in Kabul, Office of the Commercial Celmrs 2009.The Annual Report on
Afghanistanavailable at:
http://www.musavirlikler.gov.tr/altdetay.cfm?AltAlan|D=8&dil=TR&ulke=AFG

#2Henry L. Stimson Center. 2008ecurity in Afghanistan: The International Security Assistance
Force (ISAF) 2

23 Hiirriyet Daily News. 2002. ‘Turkey wins U.S. support fapanded Afghanistan mission,’ 18
January, available atitp://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=turkey-wins-gupport-for-
expanded-afghanistan-mission-2002-01-18

214 A statement of Guven Sazak, Chairman of the Turkigihaf Business Council
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essential element for promoting Turkey’s interests initipal, economic, and
security issues. US support had already been proven macialcin the capture of
Abdullah Ocalan and in the EU’s Helsinki decisfonTurkey needed continuous US
support for making favorable a stack of critical issuesh siscthe Cyprus problem,
the PKK problem, and developments regarding the Europeamitgeand defense
initiative. Especially, in order for Turkey to secuwenstant financial support from
the World Bank and the IMF, US leverage in the glolsahemy was indispensable.
Participation in ISAF was seen as a good opportunity tbamre Turkey's
importance in the eyes of American decision-makehsodgh showing solidarity in
Afghanistan with the ally that had suffered great pawmf the unprecedented
terrorist attacks, Turkey could consolidate its strateglations with the United
States, and even improve the scope and intensity ofefadons. Prime Minister
Bulent Ecevit revealed this motivation in a speech gieethe parliamentary group
of his party. He said, “The United States showed it wasi@friend in our decades
of fighting against separatist terrorism. Therefore, @antribution to the operation
started in Afghanistan against terrorism is a debt ehftship and humanity*
Solidarity with the United States was also highly emgealsin the bill of Prime
Ministry submitted to TGNA for the approval to send troap#\fghanistan. Words
like “our friend” and “our ally” were clearly used and tbentinuous US support for
Turkey in the previous years was highlighfétln short, it can be said that Turkey
was highly motivated to participate in the peace operatioAfghanistan by the

intention to make itself a more valuable friend toltited States.

215 Barkey, Henri J. 2003. “The Endless Pursuit: Improving.-Turkish Relations,” iThe United
States and Turkey: Allies in Neesls. Abramowitz, Morton (U.S.A.: The Century Foundgti@30

2% Hiirriyet Daily News. 2001. ‘Ecevit: Ataturk tasked us &phAfghanistan,” 9 November, available
at: http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/h.php?news=ecevittatatasked-us-to-help-afghanistan-
2001-11-09

27 Bill of Prime Ministry No.3/892 (10 October 2001)
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To highlight the counter-terrorism efforts was alsoracal motivating
factor for Turkey. For decades, Turkey has been a tafgeKK terrorist attacks,
which have incurred severe domestic insecurity. Despitkelig constant calls for a
joint action against terrorism, the world, especially peans, had been soft on the
issue prior to the 9/11 terrorist attacks. For instancejyynteuropean states had
formerly declined to include the PKK on the EU’s list dlegal terrorist
organizations. When international terrorism came ®&ftiiefront as a result of the
terrorist attacks on the United States by Al-Qaeda, wgda a chance to more
easily form a united front against the PKK terroristagits. Through actively
participating in ISAF, an important part of the globfibe to fight terrorism, Turkey
could prove its belief that terrorism is a common lemgle requiring a common
response. Turkey’'s commitments to ISAF would also haveositive impact on
drawing further international attention to its endeawcdape with PKK terrorism.
Indeed, the Turkish government strongly believed thaiggzation in the operation
in Afghanistan along with the United States would be lfidr solving its own
terrorism problems. In the parliamentary discussionth@Entroop commitments to
Afghanistan, Prime Minister Bilent Ecevit said:
It was natural for Turkey to stand next to the UnitedeStaHowever, that was
not just a result of consideration on debts or figelithat, at the same time,
was a result of evaluation on the huge chance to rellewk&ey from the
disaster of terrorism. When the United States, whglthe world’s most
powerful state, starts the fight against terrorism, Tyrk&hich has been
suffering from acts of terrorism for 15 — 20 years, $thawct alongside with the
United State$'®

It is also true that the Turkish military had a view ttheg commitment of the US, the

sole superpower to fight terrorism globally, was in Tyrkanterest in terms of

struggling against the PKK and thus was in favor of cooperatitty the United

28 Turkish Grand National Assembly. 2001LB.M.M. Tutanak Dergisi, Dénem: 21/ Cilt: 71-4
(TGNA Record Book, Period: 21/ Version: 71#),0ctober: 32
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State€™ Given the fact that the Turkish military’s influencetire decision making
process was relatively strong, the military positiorghth be highly reflected in
Turkey’s decision to send troops to Afghanistan. Thus, nt lsa said that Turkey
sought increased international action against all terraddivities through its
determination to contribute to combating global terrorisfghanistan.

Turkey’s decision to send troops to Afghanistan had also naudb with
the transformation of the Turkish Armed Forces (TARhe 2£' century. In the face
of the swiftly changing security environment of theé' 2&ntury, Turkey embarked
on a modernization program enabling the TAF to have gicataobility for joint
operations. The military strategy also started to lemze “forward defense,”
“military contribution to crisis management,” and “intention in crisis,” along with
traditional concepts like “deterrence” and “collective wy.” %° Hiseyin
Kivirikoglu, the former Chief of the General Staff, reaffirnteé change by saying
that the rapid deployment of the TAF in distant plasesfivital importance in the
new era?' Turkey’s participation in ISAF clearly corresponded te tiew reform
of the TAF. ISAF was a conspicuous example of intgonal “crisis management,”
and thus Turkey’s military contribution was an expectedabein based on the new
strategic concept. The establishment of PfP Training €C&nte998 and many other
organizational settings like the creation of a “Peaepk®y Department” in all the
services (army, navy, and air) were also related toT#E's emphasis on peace
operations in the Zlcentury®??

To summarize Turkey's motivations for sending troops to Afiggtan,

29 candar, Cengiz. 2003. “The Post-September 11 United Statesgh Turkish Lenses,” ifihe
United States and Turkey: Allies in Needs. Abramowitz, Morton (U.S.A.: The Century
Foundation): 161

220 Ministry of National Defense. 200Beyaz Kitap (White Book)

22 Oguzlu, H. Tarik and Giingér,gur. 2006. “Peace Operations and the Transformation ide¥is
Security Policy,"Contemporary Security Policyol.27(3): 483

222 Karaosmanglu, Ali L. and Kibargglu, Mustafa. 2003. “Defense Reform in Turkeast West
Institute 11-12
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solidifying its friendly relationship with the United Stat highlighting the counter-
terrorism efforts, and carrying out the transformatidrthe TAF in the 2% century

can be counted as the actual decisive motivations. lin@ddhe deterioration of the
Turkish economy in the early 2000s caused Turkey to seek smomermic benefits
from the military support in ISAF. Turkey was not under pfg@ssure during the
decision-making process; rather, it was willing to partigpa ISAF to help its key
ally. Furthermore, there was no public opinion in Turkey Wwhiould direct the

government towards the troop commitments to Afghanistan.

4.3.2. South Korea’s Motivations

South Korea entered the “21century with the desire to promote
reconciliation and cooperation between the two Korbesugh improved dialogue.
In June 2000, South Korean President Dae-Jung Kim andh Korean leader Jong-
Il Kim met in Pyongyang and released a joint declanabn enhancing mutual trust
by cooperating on economic projects along with othareffin the civic and cultural
fields. This historic event brought a significant changtheoSouth Korean people’s
perception of North Korea and resulted in the developnninter-Korean
relations®** South Korea’s policy of engagement had been compatibkethe US
attitude towards North Korea until the election of Buwesh administration. The Bush
administration was critical of the former Clintodrainistration’s policies involving
North Korea and conducted a policy review on the USiN&orean relations in
February 2001. The 9/11 terrorist attacks made the Bush mthaiion take a
tougher stance towards North Korea, and even to designasea member of the

“axis of evil.” South Korea faced a dilemma following tBEL1 terrorist attacks,

223 Berry, William E. 2008Global Security Watch: KorefU.S.A.: Praeger Security International): 38
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because it did not want any change in the policy of emgagewith North Korea,
whereas the United States was getting more and more unh@fpyhe North
Korean regime.

South Korea’s decision to send troops to Afghanistan iid t@ explain
without considering the motivation to assist its key #ilgt experienced formidable
terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001. Just two days hé#esrisis, the National
Assembly of South Korea adopted a resolution condemningetharist attacks on
the United States. It was clearly stated in the resoiuhat South Korea would
provide all possible assistance to help the United Statdscaoperate in the
international efforts to eradicate terroriéthin the 3% South Korea-US Security
Consultative Meeting (SCM) held on 15 November 2001, Dong-8imm then
Minister of National Defense, reiterated the Southrdém government’'s
determination to offer all necessary support for thedffSrt to root out terrorism
and reaffirmed the importance of close South Korea-U8peration across the
spectrum of counter-terrorism activiti€> In addition, the South Korean
government’s aim of enhancing its friendship and cooperatitntive United States
through dispatching troops to Afghanistan was clearly revealadstatement by the
Minister of National Defense at the Committee ofibladl Defense. He said, “As a
member of the UN, the government is going to dispatchptromith the aim of
contributing to the peace and stability of the world thropgiticipating in the
international solidarity movement supporting the USrésfto eliminate terrorism, as

well as promoting sustainable development of the SKotlean-US alliance in the

224 The Resolution on Condemnation of the Terrorist Attarkthe United States (13 September
2001) See, the National Assembly of South Korea. 269225 &/ 4 3} %3] 3] o] 3] 9= (The
Record of the 225"4Assembly Plenary Sessiof)

225 Joint Communiqué of 33Annual US-ROK Security Consultative Meeting, available at
http://www.mnd.go.kr/mndPolicy/hanmiSecurity/hanmiSecuiityndex.jsp?topMenuNo=2&leftN
um=15
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future.””?® In the meantime, it is worth noting that South Késedecision to send
troops to Afghanistan was not a result of US pressure Sbhuth Korean government
put forward a proposal concerning the dispatch even béfergiiited States made a
request?’ The main reason to take such action in advance waSdabth Korean
government’s circumspect calculation that early didpatould be more beneficial
for development of the South Korean-US relations ényikars to come. The fact that
South Korea was maintaining the most amicable relatratis North Korea in its
modern history since the end of the Korean War alscanes that the decision had
little relevance to US pressure.

It appears that South Korea did not gain economic bsrfeditn its troop
commitments to Afghanistan during the first perioddigpatch (Late 2002 —
2007)??® As shown in Table 7, there is little difference betweemts Korea's
exports to Afghanistan before 2003 and those after 2003. Fudher South Korea
was much more inclined to provide financial aid in grantsHerAfghan people. For
instance, the South Korean government announced at #radhonal Conference
on Reconstruction Assistance to Afghanistan held in Tokydainuary 2002 an

Table 7. South Korea’s Exports to Afghanistan (200€2006Y%°

Year 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Exports 84,098 | 95,013 | 127,909 124,597 | 165,315| 97,060 | 79,000

Unit (Thousand $)

226 National Assembly of South Korea. 2009225 3/ 9 %} =*#}-9/-¢/35] & /= (The Record of
225-9" Discussion at the Committee of National Deferige)

227 pAccording to Minister of National Defense, Dong-Shimnkihe United States officially requested
troop commitments from South Korea on 24 November 200thattime, the South Korean military
already completed the preparation for a potential dispatéfighanistan. See, Ibid.: 10

228 The first period is between 2002 (The initial dispatcit) 2807 (Troop withdrawal due to the
kidnapping). The second period starts from 2010 (Re-dispatch).

222 Embassy of the Republic of Korea to the Islamic RepuffliAfghanistan. 2008772/ #-7)
(The Relations with South Korea)ailable at:
http://afg.mofat.go.kr/kor/as/afg/affair/relation/indep.js
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assistance plan worth over 45 million US dollars top helbuild Afghanista®
Therefore, it is hard to regard economic consideratsna strong motivating factor
influencing South Korea’s decision to send troops to Afiggtan.

South Korea withdrew all of its military personnebrn Afghanistan in
December 2007, leaving a small civilian reconstruction teamethTwo years after
the withdrawal, South Korea made a decision on troopritments to Afghanistan
again. Since many South Koreans still had vivid memorigbefleath of sergeant
Jang-Ho Yoon in a terrorist bombing in February 2007 and 21 desstaeld by the
Taliban in July 2007, overcoming opposition from the publis wéficult. Indeed,
almost half of the South Korean people were opposectt@éa of sending troops to
Afghanistan, and even the Democratic Party, the mpposition party, adopted an
official party line against the dispatch and did not attér® National Assembly vote
as a way of protesting the government’s deciéfoin the course of making the new
decision, the South Korean government took into congideréhe development of
the bilateral relationship with Unites States as it haakedbefore. Since the launch of
the Myung-Bak Lee administration (2008 — current), strengtigetiie South Korea-
US strategic alliance, which was agreed on as the substor the traditional allied
partnership at the Camp David summit meeting in April 2008,beas one of the
three primary foreign policy objectives of South Koréhe new administration has
endeavored to develop the alliance not only in the reélseaurity, but also in the

political, social, cultural and economic fields by shgr@emocratic and economic

239 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan. 200Phe Outline and Evaluation Document on the
International Conference on Reconstruction Assistance to Afghari@&talanuary)

23 Chosun Newspaper. 20091 5= "o} 71 A s} 1 wtd]" F# 2+ (Democrats adopted a party
line “Opposition to the Re-dispatch to Afghanistan”),” 25 Blober, available at:
http://news.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2009/11/25/2009112500098.html
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values and broadening mutual trifét. Participation in ISAF was clearly in
accordance with South Korea's foreign policy objecivieurthermore, it was much
more desirable for South Korea, because the United sStaés just turning its
attention from lraq to Afghanistan with the electiohBarack Obama as president
and making an appeal to the international community éptrcontributions. As Ki-
Yul Kwon, the senior professional member representiegdbmmittee of National
Defense, reported after evaluating the dispatch billndeessity to consolidate the
South Korea-US alliance seemed to highly motivate théhS¢orean government to
make a decision on participation in ISAE.

There was a more decisive motivation, however, thanniotivation to
consolidate the South Korea-US alliance. That naditw was to realize the national
vision of becoming a true “Global Korea.” The Myung-Bakel administration
aspires to make South Korea a more prestigious coumtryaafind its place among
the ranks of advanced nations through not only activelypemting, but also
offering solutions to common issues facing the internaticcommunity?** The
administration also has a view that South Korea lshtaave behind the habit of
diplomacy narrowly geared to the Korean peninsula angbtadomore open and
enterprising posture seeing the world stage as the appeopladtorm for its foreign
policy and national intere&t®> One of the four strategic objectives that South Korea
should follow in order to achieve its ultimate goal ofdoming a “Global Korea” is
to pursue a comprehensive and pragmatic foreign policy, madey agenda for the

objective is to expand South Korea’s internationapoesibilities and overseas

232 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade. 201Key Diplomatic Tasksavailable at:
http://www.mofat.go.kr/english/political/tasks/index.jsp

233 Committee of National Defense. 20The Evaluation Report: The Bill on Dispatch of the South
Korean Armed Forces to Afghanistah

234 Cheong Wa Dae, Office of the President. 2@B®bal Korea: The National Security Strategy of
the Republic of Koreal2

23 |bid.
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contributions?® South Korea has actually fulfilled that agenda to a gergnt. For
instance, South Korea increased its Official Develogmasistance (ODA) volume
from $699.1 million (2007) to $803.8 million (2008Y.1t also became a member of
the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of thgaDization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) on 25 November 20009 pédged to
increase its international aid up to the level of 0.15 m¢rokits GDP by 2012 and
0.25 percent by 2018° The South Korean government’s decision to participate i
ISAF was also part of fulfilling the agenda to expand Soktrea's global
contributions. By contributing to the reconstruction dfjidan society, South Korea
could take a step forward to becoming a respected glokdakepdor building peace
and promoting economic prosperity of the world. Southeldsr motivation can be
drawn from a statement by President Myung-Bak Lee inTtherogram called the

Conversation with Presideisin 27 November 2009:

We are now in a position to help others. We are ganghtir the G20 next
year. South Korea is the first and only country aftexr World War 1l that
becomes a member of DAC, and moving from receiver statpvider status.
There are only two DAC members in Asia, South Korea aapan.
International contribution is our responsibility. Rayino attention to others’
problems is inappropriate for South Korea. The timepis for South Korea to
willingly take part in the international activities ocbuntering terrorism and
keeping peace. | strongly believe that this is a wagiderely fulfilling our
international duty. | know that Afghanistan is a somatwtangerous area.
Despite the danger, approximately 150 civilian personnej@irey to carry out
peaceful services like medical treatment, agriculttreahing, and job training.
Our troops will not join any combat operations, but mepelyvide protection
for those who serve in Afghanistafy.

2% The other strategic objectives set by the Myung-Bakedeeinistration are: To build inter-Korean
relations that advance mutual benefits and common pityseo expand cooperative network
diplomacy; To build a future-oriented and advanced secsyittem. The other key agendas for a
comprehensive and pragmatic foreign policy are: Tengthen energy cooperation diplomacy;
Diversification of FTAs; To Protect overseas natisreatd supporting overseas Koreans' activities.
%7 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade. 200Qorea’s Development Cooperatiof, available at:
http://www.mofat.go.kr/english/political/hotissues/ecorydimdex.jsp

238 ODA Korea news. 2009. ‘OECD Development Assistancer@itime (DAC) welcomes Korean
membership,” 8 December, availableldtp://www.odakorea.go.kr/eng/news/News/View.php

239 Munhwa Broadcasting Cooperation (MBC). 200Be Conversation with President
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To summarize South Korea’s motivations for sendinggsado Afghanistan,
enhancing its friendship and cooperation with the UnitedeStatas no doubt a
decisive motivation in the decision-making process of th& flispatch. In the
decision-making process of the second dispatch, as welb@solidating the South
Korea-US alliance, realizing the national vision of bacw a true “Global Korea”
was very crucial. There is no evidence that South Kevaa motivated to send
troops to Afghanistan by indirect security concerns (omptESsure). It is much more
correct to say that South Korea'’s decision to contritnat@ps to Afghanistan was of
its own free will. Public opinion and economic consal®ns are hard to count as

decisive motivating factors in the decision.

4.4. Combined Results: Commonalities in the Motivations of Tikey and

South Korea for Sending Troops to Peace Operations

The findings from the case-by-case analyses allow oudist several
commonalities between Turkey and South Korea, twosstafgresenting the “allied
new middle powers,” in terms of what leads them tdkema decision on troop
commitments to peace operations.

Firstly, the two liberalism-related motivations, that domestic pressure
(public opinion) and economic consideration (profit-seekimgye little impact on
the decisions of either Turkey or South Korea to semmpl to peace operations. In
the decision-making process of all the three peace ampesapublic opinion in the
two states was generally formed against participation.sdéme cases, both
governments also had to overcome the widespread obgaifoopposition parties

(Turkey: ISAF and UNIFIL Il / South Korea: ISAF - tteecond dispatcH}' In

20 Tyrkey: 192 against votes (out of total 533 valid voteshé parliamentary vote on dispatch of
troops to Lebanon, 100 against votes (out of total 428 vates) in the parliamentary vote on
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addition, Turkey’s and South Korea'’s troop commitmeatthe three operations did
not necessarily produce positive changes in their enmncelations with Somalia,
Lebanon, and Afghanistan. The two states were evilingvio provide financial aid
in grants for the people of the three countries who hdfkred from conflicts.
Although it is true that Turkey sought some economic lisndéfom its initial
participation in ISAF, that was an exception to Turkeg&neral behavior with
respect to peace operations. The crucial evidence provingeithgorary impact of
economic consideration on Turkey's participation in ISARhe fact that Turkey
assumed the leadership of ISAF VII (13 February 2005 — 4 August 20053ent
1,500 troops without seeking any financial compensation fieerlunited States or
NATO.**

Secondly, both Turkey and South Korea are relatiiede from US
pressure (or fear of abandonment) when deciding to pattcipgpeace operations.
Although the United States was involved in the three pasee operations either
directly (UNOSOM Il and ISAF) or indirectly (UNIFIL), Turkey and South Korea
made decisions on troop commitments of their own frde Mor instance, Turkey
was in stark opposition to the US position favoring IBIN II's engagement with
disarming Hezbollah, and South Korea rejected constaneti&sts to send combat
troops to UNOSOM II. The two states also did not conhribeir own security
concerns, namely the PKK problem of Turkey and North Eoetated issues of
South Korea, to the decision to commit troops to linee peace operations. This fact
implies that security-related motivations, especiailjirect security concerns, are

not necessarily decisive in driving the two states towadg contributions to peace

dispatch of troops to Afghanistan / South Korea: around Biaypeentary members from the
Democratic Party didn't attend the parliamentary wtdSAF as a way of protesting

2411 2005, Turkey received no financial aid from the Whiftates (neither Economic Support Fund,
nor Wartime Supplemental). See, USAID. 2006rkey: Budget Summargvailable at:
http://www.usaid.gov/policy/budget/chj2006/ee/pdf/tr _progsumO05.pdf
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operations. At the same time, it is worth noting thath Turkey and South Korea
were willing to take action in advance, if their keyyathe United States, took a
stance compatible with theirs. The two states’ wiliegs to send troops prior to any
US request was most clearly seen in the ISAF casdn Batkey and South Korea
pledged their troops just a few days after the 9/11 tetrattiacks, thinking that an
early decision would further consolidate their relagiovith the United States in the
years to come. To sum up, it can be said that, unlikel posakrs, both Turkey and
South Korea follow their own agenda on peace operatans are not highly
disturbed by direct and relational security concern®ateh

Thirdly, future-oriented ideational considerations, thgt intentions to
increase their international clout through active pgditon in peace operations are
the most decisive motivations of both Turkey and Sd{mhea. In the course of
deciding to participate in the three case peace operatimmgwo states were not
necessarily motivated by short-term interests, swhnmanediate improvement of
their security situations and obvious economic benefigghd®, they were highly
motivated by the forward-looking intentions to become mnmatjional or global
actors in the 21 century. The aim of both Turkey and South Korea to expand
national influence beyond their traditional regions pagrticipating in peace
operations was well observed throughout the analysikey intended to prove its
credibility as a proper model for the newly independenestia Central Europe and
Central Asia (UNOSOM 11), and to play a mediator rivlehe Middle East (UNIFIL
II). Similarly, South Korea intended to raise Southoréa’s international
competitiveness by pursuing the “New Diplomacy” (UNOSOM &nd to realize the
national vision of becoming a true “Global Korea” (IAE can be said that Turkey

and South Korea see participation in peace operatioasga®d way to obtain an
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increased role in the international arena, which wihssmuently bring long-term
national interests to them in the political, econonaind security fields. In other
words, the internally constructed idea of becomingadifey player in a globalized
world is a more crucial motivation than any otherTorkey and South Korea when
deciding to participate in peace operations.

Fourthly, both Turkey and South Korea paid due regard to thentge of
their bilateral relations with the United States in ithagcisions to send troops to
Afghanistan. In the course of deciding to participate MOSOM Il and UNIFIL II,
ideational considerations of the two states clearlk tpdority over any other
motivations. In the ISAF case, however, consolittathe Turkish-US relations and
the South Korean-US relations turned up as a crucialvatotg factor for the two
states, which was comparable to the ideational consiolesa The United States had
a vital security interest in Afghanistan, since it \aétsicked by the al-Qaeda terrorist
organization using the area as a safe haven. For Turke$a@uth Korea, to help the
United States, which was endeavoring to defend its eabeatturity interests in
Afghanistan, was the correct thing to do. It can be twt when a peace operation
directly concerns the core security interest of tmted States, Turkey and South
Korea are more likely to be motivated by their bilatetbhnces, while when a peace
operation is important but not necessarily vital for theted States, the two “allied
new middle powers” are more likely to be motivated byirtleevn ideational
intentions to become a leading player in th& @ntury world.

Lastly, both Turkey and South Korea set to work on @arnaihg process to
make their armed forces more suitable and swiftly rdadyparticipation in peace
operations. Early examples reflecting such reformewBurkey’s commitment to

ISAF in 2001 and South Korea’s commitment to UNIFIL Il in 2006the face of
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the rapidly changing security situations of thé' 2&ntury, both states understood
they could no longer remain indifferent to not only b threats such as
proliferation of WMDs, terrorism, and piracy, but algther states’ conflicts and
crises, and thus took the initiative in making their troomsemavailable to help
preserve the international order whenever they ageested. It can be said that
Turkey and South Korea became determined to live up to didigation as a
credible member of the international community throughtrdouting to maintaining
peace and stability in the world. It is also expectedlb#t Turkey and South Korea
will continue contributing to international peace operai with enthusiasm in the

future.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Peace operations are unique and indispensable instrumerite @ff'
century to maintain international peace and securhg Aature, scope, and function
of peace operations have evolved over the past 60 yeargrandontinuing to
develop in the face of a rapidly changing security enviraimeurkey and South
Korea, two representative “allied new middle powersVeéh been participating in
peace operations with great interest, despite thetiwela short history in the field.
These two states’ attitudes towards peace operationfamlarfeom grudging, but
clearly willing and enthusiastic. Both Turkey and Southdgorefrained from being
present with merely symbolic numbers of troops whenélvey decided to make
troop contributions to peace operations. They participatgubace operations with
more than company-sized troops possessing high professikitial In addition,
Turkey and South Korea set to work on bringing institutiama legal modifications
to their armed forces in order for them to be easily swiftly ready for overseas
dispatch. For both states, commitment to peace opesatsonot just a temporary
action, which is different from the way many othetioas that started participating
in peace operations after the Cold War generally thinkkey and South Korea

make continuous efforts to be well prepared for participatiqgpeace operations and
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attach great importance to it. Furthermore, whetheeace operation carries a high
degree of risk or whether a peace operation has a \@ldé economic and strategic
attractiveness is not that important for Turkey and IB5d&drea. Regardless of the
danger and relevance a peace operation bears, thesallied fiew middle powers”
show their willingness to contribute to making the wearldetter place to live.
Throughout my thesis, | have tried to find out the main@oif Turkey's
and South Korea’s willingness to patrticipate in the st War peace operations
that are relatively risky and seemingly devoid of direconomic or strategic
attractiveness to the two states. | have drawn stgeegral motivations for sending
troops to peace operations from realism, liberalism, ams$touctivism, and then
determined four probable motivations of the “allied new rmeiddowers” -- (1)
indirect security concerns; (2) the domestic factor (pubpinion); (3) potential
economic benefit; and (4) ideational considerationsor- dnalyzing their actual
impact on Turkey’'s and South Korea’s decisions to parteipa UNOSOM I,
UNIFIL I, and ISAF, respectively. The consecutive edy-case analyses have led
to the conclusion that Turkey and South Korea were higidyivated by future-
oriented ideational considerations, that is, intentiangntrease their international
clout through active participation in peace operationsh Bairkey and South Korea
endeavored to become multi-regional or global actotisérworld of the 2% century,
and the field of peace operations was accepted as thpldtisrm on which they can
prove their ability and capability to become such leaditaygrs. The empirical
analyses also shed light on the fact that although Ywakd South Korea confronted
different internal and external situations around three tof their final decisions to
participate in the three case post-Cold War peace opesatone realism-related

motivation (US pressure) and two liberalism-relatedivatibns (public opinion and
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potential economic benefit) were commonly less decisorethe two states. In

addition, through taking a close look at the ISAF casegas discovered that when a
peace operation is of vital security interest to thetddhiStates, the dynamics of
Turkey’'s and South Korea’s bilateral relations with thig &y can have a decisive
impact, tantamount to the impact caused by their own @watconsiderations, on
their decisions to send troops.

The forward-looking ideas of Turkey and South Korea to &eh&e multi-
regional or global status in the post-Cold War erauthoactive participation in
peace operations are by no means outcomes of simple ntargnéhinking. Rather,
the ideas are results of the formative processes Tuakely South Korea have
undergone since the early 1990s with the insight into hew tbng-term national
interests can be best served in the new era. Thetates commonly understood that
incremental increase in their international reach wouwlp them to enjoy lasting
stability, security, and prosperity in the new era, ahdstto seek a broader
international role became the intrinsic part of tHeneign policy tendencies. Since
Turkey and South Korea will unchangingly strive to becamgortant actors in the
21" century world, their commitments to the field of peamperations will
accordingly continue. As Turkey and South Korea haageaa key roles in keeping
international peace and security thus far, the two stai# remain credible and
major contributors to peace operations in the futurs.dtaarly thought that the field
of peace operations will constitute a foothold from whiehtwo “allied new middle
powers” will make a big leap towards becoming advanced andipeatrplayers of
the 2£' century.

My thesis contributes to the international relatittesature, especially the

peace operations literature, by providing the analyticpeets/e for understanding
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the motivations of the “allied new middle powers” feending troops to peace
operations. This subject has thus far remained outsiddaslghavorks, despite the
emergence of those states as active peacekeepers poghCold War era. | admit
that motivations of all the states can never be caelgleexplained, even if
motivations of a group of states are known. Howevewillt be possible to better
understand the motivations of more states on the badiseomotivations of the
“allied new middle powers,” who are in the intermeeipbsition between states that
already possess accumulated knowledge about peace apeatiavell as enough
capacity to assume an international role, and stiadé¢dag behind in both experience
and capability. Besides, since it is highly likely thaany newcomers in the field
will follow the path the *“allied new middle powers” l@urod, what has been
discovered in my work can be the starting point for fi@search.

The topic of my thesis constitutes just a small wdrthe entire picture.
Many issues related to peace operations and states’ nari/atill remain unsolved.
Here, | bring some issues, which are to some exteamembed to what | have done

and seem to be worth studying, to the attention of prospeaeisearchers:

® Priorities of Turkey and South Korea in the process eparing for
participation in peace operations and conducting field anssi

® Materialization of Turkey's and South Korea’s decisivatirations for
sending troops to peace operations and its impact on theeiref
decision-making

® Analogous patterns of the *“allied new middle powers” dther

international missions
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Similarities and differences in states’ institutiomald legal bases for
participation in peace operations

The degree of public acceptance of UN peacekeeping and Mon-U
peacekeeping in various states

The correlation between states’ former experiencéh wpeace
operations and their next decision to send troops abroad

Rivalries among neighboring states for participatiopeace operations
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APPENDIX A

TURKEY’S PARTICIPATION IN PEACE OPERATIONS

Location Unit Duration Troop Size
Somalia :
(UNITAF / Mggrr:]are‘l'ﬁed ; ‘l":aért')‘ﬁﬁg 1?33 , 300 personnel
UNOSOM i) pany y
Regiment-level August 1993
B | (UNPROFOR) 9 - December | 1,400 personne
Task Force
o] 1995
S Brigade-level December 1995
n | (IFOR/SFOR) | Unit (Later Battalion-| - December
i level Unit) 2004
a (EUFOR Althea) Infantry Unit DeceCmber 2004 255 personnel
- Current
Albania Marine Battalion April 1997 759 personnel
(Operation ALBA) Task Force - August 1997 P
Kosovo Battalion-level July 1999 987 personnel
(KFOR) Task Force - Current P
Macedonia
. August 2001
(NATQ-Ied Company-level Unit| ~ March 2003
Operations)
Special Forces (OER
/ Company-level Unit
Afghanistan ~ Brigade-level Unit| December 2001  300~1,500
(OEF / ISAF) (ISAF) / - Current personnel
2" & 7™ Commander
of ISAF
Sudan
(NATO’s Assistance Air Force Unit ‘J_ugsrrzgrf 1 C-130 aircraft]
to AU in Darfur)
Congo Transportation July 2006 - 1 C-130 aircraft]
(MONUC) Support Unit November 2006 /15 personne
Engineering August 2006
Lebanon Company / - Current 25 [PRrEAE
(UNIFIL I/ MTF ) Naval Unit October 2007 4 naval ships
- Current
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APPENDIX B

SOUTH KOREA'S PARTICIPATION IN PEACE OPERATIONS

Location Unit Duration Troop Size
Somalia Engineering July 1993 ésl% peerrss(())rr]]rr'f}ell
(UNOSOM II) Construction Unit - March 1994 b

in total)

Western Sahara

Medical Team

September 1994

!

20~40 personnel
(502 personnel

—4

(MINURSO) - May 2006 in total)
goin | EXORE | ocoper 1095 | 20 persome
(UNAVEM III ) : - February 1997 oP
Battalion in total)
: 420 personnel
East Timor : October 1999
(UNTAET) Infantry Battalion - October 2003 (3,3_28 personnel
in total)
;Lansoprfg?gﬂ” December 2001] 1 LST ship /
pport P | December 200{ 4 C-130 aircrafts
(Navy & Air Force)
60~100 personne
Medical Team FEITUETY 2002- (750 personnel in
: - December 200
Afghanistan total)
A Engineering February 2003 (1 %356% pzrrss(())rr]\?]eell il
Construction Unit | - December 200] *™ P
total)
100 civilians
PRT July 2010 - 40 police officers
350 military troops
359 personnel
Lebanon : July 2007
(UNIFIL Il ) Infantry Battalion _ Current (1,631 personnel
in total)
The Somali Coast| Naval Unit March 2009 L destroyer /
- Current 298 personnel
Haiti Engineering February 2010
(MINUSTAH) Construction Unit - Current 240 personnel
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