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ABSTRACT

EUROPEAN UNION AND TURKEY: MOBILITY AND IN/SECURITY

Lileci-Sula, Cagla
Ph.D., Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Hatice Pinar Bilgin

September 2021

International Political Sociology (IPS) literature mainly focuses on the actions of the
European Union (EU) in their analyses of externalization in the Mediterranean,
examining how border security policies and practices of the EU actors constitute
insecurities for multiple referents. The thesis shows that most IPS studies either
overlook or underemphasize how non-EU actors also play a significant role in
creating these insecurities. It argues that non-EU actors have agency in the
constitution of the EU’s external border in/security policies and practices. The thesis
also argues that, with its meta-theoretical and theoretical commitments, IPS is a
suitable approach to locating multiple actors’ agency in the making of in/security.
Through focusing on the case of Turkey, the dissertation concludes that border

in/security cooperation between EU and non-EU states of the Mediterranean may be
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unbalanced in nature, but non-EU actors still have agency in the constitution of

in/security.

Keywords: Agency, Border In/security, EU Externalization, International Political

Sociology, Migration.
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OZET

AVRUPA BIRLIGI VE TURKIYE: HAREKETLILIK VE GUVENLIK(SIZ)LIK

Liileci-Sula, Cagla
Doktora, Uluslararasi {liskiler Boliimii
Tez Danismani: Prof. Dr. Hatice Pinar Bilgin

Eyliil 2021

Uluslararasi siyaset sosyolojisi (USS) ¢alismalarinin ¢ogu, Akdeniz'de digsallagtirma
analizlerinde esas olarak Avrupa Birligi'nin (AB) eylemlerine odaklanmakta, AB
aktorlerinin sinir giivenligi politika ve pratiklerinin gesitli referans nesneleri i¢in nasil
giivenliksizlikler olusturdugunu incelemektedir. Bu tez, bir¢ok USS ¢alismasinin AB-
dis1 aktorlerin de bu giivensizliklerin olusturulmasinda nasil 6nemli bir rol oynadigim
ya gdzden kagirdigin ya da eksik vurguladigini ortaya koymaktadir. AB-dis1
aktorlerin, AB'nin dis smir giiven(liksiz)ligi politikalar1 ve pratiklerinin
olusturulmasinda bir fail oldugunu ve USS nin bu failligi analiz etmek i¢in uygun bir
savunmaktadir. Tez ayn1 zamanda, kuramsal ve meta-kuramsal taahhiitleri ile
USS’nin ¢esitli aktdrlerin giivenliksizliklerin olusumundaki failligini incelemek igin

uygun bir yaklagim oldugunu savunmaktadir. Bu tez, Tiirkiye 6rnegine odaklanarak,



AB ve AB-dis1 Akdeniz iilkeleri arasindaki siir giiven(liksiz)ligi isbirliginde AB-dis1

aktorlerin giiven(liksiz)lik insasinda failligi oldugu sonucunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: AB Digsallastirmasi, Faillik, Go¢, Sinir Gliven(liksiz)ligi,

Uluslararasi Siyaset Sosyolojisi.

vi



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Pursuing a Ph.D. is a challenge, but I was lucky to be surrounded by wonderful

people that helped me get through the process.

First and foremost, I want to express my gratitude to my supervisor Prof. Dr. Pinar
Bilgin who provided invaluable insights and contributions to my research. She will

always be an intellectual inspiration.

I am thankful to my supervision committee members Assoc. Prof. Dr. Serdar Giiner
and Prof. Dr. Birgiil Demirtag for providing me with constant feedback since the
beginning. [ am grateful to Assoc. Prof. Dr. loannis Grigoriadis, Assist. Prof. Dr. Serif
Onur Bahgecik, and Assist. Prof. Dr. Selver Sahin for kindly accepting to be part of

my defense committee.

I am grateful to my family, my mother, sister, and grandparents being in the first
place, for their love, support and understanding during the process. My grandfather
always asked, “will you be a teacher or a scholar once you are finished?”” and would
only take the latter as an answer. He could not see me graduate. He will always be

dearly missed...

There are many people whose friendship made a huge difference. I am grateful to
Altug Giinal, Cana Giilegyildiz, Bugra Sari, Murat Demirel, Basar Baysal, Ulug
Karakasg, Rana Coskun, Neslihan Dikmen, Burcu Tiirkoglu for listening to me
grumbling about Ph.D. life whenever I needed someone to talk to. I also want to thank
Ozge Sari, Atiye Demirel, Yunus Tiirkmen, Mustafa Aldi, Evgeniia Shahin, Mine Nur

Kiiciik, Toygar Halistoprak, Sezgi Karacan, and IR501 class of 2014 among others for
vii



the friendly environment they provided during different periods of my Ph.D. I am also

grateful to Dilay and Pelin for all their support.

I have learned a lot about research and teaching in the intellectual environment that
has been established by Bilkent IR’s faculty and graduate student community. I am
thankful to everyone contributing to this community that I feel lucky to be a part of. I
would like to acknowledge the role of Dr. Can Mutlu not only as a friend but also for
making me part of the Mobility Lab Project at Bilkent that contributed to my research

interest in border security.

I am grateful to the faculty and colleagues in TED University, particularly the
Department of Political Science and International Relations, for the peaceful work
environment they provided. I am particularly thankful to Prof. Dr. Aylin Ozman, Prof.
Dr. Zuhal Yesilyurt Giindiiz, and Dr. Emre Demir who have made me feel included
and cared since my first day at TEDU.

I want to thank Fulbright Turkey for funding my Ph.D. research visit at Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. I am grateful to the Center for International Studies and Dr.
John Tirman for providing me an academic home for a year. [ appreciate the
generosity of ISA, EISA, BISA, TED University, Bilkent University, TUBITAK that

helped me present my research at several academic meetings by providing grants.

Last but not the least, I consider myself the luckiest person to have Erkam Sula in my
life. He has been a loving partner, an amusing friend, and a great source of academic
support and inspiration. Without the joy he and Fox brought to my life, none of these

would have the same meaning. It is to them that I dedicate this dissertation.

viii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT ...ttt ettt et ettt et e st e b e eneesaeenseeneeeneenees il
OZET ettt eabstiastsecs s sttt e sbst st eee s stb b et e ecsnesaecs v
TABLE OF CONTENTS .....oiitietieieetee ettt ettt e saeenaesseenseennesneens iX
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION .....cooiiiiiiiniieieeienteesteeteeiteieete st 1
1.1 Why Locating non-EU AZENncCy?........ccccveeiiieeiiieeieeeeiee e 3
L2 AIIMIS ittt b et 7
1.3 SOUICES ..ttt ettt ettt sttt et e sbe e s esaee e 9
1.4 SEIUCTULE ...ttt ettt ettt st e e 10
CHAPTER 2: TIPS AND IN/SECURITY ..cutteiiiiiiieierieeeee et 13
2.1 The Roots and Commitments of IPS ..........ccooooiiiiiiiiiiieee, 13
2.2 Security Studies and IPS............cooiieiiiee e 19
2.3 IN/SECUTTLY PracCtiCeS ....viivuiieiieiieeiieiie ettt ettt et e 24
2.4  Reflexivity and the Centrality of Methods.........ccccoeviiniininiiniiniiice. 29
2.5 Sociological and Relational Research...........cccccooviveiiieniiiiniieiieeieeee, 33
2.6 An IPS Approach to Border In/security..........cccccuerieeiiienieniiienieeieerie e 37

X



2.7 CONCIUSION ..o, 39

CHAPTER 3: IPS STUDIES OF EU EXTERNALIZATION ......cccveoiiieiieieieenee 41
3.1 The EU as the Only Significant Actor of Border In/security...........ccc..c...... 42
3.2 The EU as Recruiting non-EU ACtOrS ........ccceeviieiiienieiiieieeiceeieeeeee e 54
33 Border In/security as Everyday Practices .........c.ccoeeuvvvviieeiieeeiiie e 59
3.4 CONCIUSION ..ttt ettt ettt ettt et e b enees 67

CHAPTER 4: EU EXTERNALIZATION OF BORDER IN/SECURITY IN THE

MEDITERRANEAN ... 69

4.1 Background of the EU’s Border In/security Policies in the Mediterranean 70

4.2 Border In/security after the Abolition of the EU’s Internal Borders ........... 74
4.2.1 The Policies of Border In/SECUIity ........cceevvieerieeiiieeeiie e 74
4.2.2  Legal FrameWorK .........cccveviiiiiiiriiieiieeii ettt 85
4.2.3 Bureaucratic and Operational Practices ..........ccccevvveerrieeecieeiiiie e, 92

4.3 Border In/security after the Arab UpriSings..........ccceeeveerveecieeneeenieenveennnans 97
4.3.1 The Policies of Border In/SECUrity ..........cccceeeueerienieenieeiieieeieesiie e 98
4.3.2 Legal Framework ........ccccvieiiiieiiieiiiie et 105
4.3.3 Bureaucratic and Operational Practices ...........ccccevveeviienveeciienieeneennnn. 111
4.3.4  CONCIUSION ..ttt ettt et ettt et saee e eeas 120

CHAPTER 5: IPS STUDIES OF EU EXTERNALIZATION AND TURKEY .....123

5.1 The EU as the Only Significant Actor of Border In/security..................... 123

5.2 The EU as Pressuring Turkey ........ccccoveriiiiniiniiniincecccccc 126

53 Border In/security as Everyday Practices .........ccccoecevevviiinnieeenieeeiee e, 129

5.4 CONCIUSION ..ottt et 140



CHAPTER 6: EU EXTERNALIZATION OF BORDER IN/SECURITY AND

TURKEY .ottt ettt et a et e st e te e e sseeseennens 143

6.1 The Background of Turkey’s Border In/security Policies ............ccc......... 144
6.2  Border In/security after the Candidateship ..........cccccoeeriiniiiiniinencnnene. 149
6.2.1 The Policies of Border In/S€Curity .........cccccueeeiieeeieeeniie e 150
6.2.2  Legal Framework ..........ccoooiiiiieiiieiiiiiiecieeieeee e 157
6.2.3 Bureaucratic and Operational Practices ...........ccoeveeriiiiieniiinienieeicnns 162

6.3 Border In/security after the Arab Uprisings........cccccveeeeveeeeieeniieeeeieeenen. 169
6.3.1 The Policies of Border In/SECUrity ...........ccceveeriiriiienieeiienieeieeeee e 169
6.3.2  Legal Framework ...........coociiiiiiiiiiiieiiccee e 175
6.3.3 Bureaucratic and Operational Practices ..........cccceevvveeriieenieeenieecieeenne, 183

6.4 CONCIUSION ..ottt sttt sttt 198
CHAPTER 7: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION .....ccceiiiieieeienieieeeeeeeee e 200
REFERENCES ...ttt ettt sttt et sttt nae e 210

APPENDIX 1. BIBLIOGRAPHY OF IPS AND EU EXTERNALIZATION STUDIES

CONSULTED . ...ttt 261

xi



CHAPTER 1:

INTRODUCTION

The externalization of border in/security, which the EU (European Union) utilizes as a
strategy to control mobility and immigration, is a subject that draws considerable
interest in the study of International Political Sociology (IPS) (Bigo, 2005; 2009;
2014; Guild and Bigo, 2010; Leonard, 2010; Johnson, 2013; Topak, 2014; Frowd,
2014; Pallister-Wilkins, 2015; Jeandesboz, 2016; Andersson, 2016; Isleyen, 2018).
‘Externalization’ refers to a type of external governance through which the EU seeks
to ensure neighboring states’ participation in the realization of its internal security
policies. It is a process in which the EU attempts to transfer its norms, rules, policy
instruments and programs, legislation, and practices to non-EU states, corporations,
and international organizations (See Lavenex and Ucarer, 2002; 2004; Lavenex, 2002;
Boswell, 2003; Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeirer, 2005; Geddes, 2009; Balzacq,
2009; Paoletti, 2011; Triandafyllidou and Dimitriadi, 2013; Casas-Cortes et al., 2014;
Frelick et al., 2016; Palm, 2020). Also referred to as remote control, externalization is

designed to manage borders from a distance with the political aim of keeping
1



migrants away from the EU territory. As a result of the externalization process, border
control, which states have traditionally approached as a matter of internal security,

becomes a matter of external security.

IPS analyzes the process of externalization as the interpenetration of internal and
external security on ‘global threats’ such as terrorism, organized crime, surveillance
of people, and finally irregular international mobility (Bigo 2001; 2008). As internal
and external security merges, states increasingly respond to these ‘threats’ through
complex transborder cooperation channels. While focusing on the externalization of
border in/security, IPS studies both identify the interpenetration of internal and

external security and analyze the mechanisms of complex transborder cooperation.

IPS focuses on the sociological dimension of world politics. It is an attempt of ‘trans-
disciplinarity’ that avoids sharp and constructed fragmentations between disciplines.
IPS is neither the first nor the only attempt to make a sociological analysis of politics
and security. However, as initiated first by Bigo and Walker, a group of scholars has
developed a specific understanding of an IPS approach that is widely utilized in the
study of security (See Guillaume & Bilgin, 2017). It directs researchers to examine
bureaucratic and operational practices and relations of everyday politics via a critical

and reflexive notion of security.

IPS’s commitment to a social and relational ontological position almost always comes
with the analysis of the processual relations of interdependence between actors from
different parts of the world (See Bigo, 2011; 2017; Guzzini, 2017). Tracing the
transformation of a process denotes that mutual activity has the power to modify

social and political phenomena, as well as the actors that conduct these activities (See
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Renault, 2016: 21). Relations shape ‘social reality,” and practices of multiple actors
are located in these processes. This is how, relying on Bourdieu’s theory of practice
and the logic of practicality, IPS analyzes day-to-day practices as the main basis of
social and political phenomena (See Pouliot, 2010). This requires looking not only at
everyday practices of multiple actors but also how relations in different layers play a

role in the constitution of social and political phenomena.

If social and political phenomena are constituted in relational terms, IPS should
approach externalization as ‘a set of social and political relations’ or encounters
between multiple actors. However, as will be shown in Chapter 3 and Chapter 5, the
majority of IPS studies on EU externalization focus mainly on what EU actors do.
This contrasts with the eventuality that there are multiple non-EU actors that are
involved in and influence the process and outcome. Analysis of the ‘agency’ of non-
EU actors in the existing externalization analyses is either absent or underemphasized
in different ways. Puzzled by such weakness in the empirical applications of
externalization, this dissertation seeks to contribute to IPS literature by posing an
attempt to ‘decenter the study of EU externalization’ (See Bilgin, 2017: 26). The main
research question of the dissertation is: “How to locate the agency of the non-EU

actors in the EU’s external border in/security policies and practices?”

1.1  Why Locating non-EU Agency?

‘Agency’ refers to an actor’s capacity to act and influence processes and outcomes. It
is “the capacity of doing things that could be done differently” (Adler and Pouliot,
2011: 15) in other words, the ability and freedom “to choose among diverse
possibilities” (Bigo, 2011: 243; See also Jabri, 2014). From a relational perspective,

3



agency is “inseparable from the unfolding dynamics of situations,” which means that
it is situated in relational contexts and always refers to a dialogic process that requires
the presence of multiple interacting actors (Emirbayer, 1997: 293-294). Agency is
embedded in “the layered interactions between individuals/communities/societies and
structures of domination” (Hobson and Sajed, 2017: 549). Agency does not mean that
agents are able to act in whatever way they want in their relations regardless of the
power relations within a structure. Accordingly, this dissertation does not attribute an
unlimited free will to any actors; but it emphasizes that even when they are
constrained by hierarchical power relations, actors of the non-EU are not merely
passive recipients of externalization policies. Non-EU actors also choose among
diverse possibilities and are able to act and influence the outcomes of their

cooperation with the EU.

The IPS approach offers ways to transcend the dichotomy between agency and
structure by introducing practices into the analysis of politics and security. Practices
have a primary role in IPS analysis, which enables agency through translating
structural background knowledge and experiences into intentional acts (Adler and
Pouliot, 2011: 15). Yet, this does not mean that they create linear connections
between agency and structure. Rather, practices initiate dynamic processes by
enabling structures to evolve or to remain stable and agents to transform or reproduce
these structures. This dynamism is a result of the fact that practices and agents are
social and constantly in the making. They are reconstituted in a socially, historically,
and politically organized web of relations. Emphasizing these relations, the theoretical
and meta-theoretical commitments of IPS provide a suitable approach to locate the

‘agency’ of multiple actors in the making of in/security.
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IPS analyzes day-to-day practices as routine, patterned, and unintentional acts. Yet,
these practices are done by multiple agents for certain reasons in certain contexts.
Practices are backed by underlying intentions and motives which are embedded in
political processes in which these practices are formed and routinized. Encounters
between agents constitute certain patterns that define the characteristics of a field. In
other words, social and political phenomena can be read as ‘fields’ that have their
code of actions (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992: 23-25). Put differently, fields are social
and political contexts that are historically constituted by interactions and relations
between multiple agents (See Bourdieu, 1985). They determine the maneuvering
capacity of security practitioners. Fields are not constant; they are dynamic; they
transform in the process (See Depelteau, 2015: 14-15). Therefore, mundane practices
within these fields also change through the process. Understanding how practices
result in insecurities requires an approach that can identify dynamic interactions

within the field and how the field is transformed in the process as well.

Accordingly, to locate the agency or the constitutive role of non-EU actors in the field
of EU’s border in/security, one first needs to identify how social and political
encounters between multiple actors from both sides of the border have evolved and
constituted insecurities. Analyzing the field with reference to these characteristics
enables the researcher to understand how the field is constituted by a complex matrix
of interaction between the context and agents and between several agents involved in
the governance of borders through their policies and everyday practices. Agency is
embedded in both practices and policies of co-bordering. It can be traced in multiple
scales, from everyday practices to the relations in the formation of policies. Relations

that constitute externalization may be hierarchical or unequal in nature, but non-EU
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actors still play a role in the constitution and implementation of it (See Bilgin, 2017).
By adopting a social and relational ontology, academic research can comprehend non-
EU actors’ capacity and input to create the ‘new’ or to transform political phenomena

(Jabri, 2014).

Externalization is a process through which the EU attempts to transfer its rules and
policies to non-EU partners. However, after the EU actors attempt to transfer its
norms, rules, and policies, non-EU actors either adopt, or reject, or interpret and
modify these norms, rules, and policies. In this sense, externalization “requires the
collaboration of often less privileged non-EU states” (El Qadim, 2018: 282; see also
Guiraudon, 2003). Only by adding ‘how non-EU reacts’ as part of the definition and
analysis externalization can be understood as a social and political phenomenon that
is “both constituted by and constitutive of” the EU and non-EU (Bilgin, 2017: 55).
Not only the EU but also non-EU agency is constitutive of insecurities that are
outcomes of externalization. An EU-centered analysis of externalization hinders the
efforts to make sense of both the insecurities constituted by the externalization policy
and insecurities of multiple actors that constitute externalization. The analysis of
encounters between the EU and non-EU “requires that we not only bring in the rest of
the world but also bring in a more accurate account of how Europe itself developed”
(Halperin, 2006: 43). Studies that put the EU in the center of their narration of border
in/security draw a picture of world politics in which the non-EU actors are either non-
existent or passive objects that are only influenced by what the EU does. They miss
“the multiple and integral relations between the weak and the strong” (Barkawi &
Laffey, 2006: 332), and present a deficient picture of border in/security cooperation as

an ‘empirical reality.’



IPS pays particular attention to broaden the ontology of politics and security by
putting social and political relations at the center of the analysis. Engagement with
other disciplines, sociology being in the first place, is to contribute to IR discipline’s
understanding of the ‘social,” hence its idea of ‘agency’ in the constitution and
transformation of world politics. A sociological conception of externalization that
pays attention to mutual encounters between EU and non-EU has the potential to
locate the joint role played by both in making and remaking of in/security. Failure in
doing so may reproduce the fallacy that the EU is the only significant agent of politics

and security.

1.2  Aims

The aim of this dissertation is to locate the agency of non-EU actors in EU
externalization as a border in/security policy. It analyzes the process in which non-EU
Mediterranean partners become part of the EU’s internal in/security project of
keeping immigrants away from its borders. It aims to analyze the responses to
externalization from non-EU actors, how struggles over border control work, and how
border in/security has been constituted by policies and practices of and relations
between actors from different parts of the Mediterranean. The dissertation aims to
highlight how non-EU actors exercise agency by cooperating, contesting, and
changing externalization policies, legal frameworks, and practices. The motivation
behind the attempt to locate the non-EU actors is to emphasize that although the EU is
the initiator and the dominant actor of externalization, non-EU agency is also

constitutive of border in/security.



The dissertation illustrates its arguments by focusing on the case of Turkey as a non-
EU partner of externalization. Tracing the evolution of Turkey’s border in/security
policies and practices through its relations with the EU actors, it conducts an analysis
that includes the responsibility and agency of multiple parties. Turkey is the only
candidate state in the Mediterranean that cooperates with the EU on border
in/security. This situation locates Turkey at the very margins between being an insider
and an outsider and makes it a significant case for the analysis of the non-EU agency
in the EU externalization. Moreover, Turkey’s role in EU’s border in/security policies
has increased due to increasing mobility in the Mediterranean following the Arab
Uprisings. The Turkish case also allows for re-evaluating the frequently presented
argument in the literature that non-EU states become part of border cooperation ‘in

return for political and economic favors’ such as EU funding and membership.

This research sets three specific goals that correspond to the task of locating the
agency of non-EU states. The first is to explore the commitments of IPS to understand
whether and how it pushes the boundaries of the existing ways of studying security,
mainly by promoting a social and relational ontology. The second is to critically
analyze the existing ways of studying externalization with IPS to explore whether the
literature is centered mainly on EU actions. For this aim, the dissertation presents a
novel reading through a classification of the literature to understand the ways these
studies portray non-EU actors’ role and agency in their respective analyses. The third
is to situate itself in the literature by locating the experiences, perspectives, policies,
and practices of Turkey in the EU externalization as a non-member but candidate

state.



The dissertation highlights IPS’s commitment to a social and relational ontology and
emphasizes the ‘interconnectedness’ of global processes of insecurity (See Barkawi,
2004; Bilgin, 2016). It aims to locate the agency of the non-EU by tracing the
evolution of encounters on border in/security via a relational and processual analysis
of border in/security policies, legal framework, and bureaucratic practices. In doing
so, it aims to understand how multiple actors’ policies and practices are integral and
related parts of the non-EU agency, and how such agency plays a significant role in

the constitution of border in/security in the Mediterranean.

1.3  Sources

This is a library-based dissertation that relies on primary and secondary sources.
Chapter 3 and Chapter 5 use secondary sources to offer a critical analysis of the
literature. I have looked at thirty-eight studies of IPS and border in/security selected
based on the following criteria: 1) empirical focus on external border security of the
EU and its cooperation with the Southern Mediterranean states, and 2) studies that
explicitly state they have an IPS/sociological/Paris School approach or analyze
practices, or 3) studies that use the terminology of IPS, practice approach to security,
have an ethnographic or sociological approach to security, and 4) studies that are

peer-reviewed articles, books, and book chapters (See Appendix 1).

Chapter 4 and Chapter 6 look at externalization practices of the EU and non-EU
actors as found in official documents as primary sources -texts of national,
international and EU legislation; bilateral, multilateral, and regional agreements, EU-
Turkey progress reports (1998-2020), Turkey’s Ministry of Interior and Directorate
General of Migration Management reports, press releases and statements of Turkey’s

9



Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Interior, and Presidency of the Republic of
Turkey, Frontex annual activity reports (2005-2020), Europol and EMSC reports;
related EU documentation; multiple 10 and NGO reports, among others. Second, it
utilizes the information presented in secondary sources —research articles, academic
books and book chapters, academic project reports, working papers. These secondary
sources are not limited to the International Relations discipline. In line with the
commitment of IPS for questioning the pre-set boundaries around disciplines, the
dissertation utilizes multiple secondary sources from the disciplines of political

science, sociology, history, anthropology, among others.

1.4 Structure

This dissertation is composed of three main parts. In the first part, Chapter 2 sets the
theoretical framework of the dissertation, International Political Sociology, and its
approach to security. The following chapters are designed in a way that Chapters 3
and 4, and Chapters 5 and 6 feed each other. While Chapter 3 critically examines the
studies that adopt an IPS approach in their analyzes of externalization of border
in/security in the Mediterranean, Chapter 5 empirically analyzes externalization in the
Mediterranean. Similarly, Chapter 4 presents an analysis of how the existing IPS
studies locate Turkey in their analyses of EU externalization, while Chapter 6
empirically analyzes Turkey’s agency in the constitution of border in/security through
encounters with multiple EU actors. Chapters 3 and 5 that analyze the literature, and
Chapters 4 and 6 that analyze externalization also feed each other in revealing a
broader picture of the phenomenon of externalization of border in/security and how it

is studied. This design is argued to be useful in highlighting the shortcomings in the
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literature and showing the aspects of externalization and non-EU agency that existing

studies overlook.

The dissertation is composed of seven chapters. Chapter 2 explains IPS’s roots and
key commitments that are most relevant to the puzzle of this dissertation. It then
analyzes IPS’s approach to security and how it contributes to security studies. The
chapter presents IPS as influenced by the practice turn that emphasizes empirical
analyses of security practices, as a reflexive approach, and is committed to adopting a

social and relational ontology.

Chapter 3 analyzes the extent IPS studies of EU border in/security include the non-EU
agency in their respective analyses. It examines this literature to understand whether
non-EU states that cooperate with the EU are located as passive objects, only

influenced by what the EU does.

Chapter 4 presents an analysis of EU’s practices and policies of externalization in the
Mediterranean in relation with non-EU partners. To understand how externalization is
constituted through multiple layers, the chapter analyzes the policies, legal
framework, and bureaucratic and operational practices of border in/security
cooperation. The chapter analyzes the actions of various EU actors through

encounters with non-EU partners in each layer.

Chapter 5 analyzes IPS literature on EU-Turkey border in/security cooperation. It
specifically aims to clarify whether and how Turkey’s role and agency is included in
the IPS literature on the EU’s external border in/security policies and practices or EU

externalization.
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Chapter 6 aims to locate the agency of one non-EU actor, Turkey, in the EU
externalization process by utilizing IPS’s relational approach. Following the
framework built in Chapter 4, this chapter traces the main points of change in
Turkey’s border policies and analyzes each process by situating its practices into a
political and legal context. It analyzes the Turkey-EU border in/security cooperation
field under three main periods based on political events that transform the field
significantly. These points of change are chosen by considering 1) it is a change that
is important for both parties and the relations between them (Turkey and the EU or
EU states), 2) it is a change that influences all areas (political, legal operational) of the

border security field.

Chapter 7 concludes the dissertation by revisiting the main question and aims and

clarifying the main findings of the overall research.

12



CHAPTER 2:

IPS AND IN/SECURITY

This chapter introduces the IPS approach to security that will be utilized throughout
the dissertation. Rather than presenting an exhaustive overview of IPS, the chapter
aims to clarify IPS’s key commitments that are most relevant to the subject of this
dissertation. In this context, it first delves into roots and main commitments of IPS.
Second, it clarifies IPS approach to security by going into its main contributions to
security studies: practice approach, reflexive research, and relationality. Lastly, the
chapter clarifies how these commitments of IPS are highlighted and utilized in this
analysis to comprehend better the agency of multiple actors operating in the field of

border in/security.

2.1 The Roots and Commitments of IPS

IPS is neither a completely new approach nor aims to serve as a new and established

school of thought that is based on relations of disciplinary inclusion and exclusion

13



(Bilgin & Guillaume, 2016). It is inspired by works of scholars who present a critique
of the IR discipline and have certain commitments in terms of how to study ‘the
international.” IPS builds on the seminal works of Ashley (1988), Der Derian (1988),
Der Derian and Shapiro (1989), Ashley and Walker (1990), Walker (1993) published
in the 1980s and 1990s (Basaran, Bigo, Guitted, & Walker, 2017: 2). These scholars
question two related aspects of how ‘the international’ is studied with existed
concepts and approaches. First, they make a deconstructive critique of the discipline
of IR. They base the criticism on the tendency to treat boundaries and categories of
the disciplines as given. Second, these scholars question the concepts and assumptions
that have underpinned ‘the international’ such as sovereignty, state, borders and
emphasize their social character. In Der Derian’s (1989: 6) words, they challenge “the
given boundaries of the battlefield, both the geographical lines between the states and
within systems and the theory/practice divisions inscribed by the discipline.” These
two points are also closely related to each other and present in the majority of seminal

IPS studies.

First, Der Derian and Shapiro (1989) analyzed the history of the discipline starting
from the post-World War I period and brought together essays that aimed to disturb
and deconstruct the habitual ways of thinking and acting in world politics. These
authors emphasize the ‘constructedness’ of the disciplinary boundaries. They focus on
the placement and displacement of theories, and how these boundaries have served to
silence certain approaches throughout the history of the discipline. This way, theories
have served as knowledge practices. Ashley and Walker (1990) further the argument

by stating that no boundaries around disciplines ever existed by themselves.
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According to the authors, no exclusionary boundaries ever separated the discipline of
IR from other disciplines such as political science, sociology, philosophy, and history.
These boundaries have been drawn by some who claim authority over the disciplinary
knowledge and these explicit criteria alienated the dissident voices such as ‘critical
scholarship’ by pushing it into the margins of the discipline (Ashley and Walker,
1990: 368-375). However, Der Derian (1988: 192) suggests, “‘complexity,
ambivalence, and indeterminacy of human relations” makes it impossible for a single

theory to explain and understand international relations.

Second, Ashley (1988) focuses on the discursive dichotomy between sovereignty and
anarchy. He analyzes how these discourses create powerful representations that have
political consequences. The assumption that anarchy makes world politics more
chaotic and needs to be overcome creates the conclusion that one must surrender
power to the nation-state. Via this critique, Ashley demonstrates the link between
conceptual categories of the discipline and real-world consequences of them.
Similarly, Walker (1993: 18) argues that the discipline of IR is highly concerned with
“the politics of boundaries” and how to make borders more secure. He argues that
these boundaries and categories have a constitutive role by creating inside-outside
dichotomies. When scholars of IR approach state borders as political and legal entities
that exist almost naturally to keep the states secure, they ignore how borders create
such dichotomies spatially and temporally (Walker, 1993: 6-7). These dichotomies
strengthen the assumption that ‘inside’ space is peaceful, safe, and secure; while

‘outside’ is insecure and this requires rethinking the notion of borders. This also
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justifies the temporal fallacy that the future of inside is up to linear progress towards

democracy and a just system, while there will be perpetual conflict outside.

These critiques and their impact on empirical analyses have constituted the basis of
the IPS approach. Still, IPS is not and does not intend to be a coherent and
homogenous school of thought. It is rather a signifier that creates conversation links
between approaches and scholars that share a common interest in questioning the

institutionalized ways of knowing and doing IR.

Philosophical stance and empirical scope of IPS have been shaped by the above-
mentioned seminal works. Yet, as initiated by Bigo and Walker!, IPS section of
International Studies Association (ISA) and International Political Sociology Journal
have developed a specific understanding of an IPS approach which is also reflected
throughout this dissertation (Guillaume & Bilgin, 2017: 1). Walker (2017: 16-17) sets

out the commitments of this approach as,

to stress relations rather than distinctions; to resist the interests and forces
that not only prefer to compartmentalize but also to privilege one field
over another; to study phenomena that seem to be simultaneously social,
political, and international, but not quite in ways that make sense to
analysts committed to the academic disciplines specializing in the social,
the political, or the international; to examine practices and specificities

rather than the usual repertoire of containments and exclusions; even to

! Guillame and Bilgin make a list of other scholars who have been associated with an IPS approach to

the study of international and security. (See Guillame and Bilgin 2017: 12, Notes 3)
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try to push all these scholarly enterprises beyond their largely European

and North American tradition

Understood from this definition, IPS is a reflexive, deconstructive, post-positivist, and
interpretivist approach that is committed to a sociological analysis of the
international, by focusing on the role of practices of and relations between multiple
actors. This section specifically focuses on its commitment to deconstructive and

sociological analyses.

IPS’s commitment to sociological analysis comes with a critical and deconstructive
stance towards concepts and knowledge claims. According to conventional theories of
IR, “international refers to a realm of reality with clear boundaries,” which claims a
substantial knowledge (Bigo & Walker 2007, 728). Questioning and deconstructing
pre-set boundaries around disciplines, scholars of IPS argue that there is need to bring
political sociology “to bear on the problem of the international” (Bigo & Walker,
2007: 730). This attempt constitutes the primary concern that all IPS scholars share.
These scholars aim to play an encouraging role in bringing IR and sociology
disciplines together, to contribute to analyses of both (Bigo & Walker, 2007a: 1). This
would foster innovative epistemological, methodological, analytic, and theoretical
perspectives on the study of the international (IPSS Charter). Integrating
anthropological and sociological definitions to the study of the international will
contribute to IR theories’ understanding of agent, structure, and idea of social. Bigo
and Walker (2007a, 5) define sociology as “the analysis of what social actors do.”
These social actors are constituted by social relations (Rajaram, 2016: 92). Actors and

agents of the international do not stand independent of their social relations.
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Reflecting on this idea of a ‘social whole’ can develop communication lines between
disciplines (Buzan & Albert, 2010: 2; Albert & Buzan, 2013: 117). These transversal
lines are required by growing diversity in IR, which cannot be provided by seeking

common grounds or core themes and theories.

While making these commitments on deconstruction and sociological analysis, IPS
avoids performing as the foundation of a new discipline or school of thought
(Huysmans & Nogueira, 2012: 2). Fixing and crystallizing an emergent field of
international studies is at odds with IPS’s commitment to thinking in a plural manner
(Guillame & Bilgin, 2017: 1). What makes IPS a deconstructivist approach is this
refusal to become a theory that has fixed boundaries and can be verified and falsified
through case studies (Bigo, 2017: 32). Pre-set disciplinary boundaries constantly
recreate relations of inclusion and exclusion by leaving certain approaches, methods,

and works outside of the definition of an ‘appropriate’ international research.

IPS scholars pay attention to not draw the boundaries of a new discipline while

getting involved in writing practices due to their awareness of the fact that “speaking
in the name of a group is also speaking instead of the group” (Bigo, 2013: 128). Thus,
although works from an IPS lens have certain common grounds on how an
international study looks like, there is a significant amount of diversity within IPS due
to its emphasis on plurality in theorizing and in practices of the international. What
Albert and Lapid (2016: 75-78) suggest for a more diversified IPS is the integration of
more classical work from sociology, as well as more history, and paying more
attention to process-oriented empirical questions. This keeps IPS analyses away from

constructing an established school of thought.
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2.2 Security Studies and IPS

Scholars of IPS widely engage in security studies and their approach to security is
commonly named the Paris School.? This section aims to examine the evolution of
security studies and IPS’s contribution to this field. It presents an overview of the
traditional approaches to security that marked the literature during the Cold War
period and how it has been challenged by constructivist approaches since then. It then

locates IPS in and its main contribution to security studies.

International security has become a distinct field of study after the World War II. Key
concepts of this field were war and defense (Buzan & Hansen, 2009: 1) and security
had been studied under the name of war studies, military studies, and strategy.
Traditional understanding of security predominated the field for decades (Buzan &
Hansen, 2009: 2; Baldwin, 1995; Walker, 1997; Booth, 1997). Although international
security has become a distinct field, the study of security continued to be “the study of
threat use and control of military force and power” (Walt, 1991: 221-222). Based on a
realist understanding of world politics that has an objectivist ontology, this approach
conceptualizes security as a situation that is external to how humans make sense of it.
Accordingly, threats exist independent of its referents and the aim of international
security studies of the Cold War was to provide ways of protecting referents from

these external and internal threats through scientific inquiry.

2 Political Anthropological Research of International Security (Bigo 2016: 72)
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However, the idea that the end of the Cold War suddenly changed security studies is a
cliché (Booth, 1997: 85). By the 1970s and 1980s, analyses of security started to
challenge ‘the Cold War understanding of security’ especially in Europe. Unease with
the Cold War security tradition became visible in a call for a broadened approach to
security (Booth, 1991: 317). New thinkers started to make analyses on “non-offensive
defense, common security, democracy, human rights, disarmament, confidence
building, and civil society” (Booth, 1997: 85). These new approaches have broadened
the security agenda through the inclusion of new types of threats other than military,
and referent objects beyond the state (Buzan & Hansen, 2009: 187-188; Booth, 1991:
318). A variety of threats to the lives and well-being of humans, not only at state but
also at sub-state levels are relevant to the security studies (Booth, 1994: 4). When
security studies incorporate referent objects other than the state, a wider variety of

threats other than military also become significant.

Peace Researchers’ understanding of security as positive peace rather than negative
peace has been significant for the broadening of security (Bilgin, 2005: 53). For this
understanding, not only lack of direct threats but also the presence of positive content
such as the establishment of good relations, constructive mediation, and solution of
conflicts are necessary for a peaceful and secure situation (Galtung, 1969). While
security is understood as not only to be safe from direct threats but also to be free of
any obstacles, the agenda gets broadened, in Booth’s (1991: 319) words, to include all

physical and non-physical constraints.

Wolfers (1952: 485) argued in the Cold War years that security is “in an objective

sense, the absence of threats to acquired values, in a subjective sense, the absence of
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fear that such values will be attacked.” Yet scholarship on security had not completely
overlooked the subjective understanding of security in that period. Constructivist
understanding of security, which has been influential since the late 1980s, refers to
approaching security as derived from one’s view of the world (Bilgin, 2017a: 51). It
emphasizes non-objective nature of security. In terms of ontology, constructivist
approaches argue that threats and security issues are constructed, rather than “being
independent of us knowing about or representing them” (Bilgin, 2017a: 60). All three
approaches that this chapter examines —Copenhagen, Aberystwyth, IPS- adopt a

constructivist approach while focusing on different aspects of security.

The Aberystwyth School? has been influenced by the positive understanding of Peace
Researchers in its approach to and definition of security. According to Booth (1991:
319) emancipation produces security rather than power or order. Emancipation refers
to “freeing of people from all of their physical and human constraints which stop
them carrying out what they would freely choose to do” (Booth, 1991: 319). The
School problematizes three features of Cold War security: statism, military focus, and

its problem-solving approach to security (Bilgin, 2017a: 51).

In the early 1990s, the group of scholars who worked at the Copenhagen Peace
Research Institute (COPRI), ‘the Copenhagen School’, presented another
constructivist challenge to the objectivist understanding of security (McSweeney,
1996). These scholars started their analyses by questioning the pre-given meaning of

security and asked, “What makes something a security issue?” (Waever, 1995: 54).

3 This approach is also known as the Welsh School, or Critical Security Studies.
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The Copenhagen School argues that security is “a specific way of framing an issue”
(Buzan et al., 1998: 4) which they name ‘an act of securitization.” Securitization
refers to the presentation of an issue as an existential threat by political elites,
requiring emergency measures and justifying actions outside the normal bounds of
political procedure. Thus, Copenhagen School scholars aim to understand ‘who can

securitize, what, and under what conditions.’

Although the Copenhagen School defines securitization as an intersubjective act, the
approach is criticized for relying heavily on political elites and security discourse,
while the role of other actors such as the audience remains under-theorized (Balzacq,
2005; Stritzel, 2007; Cote, 2016; Williams, 2011; Salter, 2008; Leonard & Kaunert,
2011). Hansen (2006) more specifically suggests that securitization is a long process
in which not only language, but also broader discourse plays a significant role. IPS
scholars pose similar criticisms to the Copenhagen School and the Aberystwyth

School approaches to security.

According to IPS, security as a terminology has different forms and meanings in
different times and spaces. The concept of security does not have autonomy itself or
refer to specific actions, objects, or facts. It is always dependent on the type and shape
of relations between actors inside a specific historical and social episteme (Bigo,
2016: 67). Thus, security refers to certain practices that might otherwise be called as
violence, insecurity, threat, fear, coercion, mobility, or freedom (Bigo, 2013: 124-
125). It more often than not has a political origin and is about the legitimacy struggles
and power relations between multiple actors that together constitute ‘security’ and
‘insecurity’.
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All these three constructivist approaches -IPS, the Copenhagen School, and the
Aberystwyth School- share the assumption that there is a close link between security
and politics. Yet the first significant point of divergence between IPS and the other
approaches (traditional or critical) is that IPS does not attribute a certain
consciousness to the discourses and practices of security. Processes of securitization
may occur in the ordinary course of the things Yet, as Pouliot (2008: 261) also
suggests, in either case, actions can be oriented toward a particular goal or an end.
This emphasis on spontaneity does not mean lack of involvement of politics or
political agency in the process of in/security. IPS’s argument is that in/securitization
processes involve not only exceptional and conscious speech acts of political elites
but also everyday practices and routines of multiple transnational networks of
bureaucracies and private agents managing in/security (Bigo, 2008: 116; Bigo, 2010;
Huysmans, 2005; Basaran, 2010). Security claim has both discursive and non-
discursive elements. Discourse is also considered a form of practice. Yet, what is
central to the study of security in IPS is institutional, bureaucratic, and technological
practices, put differently non-discursive practices, that create in/security continuum
via certain categorizations and boundary formations and interpretive meanings (See

Mohr 2013: 106).

The second distinctive feature of IPS of security is that it focuses on not only “what
security 1s,” but also “what it does” (Bigo, 2008: 116; C.A.S.E. Collective 2006). It
analyzes both conditions and consequences of in/security. It develops what Bilgin
(2004: 33) names “a reflexive notion of security” by focusing on the processes within

which security measures may end up with further insecurity for some others. Security
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always has winners and losers (Bigo, 2008: 123). Security and insecurity grow
together which makes them two sides of the same coin (Bigo, 2013: 126). This is why
IPS uses notions of in/security and in/securitization instead of security and

securitization, by drawing more attention to the consequences of acts of security.

Third, IPS scholars advocate an interdisciplinary approach to the analysis of security.
The emphasis on the significance of more engagement especially with sociology and
anthropology in the analysis of security is a central commitment of IPS. It engages
with sociology because of the understanding that security is more deeply embedded
and rooted in society, social activity, and social relations (Bigo, 2008: 127). Speech is
significant in in/securitization processes, but security is also embedded in political
decisions and everyday practices of multiple actors including bureaucrats, security
practitioners and individuals within society (Bigo, 2008: 126). As such and different
from the Copenhagen School, IPS of security focuses primarily on the practices and
policies that take place at different channels and levels of politics. Adopting an IPS
approach requires a “multi-faceted study of the practices of the professionals of
in/security” (Bigo, 2016: 73). It approaches discourse in a more comprehensive
manner, including both what is said and done in world politics, and not only by elites
but also a broader group of actors such as professionals of security. The next section

analyzes IPS and security practices in a more detailed manner.

2.3 In/security Practices

Following social and political theory, different paradigms on methodology are named

as ‘turns’ in critical security literature. These turns or discussions between different
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approaches do not constitute concrete debates or research paradigms in Kuhnian terms
by building on each other, but they coexist as different ways of doing critical research
in security. Various definitions of security —as speech act, discourse, field, dispositif,
governmentality, emancipation, practice- exist in relation to these coexistent
methodological approaches. These approaches include discourse, materiality,
mapping, visuality, and genealogy among others (Aradau and Huysmans, 2013; see

also Campbell, 1998; Hansen, 2006; Shephers, 2013; Salter and Mutlu, 2013).

Majority of the scholars of IPS follow the practice theory or the practice turn in their
analyses, which accounts for social life as organized in links of practices of social
activity. Although practice theory refers to a heterogeneous group of works and
approaches, their common commitments can be summarized as: emphasis on process;
situating knowledge in practice; taking practices as routine, collective, and repetitive
actions; including materiality as a form of practice; consideration of social order as
multiplicity consisting of overlapping orders; referring to constant construction of

social phenomenon (Bueger and Gadinger, 2015: 453).

Practice turn in critical security, which also informs this dissertation, is influenced by
the works of Bigo and Walker, having its roots in Bourdieusian analysis.* Drawing on
“Bourdieu’s drive to rethink security in terms of practices rather than norms, values,

or interest,” IPS analyzes the relations between politics and security professionals

‘Bueger (2016: 328) classifies four major accounts of international practice theory: Foucauldian
governmentality, Wengerian communities of practice, and Latour or Deleuze inspired arrangement

theory and Bourdieusian praxeology.
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(Bigo, 2016: 72). Rethinking notions of security through a Bourdieu-inspired lens,
Bigo (2008) argues that in/security is the result of in/securitization processes which
are embedded in everyday practices and policies. Thus, IPS aims to analyze

“mundane bureaucratic decisions of everyday politics” (Bigo, 2008: 127).

Practices are defined and studied in different ways in the literature. For instance,
Balzacq et al. (2010: 2) define practices as “forms of social interactions which are
derived from objective relations that are neither visible nor conscious” (Balzacq et al.
2010: 2). Bueger and Gadinger (2015: 451) suggest that they are actual activities
rather than intentions or motivations of actors. Reckwitz (2002, 249) makes a broader
definition by stating that practices refer to routinized type of behaviors that include
multiple and interconnected elements such as bodily and mental activities, things
(materials) and use of them, emotions, motivations, and forms of knowledge. He
defines them as configuration of bodily and mental activities, things and their use, and
background knowledge or logic that shapes the practices and organizes them.
Accordingly, as Balzacq et al. (2010: 4) argues, IPS’s sociological approach to
security is more comprehensive than a linguistic approach, with its inclusion of
several non-linguistic practices such as know-how, gestures, and technology.
However, this does not mean that IPS completely excludes linguistic elements from
the analysis. Security practices, as well as claims of security, involve both discursive

and non-discursive elements (Bigo, 2013: 129).

Bigo’s account on how security practices take place provides a more concrete guide.
He identifies two types of tools that are utilized to enact international practices of

in/security: regulative, and capacity tools (Bigo, 2010: 8). Regulative tools serve to
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‘normalize’ the behavior of target individuals and groups. In the shape of policy
regulations, constitutions, etc., regulatory tools permit or prohibit certain practices.
They are materialized within normal practices, every so often through legal
regulations. For instance, as Balzacq (2011: 17) argues, “since 2002 almost all of the
documents on illegal migration and asylum (in Western countries) have a strong
connection to terrorism.” Frontex, in the case of the EU and border control, serves as
an agency that applies regulatory tools. Regulatory tools can also create a basis for
capacity tools, which aim to impose ‘external discipline' upon individuals and groups
(Balzacq, Basaran, Bigo, Guittet, & Olsson, 2010: 9). Capacity tools aim to develop
capacity-building in the target institutions, states, etc. Once tools and regulations are
transferred to the target through capacity-building, the practices are reconstituted
constantly even without the control of the builder. Technology® and know-how
transfer by the EU to the candidate states on various issues is an example of how
capacity tools work. The candidates become members only when they convince the

EU bodies that they have the capacity to reconstitute the practices of the Union.

Speaking specifically for the field of security, tools are significant because they
embody practices of in/security. They both influence practices and get influenced by
them in turn. Tools have their own “operating procedures, skill requirements,

delivering mechanisms, and its own political economy” (Salaman, 2002: 2-3). Thus,

3 Balzacq et al. (2010: 11) argue that there are three elements of technology in critical security studies:
“tools (mainly capacity tools such as databases, biometrics, sensors, or algorithms); methods
(networking, fusions, or military transformation); and techniques (instantaneity/simultaneity,

automaticity).”
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they configure actions and shape social relations, and tend to have a political aspect
when it comes to the issue of security (Balzacq et al., 2010: 8). Furthermore, without
the identification of the tools, it is not easy to trace and analyze the process within

which practices transform in/security issues.

Kratochwil (2011) states that the aim to come up with a shared meaning and
understanding of practice is a useless exercise. Practice theorizing implies that “a
concept of practice is contingent on actual practices” (Bueger 2017: 330) and the
attempt constitutes a practice itself. Therefore, researchers may to define practice in
line with their specific empirical case, their subject matter, and whom they analyze as
actors of security. Some studies of border security focus on everyday micro practices
of border crossing, some analyze materialities at the borders and airports, while others
analyze bureaucratic practices of in/security performed by multiple institutions and
actors. According to IPS, empirical studies of the ‘social’ cannot be limited to the
analysis of the practices of one actor. Different from the Copenhagen School’s focus
on elites in the process of securitization, IPS’s sociological approach includes more

actors and their practices into security analysis.

Bigo (2016: 75) states that IPS of security investigates three questions: who are the
actors that participate in the practices of in/securitization? where do they come from?
what do they do regarding congregating around specific stakes and using new
technologies? If insecurity is about everyday policies and practices, then not only the
state elites are security actors. In the everyday routine, there are multiple actors that
consciously or unconsciously reproduce (in)securities for other individuals, and even

for themselves. In this sense, IPS analyzes different types of practices by “all the
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agents that act and change the world” (Bigo, 2016: 68). Therefore, some scholars
draw attention to “the risk of becoming an overcrowded circus” (Bueger and
Gadinger, 2015: 450); however, taking this multiplicity into account does not pose a
problem of consistency, for IPS but it rather functions as an organizing principle (Van
der Ree, 2014: 232). IPS seeks to refer to “the plurality of spaces and actors” (Kessler
2009: 88) and the web of practices that these actors generate. It aims to analyze these
webs of practices in a relational manner, rather than focusing on actions of individual
actors. By this way, it aims to capture interrelations between actors that are involved
in the same social and political event. Put differently, IPS does not seek a common
definition and encourages case-oriented research which defines its understanding of

practice.

2.4 Reflexivity and the Centrality of Methods

As Bigo & Walker (2007a: 5) state, “the analysis of social practices involves the
participation of analysts in the situation they are analyzing.” Theorists and researchers
have a role in shaping practices, while also being shaped by them (Bilgin, 2017a: 51).
Reflexivity enables scholars to account for this “role of social sciences in shaping
social reality” (Alejandro, 2020: 2). Thus, scholars must be reflexive to both the
‘empirical reality’ and the knowledge of it. A researcher has a responsibility while
interacting with research objects and subjects and contributing to the formation of
authoritative knowledge as a result of this interaction (Huysmans & Nogueira, 2012:
1). They must make their practices, beliefs, choices, and dispositions conscious and

explicit. A proper reflexive analysis, as Bigo (2016: 71) suggests,

29



is driven neither by (a) an idealist view of the world where ideas, norms,
discourses, subjectivity, human freedom, and individuals are at the core of
the examination of social sciences, nor (b) an objectivist, structuralist
paradigm, one that simplifies history, trying to discover the law of history

and reducing agents to the status of receptacles.

Reflexive analysis is embedded in sociological and historical inquiry. To see and
reflect on the agency of social actors, IR scholars that conduct sociological analyses
aim to deconstruct social relations. Reflexivity, as referred to in this study, is about
being aware of both the agency of the researcher in constituting the knowledge of the
world, and the agency of other social actors in constituting what the researcher
analyzes empirically. As such, it is related to all ontological, epistemological and

methodological choices of researchers.

According to constructivist ontology, the empirical realm is constantly being
(re)constructed. This refers not only to how politicians and practitioners constitute
social realities, but also how researchers produce the knowledge of the world.
“Methods help to produce realities” which makes methods and research design
significant (Law, 2004: 152). Rather than simply being techniques of extracting
information from reality and aligning it with -or against- bodies of knowledge, as
performative, “methods are practices through which ‘truthful” worlds are enacted,
both in the sense of being acted upon and coming into being” (Aradau & Huysmans,
2013: 3). They are also reflexive acts about doing research (Bueger, 2017: 332). Thus,
the choice of methods and methodologies are significant not only in terms of

conducting valid analyses, but also regarding which questions are asked while others
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are left unanswered, and which conclusions do research techniques bring the
researcher to. The ‘how’ of writing is never separated from what is being said

(Huysmans & Nogueira, 2012: 2).

IPS’s approach to research is self-defined as reflexive and constructivist on the one
hand, and materialist and empirical on the other (Bigo, 2016: 66). One of its
significant contributions to the study of (critical) security is this strong emphasis on
the importance of empirical analysis. This is also embedded in the Bourdieusian
understanding which aims to map the international or to provide “an empirical
visualization of the international” (Bigo & Madsen, 2011: 221; see also Madsen,
2017; Pouliot, 2013; Bigo, 2011). Bourdieu’s approach intends to bridge interpretive
and objectivist methodology. This interpretive logic requires going back and forward
between theory, methodology, and empirical material (Kratochwil & Friedrichs, 2009
in Bueger, 2017: 332). Bourdieu (1988: 775) highlights Kant’s view that “theory
without empirical research is empty, empirical research without theory is blind” to
express how theory and empirical research are bound to each other. As such, IPS
refuses to accept dividing lines between a theoretical constructivism and empirical
positivism while emphasizing the significance of reflexive research (Bigo, 2013: 121;
Bigo, 2016: 65; Bigo & Walker 2007). IPS’s constructivist stance comes from its
commitment to reflexivity and deconstruction of pre-given claims of knowledge. Its
empiricism comes from its denial of applying cases to abstract theories, and its
encouragement for the sociological and processual analysis of practices of multiple

actors as well as their relations with the non-human objects (Bigo, 2013: 121).
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What it draws attention to is that researchers should be aware of the relations between
the observed and the observer while conducting empirical analyses (Bigo, 2016: 66).
When it comes to security studies, a researcher is also part of and contributes to the
game of in/security (Bigo, 2013: 128). Due to this relation, it is significant to think
about what one does and does not consider a phenomenon as a process or an act of
in/security. Political and ethical judgments and values are embedded in practices of
in/security, as Frost (1986; 2012: 7) argues, and these practices also include studying
security in a specific way or studying empirical phenomena from a security perspective.
Thus, IPS of security starts its analysis by deconstructing the meaning of security to
trace its roots and origins (Bigo, 2013: 127). While traditional security studies in the
discipline of IR see security in positive terms (Bigo, 2013: 122) and IPS scholarship
starts the analyses by challenging this idea. A reflexive approach to security allows the
researcher to see the practices of in/security from a different angle rather than adopting
pre-given definitions of what constitutes security. This includes questioning of the
sources and processes of in/security and whose security is being threatened, by what
forms of reasoning (Bigo, 2013: 127). Once the conceptualization of security is made,
an IPS researcher observes practices and builds research strategies specific to each

empirical field of observation (Bigo, 2016: 66).

It is important to note that only when the ‘international’ is seen as a specific object of
analysis, it requires a distinctive methodology (Bigo & Walker, 2007: 728). In this
sense, IPS encourages the researchers for a reflexive approach to research yet does
not direct them to a single method, but rather promotes plurality in techniques. As

each case or research has its own understanding and definition of what constitutes
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practices, ways of analyzing these practices also vary. Both qualitative methods such
as discourse analysis, qualitative content analysis, ethnography, archival research,
document analysis, participant observation, interviews; and quantitative methods such
as social network analysis, multiple correspondence analysis, and statistics are applied
in IPS analyses of world politics. Considering its deconstructive approach towards
foundational knowledge, and pluralistic stance in terms of methodology, multi-
method mixes are also suitable with and widely used in IPS research. Thus, IPS
adopts a pluralist approach also to research methods, but it encourages scholars to
always think and reflect about the conditions of reflexivity regardless of what method

they apply (Guild, 2009; Huysmans, 2005).

2.5 Sociological and Relational Research

Relational analysis is one of the most relevant commitments and significant
contributions of IPS to security research. Security and insecurity grow together and
the boundary between these two notions is a result of competitions between different
actors and their altering personal and institutional priorities. A relevant security
analysis needs to address these political relations (Bigo, 2013: 130). To analyze
relations, the Bourdieusian approach in IPS focus on “practices qua temporally
unfolding patterns of activity” rather than agents or individual actions (Schatzki,
1987: 119). IPS’s interest in actors and practices is not limited but mainly related to
these actors’ social and political relations with other actors, practices, discourses, and
things. Notions such as states, boundaries, security, etc. are meaningful in relation to
other notions, and they also make sense only when seen in relation to “the practices

that the notions encompass and ignore” (Bigo, 2013: 122). In this sense, notions have
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meaning only when they are analyzed in a relational manner, by focusing on its links

with other notions, practices, and images.

The differentiation between actors (human beings) and actants (human beings in
relation to objects) is significant here (Bigo, 2013: 124; 2017: 36). For such account
of security, actors and agents are not the central focus of the analyses, but they are
located within a social web of relations. More directly, agents are constituted by
relations, and they do not stand outside of these relations (Rajaram, 2017: 92). IPS
develops a relational analysis of a society of individuals that is tied to transversal and
processual relations of interdependence between societies (Bigo, 2017: 32; Bigo,
2011). Conceptualized this way, notions such as state, institution, bureaucracy etc. go
beyond being homogenized and fixed actors, and become social, heterogeneous, and

constantly changing fields that constitute the international.

Commitment to relational research stems from IPS’s social constructivist ontological
stance. However, not every approach with a social ontological stance assumes
relationality. In relationality, ontologically, nothing exists in an isolated position, or
before its relations with others. It highlights social relations, “processes and
mechanisms that, among other things, give rise to both actors and the environments in
which they find themselves” (Jackson and Nexon, 2019: 4). Put differently, relations
become the things that constitute both structures and agents that operate within them
(Bigo, 2012: 236). IPS is interested neither with the agents nor the structures
themselves, but the relationality between actors and the field that these relations
constitute. According to this approach, actors are not autonomous or independent.

This is why and how an IPS approach follows a process-relation approach that is
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transcending the agency-structure debate (Bigo, 2016: 69). It is not the agents that
create relations with others as in the constructivist IR, but rather relationality comes
first, and they constitute actors. While drawing a map of the field of security, for
instance, the researcher should consider agents only when they act in relation to each

other (Bigo, 2016: 70).

Discussion between relational and substantive approaches to social reality is central to
see how IPS makes sense of sociology (Rajaram, 2017: 92) and how this
understanding of sociology is reflected in relational IPS analyses. A relational
approach of sociology is interested in the analysis of social processes, while
substantive sociology analyzes ontologically distinct points, actors, and things. What
this creates is fixed accounts of the analysis of social phenomena such as politics. IPS
sees and analyzes social processes in a relational way and approaches them as

unfixed, dynamic, and processual phenomena.

Relational analysis puts particular emphasis “on position and on process” (Jackson
and Nexon, 2019: 12). Neither the relations nor the positions of actors can be taken as
pre-existing. An IPS analysis of in/security is interested in constantly transforming
practices, positions and struggles between actors within a field (Pouliot, 2013).
Analyzing this field in order to understand the positions of the actors requires putting
the relations in the center of the analyses, rather than analyzing those actors and their
identities in a separated manner. If sociology is the study of what social actors do,
social analysis is an attempt to make a visualization of the relative distances between
different positions of these agents that act in different ways. Positions are significant

in an IPS analysis because, for instance, a dominant actor within a field with
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hierarchical relations is only possible when there are less powerful actors (See,

Shimizu, 2021: 6).

IPS analyzes security via a sociological perspective to empirically visualize or map
the international, conceptualized in terms of specific ‘fields’ (Madsen, 2017: 107).
The ‘field’ in Bourdieusian analysis refers to “the total nexus of interconnected
human practices” (Schatzki, 2001: 11) and “a bundle of structured relations within
which agents are variously positioned” (Pouliot, 2010: 36). Fields as social
configurations are structured along three main dimensions: relations of power, objects
of struggle, and taken-for-granted rules (Pouliot, 2010: 33). They are composed of
unequal and sometimes hierarchical positions and power relations. Fields of power
are composed of relational practices between multiple agents. IPS does not deny or
ignore the role of political elites in claiming and inescapably creating in/securities, but
it aims to analyze power competitions and struggles between different actors such as
elites, practitioners, or other groups or individuals (Bourdieu, 1989). Practices are
always “embedded in power politics” (Bueger & Gadinger, 2015: 455). Internalized
subjective best-practices, rules, and logic of that particular field create “a kind of feel
of the game which does not need to calculate in order to find its direction and place in
a reasonable manner in space” (Bourdieu, 1985: 11). Practices are the outcome of this
kind of ‘practical sense’ resulting out of the merge of diverse fields’ logics (Bigo,

2016; Bourdieu, 1998).

This conceptualization of field and its impact on the actors is different from a
structural approach to international studies. Field relies on a relational mode of human

thinking, rather than a structuralist understanding that focuses on the role of structures
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on agents (Bourdieu, 1985: 17). Thus, social action is not necessarily directed by a
premeditated design or a sovereign force that dominates the field. Practices of agents
are almost always oriented toward a goal with or without being consciously informed
by it (Pouliot, 2008: 261). However, these goals or motives are never fixed not they
can be attributed to different actors with a pre-given and taken for granted approach.
All dimensions of a field, relations, power struggles, rules and motives are always in
the making. Field analysis aims to understand these specific systems and webs of
relations that function the game. The change in the relationality, positions and
dynamics of forces within fields is central to an IPS analysis. To analyze field, its
history, relative autonomy, and its original logic should be understood “by reference
to which the relationship between each agent, and its own work, past or present, is

objectively defined” (Bourdieu, 1985: 22).

2.6 An IPS Approach to Border In/security

IPS analyzes international politics as transversal fields that the most powerful actors
dominate and impose their rules of the game to the others. ‘The political’ of IPS refers
mostly to the analysis of these power struggles in a given social sphere
(conceptualized as field) that generally, but not always, evolve around battles over
domination (Madsen, 2017: 108).° Once constituted, fields also have determinative
impacts on the positions, relations and practices of the agents that are playing the

same game whether they consist of hierarchical, competitive or cooperative relations.

¢ Bourdieu (1985: 22) states that objective relationships of a field may be competitive, cooperative,
hegemonic (domination), and transversal (in relation to other fields) (See also Salter, 2013; Bigo,

2017).
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This dissertation analyzes the EU’s externalization of border policies and practices to
Turkey as a field of in/security. This field is composed of the circulation of in/security
policies, practices, and techniques which is made possible through the cooperation
between multiple agents of EU and Turkey, as well as practices of international and
non-governmental organizations. To grasp the interconnectedness and
multilayered/multi-dimensional nature of this field, it aims to conduct an analysis that
highlights the agency, input, and responsibility of both sides in the making of politics.
These relations might be hierarchical in their nature, but there is still agency of the
peripheral actors in developing ideas, practices, political and legal frameworks (See
Mbembe, 2002). This hierarchy cannot be taken for granted or “a natural order among
states” but it needs to be engaged through a framework that reveals the role of actors
that are located at “the bottom rung” (Bilgin, 2017: 2). The control of EU borders is
made possible with the contribution and contestation of non-EU actors 7 though the
existing IPS studies do not always reveal the process in which multiple actors together
act, learn, change and mutually constitute. It is, however, not possible to comprehend
border in/security as made up of relations without rendering visible the agency of

Southern partners.

To locate the agency of non-EU actors in externalization as a border in/security

field, this dissertation highlights a few respective yet related points throughout

7 In order not to fall into the trap of what Hobson and Sajed (2017: 561) state as “reducing agency to
resistance/ heroic defiance within an oppositional posture vis-a-vis the West” this dissertation does not
only highlight moments of resistance, but also analyze cooperation, compliance, negotiations, political

dialogues and frameworks, and changes in policy under the title ‘Border In/security Policies.’
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the analysis that stem from the commitments of IPS. The first is the sociality
and relationality of border in/security processes. IPS is committed to highlight
and study relations rather than distinctions or practices of separated agents
(Walker, 2017: 16-17). The second is that relational analysis is almost always
processual, and it is constantly in the making (Guzzini, 2017: 371). Agents’
routines, motives, choices, actions, as well as considerations of politics and
security are to be treated as emerging in the process. Since these properties are
emerging, the process needs to be included in the analysis rather than simply
taken for granted. In a relational and processual ontology, borders and
in/security practices are not to be taken given, but their constitution and
evolution processes also become part of the analysis. Rather than analyzing
merely the current practices at borderlands, the dissertation analyzes the
processes in which practices have become possible and evolved. The third is
IPS’s commitment to integrate experiences of multiple actors beyond Europe
and North America. Actors of the international are plural and are engaged in
multiple games at different scales at the same moment, whether they are aware
of this or not (Bigo, 2017: 38). A reflexive analysis requires being aware of not
only the agency of other social actors in constituting what the researcher
analyzes empirically, but also the agency of the researcher in constituting the
knowledge of the world. Therefore, it is significant to locate the role of multiple
EU and non-EU actors and their relations in constituting border in/security

Processes.

2.7 Conclusion
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This chapter introduced the IPS approach, which the dissertation utilizes to analyze
the in/security field that EU and non-EU actors constitute via practices and policies of
border control. It highlighted IPS’s commitment to reflexivity, sociality of in/security
processes, relationality, and the primacy of practices in the constitution of insecurity.
IPS’s contribution to critical security studies are embedded in these commitments.
The emphasis on sociology as ‘the study of what social actors do’ directs IPS scholars
to analyze practices of multiple social and political agents by emphasizing the
significance of bureaucratic and operational practices in the constitution of
in/security. Everyday practices are significant because constitute complex web of
power relations. Therefore, with its meta-theoretical and theoretical commitments,
IPS is a suitable approach to locate the ‘agency’ of multiple actors in the constitution

of border in/security.
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CHAPTER 3:

IPS STUDIES OF EU EXTERNALIZATION

The starting point of this dissertation is the observation that most of the existing IPS
literature focus on the actions of EU actors in their analyses of externalization
although there are multiple non-EU actors that take part in the process. To verify this
observation, this chapter conducts a critical analysis of IPS and EU externalization
literature to identify what they overlook given IPS’s own theoretical and meta-
theoretical commitments. The chapter analyzes the existing literature on external
border in/security in the Mediterranean by grouping into three. The first group of
studies do not integrate non-EU’s actors and actions in their analyses of EU
externalization, while centering their studies on EU’s policies and practices. The
second group of studies integrate non-EU states into their analyses yet portray them as
recruited or forced by the EU to take part in border in/security cooperation. The third
group of studies integrate non-EU agency by analyzing these actors’ everyday

in/security practices. However, non-EU actors generally enter the story only after
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externalization frameworks have already been constituted by actors of the EU.
Therefore, their portrayal still renders invisible the role of certain non-EU actors in

the making of border in/security.

3.1 The EU as the Only Significant Actor of Border In/security

Majority of the studies that analyze EU external border in/security focus completely
on EU actors’ actions, decisions, structure, in/securitization processes, and the
evolution of border control tools and systems in Europe. They put the EU actors in the
center of their analyses and examine what the EU, its agencies, institutions, and
member states do (See Basaran, 2008; Leonard, 2009; Leonard, 2010; Driessen, 2007,
Huysmans, 2000; Johnson, 2013; Jeandesboz, 2016; Bigo, 2005; Bigo, 2016;
Huysmans, 2006; Boswell, 2003; Bigo, 2009; Balzacq, 2009). These studies either do
not mention EU’s border cooperation with non-EU states and actors, or although at
some level they mention that other actors take part in externalization, they do not
present an account on what the non-EU partners do. Doing so, albeit unintentionally,
they still separate out non-EU from EU, and highlight the latter as the only significant
agent of the border in/security regime in the Mediterranean. They study
externalization with a focus on EU without considering its “constitutive relations with
‘non-Europe’” (Bilgin and Futak-Campbell, 2021: 14). As a result, externalization is
understood as decided and implemented by EU as the only actor that ‘in/secures’ its

external borders.

In “Security, Law, Borders: Spaces of Exclusion” Basaran (2008: 339) analyzes the

legal constitution of border zones by defining ‘security’ as embedded in ordinary
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practices. The article critically analyzes the bordering technologies that are utilized by
the EU actors because they constitute in/securities for immigrants. She challenges the
existing literature’s wide portrayal of liberal states’ illiberal acts as exceptions.
Basaran (2008: 343) states that border agreements with the Mediterranean neighbors
are also tools of border in/security since they are part of the legal constitution of
borders. Yet the EU is in the center of the narrative since the article presents
in/security practices including border cooperation from the perspective of the EU. The
article focuses on the activities and motivations of multiple EU actors, without
touching upon the role of non-EU partners in the constitution of in/securities. A
similar comment can be made about a few of Bigo’s studies. As analyzed in the
previous chapter, Bigo is one of the pioneers of the establishment of the specific
understanding of IPS that this dissertation relies on. Although Bigo has made
significant contributions to not only IPS but also critical security studies in general,
his empirical work focuses mostly on the evolution of externalization in Europe by
policies and practices of multiple EU actors. Like Basaran, Bigo also points out the
tension between the EU’s liberal legal systems and security-driven discourse and
practices both in “Immigration controls and free movement in Europe” (2009) and in
“The in/securitization practices of the three universes of EU border control” (2014).
The studies empirically analyze how externalization as an in/security regime has been
mutually constituted by actors of the EU. These studies particularly analyze how EU
actors have made legal and political changes in border policies following the
Schengen Agreement to ‘secure the external borders.” They narrate externalization by
anchoring the focus on EU, which overlooks the international nature of this

phenomenon. Doing so, they present an uncomplete picture of not only non-EU but
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also EU because it underemphasizes the mutual will and shared responsibility (of EU

and non-EU) in the constitution of co-bordering policies and practices.

Following Bourdieu in adopting a dynamic and relational approach, Bigo
recommends conducting the analysis of how each agent influences the field by its
actions, practices, policies, know-how, technologies. His “Frontier controls in the
European Union” (2005) examines in/security practices of several EU actors such as
member states, European Council, Commission, police, gendarmerie, and politicians
all of which share the motivation of increasing border security measures. The chapter
analyzes the link between the state and the frontier, and multiple actors that play role
in the EU border control policies. The study argues that Europe and its frontiers are
not territorial, and the distinction between internal and external has been blurred in
EU border security. To make his point, Bigo focuses on in/security practices of
various EU actors, such as the member states, European Council, European
Commission, police, gendarmerie, and politicians arguing that all these actors share

the desire to increase border control (Bigo, 2005: 55).

Guild and Bigo (2010) advance a similar analysis in “The transformation of European
border controls” analyzes the choices of European and US authorities about what kind
of border controls will be implemented and where spatially. The chapter narrates how
certain actors of EU and US (with a stronger focus on EU) have shaped the
relationship between borders and control. It emphasizes the fact that through
implementing remote-control policies, these actors changed “the way territorial
frontiers and controls have been conceptualized under a sovereign state” (Guild and

Bigo, 2010: 260). The authors present a historical analysis of EU’s evolving
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externalization policy frameworks, as well as practices of ‘Western’ actors such as
Frontex, NATO, UNHCR, security forces of EU and member states, among others.
The authors do not integrate the impact of ‘outsider’ actors in this transformation
while also presenting their argument clearly by stating that “externalization is the
result of policy choices made in Europe both by the member states and the EU”

(Guild and Bigo, 2010: 257).

Bigo (2016) analyzes EU border in/security further in “International Political
Sociology: Internal Security as Transnational Power Fields” where he explicitly states
that in/security practices of professionals are extended outside the European
neighborhood to police at a distance. The study encourages a relational approach
which requires researchers to analyze networks and relations between various agents.
Yet again it applied a relational approach by analyzing the EU actors (institution’s
agents or private agents such as security companies) and how border security is
managed by these actors’ practices and policies, without integrating non-EU actors. In
other words, Bigo’s work does embrace a relational ontology; however, such
relationality is mostly internal to the EU. Although Mobius Ribbon metaphor refers to
the blurring of internal and external securities, most of his empirical works are not
extended beyond the EU borders while analyzing ‘the transnational field” of border
in/security. However, as in other fields of translational policing, migration control
requires the cooperation of several states” (El Qadim, 2018: 283) and has been
constituted not only by the EU’s security agents but also others that are located

outside of the EU territories. Bigo’s analyses, notwithstanding their success in
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capturing the dynamic character of borders and border in/security, under-analyze

multiple ‘international’ cooperation channels that make this dynamism possible.

Huysmans (2000) in “The European Union and the Securitization of Migration” also
analyzes the process in which the issue of migration has become a security matter in
the EU by examining securitizing discourse and practices. Huysmans, like Bigo
(2009), elaborates on how multiple actors from different levels of policing, such as
states, politicians, people, and police forces of the EU contribute to the construction
of migration as a threat. Both studies argue that securitization started after the
Schengen Agreement, due to the EU states’ ‘anxiety’ of securing the external borders.
In 2006 Huysmans published a book titled The Politics of Insecurity: Fear,

Migration, and Asylum in the EU which further focuses on securitization of migration
in the EU. The book analyzes ‘techniques of government’ and presents externalization
as one of these techniques that the EU utilizes to keep third-country nationals away
from its borders. It traces the process in which the EU actors establish this security
project to keep migrants inside the countries of origin or transit countries, through
readmission agreements, and locking them up in detention centers, among others
(Huysmans, 2006: 55, 96). However, in both of Huysmans’s analyses (2000; 2006),
border cooperation with neighboring countries is taken as an act of the EU and its
agents. Despite the book’s contribution to the conceptualization of insecurity from a
sociological perspective, its implementation to the empirical case of migration focuses
only on the political sociology of what the EU actors do. These analyses present the
issue as if the EU actors are the only agents that decide on and implement external

border in/security policies.
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Boswell (2003)’s article “The External Dimension of EU Immigration and Asylum
Policy” also critically analyzes the emergence and development of the ‘external
dimension’ of EU migration policies by focusing on the factors that shaped the
process. Boswell states that the EU develops two types of migration policies:
externalizing control tools (control-oriented approach) and taking prevention
measures to diminish the root causes of migration. To understand “which pattern of
cooperation is likely to predominate in the future” the study examines how EU states
and institutions negotiate, decide, and implement cooperation with non-EU states
(Boswell, 2003: 619). Boswell focuses on three determinants all of which revolve
around the EU: the potential of externalization to meet EU’s goals; institutional
context of decision making in EU; and domestic pressures in EU. What is overlooked
in his analysis is the policies of non-EU contracting parties as agents that have a
potential to influence the type and shape of externalization. Both preventive measures
such as establishing aid policies in the countries of origin, and control measures such
as signing readmission agreements require the consent and cooperation of non-EU
countries. An IPS analysis that adopt a social and relational ontological stance should
integrate the relations between EU and non-EU and how the encounters between
multiple parties shape the future of border cooperation. The examples of how non-EU
parties act and influence the outcome of externalization is provided in the following

chapter.

So far, this chapter analyzed the studies that examine EU externalization in general,
without focusing on a specific actor. There are also a few studies that frame the

analysis around specific EU agents. It is more likely that any study which focuses
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solely on one actor would miss the interconnected dynamics that produce border
in/security. Frontex, being a highly dominant agent in the field, is one that is widely
analyzed. Leonard (2009), in “The Creation of Frontex and the Politics of
Institutionalisation in the EU External Borders Policy,” critically examines the
reasons why EU member states chose to establish an agency like Frontex rather than
forming a cooperation themselves to regulate border control. She defines Frontex as
an agency that is responsible for coordinating cooperation between the member states,
training national border guards, conducting risk analyses, etc. In “EU border security
and migration into the European Union: Frontex and securitization through practices,”
Leonard (2010) further examines practices of Frontex such as developing data
collection plans with third countries, conducting risk analyses, coordination between
member states, training border guards, etc. In her analysis of joint operations, Leonard
(2010, 246) suggests that rather than Frontex “the overall responsibility for the
implementation of any given operation remains with the organizing and leading
country” as if third countries have no role in these transborder operations. However,
majority of Frontex’s practices, like other EU agents, such as risk analysis and joint
operations require the cooperation of non-EU actors, especially security forces. In
fact, as also stated by Frontex, non-EU countries are “a main part of the operational
team in joint operations” (See Frontex Handbook, 2014: 33). By not integrating the
role of non-EU in the analysis of Frontex misses multiple cooperation channels that
make Frontex’s in/security practices possible. This empirical deficiency is a result of
putting the EU actors in the center of analyses contra to IPS’s commitment to analyze

‘multiple social and political relations’ that may end up with in/security practices.
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Jeandesboz (2016) in “Smartening border security in the European Union: An
associational inquiry” examines EU’s governance of its borders via technology and
dataveillance. The article focuses on the agency of entities that associate social
(human) and technical (machine) elements such as Schengen Information System
(SIS), Visa Information system (VIS), Entry/Exit System (EES) etc. Despite the
Jeandesboz’s aim to include multiple human and non-human agents into the analysis,
all the actors that are analyzed in the research are entities of the EU. In this sense,
albeit unintentionally, the article contradicts not only with IPS’s but also its own
promise. A similar framework is visible in Balzacq’s (2009: 6) The Frontiers of
Governance: Understanding the External Dimension of EU Justice and Home Affairs
where he analyzes “EU’s anxiety with space” as the reason for developing technical
cooperation with neighboring countries to enhance security and to form “smoother
systems of managing borders.” He argues that this technical cooperation is an
asymmetric one since it provides “less security” for at least one of the partners. While
defining and analyzing the main tools of and developments in ENP as a mechanism to
cooperate with non-EU neighbors, Balzacq does not present any account on how non-
EU actors take part in the constitution of border security frameworks. The cooperation
with non-EU countries is portrayed as if it is unilaterally taken by the EU. As a result,
although these articles provide detailed accounts on technical and material aspects of
bordering, non-EU agents that cooperate with the EU in data gathering, risk analysis,

etc. remain invisible.

There are also studies that analyze a specific border that EU shares with a specific

non-EU state, but still put EU in the center of the analysis. In “Coping with Fortress
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Europe: views from four seaports on the Spanish-Moroccan border” Driessen (2007)
presents an anthropological analysis of how Spain-Morocco border has been
transformed from an international border to an external border of the EU. This
transformation ended up with an inside-outside division in the Mediterranean between
EU and non-EU states. New external borders brought new control techniques such as
surveillance, identity cards, residence-permit controls, high investment in border
guards and equipment to tighten border control. The study continues with the analysis
of four seaports on the Spanish borders that are physically located within the EU, and
how border control practices and policies of EU lead to a transformation in these
seaports without integrating non-EU practices and policies into the analysis.
Johnson’s article (2013) “The Other Side of the Fence: Reconceptualizing the
“Camp” and Migration Zones at the Borders of Spain” analyzes the dynamics of
migration in the Spanish enclave of Melilla, and neighboring Moroccan city of Oujda
based on fieldwork in the camps. Like Driessen, Johnson also emphasizes that after
the borders of the EU’s coastal states were transformed to “external borders” they
became the most “staunchest proponents of tougher border controls” through the use
of technologies such as visa regimes, interdiction at seas, radars, sensors, cameras,
and immigration centres (Johnson, 2013: 79). While Driessen analyzes the
transformation of the border in time, Johnson focuses more on the current in/security
practices in the borderlands. Both studies refer to the existence of border cooperation
as a strategy of the EU to keep migrants away, yet neither refers to non-EU neighbors
as taking part or having any responsibility in the in/securitization of the Spain-
Morocco borders. These authors define practices such as readmission agreements and

deportation regime as tools of border in/security, which can only be possible with
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close cooperation with actors of a non-EU state. Not integrating non-EU states into
the analyses result in the under-analysis of the role and responsibility of Moroccan
actors both the history and current of this shared border that has become a zone of

in/security.

To summarize the analysis so far, the literature on EU externalization that focuses
only on EU actors analyze: how the EU actors establish policies, frameworks, and
institutions to manage border in/security; and how the practices of and relations
between the EU actors constitute the field of border in/security in the Mediterranean.
Put differently, these studies present a detailed and fulfilling analysis of several
aspects of what the EU has been doing to manage its borders. However, they overlook
the ‘international’ character of externalization by still approaching externalization as
if it is a regional problem happening in the EU. They disconnect EU from its relations
with other actors that are located physically outside of its borders. This portrayal of
externalization takes EU out of the broader picture, treat it as a separate unit, and does
fulfill the commitment to relationality. Empirically, this does not only present the
issue of EU border security as only a problem of the EU, but also attributes all

responsibility to the EU by overlooking the international character of the issue.

IPS does not approach internal and external securities separately. This traditional
distinction, if ever existed in the empirical world, disappeared following the Cold War
with the blurring of internal and external security threats, as Bigo first analyzed in
2001 in “the Mobius Ribbon of Internal and External Securities.” He states that this
merge is not result of a shift in preferences in the analysis of border security, but

rather a fact that is emerging in the field following multiple actors’ application of new
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security practices. What Bigo observes in this new field of the EU’s border security is
that responsibilities and practices of EU’s police force (traditionally an agent of
internal security) and army (traditionally an agent of external security)
interpenetrated. This happened due to a couple of developments. First, threats to
individuals and states became transnational. Now “outsider” enemy may be “inside,”
and vice versa (Bigo, 2001: 93). Second, understanding of borders and sovereignty
has changed. Physical state border is swiftly becoming a symbolic appearance.
Borders are now more dependent of identities, limits, relations of domination and
exploitation. Third, police did not know how to react to new threats and transnational
networks of criminals, and army did not know what its duty was after disappearance
of the Soviet threat. Thus, both understanding and practices of borders started to
change with the impact of new developments in the field. Bigo utilizes the Mobius
Ribbon to visualize how relations and agents of inside and outside (or internal and
external) can be very ambiguous and unfixed. So, he suggests, there is a need to
search for a new approach to understand this new security field. Scholars of IPS “need
to replace a discipline still living in the past” by questioning the naturalness of the
boundaries of both the discipline, and political entities such as states (Bigo and
Walker, 2007). Through a dynamic and relational approach, one needs to understand
how each agent has its practices, policies, know-how and technologies while taking
part in this new field of EU border security (Bigo, 2001: 97-98). As this relational
approach is applied only to the EU agents, externalization is understood as a regional
matter as if it has been constituted in Europe only by the actors of the EU; therefore,

the division between inside and outside remains highlighted.
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EU externalization is organized around policing at a distance through political and
institutional networks. Although Mobius Ribbon refers to the observation that
abolition of the internal borders resulted in a merge of internal and external securities,
these studies do not extend the research beyond EU’s territorial frontiers. Doing so,
they miss out the potential power of Mobius Ribbon to understand how physical
borders are becoming vague. Their overlooking of non-EU agency does not only pose
limits in empirical analyses, but also contradicts with the IPS commitment to question
boundaries between internal and external securities. EU (‘internal’) and non-EU
(‘external’) actors constitute border in/security together, which these IPS studies

under-analyze.

Narrating EU externalization as such contradicts with IPS’s commitment to analyze
the sociology of international politics, by first overlooking ‘the international nature’
of externalization. This is not to suggest that what is happening in the EU cannot have
implications for ‘the international’ or that international only refers to relations
between states or nations. Neither the IPS approach nor this dissertation takes
‘domestic’ and ‘international’ as “two distinct endeavors” (See Niang, 2020: 98).
However, externalization as a technique of remote control, and insecurities that it
produces cannot be made possible without the cooperation (and contestation) of non-
EU parties. The making of externalization and its impacts go beyond the territorial
boundaries of the EU. In this sense, narrating externalization as if it is made in the EU
but have consequences elsewhere misses the fact that it is also constituted

internationally with the participation of non-EU actors.
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This EU-based portrayal of externalization is the starting point and scope of interest
of this dissertation. Studies may have an EU-centered approach regardless of whether
they are critical of EU policies, or not. It is possible to criticize the EU and still
present it as a separate unit in the center of in/security processes. Having a critical
stance towards claims and politics of security is not the distinguishing feature of IPS
though since it is embedded in all critical security studies. What is particularly
distinctive about IPS in critical security studies is its emphasis on reflexivity, which
requires researchers to be aware of the outcomes of all social and political
phenomena, including their own research and writing. Keeping this commitment in
mind has a potential to better understand why underemphasizing non-EU agency may

end up with multiple challenges for a comprehensive analysis of externalization.

3.2 The EU as Recruiting non-EU Actors

There are studies that analyze both EU and non-EU actors in their analysis of
externalization and present findings as to how and why non-EU parties become part
of externalization policies and practices (See Ferreira, 2010; Rees, 2008; Chou, 2009;
Walters, 2004; Casas-Cortes, 2012; Fakhoury, 2016; Cetti, 2014; Petrillo, 2013).
However, they portray the partnership in a way that EU either “recruits”, “forces” or
“compels” the non-EU neighbors to cooperate in return for certain economic and

political promises.

Ferreira (2010), in “Risk Politicization Strategies in EU Migration and Asylum
Policies” analyzes governance and risk profiling as bordering strategies with a

constructivist approach that integrates discursive and non-discursive securitizing
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strategies. In 2008, when many migrants arrived at Lampedusa, multiple EU actors
agreed that migration flows are unpreventable and “relations with third countries of
origin or transit should be enhanced to persuade them to cooperate on migration and
border management” (Ferreira, 2010: 176). To locate its borders elsewhere, the EU
signs agreements with neighbors like Libya who are “compelled to” implement
certain security practices in the cooperation with EU (Ferreira 2010: 176). Moreover,
for the Mediterranean countries, mobility partnership is “an opportunity to be
empowered” which also makes the EU countries “concerned with the increased
expectations of some third countries” (Ferreira 2010, 176). This portrayal implies that
non-EU states of the cooperation are demanding partners that carry a risk of becoming
a troublemaker if they are not controlled by the EU (See Korany, 1986: 549). Petrillo
(2013, 120) in “Migratory pressures on the EU’s external borders and policy
implications: Developments from the South of Italy” also argues that EU manages
‘migration crisis’ “in a securitized way” by turning third countries into “gatekeepers
of Fortress Europe.” Cetti (2014: 4), in “Border Controls in Europe: Policies and
Practices Outside the Law” more explicitly states that within the scope of EU’s
remote-control policies, non-EU Mediterranean states such as Turkey, Morocco,
Algeria, and Libya “have been recruited through agreements containing returns and
readmission clauses into playing the role of the buffer zone, filtering out unwanted

migrants.”

While in Ferreira’s analysis portrays non-EU states as ‘demanding junior partners’
Petrillo presents them as ‘gatekeepers’ recruited by the EU, and Cetti portrays them as

‘employers’ of the EU. What these analyses share is the dominant role attributed to
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EU. Non-EU states on the other hand are portrayed as actors that work for the EU to
benefit from certain opportunities. They appear in these narratives as what Grovogui
(2006: 8) refers to as “appendages of Western makers of history, on terms defined by
the latter.” The impact of the non-EU actors on the implementation process is shown
when Petrillo suggests that after “co-signed bilateral agreement” the traffic from
Libya to EU stopped almost completely (Petrillo, 2013: 121). Moreover, Cetti (2014:
16) define all non-EU states that accept deported immigrants as “unlawful
environments.” In most of these analyses non-EU states are located as
underdeveloped and needy actors that do the EU’s job by implementing its practices

in order to benefit from certain opportunities that are provided.

Casas-Cortes et al. (2012, 50) in “Re-bordering the neighborhood: Europe's emerging
geographies of non-accession integration” argue that with the help of the frameworks
such as ENP and GAMM, the EU created new geographies of collaboration with non-
EU states “to be able to control migration flows well before arrival at actual EU
borders”. Morocco is “the leading actor in EU border management policies” because
it is the most integrated Southern partner (Casas-Cortes 2012, 51). In return, it
received “the greatest level of funding” from the ENP Initiative. Similarly, Fakhoury
(2016, 74) in “Securitising Migration: The European Union in the Context of the
Post-2011 Arab Upheavals” presents Turkey, Lebanon, and Jordan as states that
“shoulder the main burden of the Syrian refugee crisis by cooperating for tighter
border surveillance” “in return for “incentives such as speeding up accession process

and visa-free travel.” These analyses approach the issue by putting the EU actors in

the center and locate non-EU states from the perspective of the EU. They reduce the
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Mediterranean states’ incentive to obtain basic gains which overlooks multiple kinds
of social and political relations between actors such as bureaucracies that might
influence the decision to cooperate. As such, they risk reinscribing “a static,
homogeneous and Eurocentric view of that ‘external” world” having monolithic

interests (Dimitrovova and Kramsch 2017, 798).

Rees (2008: 97) in his article “Inside Out: The External Face of EU Internal Security
Policy” also argues that “imposing its model of internal security upon its neighbors”
is one way how EU copes with transnational threats. Rees (2008: 104) suggests that
“the EU has pressured EU-Mediterranean countries to tighten their emigration
controls through better document security and the improvement of border
management” and “has imposed readmission agreements” for the return of migrants.
Despite EU’s “awareness of the poor economic conditions of the non-EU countries, it
has placed significant additional burdens on them” to conform its internal security
provisions (Rees, 2008: 105). So, the article suggests, although there is not an
international law obligation imposing such cooperation, “economic power and
influence of the EU” have secured these agreements (Rees, 2008: 104). Chou (2009:
542) in “The European Security Agenda and the External Dimension of EU Asylum
and Migration Cooperation” argues that European heads of state and government
portray mobility partnership as beneficial for both the EU and non-EU states.
However, the article suggests, the EU’s approach is repressive because the action
plans for mobility partnership were drafted “without any dialogue with non-EU
countries” (Chou, 2009: 553). According to Chou, EU’s policy is “to enforce

cooperation unilaterally” for its own benefit. Chou analyzes only the practices of the
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EU actors which unintentionally reifies the narrative of “unilateral cooperation” and
contradicts with the main argument of the research. Similarly, Walters (2004) in “The
Frontiers of the European Union: A Geostrategic Perspective,” argues that non-EU
states act as buffer zones between the unwanted migrants and EU. Measures such as
safe third country agreements and readmission agreements “‘encourage non-member
countries to close down known routes of clandestine entry, and to improve their
detection and surveillance procedures” (Walters, 2004: 684). Accordingly, although
they see dangers of being a buffer zone, they also see membership as a
countermeasure. They foresee that this is temporary and when they become members,
the buffer zone responsibility will shift to new neighbors (Walters, 2004: 685) which

will free them from such burden.

The studies that portray non-EU actors as recruited by the EU transcend the first
group in the sense that they include non-EU actors into the analyses. These studies
also have an account on the border in/security policies of border cooperation rather
than focusing merely on daily practices. However, they analyze in detail how and by
whom political decisions are taken in the EU while treating non-EU actors as if they
share one common purpose or reason to be in the partnership, which is their need to

benefit from EU politically or economically.

IPS defines border security as a transnational field that is composed of social and
political relational practices between multiple agents (See Bigo, 2016). These
competitive, cooperative, transnational, etc. relations are often constituted of power
struggles between these agents with various motives. This kind of empirical analyses,

however, overlooks a variety of different motivations, roles, routines, and struggles of
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non-EU actors, in other words, internal drivers of border control policies in non-EU
contexts. According to all these articles, EU uses its power to ‘impose’ border
in/security partnership because non-EU states are either suffering from poor economic
or political conditions in need of favors, or their bid for membership make them ready

to implement EU’s policies.

This account overlooks how non-EU partners are contributing to or contesting the
EU’s externalization policies based on their internal dynamics. Majority of these
studies argue that through externalizing, the EU aims to transfer its security policies
and practices to external actors without giving up on its normative commitments on
paper. Put differently, their studies imply, the EU ‘minimizes costs while increasing
profits’ (See, Stock et al. 2019: 2). This portrayal of non-EU actors as silent and
trapped has the risk of naturalizing, albeit unwittingly, the EU domination over non-
EU parties by missing multiple channels they engage in and together constitute the

border in/security regime in the Mediterranean.

3.3 Border In/security as Everyday Practices

There are IPS studies in the literature that analyze practices of both EU and non-EU
actors that constitute externalization (See Andersson, 2016; Casas-Cortes et al., 2014;
Frowd, 2014). They come closest in integrating the agency of non-EU with their
analyses of everyday in/security practices of multiple actors. However, due to their
urge to capture daily and routine practices of border in/security, majority of these
studies present a snapshot of the current activities in the field without locating them

into broader political processes.
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Frowd (2014) in “The field of border control in Mauritania” emphasizes that the
literature on borders tend to ignore border control actors from the Global South, their
“practices and rationalities.” Frowd’s article draws attention to a significant
‘shortcoming’ in the literature, also relevant to this dissertation’s puzzle, which is ‘the
ignorance of the actions of the Global South.’ Starting from this point, Frowd
describes the Mauritanian border as a transnational and sociotechnical space that is
governed from Brussels and Nouakchott. The article aims to focus on the sociology of
human and non-human security actants, conducting a Bourdieusian analysis and
answer two questions: Who are the actors that make up the field of border security in
Mauritania border, and what are their practices? What rationalities of border control
are adapted in border governance in Mauritania? Frowd analyzes border posts,
landscape, biometric entry-exit system, and training practices as security actants

(Frowd, 2014: 227).

Frowd locates the agential power of ‘materials/things’ in border control in Mauritania,
such as Senegal River, Sahara, border posts, digital technologies etc. The article
draws attention to non-humans as actants, and their ability to make a difference.
However, when it comes to ‘social agents of border security’ the article focuses
mostly on the policies and practices of IOM and EU institutions or states.
Technologies, as a significant agent in border control according to the article, are
portrayed as tools of EU and/or IOM, while local border guards, police, and
gendarmerie are mentioned only to the extent that they apply these tools in border
control (Frowd, 2014: 235-236). This presentation of border in/security cooperation

attributes a limited agency to the non-EU actors especially in the construction of
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remote-control policies, while still portraying the field of border control as established
and governed heavily by the policies of Western actors. Although Frowd’s analysis
has come a long way in pointing to the agential power of the Southern actors, it is still
built on the assumption that “EU, its member states, and international partners like
IOM have dramatically intensified their border management activities in West Africa”
while actors of the non-EU entered the process later by implementing EU-initiated
in/security practices (Frowd, 2014: 226). The analysis of non-EU actors can be
strengthened by a processual analysis of how the current border in/security field has
been constructed through encounters between multiple actors operating at different
layers of externalization. The analysis of how decisions, moments of compliance and
confrontation influence the process and outcomes has a potential to comprehend the

agency of non-EU in the constitution of in/security policies.

Andersson (2016) in “Hardwiring the frontier? The politics of security technology in
Europe’s fight against illegal migration,” also highlights non-human agency in
technological border control but reframes the significance of it by focusing on how
technologies, security workers and migrants are mutually constructed. In 2006, the
Spanish government started a development cooperation initiative, Plan Africa, and
“opened embassies across West Africa, and poured resources into the region in
exchange for collaboration in patrols and deportations” (Andersson, 2016: 5).
Technology created a social effect, a network between security professionals of EU
and non-EU. Andersson argues that “technology created winners,” Spanish Civil
Guard in this case, as it dominates the border security field and keeps other agents in a

secondary position. Although the African communities did not want to cooperate in
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the beginning, the author suggests, soon they were integrated as part of Joint
Operation Hera, and local forces started to police beaches and borders. Later, Europol
“encouraged” African officers to promote a model law on smuggling, and as a result
of “backroom talk” between African officers and Civil Guard of Spain in a meeting,
they decided to collaborate (Andersson, 2016: 6). On the one hand, Andersson’s
analysis is successful in the sense that it makes the author realize the existence of non-
members in the process. On the other hand, although it presents an account on how
border in/security policies are decided by EU actors such as Frontex and Spain and
implemented through the systems they produce such as Eurosur, the article does not
analyze how non-EU actors play an agential role in the constitution of these political
processes of border security. This narration presents a snapshot of the current
bordering practices while leaving the question of how it has been constituted through
encounters between EU and non-EU unanswered. However, as Depelteau (2008: 62)
puts it, “Social phenomena are fluid and moving like movies instead of being fixed
like pictures.” Like Frowd’s analysis, Andersson builds the analysis on an already
constituted political framework of border in/security, which renders invisible non-EU

actors’ contributions in this process.

Casas-Cortes et al. (2014, 4) in “Good neighbours make good fences: Seahorse
operations, border externalization and extra-territoriality” make a ‘thick description’ of
the Seahorse operations, one of the externalization programs coordinated by the EU
with the participation of the states in African and Europe, and the EU institutions. The
article presents multiple countries taking part in these operations into the analysis,

either by providing funding or through border security practices. Through ‘cooperation
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centers’ which monitors the borderlines to detect irregular departures, several
transnational actors collaborated in their extra-territorial practices. Both Andersson and
Casas-Cortes et al. focus on joint operations and locate the actions of EU and non-EU
actors that contribute to the implementation of externalization policies. These actors
include border guards, police patrols, bureaucracies, EU agencies, among others.
Casas-Cortes at al., like Frowd and Andersson focus heavily on the technical aspects of
border control. The article also presents an account on how the EU has constituted
externalization policies, by going through policies such as ENP and GAMM.
Externalization is defined as “an explicit effort to stretch EU’s borders™ by “outsourcing

of border control responsibilities to another country’s security forces” (Casas-Cortes et

al., 2014: 2-3).

Both Andersson and Casas-Cortes et al. analyze joint operations and focus on security
forces’ practices. However, most of these articles do not analyze how non-EU actors
play an agential role in the constitution of these policies through their decisions,
cooperation, reluctance, and contestation. Although they provide an account on the
practices of non-EU actors, they do not analyze broader political encounters between
multiple parties. As a result, they provide an account of the agency of the non-EU

actors as implementors of the EU’s policies.

Mc Cluskey (2020) in “Freedom, technology and surveillance: everyday paradoxes on
the EU-Morocco border” conducts an ethnographic analysis at the Moroccan
borderlands to understand “everyday paradoxes in which migrants are embedded,
stemming from their entanglements with bordering technologies.” Mc Cluskey

particularly emphasizes the paradox between freedom, technology, and surveillance.
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The focus of the article is on the everyday in/securities in the migrant experiences.
Thus, the research is centered on the migrant experience, rather than the actors and
relations that constitute in/security. It presents the migrant narrative with direct notes
from the dialogues made during the ethnographic research. Other than that, the article
presents a clear vision of why the EU externalizes border in/security (to keep migrants
away) and how EU actors such as Eurosur, Frontex, Spain, Spanish security forces
work together to make externalization practices possible. When it comes to actors of
Morocco, the article briefly mentions that the Moroccan government wanted to
transform the state from a ‘transit’ to ‘destination’ country and got funding from EU
for ‘the regularization programs.” (Mc Cluskey, 2020: 119). Moroccan authorities’
motivations were reduced to ‘being paid’ once again in a representation of one
migrant’s narrative (Mc Cluskey, 2020: 129). The author defines this ‘trade’ as “re-

inscribed colonial mentalities of oppressor and oppressed” (Mc Cluskey, 2020: 129).

When it comes to the analysis of in/security practices of a few actors in the field, the
article briefly mentions Moroccan police’s discriminative practices, and support of a
few Moroccan NGOs to migrants. Due to its emphasis on the experiences “at a human
level” majority of the article expectedly analyzes what migrants declared throughout
the field work. It does not aim to present a deeper analysis of political decisions,
motivations, or even bureaucratic practices in/security. Still, it has a clear vision on
the political motivations of the EU and its actors, while its account on the non-EU

motivations is limited to the role of EU funding.

El Qadim, in “Postcolonial challenges to migration control: French-Moroccan

cooperation practices on forced returns” (2014), argues that only by focusing on mid-
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level practices one can comprehensively analyze the processes of border security. The
article combines the practice approach with the postcolonial perspective. This
combination of different approaches to security contributes to the article’s
understanding and portrayal of non-EU agents as having agential power in the

constitution of policies and implementation of practices.

El Qadim has a critical approach towards border controls and argues that EU and non-
EU cooperation is an asymmetric one, and EU tries to pressure Morocco throughout
the negotiations. She analyzes this asymmetry by locating it into colonial relations in
the past and Morocco’s continuing reliance on the EU’s economic support (El Qadim,
2014: 244). Despite the article’s emphasis on hierarchical relations between EU and
Morocco, El Qadim analyzes not only EU’s but also Moroccan actors’ approaches in
the cooperation when making arguments such as “Moroccan actors have not only
been resisting the signing of a readmission agreement,” but also defended “their own
version of what forced readmission should be through their administrative practices of
forced returns” (El Qadim, 2014: 249). Moroccan officials' objections, she states, are
not to negotiate for more gains from EU, but they have a ‘political nature.” Moroccan
officials see some practices of France as “undermining Morocco’s sovereignty,

credibility, and dignity in the international level” (Al Qadim, 2014: 256).

Al Qadim’s article portrays the cooperation as a political process that two parties take
part with their own political considerations; analyzes multiple channels of relations
between French and Moroccan agents; does not focus only on everyday practices of
border in/security, role of material things, role of technology, role of only one agent,

but managed to locate multiple actors’ actions on different levels. In this sense, the
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article takes a step further in integrating non-EU agency by not overlooking non-EU
parties’ role in constituting border in/security cooperation based on internal dynamics.
It does so by combining the practice approach with the postcolonial approach. This
dissertation, different from Al Qadim, aims to utilize from an IPS approach in its

analysis of border in/security and the agency of the non-EU actors.

To summarize, this third group of studies come closest in terms of locating the agency
of non-EU actors in their analysis of how the Mediterranean borders are in/secured.
They integrate the existence and practices of non-EU actors (state and non-state) into
their analyses. These studies do not treat non-EU actors as if they are monolithic
entities with one common motive and aim to act. In this sense, they bring together the
‘international’ and the ‘sociology’ of the EU’s external border security with their
analyses of everyday practices of multiple actors at the borderlands, and how non-
human actants such as technology, landscape etc. influence border in/security.
However, they bring non-EU actors into the analysis only after the EU actors
established the political framework and it is time to implement the necessary
practices. Although majority of these studies are built on certain assumptions about
what kind of political urge EU actors act upon (to keep migrants away) they do not
have an account on the possible motivations of non-EU. Doing so, they overlook how
border in/security policies are also interconnected and this is another layer of

bordering where non-EU agency lies.

This argument is neither to downplay the role of everyday practices nor to advocate
an orthodox understanding of what is political (i.e. diplomacy, decision making, elite

discourse, etc.). Practices of security professionals are both political and constitutive
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of insecurities. However, security practitioners operating in the field tend to consider
what they do as “professional responsibility” and “sense of duty to enforce law”
which makes it impossible to disregard the agency lies in the making of political and
legal framework (See Isleyen, 2018a). Reliance on routine in/security practices may
result in the underemphasis of political agency and power relations that give the fields
their current shapes. Bordering is not only made at the borderlands or identity checks
in transit cities, but it is also made where the decisions to apply security measures are
made relationally. There is no externalization before relations. It is made possible
through interconnected policies and practices of actors from different parts of the

Mediterranean.

This is not to suggest that political decisions or context are the only things to look at
to understand where political agency lies. Practices are also political. However, even
if border in/security practices are unconscious and come out of routines, they are
based on consciously taken political decisions. The rationale behind these decisions
cannot be reduced to ‘economic gain out of EU funding’ or taken for granted. On the
contrary, the analysis of how everyday practices are located within political relations

can provide a comprehensive understanding of non-EU agency in externalization.

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter is built on the main puzzle of the dissertation, that is, most of the IPS
research on externalization in the Mediterranean put the EU in the center of their
analyses. What is puzzling here is that this is in contrast to relational commitments of

IPS. This eventuality results in an incomplete picture of border in/security in the
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Mediterranean by overlooking the existence, agency, and responsibility of non-EU
actors that also take part in the construction of in/security. Based on these insights
driven from this chapter’s analysis, the next chapter narrates the process of the EU
externalization to non-EU states by focusing on the political and legal frameworks

and bureaucratic practices of externalization.
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CHAPTER 4:

EU EXTERNALIZATION OF BORDER IN/SECURITY IN THE

MEDITERRANEAN

This chapter presents an analysis of how the EU® externalizes its border in/security
policies and practices to the non-EU states of the Mediterranean. It builds on the
analysis presented in Chapter 3, which showed the shortcomings of existing IPS
studies in locating the agency of non-EU actors in their investigations of
externalization in the Mediterranean. To illustrate its points on what the literature is
overlooking, the chapter analyzes how the actors of the EU have constituted

externalization frameworks and practices through encounters with non-EU partners.

8 The dissertation does not specifically focus on the positions of various EU actors operating in the
field; but it is aware of the differences within the EU. It does not consider the EU as a monolithic entity
or an undifferentiated whole and points out the differences between actors where relevant for the main

puzzle of the research.
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The chapter first traces the roots of the border cooperation in the Mediterranean
starting from the 1960s until the 2000s to understand how the current border
in/security regime has been constituted by the EU through encounters with the
neighboring partners. Second, it analyzes the evolution of externalization after the
abolition of the EU internal borders by going through three layers of bordering as
political context, legal framework, and bureaucratic and operational practices of
in/security. Third, the chapter examines how externalization evolved through multiple
layers after the Arab uprisings as a critical juncture that influenced the current shape

of the field.

4.1 Background of the EU’s Border In/security Policies in the Mediterranean

The United States became the pioneer of the strategy of border externalization in the
1920s when it shifted the processing of migrants to its consular posts abroad (Zolberg,
1997). In Europe, this strategy was first used in 1969 by the United Kingdom, when it
started to practice the “entry clearance system” to extra-territorialize the management
of family reunification and reduce postcolonial immigration from India (Joppke,
1999: 117). Although this method was originally developed as an administrative tool
that was neutral on applicant rights, it quickly became “an unofficial quota system
that allowed a drastic reduction of the rate of entry” which makes it a tool of border
control (Joppke, 1999: 117). Since then, states of Europe have used externalization as
a strategy of border in/security to keep migrants away and to create ‘buffer zones’
through political, legal, and operational channels of cooperation with non-EU states

(Guiraudon and Joppke, 2001: 13).
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Externalization has been institutionalized since the 1990s, but association agreements
of the 1960s already started collaboration on different areas and constitute the basis of
border in/security cooperation in the Mediterranean (Guasconi, 2013: 163; Tsoukalis,
1977; Osswald and Wessels, 1982; Isaac and Kares, 2017). These agreements
increased European states’ authority over border politics in the Mediterranean. They
also aimed to increase their involvement in the domestic politics of non-EU states
since they require specific commitments on political, economic, or human rights
developments while offering easier access to the EU markets or technical and
financial assistance.’ Although association agreements regulated or limited the
mobility of goods and humans, especially by addressing the root causes, their focus

was economy and development.

The idea of creating a global approach in the Mediterranean was advocated first by
the European Parliament, followed by the Commission and the Council, after which
the Global Mediterranean Policy (GMP) was introduced at the Paris Summit
(European Parliament, 1973: 35). According to the Commission, the policy was based
on “mutual interest with the Mediterranean neighbors” particularly in the field of
external security along with trade, energy, and labor (Commission of the EC, 1972:
2). The focus of the GMP was on the Mediterranean states, specifically a couple of
Maghreb countries, Turkey and Yugoslavia (Isaac and Kares, 2017: 15). The EC

started border in/security policies specific to the Mediterranean region later in the

° Association agreements are currently regulated under the Article 217 of the Treaty on the Functioning

of the EU (TFEU).
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1970s in the form of either EC level or bilateral schemes (Commission of the EC,

1982: 15-16).

Practices and policies of migration and border control are not independent of the
security considerations of their agents in their particular contexts. Rather than being a
problem, accepting immigrants and refugees was a solution for the EC and member
states at that time (Bilgin, 2016b: 2). However, the way mobility policies were
designed still made mobility of certain groups easier while putting limitations on the
others based on the EC’s conception of security. While immigration for family
reunification or postcolonial immigration was limited, labor immigration was
encouraged. In 1976’s EC-Turkey Council, for instance, Turkish worker migrants
were given “a second priority” to move to Europe if the Community nationals could
not fill vacancies (Bourguignon, 1990: 57). In this sense, the policies of the EC states
were still serving the project of ‘securing Europe’ while insecuritizing multiple

referents.

The open framing of human mobility in security terms started after the signatory of
the Schengen Agreement in 1985 because most European governments began to
become concerned with protecting the external borders (D’appollonia, 2008: 204;
Bilgin, 2016b). The governments of the coastal states of Europe, which shared sea
borders with non-EU states of the Mediterranean, were more eager to implement
border security measures than the others. When traditional responses to mobility have
been insufficient for the European states, new types of migration policies were

introduced (Boswell, 2003: 619-20; Appleyard, 2001). Therefore, by 1987, the
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Parliament and the Commission started to underline “the need for extraterritorial

control of asylum and migration” (Triandafyllidou, 2014).

Securitization of mobility and externalization of border in/security in the
Mediterranean became more institutionalized in the post-Cold War. This tendency
was related to the membership of Greece, Spain, and Portugal as the coastal states of
Europe, as well as increasing tensions in the Middle East and North Africa region
(MENA) due to the Arab-Israel conflict. The measures mainly targeted push factors in
the region. The Council adopted Redirected Mediterranean Policy (RMP) in 1990
mainly introducing finance and trade-related protocols and several decentralized
cooperation programs between several EU and non-EU professionals.!® The 5+5
Initiative was launched in 1990 for a “forward-looking agenda on information
exchange, joint management of international borders, agreed forms of labor
migration, migration for development, and protection of the rights of migrants” (IOM,
n.d.)."! The Commission also proposed the Middle East Peace Process to solve the
Arab-Israeli conflict and accordingly eliminate push factors to prevent further
immigration to Europe (Commission of the EC, 1993). The EU institutions and states
agreed on increasing the level of involvement in the Southern and Eastern
neighborhoods to create an ‘area of security’ in the Mediterranean in the first half of

the 1990s. Border in/security policies and practices were increased with each conflict

10 The protocols signed with Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Israel, and
Turkey were updated in 1992 and all are still in effect (European Commission Press Release, 2019).
' Ten member states are: Algeria, France, Italy, Libya, Malta, Mauritania, Morocco, Portugal, Spain,

Tunisia.
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in the region. As is seen, EU states started to pay attention to the Mediterranean
mainly to ‘secure their borders’ by preventing immigration flows that might be
triggered after periods of political instability. This is how the EC/EU actors have
linked their security with that of the non-EU states and started externalizing border
policies and practices through the Mediterranean, which was originally a matter of

internal security.

4.2 Border In/security after the Abolition of the EU’s Internal Borders

The literature of IPS agrees that after the implementation of the Schengen Agreement,
securitization of migration and externalization of border in/security policies
intensified (See Chapter 3). Building on this argument, this part analyzes the EU
externalization starting from the abolition of the internal borders until the Arab
uprisings. It analyzes the process by pointing to the links between border in/security
policies, legal framework, and operational practices to comprehend how the EU actors
have constituted a remote-control regime of in/security through relations with non-EU

actors.

4.2.1 The Policies of Border In/security

The majority of the political and legal frameworks of externalization are initiated by
actors of the EU; however, they are established through encounters between non-EU
parties that also have agency in the constitution of resulting insecurities. The EU
initiated several regional and bilateral dialogues, mobility and migration partnerships,
program and frameworks, joint action plans that make possible the implementation of

in/security practices to keep immigrants away from the EU territory. This part
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analyzes political tools of externalization to better comprehend how the agency of the

non-EU is also exercised at this layer despite the unbalanced nature of cooperation.

Aspects of Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP/Barcelona Process) already
constituted a form of externalization before the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP)
(Tommel, 2013; Noutcheva, 2015; Dimulescu, 2011; Collyer, 2016). EMP was
introduced after the implementation of the Schengen Agreement in 1995 as a
significant attempt to fully adopt a systematic and comprehensive approach to address
South-to-North mobility in the Mediterranean (European Council, 1995). By signing
the Barcelona Declaration (1995: 2), participants agreed to establish “a
comprehensive partnership through strengthening political dialogue on a regular basis
and the development of economic and financial cooperation.” The partnership
covered economic and social affairs, along with the issues of politics and security,
which demonstrates the EU’s aim to “prevent southern problems from becoming
northern problems” (Bilgin, 2016b: 3). This approach forms one of the main tools of
the Union’s externalization policy, which is ‘to strengthen’ the Southern

Mediterranean in a way that does not ‘harm’ EU’s security.

Another tool of externalization, which is to control mobility, was also realized in
EMP through “closer cooperation in the area of illegal migration” between police,
judicial and other authorities “to reduce migratory pressures,” along with training
programs and programs of assistance for employment (Barcelona Declaration, 1995:
6-13). However, EMP’s call did not guarantee a stronger border security partnership,
which shows the impact of non-EU partners on the outcomes. For instance, the

association agreement that integrated Algeria to EMP could not provide an active
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partnership, and negotiations between the two parties were unsuccessful because the
Algerian government considered regional cooperation ‘as a threat to state
sovereignty.” Algeria reconsidered border security partnership only after 9/11 when
the government started to change its definition of state security to include
counterterrorism as a significant element of its defined foreign policy strategy (Zardo
and Loschi, 2020: 5). Thus, even when non-EU states comply with policies and
practices of externalization, this may be a result of their security considerations rather
than the EU’s demands. These considerations may range from concerns related to
sovereignty, preserving or changing the state’s position in the region or regional and
bilateral conflicts, securing natural and economic sources within its borders, along
with other issues of domestic or international politics (See Reslow, 2012; Natter,

2013).

Before 9/11 intensified externalization of border in/security, the Council already
recalled in the Tampere Council the need for “close cooperation with the countries of
origin and transit” on migration control (Tampere European Council, 1999). EU
defined “strengthening border control capacities particularly in directly bordering
countries” as central to its objective of ‘securing EU external borders’ (Wunderlich,
2013: 29). The initiative repeated “the need for a consistent control of external
borders to stop illegal immigration” (Leonard, 2010: 234). Therefore, the external
dimension of border in/security policies got formalized and became a priority in EU
politics (Triandafyllidou, 2014). Since then, the EU has built externalization policy
frameworks on “a discourse of partnership” emphasizing “the regional Euro-

Mediterranean character of this relationship” (Collyer, 2016: 606). This vision was
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furthered at the Seville European Council of 2002, at which member states decided to
“encourage the third countries to accept new disciplines” to be sure that they
recognize and respect the coherence of EU external policies and their obligations in

the border in/security cooperation (Xhaferaj, 2011: 49).

The securitizing impact of 9/11 on borders and migration was more explicit in the
Hague Program of 2004, in which migration and security have further been aligned.
The program had a considerably more restrictive and security-based focus and
reflected the member states’ securitized view of migrants associated with terrorism
(Hulme and Kostakopoulou, 2018: 212). This securitized view of mobility and
migrants was shared by some of the non-EU coastal states of the Mediterranean. In
the case of Algeria, for instance, 9/11 and increasing securitization of migration
corresponded with the state’s giving up on the policy of isolationism since its
independence. The security environment that was constructed after 9/11 corresponded
with the change in Algerian foreign policy to more active diplomacy in the 2000s,
which relatively increased the state’s responsiveness to EU’s border externalization

policies and strengthened the cooperation with actors of the EU (Darbouche, 2008).

European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) was initiated in this environment when it
became clear that EMP did not produce the expected results in terms of convincing
non-EU neighbors to partner with the EU actors on external border in/security policies.
Prevalent narratives on EMP suggest that the project ended because the South was not
committed to or not ready for engaging in the kind of openness and interdependence
that EMP required (Bilgin, 2017a). The unbalanced character of the partnership drove

many neighboring countries away from the idea of cooperation under EMP. ENP was
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prepared based on this view that a more balanced relationship would have helped in
building stronger cooperation.!? Thus, it promised a partnership that also considered
‘the needs of the Southern parties.” It covered bilateral, regional, and neighborhood-
wide programs not only on border cooperation but also “on democracy and economy,
rule of law and good governance, state building” (European Commission website). The
Commission claimed that the EU and non-EU partners set priorities together” however,
ENP was still centered on integrating Southern Mediterranean'3 and Eastern Europe in

the policy of “securing the EU’s external borders” (Cassarino and Lavenex, 2012: 284).

ENP updated the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) model
with a stronger security aspect in issues related to migration and a more institutionalized
externalization vision (Jeandesboz, 2007). It targeted bilateral and multilateral
collaboration between enforcement bodies and neighboring countries “in the effective
control of borders by specialized and trained personnel, judicial and police cooperation”
(Commission of the European Communities, 2004: 23). The idea behind ENP was first
stated in a speech by then-president of the European Commission in 2003 as
“engagement with a circle of friends that would not become members”’; however, ENP
did not build that type of an equal partnership (Collyer, 2016: 609). The discourse of a
balanced partnership was nothing more than “a clear presentational effort to develop a

narrative of equality of cooperation, partnership, and harmonious collaboration”

12 Bilgin (2017a) also suggests that “approaching the South in a non-Eurocentric perspective” and
“considering Southern actors’ understandings of the process, their insecurities and interests” would
have helped with developing a better model.

13 Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, and Palestine.
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(Collyer, 2016: 611). It was an aim to build a hierarchically designed mode of
governance on non-EU states and externalize a fully securitized agenda on migration
and border control (Lavenex and Wichmann, 2009; Zardo and Cavatorta, 2018). On the
contrary, the security collaboration in the Mediterranean has deteriorated the security
of individuals and regimes in the South, rather than being beneficial and establishing a
balanced cooperation, while ‘securing’ the external border of the EU (Bilgin et al.,

2011: 7).

The EU’s initiation of this unbalanced in/security cooperation is not a sufficient
indicator that the actors in the South adopted the hierarchically developed political
frameworks within the scope of ENP. Not only domestic politics of different states
but also how they position themselves in regional dynamics played a role in their
reluctance to adopt externalization policies. For instance, Algeria was one of these
partners that rejected to be an active partner of ENP due to concerns regarding its
conflict with Morocco. The Moroccan government’s active involvement in EU
externalization increased the Algerian government’s ongoing distrust towards border
security partnership in the Mediterranean, which the government associated with the
security of the state (Collyer, 2016). As such, Algeria’s resultant position in the
border in/security cooperation was renewed, while further centralizing Morocco’s role

in bordering policies.

In 2005, following ““an issue of unwanted land migration” from Sub-Saharan to the
Spanish territories of Ceuta and Melilla (the so-called ‘Cayucos Crisis’), the EU
initiated the Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM) to address all

migration and asylum issues “in a comprehensive and balanced manner” and
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Morocco’s involvement in border in/security cooperation became even more crucial
for the EU states, Spain being in the first place (European Commission, 2006; see also
Collyer et al., 2010; Vives, 2017). GAMM framework was established to manage
external aspects of the EU’s migration policy (Collyer, 2016) which once again
emphasized “dialogue and partnerships with third countries based on mutual
interests” (The Council, 2009: 2). The EU aimed to “reduce migratory pressures” by
creating a clear institutional framework (Wunderlich, 2012: 1414). GAMM
specifically aimed to guarantee temporary mobility of documented migrants; to fight
against undocumented migration; and to initiate development in the countries of
origin (IOM, 2005; Migration and Home Affairs, 2019). Spain was the most
significant advocate of GAMM since the state aimed to accommodate Morocco’s
policy considerations and “ensure its continued cooperation on irregular migration”
after 2005 (Kaiser, 2013: 21). The Spanish government’s support for “Moroccan
interests” lasted with its continuous “pressure on the EU institutions to approve
additional funding for Morocco” (Kaiser, 2013: 21). In practice, with the direct or
indirect participation of multiple EU and non-EU actors, GAMM became the most
comprehensive attempt to integrate non-EU states into EU’s border security policies

and became the spearhead of many related regional initiatives (See, Wunderlich,

2013: 26).

The Rabat Process was jointly established in 2006 by Spain, Morocco, France, and
Senegal and was presented as “a flexible strategic framework,” according to which
the partner states adopt new ministerial declarations and action plans every three

years in line with “evolving realities of migration and development” (Rabat Process
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Website). Yet again, all action plans focused on preventing mobility to the EU by
reducing root causes of migration, promoting ‘legal’ migration, fighting irregular
migration, building capacity for identification and travel documents, and encouraging
return and readmission (Marrakesh Political Declaration, 2018). One of the main
motives behind Morocco’s positioning itself in the center of the process also through
intensified bilateral cooperation with Spain was shared concerns to control
undocumented migration (Lavenex, 2008; Wunderlich, 2010). People who tried to
cross the Mediterranean were pushed back to their countries of origin without any
safety of life, facing several insecurities on the route to the Canary Islands (Senge,
2018: 68-69). What Spanish border guards’ and Moroccan authorities’ initial security
response caused was the death of an estimated 6,000 deported people on the way back
or in the deserts of Morocco (BBC, 2005; Cassarino and Lavenex, 2012: 284). As
such, while serving the joint ‘security concern’ of Morocco and Spain, the

cooperation between two sides resulted in severe migrant insecurities.

Not every ENP state in the Maghreb adopted action plans, though. It was not possible
to design and implement action plans with Libya and Algeria. In the case of Libya,
this was mainly due to the state’s lack of required conditions such as being a signatory
of an association agreement. Furthermore, when the Gaddafi regime was overthrown,
there was a period of uncertainty due to the lack of institutions to take over. Algeria,
however, refused to accept action plans of ENP by labeling it as “a hegemonic
approach” that could harm the state’s political and economic ambitions (Martinez,
2010: 178). Morocco’s central role in the process was another motive of the Algerian

government for refusing to be part of the partnership once again with a last-minute
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decision (Collyer, 2016). Similarly, Tripoli Process included Algeria but not Morocco
because of the bilateral disputes between two states, indicating that the processes of
externalization are “not always under the control of the EU” but non-EU states of the

Mediterranean are able to determine their level of engagement (Collyer, 2016: 615).

When the partnership between Morocco and Spain became successful in reducing
migration, the EU introduced the framework of ‘bilateral dialogues’ that would help
in building political partnerships. Political partnerships are deepened forms of
transborder cooperation that, according to the Commission, “promote mutually-
beneficial migration and mobility partnerships” (European Commission, 2015a: 16).
Once built, discussions and actions based on bilateral dialogues are transferred into
partnerships. Partnerships are negotiated mainly by the Commission, Presidency of
the Council, representatives from concerned EU and non-EU states, along with a
couple of agencies such as Frontex, EASO, Europol, and the European Training
Foundation (Garcia, 2015: 32). On paper, the main priority of the EU in partnerships
is to “encourage legal migration” by offering non-EU states “legal migration
opportunities” in return for their cooperation on preventing “illegal’ migration,
strengthening border control, and accepting readmission commitments (European
Commission, 2007a). In practice, partnerships work as projects to prevent mobility by
way of readmission and return, rather than proposing new ways for documented
migration (Lavenex and Stucky, 2011; Carrera and Hernandez, 2011). In this regard,
they serve the purpose of ‘securing the EU’ from unwanted immigrants while
resulting in multiple insecurities for immigrating individuals through the

implementation of border control practices.
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Regional programs also continued to be developed by building on the achievements
of the Tampere and Hague on controlling external borders (The Council, 2009: 2).
The Stockholm Program was adopted in 2009, following the Lisbon Treaty that
included a degree of supranational governance in the internal security policy domain
(Meissner, 2017: 3). The Area of Freedom Security and Justice (AFSJ) was
introduced as a policy domain that includes “asylum, immigration, and border
policies, counter-terrorism, justice, and police cooperation, as well as the external
dimension of these activities” (Kaunert et al., 2014: 39). Within that scope, the
Commission issued a communication calling for “a dynamic and comprehensive
migration policy which consolidates a global approach to migration” (European
Commission, 2009: 23-24). The Council identifies two significant goals of the
Program as “to control illegal immigration by ensuring that illegal immigrants return
to their countries of origin or a country of transit” and “to create partnership with third
countries to encourage the synergy between migration and development” (The

Council, 2009: 60).

The Stockholm Program was promoted as being more “citizen-oriented” and “liberal”
than its predecessors (Hulme and Kostakopoulou, 2018: 212). The most significant
political priority of the Program was “to focus on the interests, needs rights and
freedoms of citizens” referring to the citizens of the EU (The Council, 2009: 3). It
highlighted the need for strengthening internal security strategy and cooperation with
non-EU states to make EU citizens “more secure” inside and beyond borders (The
Council, 2009: 4). Therefore, it created a dichotomy between the EU citizens to be

secured and others that threaten their security. The Program document encouraged the
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use of security technology, particularly computerized systems of information
exchange and data processing to prevent the mobility of outsiders to Europe (See,
Bigo and Jeandesboz, 2009: 1). In the level of state-to-state cooperation, the
Stockholm Program stated that partnership with non-EU states “should be flexible and
responsive to the needs of both the EU and the partner countries” to not repeat the

mistakes of the previous ones (The Council, 2009: 61).

Despite ‘the goal of mutual benefit’ emphasized in these political cooperation tools,
these platforms and dialogues were built mainly based on multiple EU actors’ security
considerations which result in unbalanced cooperation. However, this does not imply
that non-EU has no influence in shaping externalization policies. Like EU states and
agencies, Southern partners are agents of the in/security cooperation and have a clear
vision of what they want out of it. They are “active borrowers of externalization” due
to their ability to reshape and redirect the reception of EU norms and practices
(Cassarino and Del Sarto, 2018: 3; see also Acharya 2004). They accept the terms of
cooperation based on internal dynamics and motives. For instance, to reduce transit
migration through Morocco, Spain suggested a restriction of Morocco’s visa
allowances from northern and Sub-Saharan Africa countries. The Moroccan
government welcomed this suggestion because it was also in line with Morocco’s
policy of strengthening its borders to ‘secure’ itself from conflicts in the region

(Carling, 2007a).

Non-EU Mediterranean states’ responsiveness to the securitization of migration in
discourse and practice, including the adoption of criminalizing or controlling political,

legal, and organizational arrangements, has not been independent of their internal
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policy considerations. Non-EU actors selectively adopt or discard externalization
policies and practices initiated by multiple EU actors based on their respective and
transforming motives which may be related to financial, political, or security-related
considerations (Koenig, 2017: 7-8). The process of externalization increased the EU’s
dependency on non-EU partners, which has led the latter to exercise more agency in
shaping the political and legal frameworks, as well as the implementation of practices,
which Cassarino (2018) names as ‘reversed conditionality.’ It is significant to take
into consideration how non-EU actors play an agential role in creating insecurities
resulted from externalization as a socially, politically, and relationally constituted

security project.

4.2.2 Legal Framework

Readmission agreements, visa facilitation agreements, safe third country rule, and
migration clauses of international agreements and EU legislation are primary tools of
externalization that oblige the parties to implement certain practices. The EU as an
entity is built on a series of legislative practices, some of which also regulate border
in/security. The Schengen area is one of these legislative frameworks after which

externalization practices were enhanced.

The boundary of citizenship was already drawn by the Treaty of Maastricht.
According to the treaty, “every person holding the nationality of a member state shall
be a citizen of the Union” (Treaty of Maastricht, 1992: 15). Therefore, checks at the
common borders of the signatory states would be eliminated. As the Commission

highlights, “the abolition of internal border controls cannot come at the expenses of
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security” which pointed out the need for the tightening of external border controls
(European Commission, 2018). While the citizens of member states and of former
EFTA and most OECD countries could cross state borders freely, non-citizens would
be subject to border checks (Convey and Kupiszewski, 1995: 944). Member states
had to “ensure effective controls at their external borders in cooperation with third
countries where appropriate” (Treaty of Maastricht, 1992: 108). Consequently, the
distinction between inside and outside, as well as the idea of externalization became
prevalent with the changes in the definition of citizenship, external borders, and

what/whom counts as ‘threatening security’ (See also Huysmans, 2000; Bigo, 2009).

Member states were motivated to conclude readmission agreements especially with
non-EU neighbors after the abolishment of the internal borders to establish a border
in/security regime that legally bound the parties. The first agreement was signed
between the Schengen states and (then non-EU) Poland based on the ‘security
concern’ that Poland’s borders were “vulnerable to exploitation by criminal gangs
seeking to bring illegal migrants to the West” (Agenda 2000: 1997; see also Lavenex,
2006: 334). The number of readmission agreements has multiplied since then (El
Qadim, 2018: 286). Conclusions of the Edinburgh European Council defined
readmission agreements as a crucial element of the EU external border security
policy. The Council recommended member states “to work for bilateral and
multilateral agreements with countries of origin or transit to ensure that illegal

immigrants can be returned to their home countries” (European Council, 1992).

Readmission agreements build joint frameworks for the return of migrants whose

asylum seeker claims are rejected or manifestly unfounded to the country of origin or
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transit. Once concluded, signatory states become bounded to take their nationals —or
depending on the content of the agreement third country nationals (TCNs)- back if
they entered EU irregularly (Lavenex, 2006: 341). Other than the possibility of the
use of force in the operational phase, readmission agreements are also criticized for
bending the law. The principle of non-refoulement, which is utilized in readmission
agreements, obliges the host country to keep immigrants that would be subject to
inhuman treatment or torture (Panizzon, 2012: 8-9). The non-refoulement principle
implies that a state should be listed as a ‘safe third country’ for readmission to be
possible. The principle of safe third country was introduced in the 1990 Dublin
Convention and has become a frequently referenced tool of border externalization to
reduce asylum applications to the EU states and to make returns and readmissions
possible (European Parliament, 2000; von Heldorff, 2015). Soon after its introduction,
London Resolution adopted the safe third country principle establishing ‘a territorial
exclusion regime’ to share responsibility with third states on ‘securing the EU’ from

unwanted immigrants (London Resolution, 1992).

As is seen, backed by the safe third country principle, readmission agreements are
designed to make it easier “to deport undocumented migrants by regulating the
collaboration of origin countries” (El Qadim, 2018: 286). They are generally based on
reciprocity on paper. In practice, they create an unbalanced responsibility between the
EU and non-EU signatories. Therefore, the EU actors aim to convince potential
partners by trying to balance the cooperation from different channels. Member states

managed to conclude agreements with states from different parts of the world, but
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governments and bureaucrats of the non-EU states in the Southern Mediterranean

have been reluctant (Coleman, 2009; Cassarino, 2007).

Analyzing readmission agreement negotiations are useful to reveal where in the
process of externalization non-EU agency lies because of their ‘heavy and binding
conditions’ for non-EU parties. According to the broad literature on readmission
negotiations, non-EU states may reject concluding readmission agreements with the
fear of becoming a buffer zone between the states of origin and the EU especially due
to articles that imply the acceptance of TCNs along with the citizens of the signatory
state (See, El Qadim, 2010; El Qadim, 2017; Icduygu and Aksel, 2014; Cassarino

2007; Wolff, 2014; Zardo and Loschi, 2020 among others).

For instance, the EU approached Tunisia for a readmission agreement and offered
“development aid and support for reintegration of returned migrants” (Cassarino and
Lavenex, 2012: 287). Although the Tunisian government agreed on implying joint
border in/security practices under other frameworks, it rejected to sign a readmission
agreement. Similarly, despite having a long-standing history of cooperation with the
EU on border security, negotiations with Morocco have not produced a positive
outcome for the EU for 20 years (Kaiser, 2019: 5). Most Mediterranean states,
including Morocco, reject signing TCN clauses resulting from multiple motives
expressed as “not becoming the EU’s policemen” or “dumping ground” (Coleman,
2009: 151). Morocco exercised agency by not accepting but transforming the EU’s
demand of readmission agreement by signing a comprehensive mobility partnership
in 2013 instead (Zardo and Cavatorta, 2018). Contrary to the common portrayal of

externalization in the literature, incentives such as funding, visa or market privileges
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did not guarantee the southern Mediterranean transit states to sign agreements
(Kaiser, 2019). As a result, only a limited number of readmission agreements could

have been concluded by the 2000s.

Realizing that the conclusion of readmission agreements was difficult, coastal
member states opted for the diversification and intensification of externalization
measures, including all possible legal mechanisms to secure the borders by keeping
unwanted immigrants away. This was also related to the 9/11 events that added
another layer on top of the post-Schengen idea that external borders of the EU must
have been ‘secured against intruders.” The Seville Council concluded that every
future EU cooperation agreement should have included an article on “compulsory
readmission in the event of illegal immigration” (Lavenex, 2006: 342). Following
that, the Return Directive was published in 2008 to establish “common rules
concerning return, removal, use of coercive measures, detention and entry bans” (The
Return Directive, 2008). It foresaw a “fair and transparent procedure for return
decisions” but also put measures of control and limitation of mobility such as “a valid
entry ban throughout the EU for migrants returned by an EU country” and use of
coercive measures based on “the principle of proportionality” (The Return Directive,
2008). The principle of non-refoulement was already reaffirmed and strengthened in

% ¢¢

2003 by the Dublin I Regulation to take ‘extra precautions’ “to prevent the abuse of
the system” by asylum seekers (Dublin II Regulation, 2003). The act made a broad

definition of safe third countries as all those “respecting the principle of non-

refoulement” to make return decisions easier (Dublin II Regulation, 2003). Building
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on each other, these regulations ensured that once labelled ‘illegal’ immigrants could

be captured and deported at the cost of their safety.

The EU also introduced the concept of framework agreements for the instances when
it could not conclude a comprehensive agreement, but the parties agreed on enough
points. An example was the one signed between Tunisia and France in 2008. The
agreement was structured around three externalization strategies: organization of
documented migration, fight against undocumented migration, building a
development model in Tunisia (Cassarino and Lavenex, 2012). Other than the
promise of development incentives, one of the motives of the Tunisian government to
party to this bilateral agreement was its search for international legitimacy at that
time. Thus, it was a jointly negotiated and agreed initiative to serve the aim of
