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Executive Summary

Currently, Turkey plays a particularly privileged role in two EU agencies: the European Environment Agency
(EEA) and the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA). To assess the dynamics
and potential of EU agencies to strengthen Turkey-EU relations, we focus on this relationship and Turkey’s
existing involvement in the EEA and EMCDDA over the last twenty years. We show that despite similarities,
Turkey’s involvement in EU agencies varies between these two agencies in various dimensions. To conclude,
we recommend strengthening the idea of transgovernmental outreach and consider that EU agencies, which
are driven by policy sector-specific interdependencies, are a valuable asset for both Turkey and the EU as the
road to EU membership remains uncertain.
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Introduction

In the future, EU-Turkey relations have to find an-
swers to two fundamental questions: what do we
want to do together in the future, and how do we
want to do it. This policy brief is one of three con-
tributions arguing that Turkey’s participation in de-
centralized EU agencies may offer an interesting
path toward enhanced cooperation via transgov-
ernmental networks' as the road to EU membership
remains uncertain amid prolonged enlargement fa-
tigue across the EU. In fact, EU agencies may poten-
tially offer “more leeway to craft flexible integration
arrangements”? in view of preparing a new, modern-
ized Customs Union. In the end, EU agencies’ en-
gagements with Turkey could represent one of the
many pieces of the puzzle needed for Turkey? and
its future relationship with Europe.

What are EU Agencies?

EU agencies have existed since the beginning of the
European integration process. They have evolved
in different waves® (see Figure 1), covering various
policy areas, and eventually, became an indispensa-
ble feature of executive governance in the EU® and
its future shape.

Today, it is practically impossible to imagine run-
ning the European Union and crafting Europe’s
future without them.” EU agencies stand for solu-
tions to European problems, assisting in designing
and implementing Europe’s future. Figure 2 dis-
plays the geographical spread of these agencies
across the European Union (EU).

Figure 1. Waves of agencification across Europe
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Figure 2. Geographical spread of decentralized EU agencies across the EU

Source: Kaeding, 2020: 156.8

These agencies are not only based in Brussels and/
or Luxembourg but have mushroomed? all over Eu-
rope, acting as European platforms of policy ex-
pertise.

International Dimension of EU
Agencies: Third Country Involvement

The relevance of EU agencies for EU governance—
at least in terms of content and numbers—has
grown hand in hand with the increasing relevance

of the international dimension of EU agencies.”®
Third country participation in EU agencies, for ex-
ample, is an important element of participatory ex-
ternal differentiation in the EU."

In recent years, those few studies that have looked
into the participation and influence of third coun-
tries in EU agencies have focused predominantly
on the European Economic Area (EEA)/Europe-
an Free Trade Agreement (EFTA) and European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) countries.”? For the
Western Balkans region, only a very preliminary
mapping has been done so far®
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This policy brief addresses regional challenges
and starts to fill the gaps by offering an initial as-
sessment of Turkey’s many forms of cooperation
with EU agencies, focusing in particular on the
Copenhagen-based EEA (European Environment
Agency) and the Lisbon-based EMCDDA (Euro-
pean Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Ad-
diction)—in which Turkey’s representatives play an
important role already today.

The European Environment Agency
(EEA) and European Monitoring
Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction
(EMCDDA)

The European Environment Agency (EEA) was
established by a 1990 Council Regulation and has
been fully operational, with its headquarters locat-
ed in Copenhagen, since 1994. Its aim is to support
the EU and its member states as well as cooperat-
ing countries to make informed decisions on im-
proving the environment. In achieving this goal, it
seeks to provide independent, timely, sound, and
reliable information on the state of the environ-

ment to policy-makers and the general public in
Europe. To collect the necessary data, the EEA re-
lies on and coordinates its work with the European
Environment Information and Observation Net-
work (Eionet), consisting of the 32 EEA members
and six cooperating countries.

The European Centre for Drugs and Drug Addic-
tion (EMCDDA) was established by a 1993 Coun-
cil regulation and started work, with its headquar-
ters located in Lisbon, in 1995. It aims to support
science-based decision-making in the fields of
drugs and drug addiction in the EU and its mem-
ber states and to contribute to the broader de-
bate on the drug phenomenon in Europe. Similar
to the EEA, the EMCDDA also relies on a network
of national focal points (NFP’S) that are organ-
ized in the Réseau Européen d’Information sur les
Drogues et les Toxicomanies (Reitox Network)
to support the agency’s core task of collecting
and reporting information on the issue of drugs
across Europe in a harmonized and standardized
manner. The Reitox Network consists of the 29
member states of the EMCDDA and the European
Commission.

Table 1. Overview of the features of the EEA and EMCDDA: Legal basis, mission,
organization, member countries, budget, staff

_ EEA (COPENHAGEN) EMCDDA (LISBON)

(EEC) No 1210/90, 07 May 1990; amended by

(EEC) No 302/93, 08 February 1993; amended

the provision of timely, targeted, relevant, and
reliable information to policymaking agents
and the public

Legal basis Regulation (EC) No 401/2009, 23 April 2009 géORGegulatlon (EC) No 1920/2006, 12 December
rt tainabl velopmen helpin . - .
Suppo. sus. a .?b el el Support evidence-based decisions and actions at
to achieve significant and measurable . .
. . X . the EU and national levels by providing factual,
. improvement in Europe’s environment, through .. ) ) .
Mission objective, reliable, and comparable information

concerning drugs and drug addiction and their
consequences

Organization

Directorate, Management Board and Bureau,
Scientific Committee + eight working
programs and 17 specified working units

Directorate, Management Board, Scientific
Committee + six specified working units

Member countries

27 EU member states + Iceland, Liechtenstein,
Norway, Switzerland, and Turkey

27 EU member states + Norway and Turkey

Budget

54,504,683 EUR (2019)

17,165,715 EUR (2019)

Staff

~ 230 employees (2020)

~ 100 employees (2020)

Source: Authors’ own compilation
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In both agencies, Turkey is a systemic part of the
agencies’ governance structure as a member of
the management board—although without voting
rights, as we will examine now in detail.

Key Drivers of Cooperation between
a Third Country and an EU Agency

To assess and understand the key drivers of co-
operation between these two EU agencies, the
EEA and EMCDDA, and Turkey, we rely on work by
Lavenex and others™ who identify two main mo-
tivations explaining the different forms of coop-
eration between third countries and EU agencies:
a foreign policy rationale and/or a sector-specific
interdependence logic.

According to the top-down foreign policy ration-
ale, we expect EU agencies to act political, serv-
ing the general interest of the EU by supporting
“the European Commission in promoting its core
foreign policy agenda to enhance regional stabil-
ity, strengthen liberal democratic values, foster
regional economic wellbeing through third coun-
tries’ approximation to the EU acquis.”™ In this
way, the country’s integration status determines
the level of cooperation between the EU agency
and the third country, i.e., patterns of cooperation
“mimic” the level of integration.

According to the bottom-up, sector-specific in-
terdependence logic, we expect EU agencies to
be functionalistic, serving the functional needs
of the EU stemming from sector-specific interde-
pendences and degrees of externalities of non-
cooperation with third countries. In this way, EU
agencies cooperate with third countries’ regula-
tors “with whom they have strong sectoral inter-
dependence.”® Additionally, “EU agencies work-
ing in fields marked by higher interdependencies
will be more involved in the external dimension of
EU governance.””

To assess EU agencies’ engagement with Turkey,
we will show in the following section that while “in
reality elements of both approaches occur simul-
taneously and interact in many ways,””® more re-
cently, the sector-specific interdependence logic
seems to have gained the upper hand.

SEPTEMBER 2021 | IPC-MERCATOR POLICY BRIEF

Turkey’s Full Membership without
Voting Rights in the EEA and EMCDDA
is Driven by Different Logics over Time

There are various forms of cooperation between
EU agencies and third countries, one of them being
actual participation as a member. Full membership
in EU agencies is typically restricted to the 27 EU
member states. However, some agencies foresee in
their founding regulations the participation of third
countries as full members.

Drawing on Oberg,® we distinguish between three
broader groups of countries that are eligible for
different types of membership: first, the EEA/
EFTA countries Iceland, Lichtenstein, Norway, and
Switzerland; second, all countries that are at some
stage of the accession process?®; and third, coun-
tries that either share the EU’s and its member
states’ interests in the agencies’ fields, or imple-
ment the EU acquis in the respective field based on
other agreements with the EU.?’ Within the second
group, merely achieving candidate status only al-
lows for limited participation in EU agencies.?

Turkey is a member of both the second and the
third group. As mentioned above, Turkey holds
“membership without voting rights” in two out of
34 decentralized EU agencies, namely in the Eu-
ropean Environment Agency (EEA) and the Euro-
pean Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addic-
tion (EMCDDA).

This membership without voting rights grants Tur-
key almost the same rights as EU member states,
except for the right to vote in meetings of the man-
agement boards—the main decision-making bod-
ies in the agencies’ governance structure. Interest-
ingly, Turkey is, alongside the EEA/EFTA states, the
only third country that has been granted member-
ship without voting rights.

As a means to step up the Union’s pre-accession
strategy, a 1997 Council meeting?® concluded that
the EU would allow for the participation of appli-
cant countries in specific community programs and
agencies. Later, the EEA and EMCDDA were found
to be suitable agencies for incorporating applicant
countries in the near future.?* Turkey applied to be-
come a member of both agencies in 2000.
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What are the underlying logics of action—the for-
eign policy rationale or the sector-specific inter-
dependence logic—for this “special” cooperation
between Turkey and the EEA and EMCDDA? As-
suming that the nature of cooperation is deter-
mined by the overall status of Turkey’s member-
ship process, the timing within these arrangements
plays an important role. Moreover, the level of actu-
al engagement between Turkey and the two agen-
cies is an indicator for technical, sector-specific
cooperation.

EEA

While elements of sectoral interdependence clearly
exist in the cooperation between the EEA—which
provides timely and reliable data on the European
environment—and Turkey, more indicators point to
the top-down foreign policy rationale as the pre-
vailing logic of action in this case.

The arrangement between the EEA and Turkey
was the first of its kind and was concluded against
the backdrop of the earlier stages of Turkey’s ac-
cession process. In 2001, alongside 12 other candi-
date countries®®*—all of which later joined the Un-
ion in the subsequent enlargement rounds—Turkey
reached an agreement with the EEA?® and joined
as a full member without voting rights as early as
2003. Since then, the Turkish Ministry of Environ-
ment and Urbanization has served as the national
focal point (NFP) in the EEA’s observation network.
The agreement concluded with the EEA can there-
fore be understood in light of the earlier stages of
Turkey’s accession process and the Union’s strat-
egy to approximate the then candidate countries
with relevant tenets of the EU acquis and prepare
them for full participation in the agency.

Turkey’s membership in and activities with EU
agencies are subsidized under the Instrument for
Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA). Yet, in the case of
the EEA, this subsidy is often limited to the amount
that each state pays in membership fees. In the
2019 IPA Annual Action Programme for Turkey, a
predominant foreign policy perspective on the co-
operation was explicitly expressed:

Participation to the European Environment
Agency fosters cooperation among Ministry
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of Environment and Urbanism and European
Commission, enables the institutional capac-
ity building and assists Turkey for the harmo-
nization with the EU acquis and policies in the
field.?”

Looking at Turkey’s practical engagement with the
EEA, we see that Turkey has been improving in the
provision of so-called “core data flows” of national
environmental data to the agency in the period be-
tween 2005 and 2013. Yet, in 2014, Turkey’s data
reporting performance dropped by 34% and has
since fluctuated, but is overall comparatively low.?®
This further supports the assumption that Turkey’s
cooperation with the EEA predominantly follows a
foreign policy logic and is hence closely associated
with the overall membership process and acquis
process that has been underway since 2005—al-
though this process effectively came to a halt in
2013.2°

In reviewing lessons learnt from the IPA period
between 2014 and 2020, the 2020 Action Plan
for Turkey concludes that “Enhanced cooperation
between the Ministry of Environment and Urbani-
sation and the European Commission increased
thanks to Turkey’s participation in the European
Environment Agency’s activities”3°—again pointing
to the larger foreign policy-related goals of this co-
operation.

EMCDDA

In the case of the engagement between Turkey and
the EMCDDA, elements of foreign policy rationale,
such as the approximation with the EU acquis, are
present. However, cooperation in this case seems
to be largely decoupled from the overall member-
ship process, suggesting sector-specific interde-
pendence as the prevailing logic of action.

In 2001, Turkey was invited to participate in the
EMCDDA as an observer and signed an agree-
ment to join the agency as a full member without
voting rights in 2007.%" Yet, only in 2014, after a
set of preconditions was fulfilled, was this agree-
ment put into force. In this case, Turkey went
through the “rather lengthy and cumbersome
procedure”?? of joining an EU agency as a third
country, despite the indeterminate nature of its



membership process that was unfolding in the
late 2000s and early 2010s.

In addition to the membership fee subsidy, various
IPA-funded projects have been carried out between
the EMCDDA and Turkey since their initial encounter
in the early 2000s. Projects focused, among other
areas, on the establishment and strengthening of
a new NFP to the EMCDDA, the Turkish Monitor-
ing Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction (TUBIM),
the development of a national drug strategy for
Turkey, and strengthening qualitative and quantita-
tive data collection capacities.>®* Close cooperation
in the field of international monitoring of drug traf-
ficking and consumption—a sector marked by high
interdependence, also as Turkey is a transit country
and important partner for limiting drug trafficking
in the region and to Europe®**—continued regardless
of the hurdles in the accession process and crisis in
bilateral relations. This rather technical approach, in
contrast to the foreign policy rationale, again, be-
comes apparent in the 2019 IPA Annual Action Pro-
gramme for Turkey:

Turkey and EU cooperate under the EMCD-
DA in assessing the many facets of the drug
situation in Europe to improve relevant tools.
TUBIM, as a member of Board of Directors of
EMCDDA, participates in all activities and im-
portant meetings of EMCDDA and has been
taking an active role in the preparation of the
European Drug Reports and has access to the
scientific data and analysis provided by the
EMCDDA.*®

On the occasion of the launch of the latest EU-
funded project with TUBIM in 2018, then Head of
the EU Delegation to Turkey Christian Berger com-
mented on the importance of capacity-building
projects for Turkish engagement with EU agencies:

Improving Turkey’s data collection capacities
on drugs and drug addiction will directly ben-
efit the cooperation between Turkey and EU
agencies and, thereby, increase our joint ca-
pacity to fight this serious cross-border prob-
lem.3¢

When Turkey joined the EMCDDA as a member
in 2014, TUBIM emerged as a credible institution
on the national and EU level, compatible with
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other NFPs. In particular, the data provided to the
EMCDDA by Turkey has been improving over the
years by qualitative and quantitative means, as
indicated in the EU Commission’s annual Turkey
reports of 2019 and 2020.%7

In concluding, the following main observations
stand out: first, Turkey owes its rather special
membership in the EEA and EMCDDA to its status
as a candidate country and high sector-specific
interdependencies in the field of environment and
drug monitoring. Second, earlier cooperation with
the EEA follows a foreign policy rationale to sup-
port the Commission’s goals in the field of envi-
ronment and to position Turkey within the relevant
tenets outlined in the EU acquis. This cooperation
is hence more associated with the overall mem-
bership process. On the other hand, Turkish coop-
eration with the EMCDDA, which was agreed on
at a later stage of the accession process and was
preceded by a longer preparation phase, shows
more elements of sector-specific interdepend-
ence as the dominant logic of action. IPA-funded
projects were carried out continuously and co-
operation improved progressively over the years,
despite the indeterminate future of the EU-Turkey
relationship.

Policy Outlook and
Recommendations

Since June 2019, negotiations between Turkey and
the EU have been at a standstill, with no further
possibility of opening or closing chapters at this
point.*® However, the country is important for Eu-
rope’s future, remaining a “key partner for the Eu-
ropean Union in essential areas of joint interest,
such as migration, counter-terrorism, economy,
trade, energy and transport.”s®

Even though the enlargement process is in crisis—
in part due to prominent shades of Euroskepticism
across Europe and its member states*® as well as
the changing global setting—EU agencies’ engage-
ment with third countries matters.

The two examples discussed in this policy brief,
the EEA and EMCDDA, show that Turkey’s engage-
ment with EU agencies is complex and driven by
different logics of action.
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Future cooperation of this kind should follow a
functionalist logic, focusing on longer-term co-
operation in policy sectors marked by high inter-
dependence and backed by appropriate fund-
ing schemes and evaluation processes. Other EU
agencies that operate in fields of mutual interest
might therefore consider, together with the partner
Directorates-General of the European Commission,
opening up for Turkish membership.

In times where Turkey’s relationship with the EU has
become extremely complex and dynamic, a new
institutional framework needs to view EU agencies
as a participatory form of external differentiation.
As outlined by MUftuler-Bag, “Further enlargement
of the Union and its multiple links with non-mem-
ber European countries indicate that expansion of
the scope of differentiated integration is, indeed,
inevitable.”¥

EU agencies offer the potential to improve the fu-
ture of EU-Turkey relations as EU agencies may
turn out to be short- and medium-term stepping-
stones to future full membership in the decade(s)
ahead for Turkey.
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