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ABSTRACT: The Arab Uprisings in the regional sense came to a halt with the July 2013 military
intervention in Egypt. The military intervention constituted a challenge for the global actors in terms of the
level of their commitment to the principles and norms such as democracy and human rights. This article
analyzes the US discourse towards the military intervention in Egypt by using the method of discourse
analysis. Discourse analysis focuses on the reflexive relationship between discourse and context. Thus, the
chaotic Egyptian context offers a good test for the US foreign policy. Furthermore, the EU policy during the
Arab Uprisings will be addressed as a point of comparison for the US due to its normative character. Despite
the support for democratic values and norms at the discursive level, the US foreign policy prioritized the
longstanding alliance with Egypt and the Egyptian military based on shared interests. Naming the military
intervention as a “coup” would lead to both political and legal consequences like cutting off the aid to the
Egyptian military. In addition to the longstanding alliance, the legal consequences of a coup, possible effects
of the US position on the European and regional actors as well as the need for keeping its reputation as a
reliable ally contributed to cautious discourse and interest-based policy of the US. The US call for returning
to a democratic order meant the acceptance of the results of the military intervention in Egypt and the
maintenance of the discourse of “democracy promotion”. On the other hand, the EU policies during the Arab
Uprisings also reflected a gap between rhetoric and practice, and they ended in another missed opportunity
for asserting its normative power. As a result, the military intervention in Egypt confirmed the primacy of
interests rather than norms and principles for the Western actors.
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OZ: Arap isyanlari, Misir’daki Temmuz 2013 askeri miidahalesiyle bolgesel anlamda durma noktasina geldi.
Askeri miidahale kiiresel aktorler i¢in de onlarin demokrasi ve insan haklar1 gibi prensiplere ve normlara
baglilik diizeyi a¢isindan bir meydan okuma tegkil etti. Bu makale, sdylem analizi yonetimini kullanarak
Misir’daki askeri miidahaleye yonelik Amerikan s6ylemini analiz etmektedir. S6ylem analizi, sdylem ve
baglam arasindaki karsilikli ve doniislii iliskiye odaklanir, bu nedenle kaotik Misir baglami, Amerikan dig
politikasi icin iyi bir test niteligi tasimaktadir. Buna ek olarak, Arap Isyanlar siirecindeki AB politikasindan,
AB’nin normatif karakteri nedeniyle ABD i¢in bir karsilastirma noktasi olarak soz edilecektir. Soylem
diizeyinde demokratik degerlere ve normlara verilen destege ragmen Amerikan dis politikast Misir ve Misir
ordusuyla ortak ¢ikarlara dayali uzun siireli ittifaki 6ncelemistir. Askeri miidahalenin resmen “darbe” olarak
isimlendirilmesinin siyasi sonuclarinin yaninda Misir ordusuna yapilan yardimin kesilmesi gibi hukuki
sonuglar olacakti. Uzun siireli ittifakin yan sira darbenin hukuki sonuglari, ABD’nin pozisyonunun Avrupali
ve bolgesel aktorler tizerindeki muhtemel etkileri ve ABD’nin giivenilir bir miittefik olma 6zelligini koruma
ihtiyac1 gibi nedenler, ABD’yi temkinli bir sdylem ve ¢ikar merkezli bir politikaya yoneltti. ABD’nin
demokratik diizene doniilmesi yoniindeki ¢agrisi, Misir’daki askeri miidahalenin sonuglarini kabul etmekle
beraber demokrasi tegviki (promosyonu) sdyleminin devam ettirilecegi anlamina geliyordu. Diger taraftan,
Arap Isyanlar siirecindeki AB politikalar da sdylem ve eylem arasindaki bir boslugu yansitryordu ve AB’nin
normatif giiciinii 6ne ¢ikarmasini saglayacak bir baska firsatin daha kagirilmasiyla sonuglandi. Sonug olarak,
Misir’daki askeri miidahale Batili aktorlerin normlar ve prensipler yerine ¢ikarlarini 6nceledigini dogrulamig
oldu.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET

Literatiir Taramasi

Arap Isyanlar bilyiik 8lciide sosyoekonomik nedenler ve otoriter rejimlerden duyulan rahatsizlik gibi i¢
faktorlere bagli olarak ortaya ¢ikmasina karsin sonraki siirecte dis aktorlerin de devreye girmesiyle
birlikte isyanlarin patlak verdigi Ortadogu iilkelerinde siirecin farkli yonlere dogru evrildigi bir durum
ortaya ¢ikt1. ilk anda isyanlarin ortaya cikardig kaotik atmosfere hazirliksiz yakalandig1 gézlemlenen
dis aktérler, politikalarmi ve séylemlerini yeni konjonktiire uygun hale getirmeye ¢alisarak siireci kendi
kontrollerine alma gayreti icine girdiler. Bu nedenle, Arap Isyanlar1 bolgesel dinamiklerde dnemli
degisimlere yol acgtig1 gibi bdlgeyle ve bolgedeki aktorlerle yakin iligki icinde olan dis aktorlerin
politikalarinda ve iligkilerinde de 6nemli doniisiimlere zemin hazirladi. Tunus’ta baslayan ve 6zellikle
Misir’da Miibarek’in gérevi birakmasiyla bolge geneline yayilan bu degisim ve doniisiim dalgasi, 2013
yili temmuz ayinda yine Misir’da yasanan askeri miidahale ile durma noktasina geldi ve bir anlamda
kars1 devrim cabalariyla karsilagti. Dig aktorler arasinda hem kiiresel sistemdeki 6nemli konumlari
nedeniyle kiiresel aktor olarak nitelendirilen 6zellikleri hem de bolgeyle olan uzun siireli ve yakin
iligkileri nedeniyle ABD ve Avrupa Birligi 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

ABD ve AB gibi kiiresel aktorlerin demokrasiyi tegvik etmeye yonelik sdylemleri, askeri miidahalelere
verdikleri tepkiler ve bu konulardaki s6ylemleri ile politikalarinin uyumlu olup olmadig: sorusu ¢esitli
arastirmalara konu olmustur. Literatiirdeki ¢alismalara baktigimizda ABD ve AB’nin normatif degerler
ve Ozellikle demokrasinin yayilmasim tesvik etme konularinda giiglii bir sdylem iiretmelerine ragmen
uyguladiklart politikalar ve gosterdikleri performansin bu sdylemi karsilamadigina dair olumsuz
goriislerin cogunlukta oldugunu goriiyoruz. Bu konuda yalnizca kiiresel aktorlerin suglanamayacagi
veya bu aktorlerin aslinda bdyle bir meselelerinin veya g¢abalarinin olmadigini savunan daha farkli
goriisler de mevcut olmakla birlikte en yaygin kanaatin eylem ve politikalarin beklentileri ve s6ylemi
karsilamadig1 oldugunu ifade etmek miimkiindiir. Iki aktor arasinda kiyaslama yaptigimizda ABD’nin
bir ulus-devlet olarak normatif yoniinden ziyade c¢ikar odakli dis politikasinin 6ne ¢iktigini
vurgulayabiliriz. Uzun siireli demokrasi tegviki politikalarina ragmen ABD’nin Ortadogu’da otoriter
rejimlerle giiclii bir isbirligine sahip olmasi da bolgede demokrasiden ¢ok istikrar1 6nceledigi goriisiinii
destekliyor. Diger taraftan, AB’nin normatif yonii daha agir basiyor ancak onun da siyasi ve ekonomik
giiclinii daha etkin ve belirleyici bir role doniistiirme konusundaki sorunlari ve liye iilkeler arasindaki
goriis farkliliklar1 onun daha pasif bir politika izlemesine ve Ortadogu 6zelinde ABD nin politikalarm
takip etmesine yol aciyor. Sonucta, literatiirdeki caligmalarin genel olarak ABD ve AB gibi kiiresel
aktorlerin performanslarini elestirdigi ifade edilebilir.

Yontem

Bu makale, Misir’da yasanan askeri miidahaleye yonelik ABD sdylemini liderler ve temsilciler
diizeyinde incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Ayn1 zamanda AB’nin de askeri miidahaleye yonelik sdylemi
ve izledigi politikalar analiz edilerek bir karsilastirma yapilacaktir. Bu anlamda demokrasi, insan haklari
ve esitlik gibi normatif degerleri giiclii bir sdylem olarak 6n planda tutan bu aktérlerin, Misir’daki askeri
miidahaleye vermis olduklar1 tepkiler sdylemlerini bu 6rnek olayda ne dlgiide siirdiirebildikleri ve
sOylemleri ile eylemleri arasindaki tutarlilik derecesi degerlendirilecektir. Makalede vaka incelemesinin
yani sira sdylem lizerine odaklanmaya ve s0ylem ile baglam arasindaki iliskiyi ortaya koymaya en uygun
yontem olan sOylem analizi yontemi kullanilacaktir.

Bulgular ve tartisma

Arap Isyanlarmin ortaya gikmasi ve yayilmast siirecinde dis aktérlerin rolii tartisilan konular arasinda
yer aldi. Dig aktorlerin dnceki yillarda bdlgede izlemis oldugu politikalarin isyanlart tetikledigine
yonelik goriisler soz konusu olsa da kitlesel hareketler ortaya ¢iktiktan sonraki siirecte dig aktorlerin
daha ¢ok on plana ¢iktigini sdyleyebiliriz. Bolgeyle olan yakin iliskileri nedeniyle dis aktdrler arasinda
ABD ve AB’nin sdylemleri ve politikalari bu donemde daha ¢ok 6ne ¢ikmistir. AB Dis iliskiler
Temsilcisi Catherine Ashton’in hem isyanlar devam ederken hem de sonraki siirecte yaptigi
acgiklamalara baktigimizda AB’nin biraz ¢ekimser kalmakla beraber demokrasiye hizli bir gegisin
saglanmasi ve temel insan haklar1 ve 6zgiirliiklerin korunmasi anlaminda tutarli mesajlar verdigini
gorebiliriz. Ancak yapilan askeri miidahaleyi darbe olarak isimlendirmeme ve goreve gelen askeri
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yonetimin mesruiyetini tartismaya agmama konusunda ABD ile benzer bir tutum takindiklar1 gézden
kagmamaktadir. Bu nedenle AB’nin sdylem ve politikalar1 arasindaki farkliliga yonelik elestirilerin
Misir’daki askeri miidahale 6rneginde de benzer sekilde ortaya ¢iktigini ifade etmek miimkiindiir. Bu
anlamda AB, elestirilere somut bir cevap verebilme ve etkin bir normatif ve kiiresel aktére doniisebilme
firsatin1 kagirmis oldu.

ABD’nin Misir’daki askeri miidahaleye vermis oldugu tepkinin ise birkag sebepten 6tiirti daha kritik bir
onemi vardi. Oncelikle Misir, uzun yillardir ABD’nin Ortadogu’ya yonelik dis politikasinda stratejik
oneme sahip bir aktordii. Ayni sekilde Misir ordusu ile ABD arasinda giiclii iligkiler s6z konusuydu.
Her ne kadar ABD ile Miisliiman Kardesler arasindaki iliskiler yakin olmasa da bu durum, ABD’nin
askeri miidahaleye tepki gdstermemesi icin tek basina yeterli bir sebep degildi. Ikinci olarak, ABD nin
Misir’daki askeri miidahaleyi darbe olarak isimlendirmesinin hukuki sonuglar1 olacakti. ABD’deki
federal yasalara gore gii¢ kullanimi ve darbe yoluyla yonetimin degistigi iilkelere ABD’nin yapmis
oldugu yardimi kesmesi gerekiyordu. ABD’nin finansal ve lojistik yardimi1 ise Misir ordusu igin hayati
bir 6neme sahipti. Ayrica ABD’nin sdylemi ve verecegi tepki, AB ve diger aktorler iizerinde de dnemli
bir etkiye sahip olacakti. Bu sebepler, ABD’nin Misir’daki askeri miidahaleye yonelik ihtiyath bir
sOylem gelistirmesi sonucunu dogurdu. Dénemin Amerikan Bagkani Obama ve Amerikan yonetimi
sOzciilerinin agiklamalari, kitlesel gosterilere katilan Misir vatandaglarinin taleplerinin mesru oldugunu
dile getiriyordu. Obama, Miibarek karsiti gosteriler sirasinda da Miibarek’in gorevi birakmasi
gerektigini ilk dile getiren liderlerden biriydi. Askeri miidahale sirasinda taraflara siikiinet ¢cagrisi gibi
daha tarafsiz goriinen séylemler s6z konusuydu. Ancak ABD gibi 6nemli bir giicii ve etkisi olan kiiresel
aktoriin tarafsiz kalmasimin da anlamlar1 ve sonuglari oldugunu kabul etmek gerekir. Obama’nin
aciklamalarinda dile getirdigi demokratik diizene hizli bir gecisin saglanmasi, kapsayict bir yonetimin
olusturulmas1 ve temel hak ve Ozgiirlikklerin korunmasi gibi sdylemlerin s6zii edilen degerlerin
Amerikan dis politikasindaki yerini vurgulamakla beraber olusan yeni durumun yani askeri miidahaleyle
yonetimin el degistirmesinin kabullenildigini gosterdigi sonucunu ¢ikarabiliriz. Obama ve diger ABD
temsilcileri hukuki sonuglar1 da olan darbe isimlendirmesinden ozellikle kagindiginit gorebiliyoruz.
Kapsayic1 hiikiimete yonelik vurgunun da Mursi doneminde Misir’daki yonetimde bunun
basarilamadigia yonelik elestirileri icerdigi seklinde okunabilir. Misir ordusunun ABD ile olan yakin
iligkileri ve ABD yardimi ve destegine 6nemli dl¢iide bagimli oldugunu hesaba kattigimizda bu askeri
miidahalenin ABD’nin agik veya ortiili bir destegi olmadan gergeklestigini diisiinmek zordur. Sonug
olarak, ABD’nin Misir’daki askeri miidahaleye kars1 vermis oldugu tepkinin darbe karsiti ve demokrasi
yanlis1 ilkesel bir tepkiden ziyade ABD’nin bolgeye yonelik g¢ikarlarimi onceleyen bir sdylem ve
politikay1 yansittigini ifade edebiliriz. Bu da ABD’nin bolgedeki g¢ikarlarini ve istikrart 6n plana alan
dis politikasiyla ortiismektedir.

Sonugc ve oneriler

Arap Isyanlar1 dis aktérlerin sdylem ve politikalari agisindan da dnemli bir test ve meydan okuma olarak
ortaya ¢ikti. Bolgede otoriter rejimlerin uzun siireli yonetimleri nedeniyle devam eden otoriter istikrar
siireci, bolge genelindeki isyanlarla birlikte yerini 6nemli bir degisim ve doniisiime birakmisti.
Misir’daki askeri miidahale ise bu degisim dalgasiin durmasina ve tersine donmesine yol agti. Normatif
degerleri 6n plana ¢ikaran AB, yine benzer sdylemleri dile getirmekle birlikte bu siiregte aktif bir rol
oynayamadi. ABD ise izledigi politika ile demokrasiden ziyade c¢ikarlarin1 ve istikrar1 6nceledigini
gostermis oldu. Sonugta ABD ve AB gibi kiiresel aktorlerin Misir’daki askeri miidahaleye vermis
olduklar1 tepkilerle bu testte basarili olduklarim sdyleyemeyiz. Uretmis olduklari sdylemi Arap Isyanlari
baglaminda degerlendirdigimizde beklentiler ve performans arasinda yine ciddi farkliliklar ortaya ¢ikt.
Bu durum boélgede olusan siyasi degisim beklentileri ve bolge halklarinin dis aktorlerden bekledikleri
destegi alamamalar1 anlaminda bir hayal kirikligiyla sonuglanmis oldu. ABD ve AB’nin Misir’da
yasanan darbe siirecine yonelik sOylemlerine ve politikalarina odaklanan bu ¢alisma, 6zellikle farkli
normatif degerleri 6n plana ¢ikaran aktorlerin sdylem ve eylemleri arasindaki iligki agisindan bir 6rnek
calisma niteligi tasimaktadir. Soylem analizi yontemi kullanilarak farkli aktorler ve 6rnek olaylar
iizerine yapilacak ¢aligmalar, bu konudaki literatiirii daha zengin hale getirecektir.
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Introduction

The role of external actors in the military interventions has long been debated by the scholars.
Furthermore, the attitudes or reactions of great powers towards the military interventions in other
countries may become decisive according to the domestic context and the special relationship of the
external actors with the domestic ones. Since some of the great powers have normative elements in their
official discourses such as human rights and promoting democracy, their policies towards the countries
which experienced military interventions attract more attention. In other words, it is expected to see
consistency between discourses and policies especially for democracy-promoting states during the coup
attempts. However, in most cases, the normative elements do not become so decisive for these great
powers. On the contrary, they prefer to pursue their strategic interests and the conditions of Realpolitik
rather than their ideals and norms. This situation certainly creates a dilemma for hegemonic powers but
expanding power and achieving their strategic interests constitute the main dynamic in their foreign
policy. In that regard, our broader gquestion can be formulated as how and why great (or hegemonic)
powers implicitly or explicitly give support to military interventions or cooperate with authoritarian
regimes despite the normative or ideal elements in their foreign policy rhetoric such as human rights
and democracy promotion. Because the US has been the most powerful state in the world for a long time
and the EU has always put emphasis on normative elements in their decisions, their relations with the
authoritarian regimes and their reactions and roles towards the military interventions come into
prominence. Traditionally, they continued to use these normative aspects in their official foreign policy
discourses and put into practice some projects under the framework of human rights and democracy
promotion. In spite of this, historical records show that they preferred to establish good relations with
the authoritarian regimes for maintaining stability especially in the Middle East for decades and their
strategic interests and calculations outweighed their normative concerns during the coup attempts. This
situation made their rhetoric problematic in terms of normative aspects but they did not avoid sacrificing
them for keeping their power and interests against challenges. The emergence of the Arab Uprisings
created hope for democratization in the Middle East and it challenged the traditional policies of the great
powers in the region. Put differently, it led to a new test for the US and EU discourse based on democracy
promotion but they had mixed records in different cases and could not perform well again. The last
military intervention in Egypt indicated the gap between rhetoric and policies for these actors.

Egypt experienced a military intervention in July 2013 after the protests started at the first anniversary
of Morsi Presidency. It was of critical importance not only for Egypt but also for the regional balance
of power especially in the dynamic atmosphere of the Arab Uprisings. In other words, overthrow of
Morsi had different meanings for all the regional and global actors in that context. Among them, the
position and attitude of the US towards the military intervention was more significant compared to other
actors. First of all, Egypt has long been one of the main allies of the US in the Middle East. Despite the
fact that the US had problematic relations with the Muslim Brotherhood, it was not a sufficient reason
for suspending all the relations with Egypt due to its central place in the regional political affairs.
Secondly, the decision or definition of the US about the military intervention would have legal
consequences for the US aid to the Egyptian military. According to federal law, U.S. aid must be cut off
to the countries where the elected government is overthrown by a military coup (Miller, 2013). Last but
not least, the US policy towards Egypt would have an influence on the policies of other external actors
especially the European powers. As a result of these conditions, President Obama and spokespersons of
the Obama administration preferred to use cautious expressions not to remain in a difficult or binding
situation for the US. They deliberately avoid calling the event as a coup d’état because of its legal
consequences for the US aid. The US aid was vital for the Egyptian military and it was decisive for the
Egypt-US relations. On the normative aspect, democracy promotion had been an important tool for the
US discourse. Therefore, the military intervention in Egypt created a dilemma for the Obama
administration. In this article, 1 will focus on the US discourse towards the events happened in Egypt
during and after the military intervention in July 2013. The data coming out of the expressions of the
President Obama and spokespersons of his administration will be used and those expressions will be
analyzed by focusing on the language they used and putting them into the features of Egyptian context
through the method of discourse analysis. This research will enable us to gain insights about the
diplomatic language that was used by the representatives of the US Presidency. Furthermore, this case
will be helpful to see the dynamic relationship between language and context. Our main research
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question can be formulated as such: What were the main elements of the US discourse towards the July
2013 military intervention in Egypt and why did the Obama Presidency prefer that discourse instead of
calling the event as a coup? After that, the EU policy and discourse towards the military intervention
will be addressed as a point of comparison.

In the next part, | will briefly focus on the method of discourse analysis which will be used in the main
part of the article. It will be helpful for understanding the basic features of this particular method. After
that, I will present the literature review on the democracy promotion rhetoric and policies of the EU and
the US towards different cases. Although my major focus will be on the US discourse on the last military
intervention in Egypt, this literature about the great powers will provide a framework and theoretical
background in order to put the specific case into practice. Otherwise, this case will not be so meaningful
or sufficient in terms of explanatory power. Then, | will go over the roles of external actors in the Arab
Uprisings through which the details of the context will be highlighted. This context provides information
about the influence of the external powers, especially the US and the EU, on the emergence and
evolution of different cases of the Arab Uprisings. It can be regarded as a point of reference for
comparing the Egyptian experience with other cases. Having explained the roles of external powers in
general, I will concentrate on primarily the foreign policy of the EU towards the Arab Uprisings and
subsequently, the US discourse on the military intervention in Egypt. Therefore, my approach can be
summarized as step-by-step and from general to specific. It will, hopefully, ease analyzing the main case
in the end.

Literature review

In the literature, there are some studies and arguments of scholars towards democracy promotion rhetoric
and the policies of the EU and the US towards different cases. Although some positive attitudes or
evaluations exist among them, most scholars emphasize the gap between rhetoric and policies for these
actors. The Arab Uprisings and the policies of the US and the European actors towards different cases
of this unexpected phenomenon are taken into account as a new focus.

Starting with some positive evaluations for the US foreign policy, Kenneth Wollack puts forward the
idea that “the question of being US foreign policy on either values or interests has become a false
dichotomy” (Wollack, 2010: 20-25). A number of such scholars aim to reach a balance between theory
and practice in the foreign policy of external powers. Henry Nau gives some policy recommendations
for the Obama administration about promoting democracy and to stop pendulum swing from force to
diplomacy in an early period (Nau, 2010: 27-47). Perez de las Heras (2015) underlines the necessity of
more dialogue and a joint strategy together with common institutions under the framework of
Transatlantic Partnership for human rights and democracy promotion by the US and the EU. Despite
some examples of positive evaluations, most studies in the literature criticize foreign policy of the US
and the EU depending on some concrete results.

It is possible to present some ideas even questioning the existence of normative or ideal elements in the
foreign policy discourse. Cox argues that “democracy was never a major US foreign policy aim” (Cox,
2013: 36-39). He points out expanding power, promoting economic interests, maintaining stability and
balance of power as the foreign policy preferences of the US. Mohamed Metawe mentions an implicit
agreement between the West and the dictatorship regimes in the Arab world (Metawe, 2013: 141). For
him, the West was pragmatic in its reaction and Western powers support democracy only when it serves
their interests. Despite changing context with the Arab Uprisings, Metawe considers a possibility for
keeping the implicit agreement in a different way. Kivimaki (2013) also puts emphasis on the primacy
of economic and strategic security interests for the US foreign policy towards the Middle East.

On the other hand, there are some studies in the literature showing the gap between the democracy
promotion discourse and actual practices in different cases. Edmund Ratka shows the absence of a
common agenda among European actors (Ratka, 2012: 65). Karakir (2014) underlines the inconsistency
between EU as a moral power and its actual policies and she argues that the Arab Uprisings indicated
the failure of the EU policies towards the Middle East. The EU could not decide how to respond towards
the Arab Uprisings and play a decisive and outspoken role in that regard. In terms of the US foreign
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policy, some scholars pay attention to the fact that the changes in the Middle East especially after the
Arab Uprisings uncovered the flaws of the US foreign policy so there is a need for reformulation of
conventional policies in that sense (Pinto, 2012; Monshipouri & Assareh, 2011: 121). Apart from that,
Mohammed Nuruzzaman (2015) compares the early Obama period and his legacy during the Arab
Uprisings (171-190). Despite the discourse on a “new beginning” with the Middle East, President
Obama’s foreign policy created dilemmas and left mixed records in the region
(obamawhitehouse.archives.gov, 12.03.2019). Therefore, there was an obvious gap between rhetoric
and practice in the Middle Eastern cases.

In short, the roles of EU and the US as normative powers promoting democracy and human rights are
highly problematic depending on the policies of these actors especially during the cases where these
normative or ideal elements clash with the strategic interests of these actors. The emergence of the Arab
Uprisings was another test for them in terms of their approach to democratization and questioning their
conventional policies towards maintaining stability but they could not get better results in different
cases. Instead, they left mixed and incoherent legacies in those cases. Thus, it increased criticisms
towards the normative aspects and roles of these actors.

Methodology

In this part of the article, | will explain the features of the discourse analysis. The idea of discourse is
based on the constructivist view that is formulated as “everything is socially constructed” so everything
can be a matter or object of discourse. There is a reflexive relationship between discourse and context.
Put differently, while discourse shapes its context, it is also shaped by its context as well. The same kind
of reflexive relationship can also be observed between discourse and the object it had an influence on.
It means that the objects of discourse affect or shape discourse itself. This reciprocal or reflexive
relationship can also be observed in the role and mechanism of language in daily lives. Language is used
to express opinions and feelings and it becomes the basic means of communication. On the other hand,
language evolves through time under the influence of people using language and some external factors.
Thus, language is generally considered as a living being due to its evolution or transformation and the
changes in language can be seen from generation to generation. Discourses, which are based on meaning
systems, play a certain role here because they shape language purposefully and have a direct influence
on language besides the natural evolution of language itself. Furthermore, there are relations among
different discourses in successive periods. A particular discourse is shaped by the prior discourse and it
shapes the next one. As a result, there is a special reflexive or reciprocal relationship between discourse
and the world around it.

Before explaining the definition and characteristics of discourse analysis, it will be better to put forward
what discourse analysis is not or what it rejects. First of all, discourse analysis is based on the idea of
language as an action so according to it, theory cannot be separated from the reality it seeks to explain.
Furthermore, discourse analysis rejects the search for scientific laws of society and politics because it
supports the idea that everything is socially constructed. Apart from that, discourse analysts are located
in a particular context and they refrain from the rigid separation of facts and values. I will focus on the
relationship between discourse and context in the next parts. In terms of scientific approach, discourse
analysis rejects crude empiricist and positivist approaches as well as essentialist and reductionist
theories. Therefore, it excludes simplistic behavioral, rationalist and positivist approaches. Socially
constructed meanings and interpretations are not crudely separated by discourse theorists as well. These
rejections or challenges give us clues about the boundaries or framework of discourse analysis. As a
result, they will be helpful for determining the exact place and definition of discourse analysis.

Having presented the main definitions or features of discourse and excluded parts of discourse analysis,
it is now possible to argue the definition and content of discourse analysis. Discourse analysis, as a
method, is based on the idea of examining language in relation with its context. It takes part among the
qualitative research methods and provides a good understanding of the impact of context like other
qualitative methods (Garcia & Gluesing, 2013: 426). Therefore, it is necessary to evaluate the features
of context and language through which they were used in order to see the relationship between them.
As a qualitative research method, discourse analysis has resemblance to other “broadly qualitative,
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interpretive research methods” but there are certain criteria to put it into practice (Bax, 2011: 96).
Discourse analysis can be used in combination with other research methods and it may increase the
effectiveness of research studies in that way. Since “language is seen as an action” by discourse analysts,
| attribute very much importance to the language in this research (Wood & Kroger, 2000). Because of
the inherent nature of discourse analysis as a method, this study focuses on the mutual relationship
between language and “the situation networks” at a particular time and place (Gee, 1999: 92). As | have
also underlined in the first part, there is a reciprocal or reflexive relationship between discourse and its
context because discourse and its context affect each other (Johnstone, 2002). Texts are considered as
written languages, and a discourse analysis includes both written and spoken materials. | have chosen
using discourse analysis to the general picture because this method goes beyond the content or the
material itself, and it requires an analysis of language and the factors which may impact it together with
the context in which it emerges. Therefore, it is possible to make a comprehensive research and reach
useful and reliable conclusions with this method.

Findings and discussion

The role of external actors in the Arab Uprisings

The Arab Uprisings emerged as a result of domestic reasons such as socioeconomic problems and
political demands towards changing long-term authoritarian regimes of the Middle Eastern countries.
These domestic factors led to mass demonstrations with the participation of different segments of the
Arab societies. In the following period, the external actors began to involve in the process and they
adopted different positions in accordance with their policies towards the region and their relations with
the regional actors. Because of the central place and power of the global actors in international relations,
the US and the European actors began to play more prominent and decisive roles in that period. The
Arab Uprisings evolved into diverging paths in different countries and the role of external actors differed
from case to case. As a result, the Arab Uprisings cannot be understood without analyzing the role of
external actors for each case. There were even some claims attributing a role to the activities of the
Western actors in the emergence of the uprisings. For Tariq Ramadan, “to suggest that these events came
from nowhere is naive” so he proposes a middle path between “the idea of completely internally driven
movements and the conspiracy theories” (Ramadan, 2012: 9). He addresses the education of the bloggers
and some members of leading groups like April 6™ movement about non-violent mobilization and their
impacts on the social mobilization by the Western experts. Therefore, the role of external factors in both
the emergence and evolution of the movements should be kept in mind. It was also claimed that the
Arab Uprisings came out of domestic reasons and they were relatively peaceful in the initial period but
the following period in which foreign actors involved turned nasty (Ghilés, 2012: 15). The role of
external actors in the later period was more decisive.

Among the external actors, the US and the European actors come into prominence due to their special
relations with the regional actors and former policies towards the region. Russia, China, and some non-
Arab regional actors such as Turkey and Iran can be regarded as other influential players for the Middle
East. Since the Western actors had strong discourse based on some norms and principles such as human
rights, democracy, and rule of law, the protestors expected strong support on behalf of themselves
against the authoritarian regimes. However, the policies of the Western actors could not meet their
demands; on the contrary, they created disappointment in the Arab societies. The US and the European
actors preferred tactical policies and Realpolitik calculations such as “case-by-case approach” and
“wait-and-see approach” instead of a moral or principle-based foreign policy (Metawe, 2013: 143). This
policy reflected the general criticism towards the US foreign policy prioritizing the security of Israel,
oil resources and terrorism in the Middle Eastern affairs (Turner, 2012: 177). In the context of the Arab
Uprisings, the US foreign policy towards the Middle East did not make a radical shift in that sense.
Thus, preference of the US decision-makers in favor of geopolitical and strategic interests rather than
normative values and principles constituted the main point of debates. Moreover, the US was also
criticized because of its policy and rhetoric against the undemocratic practices especially in the Morsi
period in Egypt. It was claimed that foreign aid was a useful leverage or tool for the Obama
administration as a way of conditionality but they intentionally refrained from using it (Collins & Rothe,
2012: 18; Pierce, 2014). The US foreign policy in the Obama period was described as “weak, reluctant
and too disengaged with the region” during the Arab Uprisings (Cole, 2013: 8-9; Sharp, 2014: 68).
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Consequently, the policies of the US and European actors reflected continuity in terms of their foreign
policies towards the region and they were far from meeting the demands and expectations of the Arab
people.

The discourse and foreign policy of the EU towards the Arab Uprisings

The Arab Uprisings erupted as a great challenge not only for the EU but also for all actors getting
involved in the regional affairs in the Middle East so the EU and the European states were undoubtedly
caught unprepared in the beginning. Before going the details about the analyses of the scholars about
the EU’s foreign policy, the traditional interests and priorities of the EU in the Middle East will be
pointed out. Preservation of regional stability was considered as the essential point for the European
actors in order to protect “the major priorities of the EU, including containments of migration, energy
security, bilateral trade and economic relations, as well as security/ counterterrorism fears” (Karacasulu
& Karakir, 2014: 209). Stability has been the key word for all the external actors, including the US and
the EU, in the region. They established good relations with the authoritarian rulers and they aimed to
get more benefits by preservation of the existing regimes there. Therefore, the challenge of the Arab
Uprisings against this regional order created shock for the external actors. While they were cautious in
the beginning, they tried to readjust their foreign policies according to the changes on the ground. “The
Uprisings induced a radical change of the choices in matter of EU foreign policy” in that sense (Rouet,
2014: 9). It should be underlined that the Arab Uprisings cannot be seen as an undivided whole so the
responses of an actor, the EU in this article, should be analyzed case-by-case before reaching more
general conclusions.

The Arab Uprisings started with the self-destruction of Mohammed Bouazizi in Tunisia and spread to
the other countries in the region. The EU could not show strong reactions due to some reasons and
preferred to adopt a wait-and-see approach. This approach was interpreted as the indicator of “European
reluctance and indecisiveness about which side to support” (Wouters & Duquet, 2013: 238). The initial
reaction was generally explained by lack of a coherent policy and common understanding among the
EU member states and the later developments and contradicting policies among them strengthened this
view. After the initial shock was overcome, the EU and European powers tried to determine their policies
carefully but more confidently compared to the first period. In the period in which the Tunisian President
Ben Ali left the country and a transitional government was established while the mass demonstrations
and protests were continuing in Egypt, EU High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy
Catherine Ashton expressed the EU’s welcome for the protests reflecting “legitimate grievances and
aspirations as well as demands for change” and she called for meeting the demands of people and
transition to democracy in both Tunisia and Egypt (ec.europa.eu/commission, 02.02.2011). This
expression certainly reflected the traditional EU discourse and it included the EU norms and principles
but they had to be completed with concrete proposals and policies on the ground. Since the long rule of
the authoritarian leaders came to an end in a short period in Tunisia and Egypt, the European actors
preferred to choose their side with the protestors instead of defending the authoritarian leaders. It was
obviously pragmatic and tactical way of dealing with the crisis. The EU also declared some proposals
such as “a partnership for democracy and shared prosperity with the Southern Mediterranean” in 8
March 2011 and another joint communication formulated as “a new response to a changing
Neighborhood” (ec.europa.eu/commission, 16.12.2011). These initiatives aimed to combat with two
main challenges, namely building “deep democracy” and “ensuring inclusive and sustainable economic
growth and development”, by providing some facilities such as money, mobility and market for each
country in the region. Against the ouster of Morsi as a result of military intervention, Catherine Ashton
condemned the violence and urged “all sides to return to the democratic process and an inclusive new
administration” (dw.com/en, 21.02.2019). Obviously, this expression reflected a cautious attitude rather
than rejection of military intervention and unconditional support for democracy in principle. The EU
and the leaders of the European states followed the US through their expressions in that sense.
Consequently, there is consistency in the EU discourse in terms of emphasizing the EU norms and
principles but the EU’s hesitance at the critical moments and lack of supporting effective policies lead
to criticisms about the sincerity of the EU as a normative power due to the primacy of actions over
discourses.
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The Arab Uprisings emerged as a great challenge for the EU and each case was a critical test for the
performance and practices of the EU. However, the EU’s reactions against the Uprisings were
unsatisfactory in general, and disappointing in some cases. Schumacher summarizes the role of EU in
the Middle East: “The EU continues to be torn between being a relevant political actor in the MENA
region and a simple spectator” (Schumacher, 2011: 108). Moreover, the author underlines the
importance of “the imbalance between divergence and convergence of interest” as the key impediment
to greater EU actor capability. Apart from that, the normative aspect of the EU policies has lost its
popularity because of its secondary importance against the interests of the EU and European states. This
perception was strengthened during the whole process of the Arab Uprisings: “The ethical dimension of
EU foreign policy is functional only when it does not contradict with its stability-related interests”
(Karakir, 2014: 56). In other words, the victory of power politics over the normative dynamics has been
accepted after several tests. The Arab Uprisings ended in failure for the normative dimension of the EU.
There were some humanitarian policies and practices during the process and they were exceptional cases
over which the European states could create a common policy but they were not sufficient for being an
effective normative power. In the literature, there are also some ideas claiming that the EU assumes an
active role in the MENA. However, the policies of the EU and its lower status compared to other actors
during the Arab Uprisings will most probably increase negative comments and views towards the EU in
the long-run so the EU has to make radical changes in order to get more credibility in the eyes of the
local people and scholars as well.

US discourse towards the 2013 military intervention in Egypt

In the initial period of the Arab Uprisings, Obama expressed his welcome for the struggle of the Tunisian
people and their determination for change in the date when the Tunisian President Ben Ali left the
country as a result of mass protests (obamawhitehouse.archives.gov, 14.01.2011). During the protests
against the Mubarak regime in Egypt, the Obama administration repeatedly addressed the legitimate
grievances and demands of the Egyptian people. Obama reminded the responsibility of the Egyptian
government for “putting forward a credible, concrete and unequivocal path toward genuine democracy”
just before Mobarak’s resignation (obamawhitehouse.archives.gov, 10.02.2011). After that, Obama
called Mobarak’s decision to step down as a historic moment and “a response to the Egyptian people’s
hunger for change” and he expressed the continuation of partnership between the US and Egypt
(obamawhitehouse.archives.gov, 11.02.2011). These official expressions can be interpreted as the US
welcome for the aspirations of the protestors. The strong demand for change in the Arab societies and
mass demonstrations urged all the actors to adjust their policies and discourses towards the region. When
the popular protests against Morsi Presidency gained a momentum after the involvement of Egyptian
military and ended in a military intervention, it was important to see the policies or early remarks of the
US representatives in order to understand their position. The basic question was about whether they
would refer to the democratic principles and explicitly reject the military intervention by calling it as a
“coup” or they would adjust the situation by accepting the de facto control of the military. In the official
declaration of the US Presidency, Barack Obama expressed the official position of the US and
underlined some important issues such as the US commitment to some crucial principles including
“opposition to violence, protection of human rights and democratic process”, the importance of the
demands and grievances of the Egyptians, close monitoring of the process in Egypt by the US, its
expectation to return authority to democratically elected civilians and to avoid arbitrary arrests, the need
for a democratic order for political stability in Egypt and protecting human rights in the transition period,
“restoration of Egypt’s democracy” by giving voices to all segments of society including the Morsi
supporters, the difficulty of transition to democracy and the primacy of the will of the people, as well as
“the longstanding partnership between the US and Egypt based on shared interests”
(obamawhitehouse.archives.gov, 12.03.2019). As it can be seen in the Obama’s expressions, the US
preferred to accept the de facto rule of the Egyptian military. Instead of challenging the overthrow of an
elected President by a military intervention, the US interpreted the situation as a result of a popular
movement which represents the will of the Egyptian people. Furthermore, Obama underlines the fact
that the US remains neutral by taking neither side in the domestic struggle of Egypt. Apart from that,
Obama repeatedly addressed their commitment to the democratic principles and returning to democratic
processes even after the military intervention. Actually, it was not so surprising depending on the
traditional US discourse based on democracy promotion in the region. However, Obama claims that
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these democratic processes do not depend on particular individuals or political parties so neutrality of
the US indicates their commitment to the principles rather than actors. On the other hand, Shadi Hamid
(2015) argues that “the notion of neutrality for a powerful country like the US is illusory”. According
to him, “doing nothing or ‘doing no harm’ means maintaining or reverting to the status quo, which is
never neutral”. I think, this interpretation is of crucial importance because of the fact that if an actor has
enough capacity to have an influence on the decisions and policies of other actors, its quietness or
abstention refers to a position as well. When the great role of the US not only for the region in general
but also for Egypt and Egyptian military is taken into account, it can be easily claimed that even its
neutrality has certain implications and carries potential to change the balance of power in the country.

Obama sent other messages during the popular protests just before and after the military intervention.
He implicitly supported the demands of popular protests against him by urging Morsi to consider “other
options”. Obama mentioned that “Democracy is not just about elections. It’s also about the way of
working with an opposition and treating minority groups and dissenting voices” (Roberts, 2013).
Moreover, the spokesman of the State Department called Morsi to take some steps to be responsive to
the Egyptian people. It can be said that Obama and other US representatives considered the demands of
the Egyptian people protesting Morsi Presidency as legitimate and they found the policies or precautions
of Morsi towards these demands unsatisfactory. In that sense, they attribute at least some part of the
responsibility to the Morsi administration. It does not mean that these expressions justify the military
intervention but they are still meaningful for a country in which there was political chaos in that period.
A similar reaction can be seen in David Cameron’s remarks by referring to not achieving compromises
in the last year in Egypt (Alexander, 2013).

Looking at the other side of the coin, calling the event as a “coup” had different meanings for the US
due to its legal consequences. According to the US law, the US had to cut off financial assistance to
Egypt in case of determining it as a military coup (Baker, 2013). Therefore, it was worth to 1.5 billion
US dollars both for the US government and, more importantly, for Egypt. In other words, there were
concrete results and sanctions of naming of the military intervention in the Egyptian case so the US
representatives took their steps cautiously and never used the word “coup” in their expressions. It is
necessary to consider the importance of US-Egyptian alliance in that context. Egypt has long been a
crucial regional ally for the US and the US government has always aimed to keep Egypt’s longstanding
peace agreement with Israel. It was vital for the US interests in the region; therefore, the US wanted to
keep good relations with Egypt by sending financial and military aid to it. Most commentators
emphasized that although the US officials were aware of the fact that it was obviously a military coup,
they did not want to suspend the annual grant to the Egyptian military due to its history as a US ally and
its strategic importance for the peace with Israel (washingtonpost.com, 10.03.2020). “A complete cutoff
of aid would not only lead to increase the risks in Egypt and the Middle East but also set back important
foreign policy goals and damage the US reputation as a reliable ally” (Phillips, 2013). “In the Egyptian
context, the military’s role as the sole interlocutor between Egypt and the United States contributed to
the U.S. decision not to name overthrow of Morsi a coup” (Aziz, 2013). By this way, the US could avoid
weakening the Egyptian military which was one of the most stable institutions in the country (Reuters,
2013). Nicolas Bouchet (2016) interprets the dilemma of the US administration about the hard choices
between ideals and interests, and underlines the fact that the failure of the US decision not to call it a
coup led to decrease its credibility in terms of democracy promotion in the regional and global sense.
Of course, it was not peculiar to the last military intervention in Egypt. On the contrary, it was a general
problem of the US foreign policy towards the Middle East. For the Egyptian case, Glenn Greenwald
(2014) considers the US policy as “after feigning love for Egyptian democracy, US back to openly
supporting tyranny”. As a result, the US policy and discourse reflected the primacy of regional stability
and maintenance of alliances instead of unconditional support for principles and democracy promotion.

Results and recommendations

When the military intervention happened in Egypt, the position or reaction of the US representatives
were critical due to its traditional role in the political and military affairs of the country. President Obama
preferred to express that they were “deeply concerned” with the events in Egypt but he did not choose
one side and explained their position as a kind of neutrality. Obviously, the quietness or so-called
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“neutrality” of a hegemonic power has certain meanings and implications. It was unimaginable for the
Egyptian military to take the rule in their hands without, implicit or explicit, consent of the US due to
dependence of the armed forces to the US support. The declaration of the US about taking neither side
paved the way for the military and it did not miss that opportunity coming out of the domestic context
and the support of external actors. In terms of the historical record of the US discourse and foreign
policy towards the Middle East, this policy of the US was not so surprising. Though “democracy
promotion” has long taken part in the US discourse, the US administrations preferred to pursue their
interests when they were in conflict with the ideals. In other words, national interests of the US
outweighed the ideals such as democracy promotion or human rights all the time. Good relations of the
US leaders with the authoritarian regimes of the Middle East can be considered as examples of the US
priorities in the region. When the Arab Uprisings emerged and spread throughout the region, the US
adopted different policies in different countries. Obama was among the leaders who called Mubarak to
step down but it was not so easy to consider that policy as a kind of unconditional support for democracy.
The US preferred to have a cautious policy towards the Arab Uprisings and decided to implement
pragmatic policies in the region. In the Egyptian case, it was almost certain that Mubarak would not
remain in power as a result of mass protests so it was unrealistic for the US to support Mubarak regime
against the Egyptian people. On the contrary, it was beneficial for the US to legitimize its rhetoric and
to reduce anti-American feelings in the region. However, the political context in Egypt changed
dramatically in a short period of time and mass protests were organized against Morsi administration in
the end. It was a protest of large groups of people against the first democratically elected leader of Egypt.
Thus, it created another dilemma for the external actors. It was actually hard to keep Morsi in power in
the name of democracy but it would certainly mean supporting democracy in any case but it was not the
way the US and other external powers followed in the previous periods. The rule of Egyptian military
was more compatible with the US interests compared to domination of the Muslim Brotherhood in
Egyptian politics. Once again, the US preferred their interests instead of norms and ideals.

Discourse analysis is a method based on different usages and meanings of language. In the case of Egypt,
Obama’s expressions best exemplify referring some policies without directly mentioning them. For
instance, Obama said “The United States does not support particular individuals or political parties, but
we are committed to the democratic process and respect for the rule of law”. By saying that, he refrained
from taking responsibility of certain actors. Instead, he underlines the primacy of democratic principles
and processes. It can be interpreted as the recognition of the US administration in the changes of the
ruling actors. Put differently, Obama claims that the same principles can be achieved by different actors
so he calls the Egyptian military to return to democratic path urgently. Furthermore, Obama defines a
monitoring position for the US instead of challenging the military rule. It implies that the transformation
in the domestic affairs would continue and the US would just observe the events in that process. The
“neutrality” of the US can be seen as a tacit consent for the revisionist groups in that context. Apart from
that, Obama presents a roadmap by reminding the democratic principles for the next period. He
underlines the need for inclusive government respecting the rights and demands of all groups. In my
opinion, this emphasis on “inclusiveness” refers to the opposition against Morsi. In other words, Obama
most probably meant that Morsi could not achieve establishing an inclusive rule in his period; thus, it
led to current political crisis in Egypt and it was necessary to have an all-encompassing approach for the
stability in the country. In the end, Obama puts that crisis as a normal difficulty in the transition to
democracy and addressed the longstanding relationship between the US and Egypt based on shared
interests and values. It can be regarded as an expression of the importance of alliance with Egypt for the
US interests in the region.

In terms of financial aid to Egypt, it was important not to call the military intervention as a coup but it
would not change the US policies towards Egypt dramatically. There is still a huge gap between
democracy rhetoric of the US and its policies based on interests. Therefore, the matter of financial aid
was not so decisive for the US policies. It can be considered as a kind of tactical maneuver rather than
a strategic decision. The decisions or policies of a hegemonic power cannot be enforced or imposed by
other actors so criticisms towards the US can only affect the credibility or reliability of the US as an
ally. This kind of tactical maneuvers might seem crucial in the short term but strategies and visions
towards the region will certainly outweigh in the long-term. The great powers always keep in mind that
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fact. They always aim to control the area and have different alternatives rather than investing all their
assets to one side. The US influence on Egypt will remain powerful despite some changes in the actors
and tools. The US discourse on the last military intervention in Egypt can only be an example of the US
strategy.

Compared to the EU foreign policy towards the Arab Uprisings, the EU followed a similar pattern about
the last military intervention in Egypt. Since the US has national interests and a central authority,
decision-making mechanisms, perceptions of threat and interests differ from the EU which is a
supranational body. It is not possible to talk about a common foreign policy for the EU member states
so it will be better if we take into account the existence of different actors having clashing interests
within the EU. Therefore, it is not so easy for European states to have a grand strategy and direct
influence in other parts of the world. While the US can impose order or at least affect the regional
balance of power in the Middle East, the EU and only some leading European states have limited
influence in other regions. It is still open to question to what extent the EU is an effective global power.
On the other hand, the US keeps its supremacy in the global power struggle despite losing some of its
hegemony throughout the world. The decisiveness of both, the EU and the US, can be seen in the last
military intervention in Egypt. They both have a gap between rhetoric and practice but the policies of
the US have always had much more concrete results as can be observed during the Arab Uprisings once
again. In terms of the normative aspect of the EU, the EU policies during the Arab Uprisings constituted
another missed opportunity for turning into an effective normative actor. While there was consistency
in the EU discourse in terms of emphasizing the EU norms and principles, it could not contribute to
concrete results on the ground due to lack of supporting EU policies and common will among the
member states.
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