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Introduction and summary

The Syrian conflict, now entering its second decade, has cost more than 500,000 lives
and forced 13 million Syrian civilians to flee their homes—more than half the pre-
war population—including 6.6 million who are refugees outside the country.' This
profound humanitarian crisis also threatens the stability of Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon,
and Turkey. Moreover, the out-migration has contributed to the growth of right-wing

populism across Europe and severely affected the project of European unity.

This decadelong conflict has shredded the already threadbare idea that the inter-
national community can come together—even at the level of the lowest common
denominator—to manage cataclysms of this sort. It has precipitated Russia’s violent
return to the region, as part of a wider internationalization of the conflict that has
sharpened sectarian divides. This, in turn, has made U.N. activities—and the wider
provision of humanitarian assistance—into yet another front in the core struggle
between the illegitimacy and durability of the Bashar Assad regime. The international

community has a political and moral imperative to address this crisis.

What started in 2011 as peaceful protests of the Assad regime’s authoritarianism and
corruption morphed into civil conflict in the face of the regime’s brutal repression. By
2012, Syria was gripped by full-scale civil war. The internationalization of the con-
flict proceeded apace from 2013 to 2015, with regional actors such as Turkey, Saudi
Arabia, and Qatar pouring in money and war materiel to support the rebels; Russia
and Iran escalating direct military support for Assad; and the United States and its key
European allies cautiously vetting and arming small opposition groups. The rise of the
Islamic State group (IS) prompted a more forceful U.S. and European response from
the end of 2014, sparking an aerial campaign in support of mainly Kurdish partner
forces fighting IS on the ground in a largely separate campaign in northern and eastern
Syria. The ascendance of these Kurdish forces in 2015 and 2016—along with the
arrival of millions of Syrian refugees into Turkey—in turn prompted a more forceful
Turkish line from late 2016, with a series of direct military interventions carving out
Turkish-controlled areas in northern Syria. The war has now settled into an uneasy
stasis, with Syria divided broadly into three spheres of influence: regime-controlled,
Turkish-controlled, and Syrian Democratic Forces (SDF)-controlled. The complexi-
ties of these zones are considered in detail in subsequent sections.
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Defined narrowly, the United States has limited interests in Syria, which for some extend
only to preventing the country from being a base for international terrorist activity. But
as U.S. military, diplomatic, and intelligence officials—not to mention people from the
region—consistently underline, even this basic interest is not secured without some
broader stability. A more expansive view, incorporating a more values-driven approach,
would therefore extend to alleviating human suffering where possible and de-escalating
the conflict to allow for basic stabilization. For some, this values-driven approach further
demands continued solidarity with the local partners who fought and died to destroy IS.
Equally, European states can choose to define their interests narrowly—to focus exclu-
sively on counterterrorism and preventing out-migration from Syria. But this desire to
limit European involvement and exposure will run into the same reality: These limited

goals are not likely to be realized without broader de-escalation and stabilization.

The Biden administration, in concert with European allies, should seek to address this
crisis as part of a broader effort to de-escalate regional conflicts and reconstitute some
semblance of international cooperation. This interest should go beyond the laser-like
focus on counterterrorism that dominated the Obama administration’s approach. Still
less should the new team embrace the confused realpolitik—punctuated by chaotic
presidential actions—and disinvestment that characterized the Trump administration.
Nor should American interests be framed solely by a hackneyed conception of great
power competition wherein rivals’ every commitment must be matched by counter-
commitments. U.S. involvement in Syria is important not only because Russia is there,
nor simply as a way to check Iran’s malign influence in the region; it is primarily impor-
tant because the conflict is causing massive humanitarian suffering, crippling U.S. allies
and partners, and eroding the international system. The United States can, working with
partners on the ground and mobilizing international support, make a meaningful differ-

ence in the conflict at minimal cost—it is both the right and the strategic thing to do.

In northeast Syria, where American partners hold sway, the situation on the ground is
hugely complicated, but the assessment of U.S. interests is simpler: If narrowly defined,
the United States could potentially pull out and rely on airstrikes on terrorist targets,
leaving Syria to fester as a source of continued suffering and instability. Defined more
broadly, the United States should stay. Counterterrorism, humanitarian conditions,
stabilization, solidarity with partners, and the prospects for reconciliation are all best
advanced by a continued American presence, one that can be sustained with manage-
able risks and limited costs. Besides Turkey, the United States is the only Western
power playing a meaningful role shaping security dynamics in Syria. Despite the lever-

age squandered by President Donald Trump’s partial withdrawal, the United States
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remains indispensable for the influence it wields over Kurdish forces; the intelligence
and surveillance assets it brings to bear; and the deterrent effect it can have on the
Assad regime, Russia, and Iran. Indeed, the United States is perhaps the only Western
power capable of stopping a new phase of fighting in Syria and precluding a resurgent
IS insurgency. For Europe, the smart policy would be to support expanded stabiliza-
tion under the security umbrella provided primarily by the United States, with France
and the United Kingdom’s assistance.

In the Turkish-controlled zones, the form of U.S. and European engagement is different,
bringing important values and principles into conflict. As this report details, Turkey
has asserted de facto sovereignty over its zones of control to undermine Syrian Kurdish
autonomy, prevent further refugee outflows, and allow for the resettlement of refugees
from Turkey itself. Turkey is not likely to leave in the foreseeable future, and its actions
effectively end prospects that Syria will reemerge as a unitary state in the near term.

Of course, Syria was already effectively divided, and sovereignty is not absolute; Assad
sacrificed any legitimacy when he barrel-bombed, tortured, and gassed his own people.
Nonetheless, the United States and Europe must weigh whether to effectively endorse
the potentially permanent occupation of between 2,800 and 4,000 square miles, if Idlib
is included, of Syrian territory by Turkey. Internationalizing the management of this
area might offer a promising path if it were possible, but it is a distant prospect; Russia

has paralyzed the U.N. system on Syria, and Turkey wants to maintain its control.

The long-term risks inherent in Turkey’s efforts to create refugee resettlement zones
by force—massive demographic change, radicalization, and long-term instability—are
of profound interest to both Turkey and Europe and of serious interest to the United
States. Yet Europe is largely absent on this front. Given the scale of the challenge in
providing basic services and humanitarian assistance to displaced Syrians—both
within Syria and beyond, including in Turkey—Ilet alone the problem of reconstruc-
tion, Turkey will need the support of both the United States and the European Union.
Turkey is a front-line state dealing with the spillover from the conflict and has deemed
EU and U.S. support insufficient. Despite years of sharp disagreement on the right
response in Syria, without question, Turkey, the European Union, and the United

States would benefit from each other’s support.

For Europe, the interests are not just humanitarian, nor just the sometimes-cynical
approach to migration and associated political fear of right-wing populism at home.
Europe’s interest is in a stable, democratic Turkey with which it can trade and man-

age shared challenges. Turkey has decided—to the chagrin of some in the West—
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that it cannot insulate itself against the spillover from the Syrian war, nor manage

its domestic Kurdish problem, without becoming an active combatant. Given this
reality, to be a meaningful player in this space, the European Union needs a credible,
well-financed, and politically realistic approach that goes beyond its current assis-
tance in and to Turkey. The European Union and Turkey share vital moral, political,
and strategic interests in ensuring that Turkey manages this challenge effectively
and humanely. Like Europe, the United States has an interest in a stable, democratic
Turkey with which it can manage shared security challenges. However distant that
goal is today, Turkey’s long-term stability—likely beyond President Recep Tayyip
Erdogan’s rule—will be severely undermined if it cannot manage its integration
challenge at home or if the refugee zones it has created along its border remain vola-

tile exporters of insecurity and entrenched sources of human misery.

Yet Turkey’s unilateral military actions have not been purely humanitarian. Ankara has
sought to weaken Syrian Kurdish actors and change the demographic balance of north-
ern Syria, and Turkish interventions have caused additional suffering and displacement
in some places, though the Assad regime’s eventual return would have done likewise.
Ankara’s Syrian rebel proxies in these actions include ill-disciplined radical groups
credibly accused of human rights abuses. In Afrin and in the Turkish-controlled area
from Tel Abyad to Ras al-Ayn, the future need not have been Assad or Turkey—there,
Ankara’s actions are a net-negative. In Idlib and in parts of northern Aleppo known as
the Euphrates Shield zone (ESZ), Turkey has improved the situation. Conditions in the
Turkish areas therefore raise complicated questions about core humanitarian principles.
Opverall, as a fait accompli, Turkey’s continued presence likely offers better humanitarian
conditions and basic security for residents than would the likely alternative of Assad’s
return. This reality argues for international humanitarian and stabilization support to
these areas, without acquiescence to a permanent Turkish occupation. But the humani-
tarian considerations are not clear-cut. Working with the de facto Turkish authorities

in these areas could help innocent civilians but also requires humanitarian actors to
subject their activities and aid delivery to Ankara’s politicized parameters and, at a basic
level, legitimizes Turkey’s seizure of these areas and its effective expulsion of hundreds
of thousands of Kurds. This reality requires strict conditional engagement, and the
conditions under which engagement in the Turkish-controlled zones could make moral

and political sense are a throughline of this study.

This report is based on extensive primary and secondary source research as well as
interviews and conversations with nearly 60 experts, current and former officials,
and Syrians knowledgeable on its subject. It examines the connections between

the security situation in northern Syria and the refugee and humanitarian crisis,
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particularly as it plays out in Turkey and adjacent areas; while these challenges are
often conceptualized separately and are addressed by different policy communities
with differing priorities, they are inextricably linked in northern Syria. In a direct
sense, further displacement and refugee outflows will be driven by military develop-
ments. Security dynamics will likewise determine humanitarian access, the limits

of stabilization activities, and the likelihood of significant resettlement or further
displacement in northern Syria. The report examines the interests of the key outside
actors before proceeding geographically to consider the humanitarian and security
conditions in each of five zones outside the Assad regime’s control—Idlib, Afrin, the
Euphrates Shield zone, the Tel Abyad to Ras al-Ayn salient, and the SDF-controlled
east—as well as how those security conditions could affect further population
movements. The report then discusses some external factors influencing this picture:
developments in Turkey, including perceptions of and among the Syrian refugees in
Turkey; the border regime; and the U.N. cross-border aid mechanism. Finally, the
report offers recommendations for greater U.S., EU, and Turkish engagement on this

complex problem and points to some areas of possible—if fraught—cooperation.

Building upon previous proposals® from the Center for American Progress, these rec-

ommendations focus on four broad goals:

1. Preventing a new stage of the conflict
2. Ensuring adequate humanitarian assistance
3. Exploring conditional engagement options with Turkey

4. Addressing external refugee issues

The report does not cover regime-controlled areas, where the United States, European
Union, and Turkey cannot operate and where the issues at stake are fundamentally
different.?
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@ Afrin

(® Euphrates Shield zone (ESZ)
@ Tel Abyad to Ras al-Ayn salient (TARA)
(&) SDF-controlled areas (AANES)

Areas of Influence or Presence
As of May 25, 2020

[] Syrian Democratic Forces and aligned forces
[[] Assad regime and aligned forces

[] Hayat Tahrir al-Sham and opposition groups
[ Turkish military and aligned Syrian militias
[ U.S.-backed Syrian opposition
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The current situation on the ground

Syria is presently divided into three general spheres of influence, controlled by mutu-
ally hostile forces, among which the movement of people and goods is often disrupted.
The Assad regime, backed by Russia and Iran, has fought the once-ascendant rebellion
to a bloody stalemate and loosely holds more than 60 percent of the country, including
the populous western cities it values most, encompassing some 13.6 million people.*

These areas fall largely outside the scope of this report.

Turkey has created four zones of effective control or influence in northern Syria,
through extensive support for armed proxies and four direct military interventions
since 2016. These areas encompass some 4,000 square miles—roughly the size of
Lebanon—and contain 4 million people, equivalent to the population of Croatia.
Turkey’s administration of these areas varies according to the underlying demograph-
ics and the way in which they were taken. The Turkish military and its proxies took
the area between Jarabulus and Azaz from IS in 2016-2017; it is now known as the
ESZ, after the Turkish military’s name for the operation. The Afrin region was taken
from the Syrian Kurdish People’s Protection Units (YPG) in 2018 by the Turkish
military and its proxies. Turkey also controls a salient in northeast Syria from Tel
Abyad to Ras al-Ayn as far south as the M4 highway, seized from the SDF—the U.S.-
backed umbrella group including the YPG and Syrian Arab elements—in late 2019
after President Trump, at Turkish President Erdogan’s behest, pulled U.S. troops from
parts of northern Syria where they had served as a buffer between the Turks and the
SDF. In Idlib in northwest Syria, thousands of Turkish forces punctuate the perimeter
of a pocket controlled primarily by Hayat Tahrir al-Sham (HTS), the Syrian jihadi
rebel group. Turkish and rebel forces fell back again in early 2020 in the face of a
Russian and Syrian regime offensive, with Turkey and Russia establishing a security
corridor and conducting joint patrols along a western stretch of the M4 highway, the
main route traversing the entirety of northern Syria. Some 3.6 million Syrian refugees
also live within Turkey itself, where many have integrated into Turkish society, and

most show little inclination to return to Syria.
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For its part, Turkey describes the areas of its occupation as operation areas—or
“harekat alanlar1,” in Turkish. According to Turkish officials, that terminology is used to
emphasize the temporariness of the Turkish presence—only meant to last until a Syrian
government based on UN. Security Council Resolution 2254 is established, when
Turkey will hand over the territories it controls. Turkey claims its presence in Syria

is legally justified, since it was invited in by the Syrian Opposition Coalition, which

it describes as the internationally recognized legitimate representative of the Syrian
people.® President Erdogan has sometimes been less precise, saying Turkish forces

will remain until all other countries’ forces depart.® Few observers, however, expect

the Turkish occupation to be short-lived. With the exception of Idlib, the Turkish-
controlled regions are largely administered by Turkish civil servants and are being
integrated into Turkey economically and, to some extent, linguistically. Moreover, the
stated rationale for Turkey’s presence—obstructing Syrian Kurdish autonomy and cre-
ating an area for the return of Syrian refugees now living in Turkey—is likely to remain
a Turkish strategic imperative for some time. Finally, the fundamental political dispute
at the heart of the Syrian war—Assad’s rule—is unresolved, making a resolution in line

with UN. Security Council Resolution 2254 a distant prospect.

Aside from a Turkish-controlled area between Tel Abyad and Ras al-Ayn, the U.S.-
backed SDF holds uneasy sway east of the Euphrates River, though the picture is
complicated in the north along a different section of the M4 highway that divides
the Turkish and SDF areas. Here, then-President Trump’s abrupt withdrawal and
Turkey’s subsequent incursion caused the SDF to invite Syrian regime and Russian
forces to move in to contain the Turkish offensive, leaving a patchwork of effective
control in northeast Syria. The SDF is broadly in control, with some Syrian regime
and Russian presence as well as periodic patrols by both remaining American troops

and Russian forces.

In each of these areas—regime-controlled, Turkish-controlled, and SDF-controlled—
there are further security complexities brought about by ongoing IS terror attacks and
assassinations, Kurdish insurgents, competing armed rebel groups, tribal rivalries, and
ethnic and sectarian tensions. And across all of Syria, the economic situation is dire; a
decade of war has left infrastructure in ruins, and reconstruction and recovery efforts
are still hostage to the ongoing political-military impasse. In many parts of the country,
the humanitarian situation is desperate, with food and water shortages, lack of shelter,

and little in the way of health care and other basic services.
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The varied humanitarian and security conditions in each of the zones mentioned
above will be considered in more depth below, but certain conditions prevail across
Syria, regardless of the dominant power in an area. After a decade of war, Syria’s
economy is in shambles, exacerbated by the impact of COVID-19 and sanctions on

the Assad regime for its atrocities.

A record 12.4 million Syrians—60 percent of the population—are food insecure, with
4.5 million joining the ranks of the food insecure in the past year.” Food prices have
soared over the past year, with the price of basic items increasing by 236 percent.® The
collapse of Lebanon’s economy and COVID-19 have worsened this situation, and food
prices are now 29 times higher than the five-year pre-crisis average.” The rapid devalu-
ation has left many Syrians to “cut out meat, poultry, and fruit from their diets ...

[and] forego eggs and vegetables, ... [relying] on cheap carbs, mainly bread.”'° Some
90 percent of the population now lives below the poverty line of $1.90 per day," and
most have no savings and have seen their economic prospects worsen in the past year."
Turkey’s own economic crisis and the rapid devaluation of the Turkish lira has also
contributed to Syrians’ misery." In the Turkish-controlled zones, residents are reliant
on imports and assistance from Turkey, both of which have been affected by the down-
turn, while fighters in the Turkish-backed opposition and police and local adminis-
trators are paid salaries in lira that have seen their value plummet amid the currency
crisis."* Exacerbating these economic challenges, many parts of Syria face persistent
water issues; early 2021 saw the return of drought conditions to eastern Syria," har-

kening back to the devastating droughts that helped spark the conflict a decade ago.'®

Meanwhile, COVID-19 is spreading widely in the often crowded housing and shel-
ters used by Syrians in the north. In northwest Syria, for example, there were 19,447
confirmed cases as of December 2020, but that number as based on just 68,436 tests
conducted; in internally displaced persons (IDP) camps, the positivity rate is an aston-
ishing 28 percent.'” The pandemic is yet another strain on an already devastated health
care sector; most health care workers have fled the fighting, and regime and Russian

airstrikes have systematically targeted hospitals in opposition areas.'®

Security dynamics and the refugee crisis

The vast majority of displaced Syrians fled their homes due to fighting, fear of violence,
or an unwillingness to live under the brutal rule of Assad, IS while its so-called caliph-
ate lasted, or the various armed groups that now hold sway in the rest of the country.
While Syria’s crippled economy continues to drive people to migrate, the refugee and

displacement crisis is fundamentally driven by security dynamics. Military actions
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continue to be the primary driver of displacement in and from Syria. In July 2020, for
example, the international humanitarian organization CARE interviewed 501 people
in IDP camps across Idlib; 99 percent said they were fleeing violence or fighting."
Unresolved political-military issues in Idlib, Afrin, and east of the Euphrates hold the
potential for further displacement. The Assad regime’s last offensive in Idlib displaced
some 1.4 million people,* about half of whom remain displaced, and of the nearly 3
million people taking refuge in the province, half were already internally displaced
from other parts of Syria by previous phases of the war. The resumption of this offen-
sive could send millions more fleeing toward the currently sealed Turkish border or
into neighboring Turkish-occupied Afrin and northern Aleppo, sparking a profound
humanitarian and security crisis. Likewise, Turkey’s October 2019 military offensive
to seize the Ras al-Ayn to Tel Abyad salient displaced some 200,000 civilians, about
half of whom are unwilling to return to a Turkish-controlled zone due to ongoing
Turkish-Kurdish hostilities. And in Afrin, Turkey has sought to resettle people dis-
placed from other parts of Syria into the once predominantly Kurdish area, an effort at
demographic engineering that has fed a persistent insurgency. Insecurity and violence

are at the heart of the refugee and displacement crisis.

The influx of 3.6 million Syrians fleeing the civil war into Turkey is the country’s most
significant demographic change in decades, and the scale of the challenge of integra-
tion continues to grow—almost 300 Syrians are born each day in Turkey.*' Turkey
must reckon with the reality that most of the Syrian refugees will remain in Turkey
and figure out how to fully incorporate them into society. Already, this issue is reshap-
ing Turkish politics and society, not to mention the impact that migration has had on
EU-Turkish relations and the European Union’s internal dynamics, creating consider-
able tensions between member states. The long-term implications for Turkish stabil-
ity are profound. The European Union’s desperate attempts to stop the 2015-2016
migration crisis also led Brussels to check its values at the door in dealing with Turkey,
adopting a transactional approach that has seeped into other aspects of EU policy and

allowed Erdogan to repeatedly outmaneuver the divided European bloc.

Since 2016, the gravity of this situation—as well as domestic developments around
the failed coup attempt and Erdogan’s political imperatives—helped prod Turkey to
adopt a more assertive, unilateral, securitized approach to shape conditions beyond
its border. Essentially, Turkey’s aim—alongside stifling Kurdish autonomy—was

to try to externalize the refugee problem and insulate its already strained domestic
environment. This strategic shift has created a new set of problems for Turkey; hav-
ing created de facto client states in northern Syria, it must sustain them. The range

of issues to manage is daunting: new humanitarian and refugee concerns, long-term
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economic prospects, ethnic tensions, radicalization, and the military engagement of
major powers. Turkey has had to set up and manage governance structures, schools,

and hospitals as well as provide basic municipal services.

The security situation varies across these suzerainties but remains very volatile due in
part to the violent, ill-disciplined proxies that Turkey used to take and hold the areas.
In Idlib, for example, HTS—a U.N.- and Turkish-designated terrorist group*—is the
de facto governing authority. Turkey did not favor HTS’ consolidation of power and
has tried to curb its worst jihadi impulses, but Ankara has also closely coordinated with
the group in the face of regime and Russian offensives and, in effect, offered border
protection. Beyond Idlib, Turkey has actively empowered armed factions with a litany
of human rights abuses to their names. In addition, these areas have seen massive pop-
ulation shifts due to activities of the Assad regime, Turkey and its proxies, and Kurdish
armed groups—some areas of Afrin have almost entirely new populations—with the
changes primarily occurring along ethnic lines; for example, Afrin, 90 percent Kurdish
before the war, is now majority-Arab. Examples from history of such demographic
engineering—such as the partition of India or the breakup of the former Yugoslavia—

offer stark warnings of the long-term risks involved.

Beyond the status of those Syrians already in the Turkish-controlled zones, President
Erdogan has also consistently stated his desire to resettle millions of refugees from
Turkey into the northern Syrian areas held by Turkish forces. Despite the legal, moral,
financial, and logistical hurdles facing such a plan, Erdogan is unlikely to give up on
this monumental ambition, given his domestic political calculus. The areas held by
Turkey are therefore likely to see both voluntary and forced resettlement of refugees
moving forward. The shape of Turkey’s long-term commitment to these areas—as well
as the security dynamics among Turkey, the Assad regime, and Russia—will therefore
be essential to the refugee picture moving forward. Humanitarian access, the possibil-
ity and extent of stabilization activities, and refugees’ willingness to resettle are all tied
to basic security conditions. The refugee crisis in northern Syria is therefore primarily

shaped by hard security considerations.
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In terms of humanitarian concerns and basic living con-
ditions, Idlib shares much with adjacent Afrin—indeed,
the United Nations considers the two areas together as “northwest Syria.” There are
good reasons for this, despite major political differences, with people and goods passing
between the two; some 400,000 people fled the regime’s offensive in Idlib into Afrin
early in 2020, though about half of that number had returned to their homes—mostly
along the M4 and MS highways—by November 2020.* This movement of people—
particularly the efforts to resettle displaced people in Afrin—is potentially fraught due
to the differing security dynamics in the two areas. Idlib also hosts Bab al-Hawa, the last
remaining formal border gate authorized for the United Nations’ cross-border humani-
tarian assistance program following the closure of additional crossings under Russian
pressure. While assistance can be delivered outside of the U.N. framework, there are
substantial technical and logistical drawbacks to operating outside the mandate.?® The
cross-border mechanism, due to expire in July 2021, is discussed in more detail later in
this report. The province is therefore instrumental in the wider humanitarian support of
nearly 3 million needy people in northwest Syria and the broader commercial exchange

between Turkey and northern Syria.”’
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Humanitarian conditions in Idlib are dire. More than 1.4 million displaced people—
overwhelmingly women and children—Ilive in IDP camps or in overcrowded settle-
ments in the region. Malnutrition is on the rise, and residents report a lack of shelter,
shortages of food and fresh water, and inadequate sanitation and hygiene.”® Interviews
with IDPs in Idlib reveal a constant struggle to make enough money to meet the

high prices demanded for basic food staples; exposure to cold and flooding in easily
damaged tents that offer little security; and reliance on inadequate cash assistance to
secure fuel, shoes and clothing, and hygiene products.” Most IDP camps in the area
lack adequate sewage systems, while most drinking water is trucked in—making it
hugely vulnerable to disruption.** The United Nations reported in February 2021 that
humanitarian assistance to northwest Syria—all delivered across the Turkish border,

the majority by the United Nations—sustains 2.4 million people on a monthly basis.*'

At present, access to humanitarian assistance in Idlib is at an acceptable level, with a
CARE assessment in July 2020 reporting few constraints on humanitarian access to
camps and displaced people.* The Syrian Salvation Government—the governing arm
of the dominant armed group in the area, HTS—has in the past tried to levy taxes or
bribes to allow some humanitarian assistance to flow but has removed restrictions when
deliveries have been temporarily frozen in response to this interference.** Provision

of humanitarian assistance nevertheless falls short in Idlib, particularly outside Jisr al-
Shughur, with substantial numbers of both residents and IDPs reporting that assistance
was unavailable or was insufficient to meet their needs.** The collapse of the Syrian
pound prompted the Salvation Government to encourage a transition to using Turkish
lira, demonstrating both the dire overall economic picture and the region’s increasing
reliance on Turkey.*® Given the region’s reliance on aid, the potential expiration of the

U.N. cross-border mandate in July 2021 likewise hangs over the already dire picture.

Security dynamics and governance

Idlib is among the most complex security environments in the world. Some 10,000
to 15,000 Turkish troops are deployed in the region alongside an array of armed
rebel groups with which they coordinate militarily.** These rebels numbered around
50,000 in 2019, though it is unclear how many remain after the latest Assad regime

and Russian offensives.?’

HTS—designated a terrorist group by the United Nations, the United States, and
Turkey—is the dominant group in Idlib and dictates general security and governance
in the area.*® HTS has some 12,000 to 15,000 fighters according to a January 2020

U.N. estimate.* The jihadi group has controlled most of the province since it forced
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out or subordinated an array of rival Turkish-backed rebel groups organized as the
National Liberation Front in early 2019, though it later allowed some groups to return,
at Turkey’s request, to help oppose the latest regime offensive.*” HTS is likewise
supported by an array of jihadi and Islamist rebel groups that vary in their relations
with Turkey, overall radicalism, and ties to international terrorist groups. These radi-
cal armed groups include Hurras al-Din, Ansar al-Tawhid, and the Turkistan Islamic

Party—each of which acts with some autonomy in certain parts of Idlib.*'

Alongside the consolidation of military control from rival armed groups, HTS also
established an administrative structure, the Salvation Government, complete with
sharia courts and local councils designed to partially replace the interim local authori-
ties supported by Turkey and other Western countries in earlier phases of the war.*
This administrative structure varies, however; in some areas, local councils predat-
ing HTS’ takeover continue to deliver services, while in others, the old councils have
been disbanded or been rolled into the Salvation Government’s new structures. The
Salvation Government has some 5,000 personnel but largely leaves local administra-
tion to district committees drawn from prominent local families to earn legitimacy;
nonetheless, HTS’ armed forces will intervene to detain or remove officials deemed

a threat to HTS’ overall influence.* Besides this uneven local legitimacy and limited
accountability, the Salvation Government is overwhelmed by the enormity of the pop-

ulation’s needs and its own limited ability to collect revenues and provide services.*

Despite HTS’ dominance, the group knows it is outgunned by the Assad regime and
the Russians and that its only hope for survival lies with pragmatic cooperation with
Turkey and the rebel groups it supports. This has allowed Turkey to exert increasing
influence over the overall security situation in Idlib, despite HTS’ control, though
Turkey has not made the kinds of state-building investments in Idlib that it has made
in the areas of northern Syria it controls more directly. Indeed, the fight for survival
against Assad is the primary factor unifying these disparate armed factions. This prag-
matism has increased as the regime and the Russians have gained ground; faced with a
renewed regime offensive in early 2020, HTS permitted the return of Turkish-backed
rebels it had previously expelled.” Despite the ambiguity of Turkish-HTS relations,
there is evidence that the balance of power has shifted somewhat toward Ankara.*
Still, Turkey does not want a costly direct clash with HT'S, making for a form of mutual
dependency in Idlib; HTS relies on Turkey’s protection to stave off the Assad regime,
while Turkey relies on the Salvation Government to provide a modicum of governance
to prevent further refugee outflows and avoid making Idlib into yet another stabiliza-
tion effort that Ankara must directly manage.
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The 2020 offensive that created this situation was the latest in a series of violations of
previous Turkish-Russian deals struck in Astana and Sochi from 2017 to 2019. Russia
and Turkey had agreed to make Idlib a demilitarized zone from which heavy weapons,
armed groups, and terrorists would be removed; these conditions were to be moni-
tored through observation posts, including 12 Turkish posts along the provincial bor-
der. Each iteration of this fundamental bargain broke down due to the Assad regime’s
desire to reclaim territory from the rebels; Turkey’s inability or unwillingness to rein in
HTS; and Russia’s desire to target HT'S and other rebel groups as well as to maintain
its relative leverage over Assad. The deals usually secured a period of relative calm,
before escalating clashes between the regime and the rebels would eventually prompt
Russia and the regime to launch a new offensive, seizing upon Turkey’s failure to meet
its pledge to corral armed jihadi groups. The most recent assault began in late 2019 and
ended with a March 5, 2020, cease-fire agreement that saw the broad retrenchment

of Turkish forces and rebel groups. The Assad regime gained control of one-third of
Idlib, while through late 2020, Turkey withdrew from observation posts at Morek,*
Sher Mogher near the M$S highway,* a handful of additional positions at Sienna and
Khan Tuman,* as well as Tal al-Tuqan and al-Eis.*' Turkey and Russia also established
a security corridor and agreed to conduct joint patrols—now suspended in the face of

HTS spoiling actions**—along a western stretch of the M4 highway in Idlib.**

In truth, both Russia and Turkey likely always viewed the Astana and Sochi deals in
instrumental terms, rather than as real commitments they intended to uphold over the
long term. Russia, confident that Assad was secure, was content to play the long game,
doing just enough to maintain its relative leverage over Assad vis-a-vis Iran and testing
out new weaponry and tactics. Meanwhile, Moscow could hold the threat of further
attacks on Idlib over Turkey, useful as leverage on other emerging fronts such as Libya
and in driving Ankara further from its traditional Western allies. Turkey, meanwhile,
straining to accommodate 3.6 million refugees, was desperate for any way to at least
delay the collapse of Idlib and associated displacement. The Sochi and Astana deals
allowed for the hardening of rebel defenses, the consolidation of rebel groups under
Turkish control, and the creation of adjacent “safe zones™* in which to resettle people
displaced from Idlib. It also allowed more time for Turkey to try to bolster the rebel
proxies it closely controls and attempt to sideline HTS without sparking a direct con-

flict neither side could afford.>

The most recent chapters of this crisis center on the humanitarian challenges, exacer-
bated by Russian pressure on the U.N.-mandated process, as well as the regular clashes
along the line of control and fears of a new offensive. The March S cease-fire is regu-

larly tested with shelling and armed clashes across the boundaries of rebel control.*
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In addition to these regular regime-rebel exchanges, Russia has continued to target
Idlib with airstrikes. This aerial campaign escalated in late 2020, with strikes against
HTS*” and a major October 26 airstrike that killed more than 75 fighters from Faylaq
al-Sham, “Turkey’s closest and most dependable proxy in Idlib.”*® A recent series of
attacks on Turkish and Turkish-Russian patrols—some claimed by al-Qaida affili-

ates and others by little-known groups that some observers suspect are cutouts of the
Assad regime*—have complicated recent Turkish-Russian attempts to implement

the March 5 agreement. Both HT'S and other rebel groups have tightened security in
response, underlining Turkey’s reliance on HT'S for operational security and HTS’ reli-

ance on Turkey to prevent a new offensive.%

These signs of reescalation point to the fundamental clash of interests. Russia and the
regime have little reason to reduce the pressure over the long term—their interest is in
regaining territory on a timeline of their choosing—and Russia can exploit the actual
dominance of HT'S to try to portray the campaign as focused on fighting terrorism.
Despite this ambiguity, no observer can dispute, ignore, or excuse the regime and
Russia’s consistent, brutal targeting of civilians and peaceful infrastructure, including
schools and hospitals.®! This record of extraordinary brutality makes a durable political
settlement in which regime control returns to Idlib but residents remain nearly impos-
sible. Half of Idlib’s population is IDPs forced there by the regime following deals in
Eastern Ghouta and Aleppo; they are already marked as enemies of the regime, and

most residents would see it is a choice between death, flight, or resistance.

Future prospects and potential for further population movements

The fate of Idlib’s 2.6 million residents therefore depends on the intentions and military
capabilities of the warring parties. In the midterm, there seem to be three broad trajec-
tories for Idlib: a lengthy continuation of the status quo; a renewed regime and Russian
offensive to reclaim control of the M4 highway, leaving a small Turkish-controlled
pocket for displaced people; or a decisive final offensive that pushes to the border itself
and collapses the Idlib pocket, pushing its residents elsewhere. An extended status quo
is Turkey’s preferred option and potentially acceptable to Russia but is complicated by
the Assad regime’s determination to reclaim the M4 highway, which connects its strong-

hold of Latakia with the now-devastated commercial hub of Aleppo.

The second option—a partial offensive—would continue the pattern in Idlib since
2017; the push and pull between Assad and his Russian backers, as well as broader

Turkish-Russian relations, would likely determine the timing of such an offensive.
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Russia has many interests at stake vis-a-vis Turkey and, as mentioned, sees no urgency
in reclaiming Idlib. The Assad regime might want to move more quickly, but Turkey’s
strikes in early 2020 demonstrated the regime’s vulnerability to Turkish drones with-
out Russian protection, thereby strengthening Moscow’s hand vis-a-vis Damascus in

dictating the course of events in Idlib.

The third option—a final offensive to collapse the pocket—presents much greater
risks to the regime and Russia. Both rebel and Turkish forces are deeply entrenched in
Idlib, including in difficult terrain around Jisr al-Shughur. Ankara had some 80 military
outposts across Idlib in October 2020, though Turkish forces withdrew from a
handful in November and December. Turkey has a capable, NATO-equipped mili-
tary; the key determining factor in assessing this third potential trajectory is therefore

whether—or to what extent—Turkey is willing to directly defend Idlib.

Some analysts argue Turkey’s artillery and airstrikes against the Assad regime in early
2020—attacks ended by the March S cease-fire agreement with Russia—signaled a
durable shift to direct military resistance after years of being outmaneuvered in stages
by Russian and regime pressure. In this understanding, Turkey has its back against the
wall and is unwilling to take another step back. Some argue that Turkey has always been
primarily concerned with the M4 and was willing to relinquish areas to the south,*®
though Ankara’s reinforcement of its southern positions shortly before its subsequent
retrenchment is hard to explain in this telling. On the other hand, Turkey’s strikes
focused on the regime and carefully avoided direct confrontation with Russia. Ankara
may have viewed these as tactical adjustments to exact a cost from the regime and slow
its advances, rather than a strategic shift in its posture; in this telling, it was only when
Turkey began to take casualties in Russian and regime strikes—including 33 Turkish
troops killed in a Russian airstrike on February 27, 2020%—that Ankara responded
more forcefully to save face both at home and abroad. Throughout its response, Turkey
blamed the deadly strike on the Assad regime rather than on Russia, signaling again its
desire to avoid a direct showdown with Moscow.%® Russia, in turn, having sent a clear
signal with the strike that it still held escalation dominance, was probably content to let
Turkey exact revenge against regime targets—strikes that had the effect of strengthen-

ing Moscow’s leverage over its client in Damascus.

Whatever the intentions in Ankara and Moscow, the stakes are very high for Turkey.
The last Assad regime offensive displaced 1 million people in just a few months.
While most people fled to adjacent parts of Idlib and northern Aleppo, Ankara fears
a further, sudden buildup at the border; that nightmare scenario would leave Turkish
authorities with an untenable choice of intervening directly to stop the attack;

opening the border to allow hundreds of thousands of unvetted Syrians into Turkey,
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including many from armed groups, with profound domestic political consequences
for the governing party; or, to the extent possible, keeping the border sealed in the
face of a humanitarian catastrophe unfolding on Turkey’s doorstep. Avoiding this
situation has been the focus of Turkey’s policy in Idlib since 2017; this severe risk
explains Ankara’s substantial commitments to the region, including the deployment
of 10,000 to 15,000 Turkish troops, indirect support for HTS, and the casualties
incurred in early 2020 trying to slow the regime offensive. If the regime and Russia
force Turkey into the choice outlined above, it is possible that Ankara would go to
war to break out of this impossible situation. For Erdogan, such a denouement would
be a matter of regime security as well as national interest. On the other hand, Ankara
might be able to accept a future in which further incremental concessions are made at
a pace that allows Turkey to manage the process and accommodate displaced Syrians
in neighboring Afrin and north Aleppo. Likewise, the United States and Europe do
not wish to see a humanitarian catastrophe in Idlib but have utterly failed to develop a

coherent response in the face of regime and Russian attacks.

While the Assad regime might be willing to push things to a bloody conclusion, Russia
and Turkey see Idlib in the context of wider interests. For Ankara, this wider context is
about the other zones of Syria that it occupies and their long-term status as—Turkey
hopes—zones for the resettlement of refugees. For Ankara and Moscow, this wider
context includes opposing interests in Libya, Nagorno-Karabakh, and Ukraine, as well
as negotiations over arms and energy sales. In addition to these broader interests with
Turkey and its desire to drive a wedge in NATO, Russia is also weighing its relative
leverage over the Assad regime in comparison to Iran, and its relative leverage over the
YPG and the Democratic Union Party (PYD) in comparison with the United States.
Russia may therefore be reluctant to entirely corner Turkey, risking escalation on other
fronts and, potentially, outright war, and will more likely seek to continue exploiting
the ambiguity of the proxy conflict in Idlib. The likelihood therefore is that the Assad
regime has the desire but not the capability to prosecute a decisive campaign, while

Russia has the capability but not the desire.

Still, this ambiguous proxy war—or a more limited offensive to test Turkey’s
resolve—can nonetheless cause substantial suffering and further displacement. The
2019-2020 offensive displaced approximately 1.4 million people, driven out by
persistent shelling and airstrikes on civilian infrastructure, including schools, hos-
pitals, and markets, which made life untenable for residents.® In just three months,
from January to March 2020, some 1 million residents were driven out of the densely
populated stretch along the M5 highway including Maarat al-Numan, Saragib, and
Khan Sheikhoun by indiscriminate Russian and regime attacks.”” Most of these IDPs
moved short distances and, as of December 2020, the United Nations estimated that
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some 400,000 people were living along the M4 and MS highways in areas that the
Assad regime could seek to reclaim.®® There are also approximately 1.2 million people
living in camps and settlements along the Turkish border in areas that are at or near
capacity, with limited shelters and unaffordable rents. Those along the Turkish border
would be safe from all but a decisive offensive, but the 400,000—Ilikely increased
somewhat by IDPs returning to their homes in this at-risk area—would have to flee

should another large-scale offensive take shape.

Turkey’s efforts to prepare for additional displacement—and the prospects of inter-
national assistance—are hamstrung by the dominance of HTS, a designated terrorist
organization, which prevents investment in stabilization activities in Idlib.** Turkey
does not want to directly force the issue with HTS—the primary ground force oppos-
ing the Assad regime—as an internal conflict could prompt the collapse of the pocket.
In addition, Turkey likely values the Salvation Government’s management of local
administration; as one close observer notes, “In Idlib, when services aren’t delivered,
people don’t blame Turkey.”” Finally, Turkish casualties in a fight with HTS could
spark a serious political backlash at home against the overall Syria policy, increasing
intercommunal tensions and perhaps even prompting attacks on Syrians in Turkey.”!
As analyst Asli Aydintagbas writes, “Turkey’s preferred option for Idlib is to tolerate
and work with an autonomous but contained zone managed by HTS - so long as the
group complies with its requests.””> Taken together, Turkey’s notable lack of invest-
ment in Idlib—compared with neighboring Afrin or areas of north Aleppo—points to
the limits imposed by HTS’ control and, perhaps, the limits of Turkey’s capacity and
its strategic intentions. Turkey has put down roots in other areas, but not in Idlib. It
may be that Turkey will be willing to trade away more of Idlib in exchange for regime
and Russian border guarantees and acquiescence to a long-term Turkish presence in
other areas. Indeed, Turkey’s primary long-term response to the intractable problem
of Idlib and the possibility of further mass displacement has been to try to prepare the
ground in neighboring Afrin and north Aleppo.
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Afrin

To the north of Idlib, the Afrin region—part of the
Aleppo governorate on the Syrian regime’s administra-
tive map—shares many of the humanitarian challenges TURKEY
visible in Idlib but is distinct in terms of its ethnic
composition, recent history, and prevailing security
conditions. Unlike in Idlib, Turkey takes a very active
role in governance of Afrin—as in the neighboring i,

ESZ of northern Aleppo—with civilian services largely °

organized by the governors of adjacent Turkish prov-

inces, in this case Hatay.
Y [ Syrian Democratic Forces
and aligned forces

R DAlssaddr?gime and
. . . . . eyhanli aligned forces
Turkey has made significant investments in Afrin, * | GHotnmrolsham
. . . . .. N and opposition groups
trying to deliver basic services and ensure that it is at gabatiiawa | @ Turkish military and N

border crossing aligned Syrian militias

least minimally habitable in service of Turkey’s goal of
creating an area in which to settle those displaced from
elsewhere in Syria. Turkish companies and utilities have moved into these areas.

But these efforts to provide services and basic human security are substantially
undermined by the legacy of the area’s violent seizure from the YPG by Turkey and
its proxies in a 2018 military operation dubbed Operation Olive Branch. The area

is historically majority-Kurdish and was held and administered by the YPG from
2014 until the 2018 Turkish offensive, which aimed at crippling Kurdish prospects
of autonomy in Syria alongside the refugee interests mentioned above. This violent
takeover led to human rights abuses and massive displacement of Kurdish resi-
dents—demographic changes that continue to cast a shadow over the region’s stabil-
ity. The feeling that Turkey has taken and changed a majority-Kurdish region has

fed a violent insurgency and made it impossible for international nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) and humanitarian groups to engage in Afrin, leaving Turkey

to manage its newly seized protectorate on its own.
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Demography and humanitarian conditions

The primarily Kurdish population of Afrin has been profoundly affected by the
displacement of the YPG and subsequent occupation by Turkish forces and their
proxies. Western Afrin was previously almost entirely Kurdish, though the popula-
tion was more mixed Arab and Kurdish to the east toward Azaz and Tel Rifaat.” In
an email to the authors, Fabrice Balanche, associate professor and research director
at the University of Lyon 2—and an expert on Syria—says the area’s 2011 prewar
population was about 200,000, of whom 90 percent were Kurdish; but by January
2018, on the verge of the Turkish invasion, it had grown to some 500,000—80
percent Kurdish—as 300,000 Syrians of all ethnicities, primarily from Aleppo, fled
to Afrin’s relative stability.”* Turkey’s operation changed this picture dramatically.
After two months of active offensive operations by Turkey and its proxies, the United
Nations estimated some 134,000 remained displaced from Afrin,”® though observers
such as Balanche put the total at more than 200,000, many of whom fled to areas such
as Kobane, Manbij, and Hasakah still held by the YPG and, in those areas, the SDE.”¢
One local group says the Kurdish population has fallen by some 60 percent, leaving
slightly less than 300,000 Kurds and more than 450,000 displaced people from else-
where in Syria.”” In addition to this displacement of Kurds, Turkey has allowed IDPs
from other areas to flee to Afrin, further changing the demographic picture.”® Access
to the area is limited by the Turkish authorities, and the issue is politically fraught,
making figures difficult to verify, but the scale of displacement is staggering, whether
or not one labels it ethnic cleansing.”

As in Idlib, the humanitarian situation in Afrin is poor despite the more direct
efforts of Turkish authorities. Turkey’s Disaster and Emergency Management
Presidency (AFAD) administers camps housing 7,100 people in Afrin, provides
some food aid, and has coordinated the provision of water and health services with
the relevant Turkish ministries.*® The Humanitarian Relief Foundation (IHH), the
Turkish Red Crescent, and other Turkish NGOs close to the government are active
in the region.®" U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs efforts
under the cross-border mechanism help house nearly 50,000 IDPs and deliver assis-
tance to many more.* Across northwest Syria—encompassing Idlib and Afrin—the
World Food Program distributed general food assistance to 4.7 million people in

its December 2020 cycle, with residents increasingly reliant on assistance as the
collapse of the Syrian pound and the decline of the Turkish lira have undermined
already limited purchasing power.** The humanitarian organization REACH’s moni-
toring network reports uneven humanitarian access across Afrin, with limited access

outside districts such as Jindires or Bulbul.®*
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However, these efforts have not alleviated the profound human insecurity in the area.
Across Afrin, residents and IDPs alike report a lack of income and employment. With
the primary agricultural economy devastated, many people in the area cannot afford
essential food items.* This is mainly due to the limitations placed on overall humani-
tarian support by the Assad regime and Russia, as well as the grim overall reality of the
war and the economic crisis. But Turkey’s violent seizure of Afrin has also made many
humanitarian organizations wary of operating in the region for fear of legitimizing the
Turkish-backed occupation and the displacement of former residents.*® The Turkish
AFAD oversees humanitarian aid work in Afrin, and international organizations
require its approval to distribute aid.*” The United Nations has also criticized Turkish-
backed groups for restricting access to IDPs in Afrin.**

Security dynamics and governance

By the time of Operation Olive Branch, Turkey had refined its tactical coopera-

tion with its rebel proxies—coordination that had been lackluster in the earlier
Operation Euphrates Shield, leaving Turkish troops to do more direct fighting than
desired. From 2017, Turkey cobbled together a patchwork of rebel groups—rang-
ing from the remnants of the U.S.-backed train-and-equip program to committed
Salafists—into a new force it named the Syrian National Army (SNA). The SNA
now holds sway in Afrin, with Turkey holding a loose rein on the armed groups.

The composition of the SNA has continued to evolve, but in December 2018, Syria
analyst Aron Lund outlined the most prominent of the four dozen factions, includ-
ing the Sultan Murad Brigade, a largely Turkmen group that is one of Turkey’s
closest proxies; the formerly U.S.-backed Moutassem Brigade; Ahrar al-Shargiya,
committed Salafists from eastern Syria accused of many human rights abuses; and
the Shamiya Front, Islamists from northern Aleppo.* Turkey has struggled to corral
the many groups into a coherent chain of command but has asserted greater control
as the SNA has become more of a mercenary Turkish proxy force and less of a rebel
group targeting the Assad regime. According to Elizabeth Tsurkov, an analyst closely
following the Turkish proxy groups, the SNA numbers about 35,000 across northern
Syria, and “the fighters’ salaries, training, and supervision in battle are ... provided
by Turkey.””® One of Tsurkov’s sources in the Levant Front, a Turkish-backed fac-
tion, recounts, “All decisions, big and small, in the ‘National Army’ are made by the

operations room run by Turkish intelligence.”

But while Turkey’s military command and control of its proxies has improved, Ankara
has done little to prevent abuses, improve the behavior of these factions, or address

the litany of human rights abuses and war crimes committed by the proxies during
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the Turkish-backed move into Afrin or their continuing misconduct. Human Rights
Watch reports that Turkish-backed forces “seized, looted, and destroyed property of
Kurdish civilians” in Afrin and “installed fighters and their families in residents’ homes
and destroyed and looted civilian properties without compensating the owners.”* The
Turkish proxies—perhaps emboldened by anti-Kurdish rhetoric from Ankara—tore
down Kurdish cultural icons, reinforcing a widespread sense among observers that the

conflict was as much about ethnic dominance as political affiliation.”®

Even as Afrin has settled into Turkish administration, the proxies’ abuses have continued,
severely undermining the prospects of stability. Human Rights Watch has thoroughly
documented reports of the Turkish-constituted Free Syrian Army police and the Sultan
Murad Brigade, one of Turkey’s most trusted proxies, seizing homes and apartments in
Afrin and busing in Syrians from other parts of the country to occupy those formerly
Kurdish residences.”* Continuing reports in 2019 confirm that many Turkish-backed
groups refuse to allow the return of Kurdish families.” Amnesty International has like-
wise confirmed the reports of detention, torture, and disappearances as well as wide-
spread looting, seizure of property, and displacement with few returns, noting that the

YPG is also responsible for preventing some former residents from returning to Afrin.”

These challenges to basic human security continued in 2020. The monitoring group
Syrians for Truth and Justice (STJ) reported hundreds of arbitrary arrests and ongoing
detention of Kurdish civilians in Afrin carried out by Turkish-backed groups.”” Turkish
operatives and proxies have even arrested members of the new, Turkish-backed local
councils suspected of having ties to the former YPG administration as well as those
who have spoken out against the abuses of the Turkish-supported opposition or
demanded the return of property to former owners.”® Reports also emerged in 2020
of Turkish-backed armed groups levying high taxes on—mainly Kurdish—farmers or
requiring bribes at checkpoints to allow them to bring their crops to market. Once at
market, Afrin farmers are required to sell their crops to the Turkish-supported oppo-
sition or representatives of Turkey’s Agricultural Credit Cooperatives, according to

residents interviewed by Voice of America.”

The evidence of demographic engineering and forcible displacement and resettle-
ment is overwhelming, raising fears of long-term radicalization and ongoing conflict.
The volatile security situation and manifest hostility of the Turkish-backed groups
has made many displaced Kurds reluctant to return, cementing massive demographic
changes as formerly Kurdish homes are rented to Arabs displaced from further south,
businesses are seized or shut down, and ethnic and political pressure continues. That
volatile security environment is two-sided, as the Turkish occupation has fed a YPG-

led insurgency likely responsible for many of the ongoing vehicle-borne improvised

23 Center for American Progress |



explosive device (VBIED) and other attacks on the SNA and civilian representa-
tives of the Turkish occupation.'® The Institute for the Study of War concluded that
both “ISIS and the PKK [Kurdistan Workers’ Party] are Likely Conducting Separate
VBIED Campaigns in Northern Syria.” Though no group claimed a recent VBIED
attack that killed four people, including a Turkish-trained Syrian police officer, in
Jindires on December S, 2020, the Institute for the Study of War sees the PKK—
meaning, in this case, the YPG or affiliates—as the most likely culprit.'”* Some 40
SNA members have been assassinated since the invasion of Afrin, some of which have
been claimed by the Kurdish so-called Olive Anger operations room that, accord-

ing to Khayrallah al-Hilu, a researcher at the European University Institute, is affili-
ated with the YPG.'”> SDF commander Gen. Mazloum Kobani Abdi has implicitly
acknowledged that the YPG is staging raids on Turkish and SNA forces in Afrin,
saying he would welcome a cease-fire with the Turks and their proxies, provided they
cease abuse of Afrin civilians and allow IDPs to return to their homes—something

that is unlikely to happen in the near term.'®

In part, this volatility reflects the limitations of Turkey’s military approach; while the
Olive Branch operation did secure Syrian territory on which displaced Syrians could be
resettled, it equally displaced hundreds of thousands of Kurds, at risk to its international
reputation, and fed an ongoing insurgency. And while the loss of Afrin was undoubtedly
a major setback to the YPG, Turkey, in effect, merely moved its border with the group
further into Syria to a porous line of control without the established border wall and
surveillance it possesses at the formal Turkish-Syrian border. Since Turkey could not
push further into Syria without risking direct conflict with the Assad regime, the YPG
maintains control of a sliver of Afrin around Tel Rifaat, where there are regular border
clashes, allowing it to easily infiltrate people and material to feed the Afrin insurgency.'**
Operation Olive Branch moved Turkey’s border with the YPG south but stirred up a

security nightmare in Afrin.

While Turkey has shown little interest in redressing the abuse of Kurdish civilians, it
has demonstrated a serious desire to make Afrin livable for other displaced Syrians.
The provision of basic stability and essential services is essential if Turkey is to realize
its goal of turning Afrin into a “safe zone” for refugees, thus alleviating some pressure
on its domestic scene. In service of this goal, as Aron Lund writes, in Afrin, “Turkey
appears to be digging in for a long stay” and has set up local councils that “effectively
serve ... as a Turkish puppet body”'* Turkey administers Afrin out of Hatay, with rep-
resentatives of the Turkish governor directly managing local councils that theoretically

report to the Syrian Interim Government.'®
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Khayrallah al-Hilu has perhaps the most comprehensive study of Turkey’s administra-
tion of Afrin. Turkish utility companies provide water and regular electricity supply
and have sought to repair the grid. The Turkish Provincial Directorate of Health in
Hatay oversees medical care, and Turkey repaired and operates Afrin’s main hospi-
tal.'”” Turkish authorities have replaced the old Kurdish curriculum with bilingual
instruction in Turkish and Kurdish, paid teachers in Turkish lira, repaired schools,
and provided opportunities for admission into Turkish universities.'”® The Turkish
government has financed and opened a school of education to train teachers in Afrin,
though resources and the number of students are understandably limited.'® Policing
is overseen by the local councils, including the collection of fees imposed on agricul-
tural yields, a major source of funding for the councils. Criminal matters are handled
by civilian courts staffed and administered by Turkey.'"® These state-building efforts
are financed by a combination of revenues from transit fees collected at Turkish-
Syrian border crossings and allocations from Turkish state coffers, which help finance
the local councils, cover infrastructure repairs, and pay SNA fighters.'"! These Turkish
investments are beginning to shape a “new Kurdish political elite oriented around

clientelism” with Turkey, according to al-Hilu.'

Future prospects and potential for further population movements

Turkey is undoubtedly committed to Afrin and has made significant investments to
stabilize the area, though stark ethnic tensions and an ongoing insurgency cloud its
future stability. The United Nations estimates that the Turkish offensive in Afrin in
January 2018 displaced an estimated 183,500 people, nearly 20 percent of its pre-Olive
Branch population, though a limited number have since returned.'”® Turkey has also
encouraged major Arab resettlement efforts since then; an Afrin local council reported
that, as of the end of May 2019, some 87,936 IDPs had been resettled in Afrin, largely
from Eastern Ghouta and Aleppo—scenes of some of the Assad regime’s most brutal
bombing campaigns.'"* Economic and humanitarian conditions in Afrin remain poor,
despite Turkey’s efforts, in part because the violent seizure of the region makes it mor-
ally and physically hazardous for international humanitarian organizations. But while
basic conditions are difficult and the security situation is volatile, the region’s overall
security is less tenuous than that of neighboring Idlib—here, there is little imminent
threat of Russian or regime attack. Turkey appears committed to protecting the area,
and this strategic assurance will likely lead to an ongoing trickle of resettlement of
Syrians displaced from other areas. In the event of stepped-up regime or Russian
attacks on Idlib—let alone a major offensive—that trickle would likely turn into a
flood. The long-term implications of the effective Turkish annexation of Afrin—along

with the areas considered in the following sections—demand further study.
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The Euphrates Shield zone

Stretching from Azaz in the west through al-Bab to
Jarabulus on the Euphrates River, the ESZ was seized

TURKEY
from IS in an operation that began in August 2016,
with active operations concluded in March 2017. It
was Turkey’s first major direct military intervention
in Syria, aimed at displacing IS and providing for
defense in depth of the border at a time when there
were regular IS terror attacks within Turkey. But the

Manbij

o
Tel Rifaat

operation also aimed to prevent the YPG from link-
ing Afrin—which it then still held—and its eastern
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cantons, from which the Kurdish force was advanc-
ing, having recently liberated Manbij from IS. In the
Euphrates Shield operation, Ankara sought to use the
rebel factions it would later roll into the SNA as its

shock troops, but their ineffectiveness meant Turkish

forces assumed a more substantial role than intended, taking 69 casualties, primarily
at the hands of IS anti-tank missiles and VBIEDs.'"

The roughly 800-square-mile'' ESZ is the most stable Syrian territory held by Turkey,
though security conditions have eroded somewhat in the past year. At the most basic
level, Turkey has been there the longest, allowing it to build out its presence and
pursue stabilization efforts. The area is also heavily Arab, easing the ethnic tension that
plagues the occupations of Afrin and Ras al-Ayn. The zone was also seized from IS,
whose brutality few residents miss. Finally, the relatively larger role of Turkish forces in
seizing the region—rather than the ill-disciplined Turkish-backed rebel groups—may
have prevented more widespread human rights abuses, as occurred in later operations
in Afrin and the Tal Abyad to Ras al-Ayn area, reducing communal tensions in the
subsequent administration. This relative—though far from complete—stability has
meant that, while the initial intervention was aimed at IS and the YPG, Ankara has
increasingly come to see the area as a potential “safe zone” for refugee resettlement and
has made significant investments toward that end.
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Demography and humanitarian conditions

Until the Turkish intervention and occupation, control of what became the ESZ
changed hands between the regime, Syrian rebels, and jihadi groups, including IS. This
instability, along with the massive waves of displacement caused by the wider conflict
and, in the earlier stages of the war, hundreds of thousands crossing the border into
Turkey, makes it very difficult to establish an exact demographic picture of the area.
The Turkish occupation brought some stability, but population movements into and
out of the ESZ—particularly from Afrin, Idlib, and Turkey itself—mean it is still dif-
ficult to pin down population figures. These fluid exchanges across the ESZ, Afrin, and
Idlib include both permanent displacement and temporary displacement and returns,
but the ESZ’s population is likely between 700,000 and 800,000 individuals.""”

Like Afrin, the ESZ absorbed many people displaced by the regime’s offensive in Idlib
from late 2019 into 2020, though some of those people have subsequently returned.
As of July 2020, according to UN. figures, almost 240,000 IDPs resided in the Azaz,
al-Bab, and Jarabulus areas of the ESZ, of whom more than three-quarters have found
residence in the community or are in informal settlements, with slightly less than
50,000 in planned camps."® Azaz and Jarabulus, for example, are now likely twice their
prewar population.”® And IDPs continue to arrive in Azaz, a popular destination due
to its close access to the Turkish border and it being outside HTS-controlled Idlib and
far from both the front lines with the regime and the YPG."* Humanitarian conditions
in the ESZ are better than in Idlib or Afrin but remain poor. Shelter is more widely
available than in desperately overcrowded Idlib or the area around the Bab al-Hawa
crossing, but high rents remain an issue for locals, as does a lack of formal shelter and
winterization needs for IDPs in camps and informal settlements. High prices for fuel
and food are major issues, contributing to increasing malnutrition rates. Still, the rela-
tive safety of the area means the U.N. organizations can engage more fully, subject to
their limited access through Bab al-Hawa, allowing for a range of efforts including agri-
cultural support and cash for work programs in Azaz, Mare, and al-Bab."*' Al-Bab and
the surrounding area face water shortages affecting 185,000 people, in part because
while electricity is more regular than in much of Syria, interruptions have prevented

sufficient pumping at local wells to meet demand."**

Security dynamics and governance

Turkey, as the governing authority in the ESZ, has made major investments to try

to address these shortcomings. The Center for Operational Analysis and Research’s
(COAR) detailed study of the ESZ found that Turkey dominates “politics, economy
and society. ... Turkish officials serve on municipal council bodies, Turkish businesses
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operate widely, and Turkish goods flood local markets.”'>* The Turkish governors of
Kilis and Gaziantep have authority over the ESZ, governing the delivery of assistance,
stabilization efforts, and economic investments in conjunction with the AFAD and
the relevant Turkish ministries. The international community is limited in its ability to
help Turkey confront the substantial needs in the ESZ, as Ankara has cracked down
on cross-border NGO operations and forced humanitarian groups to abide by oner-
ous regulations meant to ensure Turkish government control of aid delivery, causing

hundreds to end their operations in the area.'**

The Turkish authorities work with and through local councils nominally under the
control of the opposition Syrian Interim Government, though Ankara largely con-
trols the council’s membership. These councils organize and coordinate projects in
the ESZ, including with international organizations allowed to operate there, and
seek to raise funds through their activities and levies on some economic activity to
supplement Turkish financing. Turkey maintains final authority through its control of
funding—and of the armed groups that dominate the area—but generally allows the

councils a level of independence.'*

Still, the councils are almost wholly reliant on Turkey. Turkey pays the salaries of local
councilors, teachers, and doctors as well as those of the local police, military police, and
armed factions."?® The councils partner with Turkish companies to deliver and dis-
tribute gas for cooking and heating at more stable prices than are normally available in
Syria.'”” Turkey’s State Electricity Generating Co. struck a deal with the al-Bab Council
to repair the local electrical grid and deliver subsequent supplies, financed by the
Turkish government; regular electrical supply is rare in many parts of Syria but essen-
tial for refrigeration and to make many businesses viable, given the high cost of fuel for
generators.'*® Turkey’s inroads in the ESZ had stoked economic activity and provided
some relief, with better availability of commodities, more stable prices, and some recov-
ery in employment at the end of 2019, though unemployment was still estimated at 60
percent.'” The collapse of the Syrian pound and the struggles of the Turkish lira, and
the economic downturn driven by COVID-19, has undermined this halting recovery,
making the area even more reliant on Turkey. The collapse of the Syrian pound led the
Syrian Interim Government and the councils—as well as the Turkish-backed busi-

ness chambers—to push the adoption of the Turkish lira, distributed into circulation
through Turkish postal branches established in the area.*

Journalist Fehim Tastekin has tracked these Turkish efforts closely, reporting how
the Turkish Ministry of Health “has opened five hospitals in al-Rai, Jarablus, Azaz,
al-Bab and Marea, while the Religious Affairs Directorate has renovated more than 450

mosques.”! In a much-publicized move, Turkey commissioned a new medical school
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in al-Rai, adding to the previously opened “vocational school in Jarablus, a school of
economics and administrative sciences in al-Bab, an Islamic theology school in Azaz
... all affiliated with Gaziantep University in the Turkish border province.”'** While
the prospects of these institutions are highly uncertain and enrollment is limited, the
schools and hospitals are signs of Turkey’s intent to remain deeply involved in the
region. Indeed, the COAR assessment concludes that, given these investments and
ESZ residents” unwillingness to live under Assad, “It is difficult to foresee a reversal
in the current trend towards the “Turkification’ of all aspects of civic life. At present,
the [ESZ] must be viewed as a Turkish-administered proto-state which is now all but
officially part of Turkey.”'*3

Unsurprisingly, given these investments and its goals in the ESZ, Turkey dominates
the security of the zone, working through the SNA, as in Afrin and the Tel Abyad to
Ras al-Ayn salient. Turkey pays the salaries of the two police forces it has established—
alocal police force for daily order and a separate military police to patrol the armed
factions—and the armed factions themselves, under the banner of the SNA."** Turkey
has worked to build the SNA into a more cohesive force, but it remains “more of an
umbrella designation for Turkish backed armed groups, and each individual group
answers directly to Turkey.” "** COAR counts some 25 armed groups within the SNA,
listing the most powerful in ESZ as including: “The Sultan Muhammad Al-Fatih
Brigade and the Muntasir Billah Brigade (both based in Jarablus); Jaish Al-Islam
(based in Jarablus and Al Bab); Sultan Murad (based in Al Bab); Farig Hamza (based
in Azaz); the Al-Mutassim [Moutassem] Brigade (based in Azaz and Al Bab); and
Jabhat Shamiya (based in [Al-Rai])."1%

Criminality and abuses are rampant in SNA areas, driven primarily by financial
motives and worsened by the lack of community ties for fighters relocated or displaced
to the ESZ from other parts of Syria.’” The SNA groups are widely unpopular and
“regularly involve themselves in the local war economy, often engage in both open
and clandestine military actions against each other, and are largely unaccountable

to any actor other than Turkey itself.”'** And while there remain more conventional
security problems—including occasional shelling, bombings, and assassinations—it
is the SNA that is the main threat to basic human security in the ESZ."** According

to Tsurkov’s sources and numerous others, extortion at checkpoints is rampant, and
armed groups fight to control trade routes, particularly those that link the ESZ to non-
SNA-controlled areas, and demand protection money from businesses.'** There are
also reports of the armed groups targeting Kurdish homes and businesses or trying to

enforce ultraconservative norms on the public.'*!
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Turkey has sought to build up local police forces to address SNA abuses, training locals
and establishing police stations. '** But while these police units are more popular than

the SNA, they cannot control the armed factions'*

and “have effectively become just
another armed group themselves. ... ultimately, the only actor which is capable of
controlling armed groups ... is Turkey”'** One of Tsurkov’s sources comments on the
lawlessness, saying that “it’s impossible. .. The factions are stronger than the military
police”'* The SNA armed groups also operate prisons where detainees are tortured,
with horror stories conveyed on “Popular channels on the messaging app Telegram,

such as ‘Al-Bab, the Nightmare’ and ‘Jarablus, the Nightmare.”'*¢

Future prospects and potential for further population movements

Turkey seized the ESZ from IS both to stop the jihadi infiltration that had caused a
scourge of terror attacks on Turkish soil as well as to prevent the YPG from linking
its cantons and, Ankara feared, constituting a viable autonomous Kurdish region
across nearly the entirety of its Syrian border. But while this initial intervention was
driven by counterterrorism and political concerns, Turkey’s continuing assistance
and stabilization activities have had meaningful humanitarian benefits. Even if there
may be cynical ulterior motives—perhaps to secure Turkish commercial access or
build a Sunni belt of settlement'*” to expand influence in the Levant and insulate
against any potential autonomous Kurdish entity—Turkey has sought to make life
more livable for residents of the ESZ.

These humanitarian actions may also be intended to prepare ground for anticipated
further displacement from Idlib. That remains the largest demographic scenario hanging
over ESZ—that some of the 2.4 million people at risk in Idlib, particularly the 400,000
people living along the M4'* in the regime’s immediate crosshairs—will be forced to
flee en masse to Afrin and the ESZ. Despite its efforts, Turkey and the local councils in

ESZ are not prepared for such a calamity, nor is the international community.

Part of that lack of international preparation results from Turkey’s unilateral approach
in the ESZ and its other zones of control. President Erdogan has been vocal about his
hopes to resettle significant numbers of Syrian refugees from Turkey in the ESZ.'*
Humanitarian and economic conditions are a major part of that effort, certainly,

and one where Turkey has made strides. Those efforts are complicated at the best of
times, let alone when Turkey is struggling to accommodate 3.6 million Syrians within
its borders, administering several other unstable zones, and facing a deep economic
downturn and empty state coffers. But evidence shows most Syrian refugees wish

to remain in Turkey, raising fears among many humanitarian actors and potential
international sponsors that Erdogan’s effort will lead to state-sponsored refoulement.
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More immediately, Turkey’s tight control of relief activities in the ESZ and the politi-
cized constraints placed on assistance activities—as well as Ankara’s general policy
toward the Kurds—similarly give pause to potential outside supporters and are likely

counterproductive.

These limitations threaten Turkey’s chances of fashioning the ESZ into a viable econ-
omy and society capable of attracting large-scale voluntary resettlement of Syrian refu-
gees from Turkey, much less its prospects for winning international support for that
effort. Ankara has made significant investments and, based on that evidence, seems
willing to defend the zone from outside attack. But it is hard to imagine Erdogan’s
grandest resettlement plans coming to fruition. Financing is a major challenge, of
course, complicated by the factors outlined above. But most of all, it is Turkey’s unwill-
ingness to control the SNA that undermines the endeavor; without real steps to rein

in the armed groups and establish responsive civilian government and courts or other
means for redress, Syrians in Turkey will remain reluctant to move to these volatile

protectorates. To constitute a “safe zone,” the area must be safe.
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The Tel Abyad to Ras al-Ayn salient

In October 2019, Turkey and its SNA proxies moved

into northeastern Syria, attacking SDF positions along sanrts EURKEY
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political autonomy, drive a wedge in the U.S.-SDF part-
nership, and dilute the Kurdish population on the border to disrupt communications

between Syrian and Turkish Kurds. These latter goals have been largely accomplished.

The move was prompted by President Trump’s abrupt announcement—after a phone
call with President Erdogan—that American troops would withdraw from the border,
where they had been deployed with the SDF to prevent a Turkish attack. Prior to the
withdrawal, the United States had been attempting to mediate Turkish-SDF tensions,
overseeing the removal of SDF border fortifications to address Turkish security con-
cerns. Trump’s withdrawal announcement was the green light for Turkey’s move, which
displaced some 200,000 residents'*' and led to widespread human rights abuses'* and,
despite significant SDF resistance and international condemnation, to the eventual

seizure of some 1,800 square miles'*?

of formerly SDF-controlled territory.

Abandoned by the United States and outmatched by Turkey and its proxies, the SDF
cut a deal with the Assad regime and Russia, whose forces raced into contested areas to
contain the Turkish offensive. Their presence acted as a political trip wire, with Ankara

unwilling to risk a direct confrontation with Syria or Russia.'** Boxed in by the regime
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and the Russians, Turkey signed separate agreements with the United States—which
had in fact squandered much of its leverage when it withdrew from the border areas—
and Russia to codify an uneasy status quo in which the YPG would withdraw 22 miles
from the border, to be monitored by joint Turkish-Russian patrols.'>* The terms of the
Russian-Turkish deal—which took on greater importance than the American deal that
Washington could do little to implement—Iargely corresponded with the terms of
the safety mechanism the United States and Turkey had been negotiating prior to the

Turkish incursion.!

Turkey’s stated border concerns should thus be seen as pro forma justification for its
broader political goals. Ankara claimed that the YPG had launched numerous cross-
border attacks against Turkish territory prior to Turkey’s Operation Peace Spring
invasion."” U.S. officials contest Turkey’s accounts of regular cross-border attacks from
northeastern Syria, asserting that the YPG “never attacked Turkey” and pointing out
that, in fact, Turkey or its proxies had initiated many exchanges of fire."** American
officials also argue that they had made clear to the SDF that support from the United
States was itself contingent on restraint vis-a-vis Turkey; the SDF thus had an incentive
to toe the line and had gone to great lengths to placate Turkey at the border, calling for
a negotiated settlement." Turkey’s attack replaced a relatively stable border situation
with a chaotic military conflict and weakened U.S. leverage over the SDF. The SDF
knew it was vulnerable to Turkish attack and did not want a conflict, so it had every
incentive not to provoke one. When the attack came, the result was to undermine the
counter-IS campaign, severely weaken the SDF’s hold in northern Syria, and diminish

the SDF’s long-term prospects of political autonomy within an eventual postwar Syria.

These outcomes, then, likely represented Ankara’s true goals for the operation. The dis-
placed civilians, international opprobrium, delay in the campaign further south against
IS, and the casualties on both sides were acceptable costs for Ankara. As discussed in
the section on the SDF-controlled Autonomous Administration of North and East
Syria (AANES), Turkey and its proxies have used their position in TARA to keep pres-
sure on the AANES, shelling towns on the strategically sensitive M4 highway and thus
complicating communications across the AANES and weakening the SDF’s position

vis-a-vis Russia and the regime.

Demography and humanitarian conditions

More than 200,000 people fled the immediate Turkish invasion in October 2019,'
including almost all Kurds and Christians.'" Over the following months, as major
fighting subsided, about 115,000 returned.'®> Some 70,000 people from the TARA
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area remain displaced, mainly Kurds from Ras al-Ayn, many of whom have not been
allowed to return. The remaining population in TARA is virtually all Sunni Arab, with
some Turkmen as well. According to Fabrice Balanche, prior to the Turkish invasion,
the population of TARA was roughly 300,000—70 percent Arab, 25 percent Kurdish,
S percent Turkmen, and a small number of Christians.'®® In November 2020, Abdullah
Erin, the governor of neighboring Sanlurfa (Urfa) province in Turkey, with effec-

tive responsibility for TARA, said there were currently 210,000 Syrians living in the
roughly 1,800-square-mile area—making it the least populated of the Syrian areas
occupied by Turkey.'** Moreover, Erin said that up to 20,000 Syrians from the region
then living as refugees in Turkey had applied to return to their home area in TARA and
would do so as soon as procedures were completed.'®®

The governor is attempting to help carry out President Erdogan’s sweeping plan to
resettle 1 million Syrians in the TARA area, including in new purpose-built towns to be
financed, Erdogan hopes, by some $26 billion in international funds.'% The vision calls
for Turkish-built houses, schools, hospitals, mosques, and industrial facilities,'” match-
ing some of the steps Turkey has already taken in the ESZ and Afrin, though on a much
larger scale and with the international community picking up the tab. President Erdogan’s
ambitions extend further; speaking to the UN. General Assembly in September 2019, he
said, “If we can manage to stretch the depth of the safe zone to Ragqqa and Deir ez-Zor,
we can increase the number of Syrians,” referring to an even more extensive plan to settle
up to 3 million Syrians.'*® For this massive effort, Turkey hopes to secure European

and U.N. support, though the proposal has met with a chilly response amid concerns

of forced resettlement and Turkey’s ulterior political motives.'®” A senior U.S. official

described the plan to Reuters as “probably the craziest idea I've ever heard.”'”

On a smaller scale than in Afrin, the process of resettling Arabs apparently to replace
displaced Kurds began shortly after Operation Peace Spring ended. On November 22,
2019, 70 Syrian refugees entered Ras al-Ayn from Turkey, and 600 families entered Tel
Abyad two days later. A convoy of 151 vehicles, including 14 buses, entered Tel Abyad
on April 20, 2020. The Turkish government maintained that these were refugees who
had fled SDF rule and were simply returning home. But local testimony and video
evidence established that most of the returnees were actually the families of SNA fight-
ers deployed in TARA; rather than returning from Turkey to their original homes, they
were mainly IDPs from elsewhere in Syria being moved from the ESZ across Turkey
to TARA."”" This appears to violate Turkey’s October 29, 2019, commitment that refu-
gees would only return to their original places of residence.'”
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Surrounded by the AANES on three sides and the Turkish border on its fourth, the
area is fully dependent on Turkey and increasingly integrated into its economy. Turkey
coordinates all humanitarian aid, including food and clothing provided by Turkish
agencies and NGOs."” Turkey has reopened its Tel Abyad customs gate—closed by
Turkey when the SDF was in control—and established a new gate in Ras al-Ayn to
strengthen trade links with the region. Gov. Erin boasts of the scale of Turkish aid,
which he claims provides all basic needs and helps support needy families and boost
economic development. Turkey’s Agriculture and Forestry Ministry has spent mil-
lions on local crops, seeking to support the region’s agricultural economy and set up a
system of guaranteed payment.'”* While Erin and other Turkish officials naturally pres-
ent the most optimistic case, Turkey has undoubtedly made significant investments in

TARA, which it hopes can attract Syrian refugees from Turkey.

Occupied more recently, TARA's integration into Turkey is less far along than that

in the ESZ and Afrin. In part, this is because Turkey’s military operation forced the
evacuation of international humanitarian staff from northeast Syria; even outside the
eventual TARA zone, many international NGOs had to cease, scale back, or hide their
activities due to the fighting and the return of Syrian regime forces nearby, invited by
the SDF in response to Turkey’s move.'” Only a few aid organizations have returned,
as most are unwilling to legitimize Turkey’s seizure of the zone or comply with Turkish
requirements, which international NGOs feel could politicize aid delivery. As a result,
the Turkish AFAD and government-linked NGOs such as IHH manage the delivery of
assistance. Turkish media report that Turkish authorities have cleared mines and IEDs;
reconstructed hospitals, schools, mosques, and roads; and provided free health ser-
vices to residents of both Tel Abyad and Ras al-Ayn.'”® Turkey has not allowed foreign

access to the region, making it difficult to independently verify these claims.

The Alouk water station in TARA—examined in more depth in the following section
on the AANES—has been another issue. The station provides water for some 800,000
people, mainly in SDF-controlled areas, but was damaged in the Turkish incursion.
Efforts to repair the facility were at one point interrupted by the abduction of the work-
ers by an SNA faction."”” The Turkish authorities or the SNA have periodically reduced
or interrupted service as well, prompting SDF, Russian, and U.N. complaints.'” The
situation remains uneasy, though service has been intermittently restored to AANES
areas, which in turn provide electricity to Alouk and other areas in the TARA region

from a power station in AANES-controlled al-Darbasiyah, east of Ras al-Ayn.'”
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Security dynamics and governance

International humanitarian engagement in TARA is also limited by the negative
human rights picture and volatile security environment. The U.N. Human Rights
Council Commission of Inquiry on Syria reported in 2020, “All parties in Syria

detain civilians without a scintilla of evidence or due process,” but it reserved some
of its harshest criticism for the Turkish-backed SNA. According to the commission,
in “Afrin and Ra’s al-Ayn region, civilians suffer at the hands of the Syrian National
Army — who arbitrarily detain, ill-treat, torture and rape civilians, and loot civilian
property”*** One Kurdish-owned home was converted into a Quranic studies institute
run by the Turkish NGO IHH, with Gov. Erin presiding over its ceremonial opening.
The report directly implicates Turkey, claiming that the Turkish Armed Forces appro-
priated homes for military purposes.'® In many cases, Kurdish homes and stores were
occupied by Syrians from outside the TARA area, often the families of SNA fighters.

The commission is critical of Turkey and the SNA as well as of the former SDF
authorities, asserting that all parties have used forced detention to suppress dissent
or extort money.'®> The cases of unlawful detention by the SNA in TARA are mostly
of people accused of links to the AANES or YPG. In some cases, “civilians — primar-
ily of Kurdish origin — were beaten, tortured, denied food or water, and interrogated
about their faith and ethnicity.”'** The investigators directly implicate Turkey: Some
Syrian detainees were turned over to Turkish forces by the SNA, taken to Turkey,
and charged under Turkish law with crimes allegedly committed in Syria, including
murder; terrorism, presumably referring to membership in the YPG; and, remark-
ably, undermining the territorial integrity of the state. Human Rights Watch claims
that at least 63 Syrians, and perhaps as many as 200, have been deported to Turkey
for trial, with at least five sentenced by Turkish courts to life without parole. The
commission claims that removing Syrians to Turkey for trial and imprisonment
may be a war crime.'®* Thirty women were reportedly raped by SNA members in
February 2020 alone, according to the U.N. commission. One woman was report-
edly stopped at a Turkish Armed Forces/SNA checkpoint and beaten and raped by

SNA members in the presence of Turkish officials.'®

There are also accusations of war crimes committed by Turkish and SNA forces
during the initial October 2019 assault. During the Turkish offensive itself, medical
facilities in Ras al-Ayn and Tel Abyad and residential neighborhoods in Qamishli
city were shelled indiscriminately, killing civilians."*® Video evidence of civilians
with characteristic burns suggest the use of white phosphorus in the attack on Ras

al-Ayn. There were also summary executions, including the murder of Kurdish
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politician Hevrin Khalaf and eight others."?” Three aid workers from the Kurdish
Red Crescent disappeared. Numerous Kurds who tried to return to the area were
denied entry; three are alleged to have been murdered.'® Ambassador James Jeftrey,
then-U.S. special envoy for Syria, said American forces witnessed “several incidents
which we consider war crimes” during the attack.'® No international body has taken

up any of these potential war crimes.

There has been little public effort by the de facto Turkish authorities to provide
redress for the victims of these incidents or prevent further abuses by the SNA. In

a rare exception, one SNA member was sentenced by a Syrian Interim Government
military court for the killing of Khalaf, according to a U.N. report.'”® However, the
report gives no details of the purported sentence, and the AANES disputes the claim
that anyone was sentenced. Turkish Defense Minister Hulusi Akar says Turkey has
established two military tribunals in TARA for the express purpose of investigating
war crimes allegations, but little information has emerged about their activities.""
More positively, in May 2020, the Syrian Interim Government said it had banned
recruitment of children for the military.'”> Despite these steps, the proxies that
Turkey relies on to theoretically secure the TARA area are violent, ill-disciplined,
economically desperate, and routinely and credibly accused of human rights abuses,

murder, rape, extortion, kidnapping, and petty theft.'®

As in the ESZ and Afrin, the TARA area is administered by the governor of the adjoin-
ing Turkish province—in this case Urfa—currently the aforementioned Erin, assisted
by fellow civil servants from Urfa province.'** As in the ESZ, these Turkish officials
oversee an administration under the formal control of the Syrian Interim Government,
the theoretical opposition government-in-waiting, and assisted by appointed local
councils in both Tel Abyad and Ras al-Ayn. According to local Syrian sources, the
Syrian Interim Government is dominated by Turkmen. The local councils officially
were appointed by the Syrian Interim Government, presumably with vetting by
Ankara; it is not clear on what basis members were chosen, although Syrian Interim
Government leader Abdurrahman Mustafa—the former head of the Syrian Turkmen
Council and former Syrian Interim Government president, now prime minister—
claims that Tel Abyad’s 23-member council and Ras al-Ayn’s 25-member council
represent all local ethnic and religious groups. Mustafa has promised to hold elec-
tions after all displaced locals return home.'*® Thus far, no elections have been held or
scheduled. Despite this apparatus, local sources say the Turkish National Intelligence

Organization is actually the dominant authority in the region.'
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In November 2020, Urfa Gov. Erin outlined the progress made in the year since the
Turkish invasion, lauding repairs to public buildings and infrastructure; restored public
services, especially health and education; and reopened mosques. Turkey says that
Syrians now run all public services, with the support of Turkish civil servants. All costs,
including salaries, are borne by Turkey."”” As in the other areas of Turkish control, ana-
lyst Asli Aydintagbag reports that Turkish “authorities have connected local infrastruc-
ture to the Turkish electricity grid and ... opened branches of the Turkish postal service
to provide wire transfers and pay salaries. The areas import most of their food supplies
from Turkey, delivering some of it through bakeries and stores built with Turkish aid.

Turkish-backed local administrations issue identity papers and title deeds.”'*®

Ajudicial system of sorts, both civilian and military, has emerged within the Turkish-
occupied, Syrian Interim Government-administered area, including TARA. Overseen by
the Turkish government, it exists side by side with an informal, traditional reconciliation
mechanism in which residents and armed groups often resolve disputes without involv-
ing the courts. For the most part, the civilian courts apply Syrian law, except where those
laws “contradict the objectives of the [anti-Assad] revolution.” They have adopted Syria’s
first 1950 constitution—a fairly liberal, pre-Baathist document that enshrines judicial
independence—as their point of reference. The military justice system handles viola-
tions by members of the armed groups, but there is little information on its operations.
Most likely, the SNA armed militias have significant influence on judicial decisions, with
the Turkish government having the final say when it so desires."” The situation closely
mirrors Turkey’s mode of control in the ESZ and Afrin: working through appointed
local councils and seeking to build their capacity but tying their activities closely to the
neighboring Turkish provincial government; excluding most critical voices and Kurds;

and maintaining final authority on all important political matters.

The TARA area remains highly insecure, despite Turkish claims of stability, for three
main reasons: infighting among the SNA factions and the general insecurity they
cause; frequent border clashes along the line of control with the SDF, Russia, and the
Assad regime; and internal insurgent attacks likely attributable to YPG-affiliated cells
and IS remnants. As in Afrin, ESZ, and, indeed, Idlib, in the TARA area, Turkey relies
on a limited direct deployment of Turkish forces to support a large and chaotic proxy

force. In relative terms, the situation in Tel Abyad is more stable than in Ras al-Ayn.

Turkey has forces deployed to bases in and near Tel Abyad and Ras al-Ayn as well

as observation posts near the M4 highway that serves as the rough boundary of the
TARA area, although the precise number of Turkish troops is not publicized.*® The
dominant SNA faction in Ras al-Ayn is the mainly Turkmen Sultan Murad Brigade,

whose leader, Fahim Issa, is considered particularly close with Turkish intelligence.
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The Sultan Murad Brigade and the Hamza Division are the two main SNA militias
that joined the Turkish Armed Forces in carrying out Operation Peace Spring.*”!
Researcher Khayrallah al-Hilu reports that few of the Sultan Murad Brigade or
Hamza Division fighters are from the area, which “has emboldened them to act as
they please, facing neither deterrence nor local resistance as they seize civilian homes
and prevent the return of the displaced.”*** Turkish-backed faction Ahrar al-Sharqiya
is also known to be active in Tal Abyad, where it has repeatedly and credibly been
accused of human rights abuses and theft.?”* But the other SNA factions in Tal Abyad
tend to include more locals, while the area was also historically predominantly Arab,
reducing some of the ethnic tensions caused by the forced displacement of Kurds by
the SNA in Ras al-Ayn.”*

Turkey has tried to stabilize the area by drafting more locals into the SNA and local
police forces. Turkey pays salaries and provides equipment as well as training for the
local security forces.?” Ankara also selects the commanders of the military courts
and police forces as well as provides weapons, vehicles, and other support. The SNA
factions, however, select the rank-and-file police members, limiting their ability to
stop SNA abuses.?® Turkish officials say more than 2,000 locals serve in the police
force, with training from the Turkish Armed Forces, Jandarma, and Turkish police.
Absent objective outside observers, it is difficult to gauge the veracity of these claims.
As of late 2020, Urfa Gov. Erin was seeking to recruit 1,500 more locals, urging TARA
youth living in Urfa to apply. Erin’s remarks contain hints, however, that all is not
well, referencing past shortcomings in maintaining public order. Moreover, he urged
Syrian religious leaders to “set the local youth, confused by ten years under the terror-

ists, on the correct path.”>"”

Tension clearly persists in the TARA salient as a result of ongoing fighting among SNA
factions. SNA factions have fought pitched battles over control of checkpoints and the
division of property appropriated from locals, which the fighters consider “the spoils
of war”?*® Indeed, the Syrian Observatory for Human Rights reports that these internal
disputes worsened in mid-2020, resulting in deadly “clashes in Ras al-Ain between
pro-Turkish factions, due to their disagreement over the appointment of the director
of the Ras al-Ain border-crossing.”*”” Most SNA fighters are poor, and many have been
displaced for years and face the dispiriting recognition that they are fighting less to lib-
erate Syria than to protect Turkish interests. Many of these young men, often lacking
local ties, take out their frustration and economic desperation on the local populace.*'
The SNA factions prevent many displaced Kurds from returning to the area, and their

behavior makes life difficult for those who remain.
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In addition to these challenges inside TARA, the SNA frequently skirmish along the
line of control with the SDF and, in places, with the regime. The SNA and Turkish
forces have regularly shelled the towns of Ayn Issa and Tel Tamer on the strategic M4
highway in the AANES.*"" According to scholar Amy Austin Holmes, Turkey and its
militias committed more than 800 cease-fire violations over the course of the first year
following Operation Peace Spring, with 138 of these in the Tel Tamer area, averaging
more than two violations per day.*"> The SDF and the SNA routinely accuse each other
of attempting to infiltrate opposing positions, and there are frequent casualties. Anti-IS
coalition officers have expressed concern that the attacks on Ayn Issa and Tel Tamer
are distracting the SDF from its anti-IS mission.*" The attacks also boost Russian influ-
ence; in December 2020, the SDF agreed to have Russian troops deploy in Ayn Issa in

an effort to stave off attacks.?!*

An insurgent campaign, including terrorist car bombings, by forces opposed to the
Turkish occupation also undermines stability in TARA, as it does in Afrin and the
ESZ.>" Few of the attacks—mainly hit-and-run assassinations or VBIEDs—are
claimed, but the Institute for the Study of War assesses that IS and the PKK are
likely both conducting separate campaigns. Among the attacks for which Turkey
and the SNA specifically blame the PKK are a January 9, 2020, car bomb that killed
four Turkish soldiers in Ras al-Ayn;*'® a September 2020 bombing that wounded 21
people;*” a December 10, 2020, VBIED attack on an SNA checkpoint, which killed
up to a dozen people;*'®
12.2" All of these attacks were in or near Ras al-Ayn. Turkey and the SNA’s attribu-

tions of responsibility have not been backed up by specific evidence but are plausible

and a January 2021 explosion that killed three and wounded

in light of the displacement of Kurds from Ras al-Ayn.

In an interview with the International Crisis Group, SDF commander Mazloum
reserved the right for the Kurds to take action, beyond returning artillery fire, in
response to Turkish Armed Forces/SNA attacks. As discussed previously, Mazloum
has implicitly acknowledged attacks on Turkish and SNA forces in Afrin, meant to
press Turkey to allow Kurdish IDPs to return to their homes—the same dynamics are
at play in TARA.*® In an interview with one of the report’s co-authors, Muhammad
Hassan, an official with the foreign relations department of the AANES, affirmed the
Kurds’ right to “resist” in TARA as well.?*! In general, then, while the VBIED attacks
are unclaimed and it is impossible to know if the perpetrators are IS, PKK cadres,

the SDF, or other actors, the signs suggest Kurdish involvement. Given the United
States’ support for the SDF, these attacks are a source of bilateral tension between the
United States and Turkey.
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Future prospects and potential for further population movements

At the strategic level, TARA’s future will be almost entirely shaped by Turkish policy,
particularly whether Ankara will: stay and defend the area; maintain its economic
commitment; rein in its proxies; and try to expand the salient. Also playing a role

in that future will be the Assad regime and Russia’s response to Turkey’s de facto
annexation, SDF actions, and the attitude of the international community, particu-
larly the United States.

Turkey seems almost certain to maintain its presence and defend the zone if attacked;
its goals of refugee resettlement and weakening the YPG are unlikely to change while
President Erdogan remains in charge. Erdogan’s need to be seen to take a hard line

on the Kurdish issue and decisive action on the refugee question—largely due to
domestic political imperatives—is not likely to fade either. Resettling Syrians in “safe
zones” is the approach the Turkish public most favors, and Turkey’s humanitarian
actions and hawkish policy toward the Kurds—presented uncritically by the Justice
and Development Party (AKP)-controlled press—are popular in key segments of the
electorate.””” Erdogan will find it difficult to give up ground in Syria.

Turkey’s commitment to provide basic services and commodities is also likely to
last—after all, it is essential to maintain basic humanitarian conditions in order to
deter further out-migration—though larger investments may come under pressure due
to Turkey’s own economic crisis and budget constraints. Erdogan’s grand resettlement

plans will likely prove too much for Turkey alone.

Proxy management will remain a major issue for Turkey. Ankara seems to understand
it has a problem and has attempted to improve discipline in the SNA and the police
forces, but real stability may prove elusive absent a more substantial commitment of
direct Turkish force. As the United States has learned in Iraq and Afghanistan, train-
ing responsible, professional police and security forces in a war zone is extremely dif-
ficult. Turkey has also shown that it finds its unaccountable proxies useful for broader
purposes, as in their deployment to Libya and Nagorno-Karabakh as inexpensive
ground fighters who can skirt the legal and political limitations placed on direct

223

Turkish deployments.

Regarding expansion, Erdogan has threatened a new military incursion against the
SDF as recently as October 2020.** Domestic anger about the killing of 13 Turkish
hostages by the PKK during a botched rescue operation in Iraqi Kurdistan in February
2021 increased the pressure, though Turkey’s response could come in Iraqi Sinjar or
the Qandil Mountains.”*® On the other hand, Ankara may feel it has already effectively
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crippled the prospects of Syrian Kurdish autonomy and seized sufficient territory in
which to resettle refugees; the strategic rationale for a further incursion is flimsy. Still,
the desire to elevate the Kurdish issue domestically, hoping to splinter the opposition’s
political coalition, could rise in importance ahead of the next Turkish election, cur-
rently scheduled for 2023 but possible earlier.”®

Turkey is also limited by the presence of Russian and Syrian regime forces, meaning
any major Turkish attack would need to be coordinated with Moscow or risk caus-

ing Russian or Syrian regime casualties—and reprisals. Likewise, the United States
will want to dissuade Turkey from further advances south of the TARA salient. The
October 2019 intervention provoked international outrage and brief U.S. sanctions,
even after Trump nominally approved the incursion.””” The Biden administration is
likely to take a clearer line in Syria in defense of the cease-fire with the SDF. In addi-
tion to possible congressional action, President Biden could wield executive order
13894 to impose sanctions on any Turkish official or department determined to have
disrupted the cease-fire, prevented voluntary returns of displaced people, forcibly repa-

triated Syrians, or otherwise obstructed reconciliation efforts.>?®

Were Turkey to move forward despite these restraints, the most likely targets would
be Ayn Issa, Tell Tamer, or Kobane. Taking Ayn Issa or Tell Tamer, important cross-
roads along the M4, would allow Turkey to impede SDF communications—as well
as international humanitarian assistance—across the northeast.”” Turkey would thus
further divide the AANES, isolating western areas around Kobane and Manbij from
the rest of SDF-held territory. The loss of Ayn Issa would force all traffic to divert
south to the area around Raqqa, greatly complicating the AANES’ position. A more
dramatic—if highly unlikely—scenario could see Turkey and the SNA press on
toward Raqqa, the largest city in the AANES, as Erdogan has discussed in describing
his ideal “safe zone.”*® A move on Kobane would link Turkey’s zones—connect-

ing TARA with the ESZ—and be a huge blow to the morale and credibility of the
AANES and the SDF. The town, with its overwhelmingly Kurdish population, was
the scene of the YPG’s famous 2014 last stand and subsequent 2015 victory over IS,
in partnership with coalition forces; the city is of huge symbolic importance to the
Syrian Kurdish and AANES narrative. Indeed, a Syrian Kurdish writer recently told a
visitor to the region, “Without Kobane, there is no Autonomy [AANES].!

There are several possible tactical scenarios in these areas. Turkey—or, more likely,
the SNA—could try an outright assault to capture Ayn Issa or Tel Tamer. SNA troops
tried to capture Tel Tamer on November 15, 2019—shortly after the cease-fire—but
were unable to do s0.>*> Turkey and the SNA could also seek to make life for resi-

dents of Tel Tamer and Ayn Issa sufficiently unbearable that the residents will leave
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and Turkey will be able to functionally annex the areas. They could do this through
constant shelling, drone attacks, and infiltration attempts as well as other means, such
as setting fire to agricultural lands, as the SNA attempted to do in Tel Tamer in spring
2020.>** The ongoing shelling fits with this latter approach.

Turkey could also try to dislodge the SDF indirectly, using Russia. The SDF knows it
cannot defend against a major Turkish attack and has invited Russian forces into Ayn
Issa to prevent that outcome. But this dynamic allows for creeping Russian leverage
that can, over time, effectively neutralize SDF autonomy. For example, the Russian
forces briefly pulled out of Ayn Issa in December 2020 after the SDF rejected its
deployment plan; Turkey and the SNA immediately began shelling the town, killing
SDF fighters and necessitating the redeployment of Russian forces and the establish-
ment of observation posts, despite SDF concerns.”** At least along the line of control,
this approach could allow Turkey to achieve its goals of weakening the AANES with-

out direct, large-scale Turkish intervention.

Barring a major Turkish push or a full U.S. withdrawal, which would scramble the
picture, it is possible that the current, unstable status quo could persist for some time,
with small-scale clashes along the border, moves to undermine the SDF via Russia,
continuing terrorist and insurgent attacks in TARA, and halting Turkish attempts to

rein in violent, ill-disciplined SNA factions.

It is therefore unlikely that the TARA region will produce another major refugee flow.
While the area is unstable and violent, so are the other areas of Syria to which alocal
might flee. The Turkish border, meanwhile, is tightly controlled, though smuggling
continues. Urfa Gov. Erin has hinted at this latter reality, speaking of the need for
unregistered Syrians to leave Urfa and calling on registered Syrians to report new arriv-
als they do not recognize. Bluntly expressing the general Turkish feeling, Erin com-
plained of people fleeing TARA “even though normal life has returned”—crossing to
Urfa, he said, is acceptable “only for health and extraordinary humanitarian needs.”***
For most, however, life in Turkey remains more attractive than life in the Turkish-

controlled zones, including TARA.

This preference for Turkey likewise limits the prospects of voluntary resettlement

of refugees in TARA, despite President Erdogan’s vision. Most Syrians would rather
remain settled in Turkey, where their economic prospects are better and their situation
more secure. Beyond small-scale resettlement of families of SNA fighters and those

actually from the area, then, Turkey may have to effectively force Syrians to move to
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TARA. There have already been some moves in this direction, repatriating Syrians “on
the pretext that they lack temporary Turkish residence permits (known as ‘Kimlik’
cards) or that they have broken the law.”** There are many anecdotal reports of forced

returns, while even official returns are not necessarily to a Syrian’s original home.>’

While there is room for resettlement in TARA—either in new buildings, per Erdogan’s
ambitions, or illegally in the homes of Kurds driven from the region—there is little
prospect of major voluntary resettlement.*® Indeed, the researcher al-Hilu found that
“within a year of the [October 2019] operation ending, almost no returns [to TARA]
from Turkey have in fact been recorded.” Instead, Turkey has bused Syrians displaced
from other parts of the country into the TARA zone, raising concerns among locals.**
Ironically, the fastest route to major resettlement would be to allow—and provide the
conditions for—the return of Kurdish civilians displaced in October 2019. But Turkey
and the SNA show little desire to enable those returns, hinting at the demographic engi-
neering that lies behind much of the policy.**' These well-placed fears of demographic
engineering make it impossible for humanitarian NGOs or international donors to

morally engage in TARA, further undermining the goal of resettlement.
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and East Syria®** took shape as the region’s civilian
authority, dominated from the outset by the PYD.

In subsequent years, as the YPG battled IS—at first on its own, then, from autumn
2014 onward, in partnership with the U.S.-led coalition—its writ expanded. The
YPG soon held the entirety of the Syrian-Turkish border east of the Euphrates, as
well territories to the west, including Tabqa, Manbij, and Afrin. The campaign to
destroy IS soon required offensives south into Arab-majority Raqqa and Deir ez-
Zor. To limit ethnic tensions and assuage Turkish concerns, the United States folded
the YPG into a multiethnic umbrella group, the SDF, which eventually came to be
majority Sunni Arab. Announced in October 2015, with the YPG still its dominant
force, the SDF eventually defeated IS’ territorial caliphate in March 2019. Following
the victory, the coalition troop presence—once numbering 2,000 or more—dwin-
dled to approximately 900.>* The AANES says the SDF includes 60,000-70,000
troops, the majority of whom are now Arab, while 40,000-50,000 local security
forces called Asayish—whose ethnic composition varies by locale—maintain basic

internal security.
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The AANES lives a precarious existence. Though it is one of the most stable parts of
Syria, the Assad regime, Russia, and Turkey and its Syrian proxies all seek its eventual
destruction. The Assad regime, supported by Russia, seeks to recapture and centrally
govern all of Syria, an outcome the AANES naturally opposes. Despite these antitheti-
cal visions, the AANES has at times had to cooperate with the regime and Russia
against the more immediate threat from Turkey. Ankara sees the YPG/PYD as an
extension of the PKK. Fearing Kurdish autonomy in Syria as the YPG expanded its
territory—and especially the ripple effect it seemed to have among Kurds in southeast
Turkey—Ankara launched three major military operations, described in previous sec-
tions, aimed at preventing that outcome. Turkey has largely driven the SDF from the
border and continues to apply military pressure, seeking its disintegration. Meanwhile,
the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), the dominant force in the adjoining Kurdistan
Region of Iraq (KRI), sees the YPG/PYD as a political rival. The KDP controls the
border crossing from Iraq into Syria—the AANES’ overland lifeline to the outside
world—and often restricts the movement of people and goods into the AANES. Finally,
many in the majority-Arab population of eastern Syria resent Kurdish dominance of the
AANES, and these ethnic tensions threaten the AANES’ stability. The presence of U.S.
troops keeps these enemies at bay for now; a U.S. departure would likely necessitate
major concessions in terms of territory or political autonomy by the AANES, under

escalating pressure from these adversaries, or result in its outright collapse.

The AANES is significant for several overlapping strategic and political reasons.
First, it hosts the only officially acknowledged U.S. troops in Syria, aside from a
small deployment at al-Tanf, deployed primarily to prevent any IS resurgence.**

The U.S. deployment also aims to deny Assad a significant part of Syria’s territory.
The area holds much of Syria’s oil and good agricultural land; once known as Syria’s
breadbasket, some 70 percent of Syrian wheat plantings in 2020 came in SDF-
controlled areas.*** Some U.S. officials hope that by supporting the SDF and denying
the Assad regime control of the region, the coalition secures leverage to advance a
political compromise to the overall Syrian problem. At a minimum, the U.S. pres-
ence has thus far helped keep a swath of Syria from being drawn back into full-blown
civil conflict. Finally, U.S. officials have also sometimes emphasized the need to deny
Iran easy overland access to Syria to supply its proxies, especially Hezbollah, with

heavy armaments, although Iran has other means of access for that purpose.

Second, the AANES is important because of its negative impact on U.S.-Turkish rela-
tions. Turkey sees the YPG as an organic part of the PKK, labeled a terrorist group by
both Turkey and the United States; Ankara thus regularly accuses the United States
of supporting terrorists, while the United States denies that the YPG takes orders
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from the PKK. Both sides are somewhat disingenuous; the YPG was created by the
PKK nearly two decades ago and retains clear PKK links, but Turkey’s position lacks
critical context. Turkey was itself negotiating with the PKK when the U.S.-YPG
partnership began, and Ankara twice hosted then-PYD leader Salih Muslim that very
year, and other PYD leaders visited Turkey regularly.** The YPG—and the SDF—is
overwhelmingly a Syrian group with goals focused within Syria.**’ Finally, the United
States partnered with the YPG only after exploring other options, including a request
to Turkey, to save the Syrian Kurdish town of Kobane from IS.

After the Kobane success, the United States expanded its partnership with the YPG
to destroy IS; the approach succeeded but vastly complicated U.S.-Turkish relations.
Turkey’s Kurdish policy abruptly changed in 2015 due in large part to domestic
developments, and its subsequent refusal to soften on the Kurdish question has
hamstrung U.S. involvement with the AANES, leading the United States to minimize
political contact with the PYD and often insist that its cooperation with the YPG is
“temporary, tactical, and transactional.”>*® This focus on the short term has limited
U.S. leverage, while the reluctance to engage with civilian authorities has slowed any
shift away from militia control of the SDF areas. Ironically, an end to Turkish mili-
tary threats might contribute to some demilitarization of politics, perhaps diluting
the YPG/PYD’s dominance; the conflict itself guarantees that the strongest militia
holds sway. For the SDF, a modus vivendi with Turkey would allow for socioeco-
nomic development in the AANES, help prevent the further return of the Assad
regime, and allow for deeper cooperation with the international community. This
tenuous path, slim though its prospects are, represents the best hope for a durable,
positive outcome in the AANES.

Third, the AANES is an experiment in pluralism. Despite the YPG’s dominance,
AANES territory is majority Sunni Arab, as is the SDF, though most of its officers

are Kurdish. The AANES also includes small numbers of Christians, Turkmen, and
Yazidis. Because of the AANES’ multiethnic character, the PYD often claims the
region is a template for a future, decentralized Syria. Still, despite its diversity and pro-
claimed decentralized system of governance, the Kurdish YPG remains the dominant
power in the AANES, and many Arabs chafe under what amounts to Kurdish rule. The
Assad regime and Russia try to exploit this discontent to undermine the AANES, but
most residents reportedly say that life under the AANES is preferable to a return of the
Assad regime. The AANES has an intrinsic identity problem. Its Kurdish leadership
and most outsiders see it as an expression of Kurdish autonomy, but its demography
dictates pluralism. The success or failure of this multiethnic experiment is therefore

important to postwar Syria.
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Finally, and most importantly, the AANES is important for the people who live
there—its political-military fate will determine whether millions of people will be

drawn back into the war or the terror of IS or Assad’s rule.

Demography and humanitarian conditions

Despite its losses to Turkey, today, the AANES remains the largest territory in Syria
outside the Assad regime’s control, governing roughly 20 percent of Syria. The precise
population is likely between 2.5 million and 4 million people.**® Fabrice Balanche
puts the figure at 2.5 million to 3 million, with Kurds making up some 35 percent and
Sunni Arabs the majority. If the heavily Arab areas of Raqqa and Deir ez-Zor, the two
areas most recently conquered from IS by the SDF, are removed from the equation,
the Kurdish percentage rises to an estimated 60 percent. The loss of Afrin in 2018 and
TARA in 2019 has increased the Kurdish percentage of the population in the remain-
ing AANES; at least 250,000 Kurdish IDPs from those two areas, including some
75,000 Kurds from TARA, fled to and remain in the AANES. At the same time, the
non-Kurdish population of TARA, roughly 225,000, is no longer part of the AANES >

Humanitarian conditions in the region are uneven. The northeast was historically
neglected despite its natural resources; prior to 2011, Hasakah province produced
roughly one-third of Syria’s oil, half of its grains, and 80 percent of its cotton.>"
Agriculture remains the primary source of income for most inhabitants in the region.
As in the rest of Syria, the war and the currency crisis have put massive additional
stress on the economy, as have the intermittent blockades of the Kurdistan Regional
Government (KRG) authorities. With the American presence, the U.S. dollar has
come to dominate major transactions, trade in key commodities, and the civil and
military administration; but local markets, where the Syrian pound still holds sway,
have not followed suit due to a shortage of dollars.*** Thanks in part to this dollariza-
tion, the AANES was at least able to raise military and civilian salaries in response to
the currency collapse and inflation.*>* Oil, grain, and aid work are now the pillars of
the AANES economy—all three of which bring disputes over control, pricing, and
politics with the Assad regime. Indeed, COAR argues that the influx of dollars from
the U.S. presence and accompanying international NGO activities, as well as the
region’s hold on the grain supply, will boost its relative economic power toward the

regime, perhaps prompting Damascus to lash out militarily.**

Despite being better off than much of the rest of Syria, households in the AANES face
shortages of basic goods, limited electrical and water supplies, and severely inadequate

health care. According to REACH, a humanitarian monitoring group, one-third of
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communities reported shortages of medicines, and health care is unaffordable for
three-quarters of communities.**® COVID-19 has further worsened economic con-
ditions, with 70 percent of communities reporting loss of wages; the World Food
Program reported that roughly half of households in Hasakah and Raqqa governates
lost a source of income due to the pandemic.** The loss of income was compounded
by the rising cost of living; prices for basic food items and essential fuel for cooking
and heating increased in December 2020, though by less than in other parts of Syria,
while availability for many items continued to be a problem.”” Some 1.3 million

people in northeastern Syria are in need of humanitarian assistance.>*

Adding to these economic strains is a large IDP presence. Prior to Turkey’s October
2019 invasion, the region hosted about 700,000 IDPs, mainly from Afrin and the
Deir ez-Zor region. Turkey’s offensive further scrambled the picture, driving some

»? of whom some 75,000 remain displaced, mainly

200,000 people from their homes,
Kurds who do not feel safe under Turkish rule.*® There has been some economic
development in the areas unaffected by the Turkish incursion; for example, recon-
struction in the devastated city of Raqqa has facilitated some IDP returns and
improved commercial activity.>*' Still, about 130,000 IDPs reside in formal camps in
the northeast, while the vast majority have taken up residence in communities, with

relatives, or in informal camps or shelters.”?

Compounding these challenges is the problem of persistent water shortages made
worse by a drought in early 2021. One reason for the shortages is the reduction in
output from a major pumping station at Alouk, near Ras al-Ayn, that came under
Turkish control following the October 2019 invasion. The station supplies water to
some 400,000 residents of Hasakah, including IDPs and IS prisoners and their families,
but was regularly shut down in the first year of Turkish control.”® Turkey and the SNA
may be using Alouk to pressure the AANES to provide water and electricity to Turkish-
controlled areas, as the AANES did before the Turkish occupation.

The cause of the problems at Alouk is disputed and difficult to parse. Turkey claims
the AANES has failed to supply the electricity for TARA that it supplied prior to the
Turkish operation—when the entire area was under AANES control—and that pow-
ered Alouk and the rest of the area. The AANES retorts that it supplies the necessary
electricity but that it is siphoned off by SNA “militiamen” before it reaches Alouk.*** In
late 2020, U.S., Russian, and U.N. intervention seemed to ensure that electricity from
the AANES and water from Alouk would flow in the necessary quantities,*® but an
AANES official said in May 2021 that the flow from Alouk is still only intermittent at
best. The same official accused Turkey of limiting the flow of the Euphrates River and
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thus hampering the operation of two key dams in the AANES, Tishrin, and Euphrates
and further aggravating the water shortage.”* A senior AANES official publicly charged
Turkey with a “blockade approach,” intended “to undermine our authority and harm
our region.” Turkey acknowledges a diminished flow but attributes it to the drought.’

As in many parts of Syria, the AANES has struggled to provide acceptable education,
reportedly resulting in diminished attendance at AANES schools. Residents complain
about unqualified teachers and curricula too heavy on PKK ideology. Economic needs
force many children to work rather than attend school.**® Another major factor is that
AANES school certifications are not recognized by Damascus, nor outside Syria. As a
result, many families—particularly Arabs—send their children to accredited schools
in regime-held territory.** In Arab-majority areas, protestors have demanded changes
to the curricula and improved education more generally.*”® A former U.S. official
recently lamented that stabilization funds had rebuilt schools without making certain

that the curriculum would win accreditation.?”

Another major challenge is how to deal with accused IS fighters and their families,
some 90,000 of whom were being held in the AANES as of June 2020.>”> There are
roughly 10,000 suspected IS fighters, held in separate SDF prisons.””* The United
Kingdom is funding an expansion to double the size of the prison in Hasakah, which
currently holds about 5,000 accused IS fighters, indicating there is no immediate plan
for large-scale repatriation or reintegration of the detainees.””* But the bigger problem
is the families of these IS suspects; some 90 percent of the overall detainee population
are women and children, more than half younger than age 12, held on presumption

of IS links. As of March 2021, some 61,000 of this group were being held in al-Hol
(Hasakah province) in a camp designed for half that number, with others at facilities
in Hasakah town and al-Shadadi. Approximately 31,000 camp occupants are Iraqi,
20,000 Syrian, and 9,000 from elsewhere—mainly Central Asia, Europe, and North
America. Due to security concerns, the SDF was initially cautious about releasing peo-
ple but more recently has stepped up the release of Syrians to tribal or family custody,
with more than 6,000 Syrians leaving al-Hol after the SDF eased departure procedures
in October 2020.>” Still, Syrians from regime-held territories do not want to return
home to face near certain arrest and possible execution, and the Iraqi government will

not allow citizens suspected of IS affiliation to return.

Al-Hol presents serious security challenges, bringing together under conditions of
severe overcrowding and deprivation a mix of loyal IS supporters and their relatives
with those who chafed under IS rule and fled to SDF territory but were placed in
camps and viewed with suspicion. According to the Defense Intelligence Agency, IS
has “relative freedom of movement and extensive influence” in al-Hol, which it also
exploits for recruitment purposes and as a financing node.””® The camp is often violent;
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in the first quarter of 2021, there were 47 murders in al-Hol, most believed to be
IS-related, for reasons such as punishment for defecting from the group or for violating
IS religious doctrine.””” Early 2021 has seen multiple IS attempts to break detainees

out of detention facilities, though the SDF has managed to thwart most attempts.””®

The October 2020 decision to facilitate the departure of Syrians from al-Hol was partly
for internal camp security and partly to satisfy Arabs in Deir ez-Zor and Ragqa who
asserted that many residents were IS victims, not sympathizers. The releases raised fears
of increased IS attacks, especially among Kurds. Attacks declined in the immediate
aftermath, but the long-term impact is unclear.*” Judicial and rehabilitation efforts—as
well as repatriation of foreign fighters—remain major challenges; there is little support
provided for the reintegration of camp residents into Syrian communities, and many

countries refuse to take back citizens accused of IS membership or sympathies.

There are also serious corruption and human rights concerns in the AANES, though
international access provides some accountability.”** The most recent report of an inde-
pendent U.N. commission raised a number of human rights concerns regarding the SDF
and related entities, including: torture and cruel treatment, recruitment of child soldiers,
denial of judicial proceedings to accused IS members, and the confinement of families

to al-Hol with little basis for appeal.**' The report tentatively cites eight documented
cases of arbitrary detention of political activists and civil society workers during the
January-July 2020 period covered by the report. Four individuals claimed they had been
interrogated by U.S. officials while detained in SDF facilities, and at least two said they
were tortured by SDF military intelligence, which could constitute war crimes.** The
commission also cites ongoing recruitment of children, though it notes efforts to end
the practice.”® In 2019, the SDF signed a U.N. agreement to end child recruitment.***
Journalists Amberin Zaman and Dan Wilkofsky have described how the issue hints at the
difficulty of distancing the SDF from the PKK, which has recruited Kurdish youth for
decades. According to the authors, SDF commander Mazloum difficulty rooting out the
practice may point to lingering PKK influence in the AANES and differences among the
YPG, PKK, and affiliated Kurdish groups.***

Security dynamics and governance

Conceptually, the AANES is based on local autonomy, starting at the smallest, com-
mune level and scaling up as needed to larger units.”*® The Syrian Democratic Council
(SDC) sits atop the pyramid, serving as the civilian arm of the SDF and coordinating
across the AANES. The PYD—the political arm of the YPG—dominates the civilian

executive of this AANES “federal” government. The councils are meant to be at least
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partially elected at each level; some elections were held prior to the Turkish invasion
of October 2019, while others had been announced but were subsequently post-
poned. According to Amy Austin Holmes, a Syria expert and public policy fellow at
the Wilson Center, the councils include prominent individuals from major ethnic and
religious groups in each area.”®” In January 2014, the PYD issued a “Charter of the
Social Contract” that committed the AANES to “ethnic, religious, and linguistic plu-
ralism, equality, democracy, and local self-government.””*® Indeed, in a sign of relative
autonomy, Arabs and Syriacs, as well as Kurds, are all allowed to provide schooling in
their own language. And, in at least one case, Syriac Christians reportedly persuaded

the federal government to withdraw a major law.>*

Yet there is controversy about just how federal and democratic the system really is.
For example, the power of taxation seems to rest solely with the federal government,

according to a Syriac source.””

Citing the omnipresence of the YPG militia, Syria
expert Fabrice Balanche asserts in a monograph that the AANES is “the most central-
ized [region in Syria], despite the PYD’s official discourse about local democracy and
federalism.”**' Harriet Allsopp and Wladimir van Wilgenburg, experts on Kurdish poli-
tics, largely agree, casting doubt on the fairness of past elections and writing that the
governance of the AANES cannot be “untangled from the PYD,” while acknowledging

positive developments such as institutionalization of women’s rights.**>

The PKK created the PYD and YPG, but there is also some dispute as to how strong
the links are today. Allsopp and van Wilgenburg suggest that the PYD remains
accountable to the PKK and the associated Kurdistan Communities Union (KCK).>
According to Daphne McCurdy, a former U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID) official, the YPG-dominated SDF is “a notoriously opaque and undemo-
cratic organization with indisputable ties to the PKK ... [and its] decision-making
authority continued to rest in Qandil,” with the PKK.*** Other U.S. officials familiar
with the situation downplay the YPG’s operational ties to the PKK, as does the PYD/
YPG itself, admitting that though many senior figures in the YPG, PYD, and SDC
were formerly in the PKXK, their current relationship is more characterized by “dif-
fuse ideological affiliations.”** Sociologically, it is clear that the YPG and the SDF are
overwhelmingly Syrian groups with Syrian goals.”?* SDF commander Mazloum is not
said to require consultations with the PKK when making major decisions, indicating
operational independence, though equally, there are reports of a parallel structure of

PKK-linked cadres in the AANES as well as regular contacts and strategic alignment.

Over the years, the United States has sought to dilute both the appearance and reality
of PKK influence in the AANES, especially for the sake of relations with Turkey. That
was a primary reason for the establishment in 2015 of a major Arab military com-
ponent to fight alongside the YPG under the SDF umbrella. Other smaller groups,
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including Syriac Christians, joined as well. The addition of the Arab forces, now
reportedly a majority of the YPG, was significant both politically and militarily, as the
SDF prepared to take on IS in majority-Arab areas. Turkey has dismissed the SDF

as a fig leaf for the YPG and the PKK. For Washington, softening Turkey’s view of a
crucial proxy in the campaign against IS was undoubtedly part of the calculus; but U.S.
officials also hoped Arab recruitment would help secure genuine Arab support for the

campaign to defeat IS and broaden the legitimacy of the SDF among local Arabs.

More recently, the United States has encouraged a dialogue between a PYD-dominated
group of political parties known as the Kurdish National Unity Party (PYNK) and the
more conservative, pro-Barzani Kurdish National Council (KNC). The goal of the dia-
logue, initiated by SDF commander Mazloum with U.S. encouragement, is to bring the
KNC into the government in the AANES. There are many obstacles to the success of
this attempt, including Turkey’s influence over the KNC?*” and the long rivalry between
Barzani and the PKKs titular leader Abdullah Ocalan. The KNC is now largely in exile
in Iraq’s KRG—whether by choice or due to YPG pressure is disputed by the groups—
but has a limited presence in the AANES. Strategically, Mazloum and the United States
hope that a power-sharing arrangement between the PYD and the KNC will broaden
support for the AANES and dilute perceptions of PKK influence, perhaps making
Kurdish autonomy in northern Syria acceptable to both Turkey and Barzani.**® But the
PYD complains that Turkey is blocking these efforts, using its influence with Barzani
and the KNC to cripple the reconciliation effort.

Turkey represents the most immediate threat to the AANES.*” President Erdogan
threatened a new offensive as recently as October 2020. Depending on the state of
U.S.-Turkish relations and Erdogan’s domestic imperatives, such an operation cannot
be ruled out. Turkish troops and SNA proxies launch regular small arms, artillery, and
drone attacks from the TARA salient, while periodic infiltration attempts spark heavier
fighting. Turkey, in turn, plausibly accuses the YPG of responsibility for VBIED attacks
in the TARA area, though the attacks could also be IS cells.*® Turkish military pressure
has mainly aimed at Ayn Issa and Tel Tamer, towns on the critical M4 highway—the
most important artery in the AANES, providing access for international humanitarian
NGOs from the east and trade in both directions. Turkish shelling has shut down the
M4 highway for months at a time, disrupting transport in the AANES, with many resi-
dents avoiding stretches near Turkish lines. Russia helped reopen the highway recently,
but it remains dangerous. Turkey may want to seize Ayn Issa or Tel Tamer to perma-
nently split the AANES. Russia’s presence is a deterrent to Turkey but could over time

facilitate the return of the Assad regime.
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The Assad regime is another major threat. Damascus, formally supported by its Russian
patron, demands the return of central government control to the east. The regime wants
particularly to reclaim oil fields in Deir ez-Zor and Hasakah and was incensed when
northern oil fields were leased to the U.S. company Delta Crescent Energy. Russia, too,
was angered, as Assad had already leased those fields to a Russian outfit pending their
return to Damascus’ control.**! The regime is unlikely to launch a full-scale military
offensive to retake the east, at least in the near term; Damascus lacks manpower and is
occupied holding the front lines in Idlib, managing internal security, and dealing with

a growing IS insurgency in rural Damascus, Homs, and the portions of Deir ez-Zor it
controls west of the Euphrates. For now, the presence of U.S. troops and the threat of
the United States’ airpower keeps Syria and Russia at bay, but both will be probing for
weaknesses; a string of assassinations of SDF-friendly Arab tribal leaders could be the
work of the regime, seeking to destabilize the east and erode SDF control.

Relations between the SDF and the Assad regime have been characterized by intermit-
tent cooperation and conflict. Despite differences, the AANES has had to work with
the regime on occasion. Regime troops never fully left parts of Hasakah and Qamishli,
requiring awkward coordination. But early 2021 has seen growing tension between
those regime forces, known as the National Defense Forces (NDF), and the local
Asayish, culminating in several days of clashes in Qamishli in late April 2021 that left
13 dead and raised fears of a wider conflict. The fighting appears to have been caused
by a combination of local disputes, AANES efforts to get greater trade access from

the regime, and regional rivalries between locals and the NDF (seen as pro-Iranian).
Russian intervention has restored an uneasy calm, but the clashes demonstrate the

tenuousness of SDF-regime relations.

Syrian and Russian troops are also arrayed along the line of control with the
Turkish-controlled TARA, part of a deal struck in October 2019 to head off
Turkey’s invasion. The arrangement brought Syrian regime troops back to AANES-
administered towns such as Tel Tamer, Tabqa, and Ayn Issa—all evacuated by coali-
tion forces following Trump’s sudden withdrawal announcement—for the first time
in years. Russian troops moved into Manbij. One SDF commander described the
choice between inviting Syrian troops back to the region or facing the Turkish forces
alone as one between “compromise and genocide.”*** But the return of regime forces
was largely nominal, given the regime’s manpower constraints and other commit-
ments, and the SDF continues to be the dominant security force in the northeast.
The October 2019 arrangement has certainly increased both Russia’s and, poten-

tially, the regime’s leverage, however.
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The new security regime was affirmed in a Turkish-Russian memorandum of under-
standing (MOU) signed October 22,2019. The MOU stipulated that Russian military
police and Syrian border guards would operate outside the TARA area to “facilitate
the removal of YPG elements and their weapons to the depth of 30 km (19 miles)
from the Turkish-Syrian border”*” Ankara and Moscow also agreed to joint patrols to
the west and east of TARA to “a depth of 10 km, except Qamishli city.” Early Turkish-
Russian patrols in this zone met with popular protests, including rock throwing, in
Kurdish villages. As a result, an AANES official says that Turkey limits patrols to
nonpopulated areas.*** Russian forces patrol throughout the zone, coordinating their
movements with the Asayish and SDE>%

Russia’s official position is that Assad should regain sovereignty over the entire coun-
try, posing another problem for the AANES. The YPG angered Moscow by allying
with the United States, perhaps explaining Russia’s willingness to allow Turkey to
intervene in the Russian zone west of the Euphrates, especially its acquiescence to the
Turkish invasion of then-Kurdish-majority Afrin. On the other hand, Russia has long-
standing relations with the Kurds, including Soviet-era ties with the PKK. Moscow
intervened on the Syrian Kurds’ behalf to resolve the Alouk water station problem,
reopen the M4 highway, and mediate the fighting with regime forces in Hasakah and
Qamishli. Moscow has also advocated for Kurdish participation in the Geneva peace
process and tabled a draft Syrian constitution in January 2017 that spoke of “Kurdish
Cultural Autonomy,” while still stopping short of any Kurdish political autonomy, the
core demand of the AANES.** Still, Russia is likely to push for a deal that brings the
east back under Assad’s rule.*”” Meanwhile, Turkey can increase Russian leverage over
the SDF, at least along the line of control: Through steady shelling and military pres-
sure, Ankara can force the SDF to call for Russian support, shifting de facto control

toward Moscow and Damascus.3%

This complexity is largely the result of President Trump’s October 2019 withdrawal
announcement and the subsequent Turkish invasion. In some areas in northeast Syria,
the SDF partners with U.S. forces; in others, with Russian and regime forces, sepa-
rately or together. In other areas, such as Deir ez-Zor, it is at a bare-teethed standoff
with regime forces; in some, it comes under Russian pressure; and, in still others, the

SDF faces Turkey and its Syrian proxies alone.**”

A lingering IS insurgency poses another ongoing threat. From July to September 2020,
IS staged up to 90 attacks in the AANES—that is, about one per day. Two-thirds of
these were in the Deir ez-Zor area, and most were small-scale. Still, some were in the
AANES heartland in Hasakah, and, on one occasion, IS managed to kill four Asayish
officers. Coalition forces say that the SDF is increasingly capable of fighting IS on its

own—and, indeed, now stages some raids on IS without coalition participation.*'’

55 Center for American Progress |



The AANES also faces danger on its eastern border with Iraq, at the critical Fish
Khabur and Yarubiyah border crossings. The area is politically contested by the PKK,
Iraqi security forces, Shia militias, and pro-Barzani KDP troops.*'! Turkey has also
threatened an intervention in neighboring Sinjar, which would upend the whole pic-
ture. The KDP has at times closed the Iraqi border to the AANES, although food and
medicine are always allowed through, according to an AANES source.’"> Given U.S.
troops’ own interest in keeping the border open—and the KDP’s own reliance on U.S.
support—Washington should be able to manage the Fish Khabur issue. The Yarubiyah
border crossing from Iraq presents a separate problem, closed to U.N. cross-border
assistance in January 2020 due to Russian pressure at the U.N. Security Council. Its
blockage has limited the delivery of critical medical supplies, with Moscow unrelent-
ing even in the face of the COVID-19 pandemic.*"?

In many ways, the thorniest issue for the AANES is the Arab-Kurdish divide. The YPG
was formed to secure Kurdish autonomy, but it must now weigh this goal against the
reality of governing majority-Arab areas as part of the SDF. Arabs constitute the majority
of the SDF rank and file, but some resent Kurdish dominance of the AANES leadership
and natural resources, particularly in Raqqa and Deir ez-Zor. According to one NGO
leader in Deir ez-Zor, Arabs have no presence in senior decision-making bodies, do not
meet with foreign delegations, and are denied their share of Deir ez-Zor’s oil revenues.>*
Some Arabs in Deir ez-Zor also question the AANES leadership’s commitment to their
region. One member of the local civil council, himself a target of assassination attempts,
cited lack of SDF security for the region. He praised the Syrian Kurds but said he feared
that the key decisions in the AANES are being made by outsiders, namely the PKK.

A US.-based Syrian activist asserts that Arabs in the Deir ez-Zor region fear that the
AANES sees them as merely a “card” ultimately to be traded to Assad for concessions in
the Kurdish heartland further north.** Nevertheless, the NGO leader says most locals
believe life would be worse under Assad, IS, or pro-Iranian or pro-Turkish militias.>'¢
Even some of those protesting AANES shortcomings have made clear they reject the
Assad regime.*"” The U.S. Central Command shares this assessment, reporting that Arabs
in the region prefer the AANES to the alternatives.”'® Thus far, Arabs in AANES are

discontented but not rebellious.

A spate of assassinations of Arab tribal leaders, including a prominent pro-SDEF sheikh
in August 2020, heightened tensions, provoking protests against inadequate SDF
security for the region. The SDF exacerbated the situation by firing into the crowd to
disperse them.*"® The tensions led the powerful Agidat tribal confederation to demand
that the SDF transfer administrative—though not military—control in Deir ez-Zor to

“the region’s tribes,” though a September 2020 deadline passed without incident.**
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The AANES leadership has not ignored the complaints. In late 2020, the AANES
announced a package of reforms, including local elections within a year, anti-
corruption measures, guarantees of judicial independence, and “self-management

of commodities.”**! The last element refers to oil; control over profits from local oil
wells remains a critical issue. The SDF has so far refused to transfer administrative
authority to tribal leadership from the Deir ez-Zor Civil Council, which is chaired by
two local Arab leaders but reliant on the SDF and AANES for decisions and fund-
ing and is distrusted by many locals.**? It has also struggled to improve the security
situation, though it has sought to recruit resident Arabs into local security forces.*®
Implementation of reforms and the provision of basic security will likely determine

whether the AANES can manage Arab grievances.

The Assad regime and Russia have sought to play on these divides, “attempting to
influence local populations to sever ties with the SDE”*** But the regime, which con-
trols the west bank of the Euphrates in Deir ez-Zor, has so far had limited success in
organizing pro-regime tribal militias on the AANES-controlled east bank. Thus far, the
most powerful Arab tribal confederations—Agqidat, Bagara, and Shammar—have not
broken with the SDF, though divisions persist, and subtribes’ allegiances vary.*** The
regime faces its own problems in west Deir ez-Zor, where it relies on ill-disciplined
militias and has struggled to rein in a serious IS insurgency, undermining its own

efforts to win over tribal factions from the SDF.3%¢

The main local demands in the AANES continue to be security, basic services, and
local civilian control, especially in Arab-majority areas. Each of these factors relies

in large part on coalition military engagement and stabilization funding. Indeed,

even in limited numbers, U.S. forces are the bonding element that keeps the AANES
relatively stable. Mediation from U.S. officials regularly helps de-escalate tensions
between the SDF and Arab tribes in Deir ez-Zor.**” Were the United States to with-
draw, the AANES would likely collapse. A U.S. withdrawal seems unlikely in the near
term, based on President Biden’s past comments; he was scathingly critical of Trump’s
withdrawal from northeastern Syria.**® The appointment of Brett McGurk as coor-
dinator for the Middle East and North Africa on the U.S. National Security Council
likewise hints at a durable U.S. presence. McGurk is a strong advocate of cooperation
with the SDF and resigned in protest following President Trump’s first withdrawal
announcement, later reversed, in December 2018; it is unlikely that Biden appointed
him to oversee a U.S. departure from Syria. This was further underlined in May 2021
with the publicization of a visit by a senior U.S. delegation to the SDF, which the U.S.
Department of State said underscores “the U.S. commitment to cooperation and coor-
dination in the Coalition to Defeat ISIS, continued stability in northeast Syria, and the

delivery of stabilization assistance to liberated areas.”**
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Yet the October 2019 partial withdrawal significantly undermined the influence of
the remaining U.S. troop presence. Trump’s abrupt withdrawal order and Turkey’s
invasion dramatically complicated the front lines—previously largely corresponding
to the Euphrates River—and cast doubt over the durability of the U.S. presence. The
SDF no doubt worries that Washington will flinch again and must account for that
possibility. The Assad regime seeks to exploit this uncertainty, making the case to
both the SDF and Arab tribes in the east that the United States will one day abandon
them and that it is better to cut a deal with Damascus.*** Moreover, the U.S. presence
is now geographically limited within the AANES, and other regional powers may be
tempted to test Washington’s staying power. Little can now be done to reverse the
return of Russian and regime forces to the northeast, both in military terms and in
their political dealings with the SDF.

Future prospects and potential for further population movements

The midterm future of the AANES depends on four major factors: U.S. troop pres-
ence, Turkish assertiveness, Russian and regime probing, and Arab-Kurdish tensions.
The Biden administration is likely to maintain the U.S. troop presence and renew sta-
bilization efforts in eastern Syria. That will shape the additional factors, as U.S. troops
will help maintain SDF pressure on IS and act as a deterrent to major, direct military

moves by both the regime and Turkey.

Ankara could make additional military moves in the northern areas that the United
States vacated, aiming to further weaken Kurdish autonomy. But Ankara has already
gone a long way toward crippling those prospects. And President Biden would not
greenlight such an operation, nor seek to prevent congressional sanctions against
any new Turkish move. Still, depending on the state of U.S.-Turkish relations and

Erdogan’s domestic imperatives, it cannot be ruled out.

The Assad regime will continue to probe SDF defenses and sow Arab-Kurdish discon-
tent through assassinations and other clandestine tactics. Russia will likely continue
its gray zone pressure against the United States—for instance acting aggressively on
shared roads in the northeast or harassing U.S. aircraft in the skies over Syria—and
against the AANES.

The regime’s efforts to undermine the AANES—as well as IS’ insurgent attacks and
assassinations—will also play a role in Arab-Kurdish relations. The AANES will need

to reform to include Arab leaders and share natural resources, while the international
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community will need to increase stabilization assistance to return basic services and help
manage IS detainees and rehabilitation. It is a tall order, but one made necessary given

the unappealing alternatives of an IS resurgence or the return of the brutal Assad regime.

Positive developments are also possible, if unlikely. A U.S.-brokered deal between
the PYD-dominated PYNK and the KNC remains a distant prospect but, if
achieved, could potentially soften Ankara’s hostility. The talks could also help ease
tensions at the Iraqi border, offer more international legitimacy to the AANES, and
dilute the PKK’s influence.*®! If political tensions were lowered, the AANES could
eventually be a desirable trading partner for Turkey, a useful market for consumer
goods as well as energy and construction projects; similar logic came to govern
Turkish-KRG relations over time. A modus vivendi that provides some measure of
local autonomy in certain areas, including the AANES-controlled Arab east, as well
as Kurdish cultural rights, is surely a necessary component of any attempt to solve
the wider Syrian conflict. The SDF under Mazloum appears to be grappling with
the need for reform, distance from the PKK, and accommodation with Turkey—
Mazloum says he is ready to talk with Ankara “without any preconditions.”*> Turkey
may eventually come around, though it would require a shift in its domestic poli-
tics—specifically, an end to Erdogan’s reliance on support from hard-right Turkish

nationalists—that does not appear imminent.

More likely, the AANES will see a continuation of the current, challenging but perhaps
manageable status quo, possibly bolstered by a firmer U.S. military commitment

and renewed stabilization efforts. That scenario would mean there is little prospect

of major additional displacement or refugee outflows. Turkey maintains a tight hold
on the border, preventing civilian crossings. The SNA has denied Kurdish civilians
resettlement in the TARA salient and in Afrin, deterring those who fled from those
places to the AANES from returning. In Deir ez-Zor, after nearly a decade of war and
several years of IS rule, most of those who remain either do not have the resources to

flee or are committed to remaining.

There are reportedly some 300,000 to 400,000 Syrian Kurds in Turkey, with many of
them no doubt coming from the AANES area. If there is an agreement with the KNC,
perhaps some of them will return. Like most Syrian refugees, however, many have
now settled into life in Turkey and have little desire to return to difficult and uncertain
lives in Syria. There are likewise some 245,000 displaced Syrians in the KRI, mostly in
Duhok and Erbil. That population had begun to diminish with slow returns to Syria
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but spiked again following Turkey’s October 2019 military operation. About 100,000
of these displaced Syrians live in camps, with the remainder absorbed into the com-
munity or informal settlements.*** Prolonged stability in the AANES, along with some
improvement of humanitarian conditions, would likely see some of these displaced
people return to Syria; a deal between the PYD and KDP that eases political tensions

and expands cross-border commercial exchange could speed such returns.

A major Turkish or regime move would scramble this picture, of course, likely caus-
ing Kurds to flee from the targeted towns to adjacent parts of the AANES or to the
KRI. A major regime offensive or other form of returning administrative control might
prompt a more generalized flight, particularly of those who worked with the AANES,
cooperated with the coalition, or would otherwise fear retribution from regime secu-

rity forces for associations with rebel groups or outlawed NGOs.

In his September 2019 speech at the United Nations, President Erdogan spoke about
resettling up to 3 million Syrian refugees in Syria, including in parts of the AANES area.
As he envisions it, Erdogan’s “safe zone” corridor—meant to protrude 30 km into Syria
and extend 480 km along virtually the entire length of the Turkish-Syrian border—
would include 1 million to 2 million resettled Syrians, with up to 1 million in the TARA
salient alone. Erdogan also said that as many as 3 million refugees could be resettled if the
zone were extended south into Raqqa and Deir ez-Zor.*** Erdogan reportedly envisions
building entirely new towns, implying that refugees would not be returning to their origi-
nal homes, estimating the cost at $26.4 billion for the first 1 million resettled and $53
billion for a further 2 million resettlements, to be paid by the international community.***
The plan is entirely unrealistic; the local population would reject Turkish rule, and many
more Kurds would be displaced by such an intervention. The international community
has already balked at what amounts to financing state-driven refoulement,*® while the
Assad regime and Russia would undoubtedly block the attempt. Alternatively, a politi-
cal compromise that yielded Turkish humanitarian and commercial involvement in the
AANES would be beneficial. For now, that remains unlikely.
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External factors influencing
refugee movements

Turkey is the effective guarantor power across much of northern Syria, host to more
than 3.6 million Syrian refugees, and the largest economy in the area; as such, develop-
ments in Turkey will have a major influence on the situation in northern Syria and the
overall displacement crisis. This section considers these developments, including the
politics around Turkey’s efforts to integrate Syrians and, subsequently, to “externalize”
the refugee crisis and restrict further access; the Turkish-Syrian border regime; and

the fate of the U.N. cross-border mechanism.

Developments in Turkey

The Syrian refugee crisis in Turkey is nearly as old as the Syrian civil war. The first group
of 252 Syrian refugees arrived in Turkey in April 2011, just weeks after Assad’s response
to anti-regime demonstrations turned violent. Syrians could then enter Turkey without
avisa, and Ankara pursued an open-door policy. Turkey granted the Syrians temporary
protection status—a legal category created to avoid recognizing the Syrians as “refu-
gees” in the context of the Geneva agreement—codified by the Turkish government

in the Temporary Protection Regulation (TPR, or “Gegici Koruma Yonetmeligi” in
Turkish). Turkey won well-deserved international acclaim for welcoming the Syrians.
By 2015, Turkey was host to the most refugees in the world; today, some two-thirds

of all Syrian refugees are in Turkey, amounting to roughly 15 percent of Syria’s prewar
population. To illustrate the scale of this influx, in per capita terms, compared with
Turkey’s nonrefugee population, this would be equivalent to the United States hosting

more than 14 million refugees, most of whom arrived in a five-year period.

The influx of Syrians scrambled Turkey’s demography. Hatay became Turkey’s first
Arab-majority province, and Kilis has almost as many Syrian refugees as Turkish
citizens.”” The influx sparked tensions; a 2018 International Crisis Group report noted
an uptick in Turkish-Syrian violence.**® Polling and focus groups show deep Turkish

antipathy toward the refugees. The integration of Syrians into Turkish society is fraught;
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most Syrians do not want to return to Syria, and many would ideally like to stay and
gain Turkish citizenship, while most Turks want the Syrians to leave. This is visible in
scholar Murat Erdogan’s annual Syrians Barometer poll; in 2017, only 17 percent of
Syrians said “I do not plan to return to Syria under any circumstances,” but by 2019,

that figure had risen to 52 percent.’*

Turkey’s welcoming policy was predicated on the assumption that the refugee flow
would be limited and temporary, but the war confounded those expectations. In
August 2012, Turkey said it could take no more than 100,000 Syrians; that once-
unthinkable mark was surpassed by October. Unprecedented numbers of Syrians
would continue to flee to Turkey—Dby 2015, more than 2.5 million Syrians lived in

Turkey under temporary protection.**

The horrors of 2015-2016, with mass violence and displacement in Syria and a series
of deadly terrorist attacks in Turkey, prompted the first major efforts to close the
border—covered in the border section of this report—and limit the refugee flow. The
Turkish public likewise turned decisively against the welcoming policy, angry at the
number of Syrians in the cities and the cost of providing essential relief and services to

them, and fearful of competition for jobs and of perceived cultural dilution.

Ankara had not yet contemplated expulsions, but it began constructing a border
wall, ended visa-free entry at airports and seaports, and worked to block overland
arrivals, with reports of Turkish soldiers firing at would-be asylum-seekers to drive
them back. The open door through which millions of Syrians had escaped the war

was swinging shut.

‘Externalizing’ the refugee issue

Turkey began to externalize and militarize the refugee issue. In August 2016, the
Turkish military staged its first major cross-border operation to occupy parts of
northern Syria. There were multiple reasons for the operations—discussed at length
elsewhere—but the desire to resettle refugees, linked to the feeling that numbers in
Turkey were unmanageable, was a central consideration. Before Operation Euphrates
Shield was completed, Turkish Foreign Minister Mevliit Cavusoglu had announced
that 50,000 Syrians had returned from Turkey to the ESZ zone.**' Operations to take
Afrin and the TARA salient would follow in 2018 and 2019, respectively.
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Alongside the moves to clear so-called “safe zones” for resettlement, steps were taken
to coax or prod—and sometimes force—some refugees to return to Syria. Turkish
officials have offered several resettlement figures. By October 2018, President Erdogan
announced that 320,000 refugees had moved from Turkey to the ESZ and Afrin. In
late 2019, the Turkish Ministry of National Defense said that 580,000 Syrian refugees
had returned to Syria: 380,000 to the ESZ, 65,000 to Afrin, and 135,000 to TARA .>*
More modest, but still significant, figures were announced by other Turkish govern-
ment officials, as in July 2020, when Cavusoglu cited 402,000 returns. Interior Minister
Siileyman Soylu cited slightly more than 414,000 as of October 2020.>*

It is not possible to gauge the accuracy of the Turkish figures, nor the extent to which
they reflect voluntary returns. Most returning Syrians did not go through the UN.
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)-approved process, which requires
independent monitoring, certification of voluntariness, and clear understanding of the
implications of return. As of January 2021, the UNHCR had certified only 101,530 of
these official returnees—one-quarter of even Cavusoglu’s lower figure.*** Khayrallah
al-Hilu maintains that “these figures do not account for those forcibly repatriated to
Syria on the pretext that they lack temporary Turkish residence permits ... or that they
have broken the law”*** This widespread nonnotification raises suspicions that some of

the returns may be forced.

More restrictions in Turkey

Since 2017, registration under the TPR—and the accompanying identity card (“kim-
lik,” in Turkish) that opens the door to benefits, such as free education, health care, and
EU cash assistance—has become increasingly restricted. Hatay province stopped reg-
istration in 2017.%* In 2018 and 2019, a dozen other provinces followed suit, including
7 of the 10 provinces with the highest concentration of Syrians; exceptions are made

for the most vulnerable, such as medical emergencies and unaccompanied children.

Setbacks for the AKP in nationwide local elections in 2019 may have increased pres-
sure on the government to commit to returns and externalize the problem. Anger
about the refugee issue contributed to the party’s losses in Istanbul and Ankara, and
possibly elsewhere, with the opposition criticizing the government’s management of
the policy. Since the elections, senior Turkish officials seem to have stopped defend-
ing the refugee policy, and more provinces have halted TPR registration and cut
back on the issuance of travel permits that allow rejected asylum-seekers to attempt
to register in another province. In July 2019, just weeks after the rerun election in

Istanbul, the Provincial Directorate of Migration Management office in Istanbul—
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the local representative of the centrally controlled Directorate General of Migration
Management (DGMM), therefore under Erdogan’s authority—announced that
Syrians living in Istanbul but registered in other provinces had to return to the
province of their registration within 30 days, later extended to three months, or risk
deportation. The law requiring Syrian refugees to live and work in the province in
which they registered had been ignored for years, but the election had changed that.
Because of its employment opportunities, Istanbul had been a magnet for Syrians
registered elsewhere; a DGMM-International Organization for Migration (IOM)
study in 2019 found that 963,536 Syrians were living in Istanbul, significantly more
than the 601,320 counted under official statistics.>*’

The centrally controlled Istanbul governorate also began a campaign to check work-
places for refugees working without permits—a category that would apply to almost
all of the estimated 900,000 to 1 million Syrians working in Turkey. In most cases,
the disincentives for acquiring a work permit far outweigh the incentives, but those
without permits are liable to deportation. Turkey has also increasingly deported
those caught without registration, whereas previously, it had generally just required
them to register. In addition to deportations of those lacking registration or work
permits, Turkish officials reportedly began detaining refugees and coercing them
into signing voluntary departure forms before deporting them to northwest Syria.
Amnesty International has documented that Syrians “consistently say they are being
misled about the ‘voluntary return’ forms they are being told to sign, or intimidated
or beaten in order to make them sign.”*** Human Rights Watch likewise confirms that
“in addition to mass summary deportations at the border, where Syrians are captured
and turned back shortly after their arrival, Turkish authorities have also deported
Syrians from within Turkey after they’ve settled.”** Some of these practices occurred
prior to 2019, but they seem to have accelerated after the election. With tight restric-
tions on registration and mounting reports of forced returns, a study by the European
Council on Refugees and Exiles summed up Turkey’s new policy as “leave people

unregistered and thus push them to leave Turkey.?*

These coercive tactics emerged despite Turkey’s commitment to the “safe and vol-
untary return” of refugees “to their original places of residence in Syria.”*>' Ankara’s
generosity in receiving and caring for Syrian refugees—and the moral imperative to
not send people back to a war zone—has worn thin against the clear preponderance of

Turkish public opinion and the political reality that creates.
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The refugees—and the government’s policy toward Syria and the Syrians—are deeply
unpopular in Turkey and becoming more so, based on opinion polls. Whatever the
facts, many Turks feel that the refugees contribute to Turkey’s economic woes, that they
present a security threat to the Turkish population, and that their presence is dilut-

ing Turkish culture.’** Early polls suggest the open-door policy was never popular in
Turkey, but unfavorable opinion hardened as more Syrians arrived and their stay length-
ened. By 2017, almost 80 percent of Turks said the country “spends too much time and
money caring for refugees.”*** The overwhelming majority of Turks say they want the

refugees out of Turkey, and Turkish politicians often echo that unlikely demand.

Syrians likely to remain in Turkey

This public sentiment is set against the fundamental reality that most Syrians refugees
are likely to remain in Turkey. Several factors support this idea. Few Syrians say they
intend to leave, and that attitude is hardening. According to the Syrians Barometer
2019 survey, among the most definitive studies of the issue, 52 percent of Syrians say
they do not plan to return “under any circumstances.”*** Another 30 percent say they
would return “if the war in Syria ends and if an administration we want is formed.” Just
two years earlier, only 16 percent said they would not return under any circumstances,
and 61 percent said they would return only if the war ended and a preferred regime
were in place. Those who say they would return at the end of the war, no matter what
type of regime is in place, fell from 13 percent in 2017 to 6 percent in 2019. Regarding
an option not offered in 2017, in the 2019 survey, 6 percent said they would return “if
a safe zone is created in Syria” When asked about their preferred status in Turkey in
2019, 80 percent of the refugees said they either wanted dual Syrian-Turkish citi-
zenship or Turkish citizenship only; in 2017, that figure was a little more than two-
thirds.** With little prospect for the emergence of a Syrian regime that would tempt
most refugees to return, Syrian refugees and their descendants will be a major presence

in Turkey for years to come.>*

Even with stepped-up deportations, the Syrian population in Turkey is unlikely to
decrease very much; in fact, it is likely to grow. According to the UNHCR, there were
3,671,811 registered Syrian refugees in Turkey as of April 21, 2021.% That is only
150,000 more than there were three years previously. New arrivals tapered off after
Turkey sealed the border, but the Syrian population is growing through reproduction.
Turkey’s Ministry of Health reports that 535,000 Syrians had been born in Turkey as
of January 2020.%*® The Syrian refugee birthrate was put by one 2019 study** at 5.3
children per woman, whereas Turkey’s is barely above replacement level, at 2.3.3%
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The young Syrian refugee population is likely to have a high birth rate for years to
come.*" In addition to the Syrian refugees under temporary protection, there are
roughly 100,000 Syrians with permanent residence, who mostly immigrated before
the outbreak of war in 2011, and approximately 110,000 former Syrian refugees who
have been granted Turkish citizenship; presumably, neither of those categories are
included in the UNHCR figure above, but they are part of the Syrian emigrant com-

munity in Turkey.

Despite Turkey’s efforts to entice or force Syrians back to Syria, it is difficult to per-
suade people to resettle in a war-devastated area. Returnees face daunting prospects in
Syria, starting with the challenges of finding a place to live and earn a living. Hospitals,
schools, and basic services in much of Syria have been destroyed or are nonfunctional;
even in the Turkish-occupied areas, such services are minimal. And there is the likeli-
hood that a postwar Assad regime, if it endures and recoups lost territories, would
seek to exact revenge against returnees for past dissent, for involvement in opposition
groups, or for fleeing rather than fighting. Already, the regime has passed a law allow-
ing it to seize the property of displaced people and refugees, often without compen-
sation.*® Even without specific fears of political retaliation, the largest disincentive to
return is that Syria—including the Turkish-controlled “safe zones”—remains violent

and chaotic, with little guarantee of basic security.

Turkish citizens are unhappy about the Syrians’ presence, but they may be resigned to
it. According to the 2019 Syrians Barometer, 25 percent of Turks said that the Syrians
should be “sent back”™—an increase from 12 percent two years earlier—and 45 percent
said, “They should live in safe zones in Syria.”*** CAP’s own 2018 polling showed simi-
lar results, with 33 percent saying, “They should be sent back to Syria no matter what”
and 4S5 percent saying they should be sent only to “safe zones” in Syria.*** Nevertheless,
according to the Syrians Barometer polling, 49 percent of Turks say they do not expect
any Syrians to return home after the war, and another 30 percent say the majority will
remain. There is hostility—and the situation could deteriorate—but for now, out-

breaks of violence remain relatively limited.?%

There are ongoing tensions, however. In 2019, three-quarters of Turks said they cannot
live together in harmony with Syrians. Almost two-thirds said the Syrians are either
not at all integrated into Turkish society or are only slightly integrated.*®® In Urfa
province, where almost one-quarter of the population is Syrian, the governor said last
year that “Syrians living in Urfa should behave the way Urfalis want ... you know Urfa

sensitivities by now.%¢’
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Most Syrian refugees have built lives in Turkey and manage to earn a living on their
own. In 2019, just prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, only 22 percent said they receive
outside assistance, and 935,000 Syrians were working in Turkey, though overwhelm-
ingly in the informal economy. Less than 2 percent now live in the camps that housed
the initial arrivals, and SS percent say they no longer have close family in Syria.**® As of
late 2017, the average Syrian refugee had already lived in Turkey for 4 1/2 years. Most
significantly, more than 750,000 Syrian students are in Turkish public schools. Over
time, these youth will be culturally and linguistically integrated, and more Syrians will

come to see Turkey as home.

Turkey may not fully honor its pledge to implement only “safe and voluntary return
of refugees and internally displaced persons ... to their original places of residence in
Syria,” but Turkey could hardly force millions of Syrians to return against their will.
Almost all Syrians willing to return say they are interested in returning only to their
original homes, not to a “safe zone.” And only a distinct minority of the refugees are

from the areas currently occupied by the Turkish military.*®

In sum, the refugees do not want to return; the conditions in Syria that might tempt
them back to Syria will not exist for the foreseeable future; and for ethical and
logistical reasons, Turkey cannot round them up and send them back. The most
likely future is therefore one of slow integration, but risks remain. Turkey’s grinding
economic slowdown could continue, and poor Syrians—half the refugees live below

the poverty line®”

—could emerge as a permanent underclass. Over time, this could
pose the security threat that many Turks already perceive. Turks unhappy about the
Syrians’ presence could lash out, prompting clashes and/or forcing their government
to take drastic actions. A better course would see Turkey—with international sup-
port—find a way to integrate the Syrians over time and navigate a difficult situation.
Ankara has taken a brave and important step by integrating Syrians into the Turkish
school system, but that is the beginning of a fraught and uncertain process. For now,
Turkish leaders still cannot even use the word “integration” for fear of public back-

lash, while unquestionably advancing that very policy.

The Turkish-Syrian border regime

The longer-term viability, integration, and development of the Turkish-controlled
zones will be heavily influenced by the border regime and the management of the
official crossings, irregular movement, and the general flow of people and trade. These
issues will shape the economic trajectory through trade, market access, commod-

ity prices, and border revenues for the local councils; social cohesion, family ties,
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and likelihood of return; and security. Collectively, these factors will influence the
decisions of Syrians on both sides of the border—whether to remain in Syria, seek to

enter Turkey, or look to return to resettle in Turkey’s zones of control.

Historically, what is now southern Turkey and northern Syria developed together
under the Ottoman Empire, with deep family, cultural, tribal, and religious ties that
were only partially weakened by the drawing of modern national borders.””* Cold War
divisions and tensions over the disputed province of Hatay, water rights, and Syrian
support for the PKK-dominated Syrian-Turkish relations in the second half of the
20th century, contributing to a militarization of the border that limited exchange; a
modern rapprochement inaugurated by the 1998 Adana Agreement, however, led

to a free trade agreement and visa-free travel that restored much of the cross-border
exchange.””> When the war broke out, to a remarkable extent, despite intermittent
closures and partial hardening in 2013-2014, Turkey’s laissez-faire border policy with
Syria lasted until 2015, a major factor in the large number of foreign fighters who trav-
eled to join armed groups in Syria, including IS. The exception to this approach was in
the Kurdish areas, where Turkey closed its border gates when the Syrian government
pulled out. And it was the further rise of Kurdish autonomy, the scale of the refugee
crisis, and a spate of terrorist attacks in Turkey that led the government to crack down

at the border more generally in 2015.%

As Asli Selin Okyay, an expert on migration and border management at the Istituto
Affari Internazionali describes, Turkey’s border management was always closely tied to
its political-military goals in Syria and the demands of domestic politics.””* The early
open-border policy was both humanitarian and intended to boost recruitment and
supply for the armed opposition to Assad. Among these armed groups, more extreme
jihadi groups came to assume greater influence, including terrorist groups such as al-
Qaida affiliates and, eventually, IS. But it was the rise of Kurdish influence in northern
Syria under the banner of the PYD that elicited Turkey’s first serious limits on border
access in 2013-2014, with Kurds on both sides of the border decrying “what they saw
as ethnically discriminatory state border politics.”*”* The resumption of the domestic

376__accelerated the

Kurdish conflict—itself closely tied to developments in Syria
closure of the border, further encouraged by jihadi terror attacks in Turkey as well as

rapidly increasing refugee numbers and the associated domestic political blowback.

Barriers and crossings

The Turkish government eventually acted decisively. There were just 13 km of walls
and 333 km of ditches in 2014, but by 2015, some 20,000 Turkish military personnel
were guarding the Syrian border, and construction of a full-blown border wall began
in July—just as the Kurdish conflict flared up again. At a cost of 2 billion Turkish lira,
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the wall included “barbed-wire barriers and mobile watchtowers, and the installation
of high-tech cameras at the border.*”” By the end of 2017, Turkey had fenced “825
kilometres of the 911-kilometre border.*”® Since the wall’s completion and the accom-
panying policy shifts to reduce the number of Syrians admitted to Turkey, arrivals have
leveled off—roughly steady since late 2017.>”° By 2018, Human Rights Watch reported

that the Turkish-Syrian border was “effectively closed to new asylum seekers.”*

There are 20 official border crossings on the Turkish-Syrian border. On the Syrian side,
eight are presently controlled by Turkish forces or the SNA; seven are controlled by
HTS or the Syrian Salvation Government, though Turkey’s undeclared influence may
be significant; three are controlled by the SDF or the AANES; and two are controlled
by the Assad regime, though its control of the Nusaybin-Qamishli crossing in the SDF-
controlled northeast is largely nominal.**' Of these 20 crossings, Turkey has entirely
closed 11, severely restricted traffic through four others, and left five mostly open.**
Turkish priorities can be seen in the status of these crossings; all of the SDF-controlled
crossings are entirely closed; one regime crossing is open to severely restricted trafic,
the other is closed; and six of the HTS-controlled crossings are closed, with one open
to restricted traffic. Meanwhile, five SNA-controlled crossings are open, two limited to
restricted traffic, and just one closed as of February 3, 2021.** Control of the Syrian
side of these crossings brings with it transit fees and opportunities for influence and
enrichment through taxes and extortion on commercial and human traffic; local
councils rely on this income, while armed groups, including within the SNA umbrella,

frequently fight for control of the crossings.

Outside of the official crossings, the completion of the border wall and Turkey’s shift
to a securitized approach has severely reduced the number of people crossing into
Turkey but has not stopped illicit transit. One Syrian in Idlib, interviewed by Elizabeth
Tsurkov, reported that “the fence along the border and the border police reinforce-
ments on the Turkish side of the border are making smuggling incredibly difficult.
There are people who've tried six, seven times to cross into Turkey, getting arrested
and deported each time. People are expecting death.”*** Refugees and smugglers
routinely attempt to bribe border guards or climb or tunnel under the border wall.

3% There are many allegations of violence at the border, and guards have opened fire
to stop people entering Turkey.**¢ Hundreds of people have died trying to cross into
Turkey.* In 2018, International Crisis Group sources in Urfa reported that bribes

to secure a crossing cost between $1,500 and $2,000, a fortune for most Syrians.***
For the most desperate, such as those in Idlib, very few can afford bribes, relying on
cheaper smuggling attempts that usually result “in being caught, beaten, and sent back

by Turkish border guards.*
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The completion of the border wall led to a massive increase in the number of people
caught attempting irregular crossings from Syria. According to a database assembled
by Omar Kadkoy, a policy analyst at the Economic Policy Research Foundation of
Turkey, and shared with the International Crisis Group, in 2018, the Turkish military
caught 224,358 people attempting irregular crossings from Syria.**® Official Turkish
statistics likewise show big increases in irregular migrants captured attempting to enter
Turkey in 2018, followed by an even bigger spike in captures in 2019, followed by a
precipitous fall in 2020, likely due to COVID-19. In 2020, excluding more frequent
permitted entries at border gates, just 17,562 irregular migrants were caught at the
Syrian border, down from 55,236 in 2019; 1,935 Syrians were caught in the first 40
days of 2021.%' IOM's tally of Turkish Armed Forces’ reports likewise showed a slow-
down in 2020, though numbers increased later in the year as the economic situation
worsened. Most irregular crossings were attempted into Hatay, Kilis, and Urfa—cross-
ing from Turkish-dominated areas of Syria—with the lowest number into Mardin
from SDF-controlled areas, where the even more heavily securitized border in Kurdish

areas increases the risk of being shot trying to cross.**

Trade, transit fees, and extortion

The complicated questions surrounding the delivery of humanitarian assistance
through the UN. cross-border mechanism are considered in the following section, but
in a broader sense, the Turkish-controlled areas are reliant on the crossings to Turkey
for almost all their basic requirements, including food, consumer goods, and humani-
tarian assistance.*” In May 2020 alone, nearly 1,800 trucks crossed from Turkey,

“hauling enough food to sustain 1.3 million people per month.”**

Beyond humanitarian aid, overall trade volumes have increased—though from very
low levels due to the war and the closed border—as Turkey has come to control much
of northern Syria and made significant investments. As outlined in earlier sections,
Turkish companies dominate the Turkish-controlled zones, use of the lira is wide-
spread, and prices are partially pegged to prices in Turkey. These close connections have
allowed some recovery in employment and overall economic activity, with more stable

prices—though still subject to the lira’s volatility—and more widely available goods.**

This traffic is essential to the local councils and the SNA as well as to Turkey’s efforts
to limit the budget impact of its commitments in Syria. According to Khayrallah al-
Hilu, the crossings are the councils’ biggest financial resource, as they “receive their
budgets every month from the Turkish province overseeing them, which represent

their shares of the revenues from border crossings after splitting them with the SNA.
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These budgets cover the costs of employee salaries, infrastructure restoration and
municipal services.”*® In addition to SNA infighting, the situation lends itself to
exploitation and corruption, including of the Turkish officials manning the border
crossings. According to the International Crisis Group, from September 2017 to
February 2019, Turkish media reported “five operations resulting in the arrest of
nearly 100 customs officials and businesspeople on charges of offering or accepting
bribes at the gates.*”” HTS even attempted, briefly, to levy taxes on the distribution
of humanitarian aid, though it relented under Western threats to freeze assistance®”

and Turkish pressure.®”

Social ties and long-term prospects

When the northern Syrian enclaves are rightly conceived of as de facto Turkish pro-
tectorates, the question of border access becomes a critical factor in their long-term
trajectory. It is impossible to predict how these dynamics will develop, shaped as they
are by Turkish domestic politics, the military situation in Syria, the course of the pan-
demic, and the internal stability of the Turkish-controlled areas. But it is safe to assume
that domestic political pressure to limit the number of Syrians moving into Turkey and

resettling refugees in the “safe zones” will remain a major focus.

The 2014 TPR—with additional regulations and amendments—is the primary law
governing Syrians’ rights in and with Turkey, including at the border. Syrians in Turkey
are not, technically, refugees. The presidency has the power to declare, end, modify, or
geographically limit a TPR designation—essentially, the Turkish government makes
the rules. Refugees often travel back to Syria for administrative reasons such as to
renew their passports or to see family and then return to Turkey. But Syrians techni-
cally lose their temporary protected status if they voluntarily leave Turkey, meaning
the Turkish authorities can deny reentry—applications for renewed temporary protec-
tions are determined wholly by determination of the DGMM. For years after the out-
break of the war, these temporary returns were fully tolerated; as a result, many Syrians
are not fully aware of this reality, resulting in refugees who inadvertently lose their pro-
tections.* A number of provisions in the TPR—including exceptions for involvement
in terrorism, armed conflict, criminal activity, as well as public order or public health
concerns—provide Turkish authorities with additional leeway to control admission as
they see fit; convictions are not required for such findings. Given the broad and politi-
cized application of the anti-terror law in Turkey, it is easy to imagine these provisions

being used to screen arrivals based on political views or other criteria.*”!
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This reality outlines the difficult balancing act that Ankara faces. There are Syrians who
wish to return to their country. A UNHCR monitoring study of voluntary returnees
found that “54% of returnees said the main reason for their return was ‘to join fam-

ily members’ and the second reason with 8% of returnees was the ‘lack of financial/
humanitarian support/assistance in Turkey”’**> But fewer Syrians will risk going back
if the decision is seen as potentially final. The TPR makes it risky for a Syrian to return
to visit family or pursue a job lead—such a trip could mean permanently losing their
legal right to be in Turkey, which for many was a hard-won privilege. Nor are Syrians
likely to return in large numbers if there are no jobs and no way to sustain a family;
Turkish investments made in the areas they control will suffer if those areas are cut off

and economically isolated.

Therein lies the paradox for Turkey. If Ankara heavily restricts border traffic and makes
it difficult or legally risky for people to move back and forth, it will hurt the economic
prospects of its de facto protectorates and limit voluntary resettlement, a primary
goal of both the Turkish government and the general public. But a more laissez faire
approach will anger the public and bring potential security risks. Turkish control over
TARA, the ESZ, Afrin, and influence in Idlib mean the formal Turkey-Syria border
crossings are functionally a second-level border. The true border is at the often violent
frontiers of Turkish effective authority within Syria, such as Aoun al-Dadat in Manbij,
intermittently connecting SDF-held areas with the ESZ.*** The Turkish enclaves do
not have established border barriers and are patrolled by ill-disciplined SNA fac-
tions—they are porous. At a basic level, then, Turkey cannot seal off the borders of its
occupied zones and must either seal the formal border, suffering in economic terms
and limiting resettlement, or run significant risks of infiltration, raising concerns

around counterterrorism, espionage, criminal activity, and trafficking.

The U.N. cross-border mechanism

Turkey’s long-term border management will remain a challenge, but the more press-

ing risk is the likely July expiration of the U.N. Security Council mandate for the

United Nations’ cross-border humanitarian operation. This cross-border mechanism
was renewed for one year in July 2020 after a hard-fought negotiation at the Security
Council, with the Western powers managing to wrest authorization for just one crossing
from an intransigent Russia and China.*** UN. Secretary-General Anténio Guterres
said the reauthorization would effectively save assistance for 2.8 million people in dire
need in northwestern Syria, but it was clearly only a temporary solution.*”® Indeed, this
was just the latest Russian effort to winnow down the cross-border program; the United
Nations is no longer allowed to deliver assistance through previously authorized cross-
ings at Bab al-Salam from Turkey, Yarubiyah from Iraq, and al-Ramtha from Jordan.
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Moscow’s goal is to squeeze the opposition and strengthen the Assad regime through
the control of critical humanitarian assistance, hoping that by forcing the United
Nations and international NGOs to work through Damascus, they can legitimize the

government, despite its atrocities and severe politicization of aid.**

Importance of the cross-border mechanism

The cross-border mechanism has grown in importance as the war has ground on and
access has tightened due to the security situation. In particular, over the past year,
COVID-19 has taken a toll, food prices have spiked by almost 250 percent amid a
crushing economic crisis, and depreciation of the Syrian pound has pushed even more
Syrians into desperate poverty—90 percent of the population now lives below the
poverty line.*”” UN. Emergency Relief Coordinator Mark Lowcock told the Security
Council in February 2021 that “around 60 per cent of the Syrian population, that is
12.4 million people, do not have regular access to safe and nutritious food. ... An addi-

tional 4.5 million people have fallen into this category over the past year**

For those outside regime control, the cross-border assistance is essential, providing
critical lifesaving aid—including basic food—to millions across northwestern Syria.
Before the July 2020 expiration of Bab al-Salam, leaving just Bab al-Hawa, “The
number of trucks bringing in assistance from Turkey using the two remaining border
crossings ha[d] increased by more than 130 percent since 2019.*”” In May 2020, the
United Nations set a record for cross-border deliveries, with 1,781 trucks crossing
into Syria.*'® In December 2020, 930 trucks crossed through Bab Al-Hawa, the latest
of 43,348 trucks through the cross-border mechanism since July 2014.*'! Lowcock
reported, “Despite the massive operation, needs remain incredibly high throughout
north-west Syria, with 2.8 million people in need, including over 1 million people
living in camps or informal shelters. Without the necessary cross-border authoriza-
tions by the Security Council, civilian suffering will increase to levels unseen in nine

years of conflict.”*'?

Beyond the actual provision of assistance, the UN. mandate is important for other rea-
sons. It is a major conduit for humanitarian funding, including through the Syria Cross-
border Humanitarian Fund, which helps solicit and distribute funds for local Syrian
NGOs on the front line of the crisis.*"* The U.N. agencies, such as the World Food
Program, are also the logistical backbone of the humanitarian response, with the trucks,
personnel, and technical and coordinating expertise required to manage the herculean
effort.*'* While NGOs could in theory continue cross-border aid deliveries without the

United Nations, the scale of the response would be dramatically insufficient.
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Politicization of humanitarian assistance and the possible end

of the cross-border mechanism

The United Nations” emergency relief coordinator says that “a failure to extend the
cross-border authorization to bring humanitarian assistance through north-west Syria
would trigger suffering and loss of life on a massive scale.”*'* While the United Nations
continues to try to conduct cross-line missions into northwest Syria—that is to say,
across the contested line of control between regime-held territory and the zones held
by opposition groups—they have not yet been able to do so, and a regular cross-line
supply operation remains incredibly unlikely due to the regime’s intransigence.*'
Secretary-General Guterres has said that in the northwest, it is “simply impossible to
replicate with cross-line assistance what is being delivered through the cross-border
operation.”*” Without the cross-border mechanism, UN. operations would be entirely
subject to the Assad regime, bringing certain denial of assistance to opposition areas.
Prior to the mechanism’s establishment in 2014, international NGOs delivered cross-
border assistance unofficially, missing the coordination and official cover that the
United Nations provides—though Russia and the regime have sometimes ignored
U.N. deconfliction efforts and struck aid workers. If the mandate ends, assistance
would have to be delivered outside U.N. auspices, and the humanitarian situation—
already dire—would undoubtedly worsen. Some analysts believe even a willing coali-

tion of donor countries would be unable to compensate.*'®

The cross-border regime arose in response to the starvation tactics and severe politiza-
tion of humanitarian assistance by the Assad regime and Russia. From early in the war,
the regime required aid organizations to work through the Syrian Arab Red Crescent
(SARC), prohibiting independent activities, and worked to co-opt the Red Crescent
itself, purging its board, infiltrating its ranks with intelligence operatives, and detaining
those who complained.*"” The regime channeled aid through loyalists and siphoned off
relief funds.**° The United Nations and international humanitarian groups, desperate
to get assistance to the millions of Syrians in regime-held areas, have tried to manage

these pressures, even as the regime has trampled core principles of impartiality.*'

The regime and Russia view humanitarian assistance as yet another weapon to use

in advancing their political goals, directing aid to allies and denying access to those
deemed disloyal.*? As former USAID official Daphne McCurdy and French diplomat
and Middle Eastern affairs expert Charles Thépaut write, “The regime has co-opted
humanitarian assistance as a weapon of war to punish opponents and reward sup-

porters ... block[ing] humanitarian convoys as part of its siege-and-starve strategy,
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while bombing health facilities and humanitarian workers.”*** The regime has used
assistance to bolster patronage networks, prosecute its military campaign, and punish
opposition areas. In late 2020, Damascus again forced a humanitarian NGO provid-
ing food assistance in northeastern Syria to halt deliveries or risk its staff and opera-
tions in government-held areas.*** This is part of a long-running effort to pressure
NGOs active outside regime areas by threatening their staff in other parts of Syria or
threatening their accreditation; Fabrice Balanche argues it is a potent tool in Assad’s
effort to reclaim sovereignty over Syria’s borders, even in the AANES.** In the final
analysis, as Human Rights Watch concludes in a comprehensive report on the sub-
ject, “The Syrian government has rigged the system for provision of humanitarian aid,

to ensure that the benefit to the state supersedes the needs of the population.”**¢

Western leverage and how to respond

Perversely, the Western powers opposed to Assad and his atrocities almost entirely
fund the humanitarian effort in Syria. Of the $2.14 billion funding the Syria
Humanitarian Response Plan in 2020—meeting just 56 percent of requirements—the
Western allies account for an overwhelming share of the donations. The United States
covered more than 30 percent of the total, followed by Germany with 19 percent, the
United Kingdom with 9 percent, and Norway and the European Commission with 8
percent each. Russia accounted for 1 percent.*” Since 2011, Europe has contributed
$19 billion, and the United States $11 billion—together providing 90 percent of UN.

funding in Syria.**

On its face, this provides potent leverage to end the regime’s and Russia’s abuse of

the U.N. system. In the last round of negotiations, the United Kingdom said it would
not renew its donations if the cross-border mechanism is not renewed.*”® At the UN.
Security Council, the United States has “disputed that Syria’s consent is required for
aid to be delivered through the crossings.”**° But donor countries and humanitarian
leaders are understandably concerned about using this leverage, as the victims would
be innocent civilians in regime-held areas. The West cannot simply cut off Syrian civil-

ians because they live under Assad’s corrupt and brutal rule.

The possibilities, then, are the renewal of the cross-border mechanism; a shift to reli-
ance on cross-line aid, resulting in the almost certain cutoff of aid to opposition areas;
or the provision of cross-border assistance without the United Nations. Renewal of
the cross-border mechanism is clearly the best solution from a humanitarian perspec-
tive, if unlikely given Moscow’s opposition, and Western donors should bring politi-
cal pressure to bear to that end, including a loud public campaign to name and shame

Russia. The United States and Europe should consider what influence they can wield,
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including threatening further sanctions for humanitarian abuses in Syria. Reliance on
cross-line assistance is not possible, given the regime’s interference. Finally, there is
the possibility of providing cross-border assistance without the U.N. mandate, which
is suboptimal but the most likely outcome. The Western powers should be quietly
working now to build out a parallel cross-border delivery system ahead of the expira-
tion of the U.N. mandate. This would essentially return things to the pre-2014 situa-
tion and has severe disadvantages, but it may be the only option left if Russia follows
through on its threats. This system would necessarily operate out of Turkey without
U.N. coordination, similar to how aid delivery to northeastern Syria already operates

separately out of Iraq.**!

Reconstituting a cross-border delivery system without the United Nations would be
very difficult, bringing issues of vetting, monitoring and evaluation, and political inter-
ference.*> Despite—and because of—its enforced coziness with the Assad regime,
the SARC remains the key player, distributing aid to some 10 million IDPs; “half of
overall UN relief in Syria is distributed by SARC, making it the largest provider of
humanitarian relief in the country”*? Still, the regime’s limitations on SARC activi-
ties—for instance, the absence of SARC health clinics or mobile health facilities, as
well as many other activities, outside of regime-controlled areas—somewhat reduce
the potential impact of cutting ties to operate without the United Nations in opposi-
tion areas. International humanitarian NGOs manage, with difficulty, to provide basic
supplies and services in northeastern Syria outside the U.N. mandate.*** There may
also be opportunities in the ongoing shift toward remote programming and deeper
reliance on Syrian NGOs to deliver assistance in opposition areas.** Despite the
hurdles, the international community could potentially boost direct funding of Syrian
NGOs, assure more regular access from Turkey and northern Iraq, and proactively

clear humanitarian actors of any legal risk from the new sanctions regime.**

This effort would require significant multilateral funding and brings downsides in
terms of efficiency and capacity. It could also bring new forms of political interfer-
ence. Instead of relying on the Assad regime, international donors and NGOs would
be forced to rely on access through Iraq and Turkey. Iragi political concerns largely
center on the political disputes between the KDP and the PYD, discussed in greater
detail in the section on the AANES, and are likely manageable, if potentially subject

to Iranian pressure. Turkish political pressure could be more problematic. Ankara has
increased pressure on international NGOs to align with onerous registration require-
ments, provisions that allow the Turkish authorities to largely control their activities.
The Turkish government has used this control to direct aid to its favored recipients and

away from those it views with suspicion, particularly Kurds it associates with the PYD.
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Turkey might use the separate cross-border effort to increase pressure on donors to
route financing through state institutions such as the AFAD or pliable NGOs such as
IHH. Still, this political landscape is easier to navigate than the Assad regime’s interfer-
ence. Finally, Russia may try to tempt Turkey to cut a separate deal on humanitarian
aid outside the U.N. mechanism; while Turkey wants the cross-border mechanism to
be renewed, Russia may nonetheless try to pry Turkey from the Western bloc on this
issue by offering concessions on other fronts. Despite all these hurdles, the effort is

clearly preferable to an outright collapse in aid.

Strategic impact

Russia’s pressure on the cross-border mechanism has already hampered provision
of assistance, with the uncertainty and short-term renewals complicating budgeting
and planning efforts as well as preventing longer-term investments to address root

causes of human suffering.*’

Some fear the setup of a parallel cross-border regime
will prompt a more complete decoupling from the U.N. system, resulting in reduced
funding for still-important efforts from Damascus, while even more fully associating
the remaining U.N. efforts with Russia and Assad’s push for normalization without
accountability.**® Still, as Charles Thépaut points out, while the United Nations is
required to coordinate with the local government, the Geneva Conventions “forbids
denying access to aid for ‘arbitrary or capricious’ reasons. Sovereignty is not superior

to humanitarian protection.”’

The possible outcomes are therefore: Russia relents at the Security Council in July, and
cross-border operations continue at their present reduced level; Russia shuts down
cross-border operations, and the West responds by reestablishing a large-scale parallel
cross-border operation; or Russia shuts down cross-border operations, and the West
fails to set up parallel cross-border operation, resulting in humanitarian cataclysm. The
regime might also attempt a move on the Bab al-Hawa crossing, just 18 km from its

forward outposts,**° but Turkey would likely respond militarily.

In essence, then, it comes down to Moscow. The analysts at COAR note that
“Moscow’s strategic partnership with Ankara limits its willingness to push to end
UN cross-border convoys, which Turkey views as a buffer against a refugee crisis on
its southern border”**' The international community has to hope that Moscow will
not want to hang Turkey—not to mention millions of Syrian civilians—out to dry,
thereby undermining its effort to coax Turkey further from its NATO allies. But at
another level, there is no choice at all: Western pressure on Russia will be made more
credible if active preparations are made to try to replicate the cross-border mecha-

nism outside U.N. auspices; of course, these preparations will be essential if Russia is
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not bluffing and vetoes the renewal of the mechanism. The Western allies are funding
the aid operation in either case; the U.N. auspices simply offer Moscow a measure of
leverage. In any case, the utter politicization of humanitarian assistance in Syria will
also have a broader effect on the survival of the multilateral legal regime and crucial
norms; Russia, China, and the Assad regime’s hardball approach forces those com-

mitted to a true humanitarian response to play by their rules.
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Recommendations

The United States, Europe, and Turkey share an interest in de-escalating the Syrian war,
improving humanitarian conditions, preventing further displacement, and facilitating
refugee returns. But, beyond those baseline shared interests, these powers have several

divergent goals, different capabilities and resources, and varying appetites for risk.

The United States is primarily focused on counterterrorism, humanitarian relief, and
de-escalation as a prerequisite for any lasting political resolution—ideally one that
checks Russian and Iranian influence in Syria. Washington will presumably wish to
preserve some measure of local—if not exclusively Kurdish—autonomy, both in the
interest of representative government and in solidarity for the sacrifices made by the
SDF against IS. The United States values Turkey’s protection of civilians in Idlib but is
uncertain about its close relationship with jihadi groups and decries the abuses of the
SNA and the displacement Turkey’s actions have caused elsewhere. Washington brings
preponderant military force, when there is political will, and is likely to marshal more

financial and humanitarian support under Biden but has limited appetite for risk.

The European Union and its primary member states want de-escalation in Syria and
seek to externalize the refugee problem, largely to Turkey. The European Union is not
a coherent actor, and differences between member states limit its effectiveness in pur-
suit of these goals; but, broadly, Europe is unwilling to incur much risk and is unable
to bring much political or military weight to bear, though it has substantial financial
resources and a willingness to direct them toward humanitarian aims and toward
limiting migration to Europe. France, the United Kingdom, and Denmark have also
deployed force in Syria against IS, but other powers have shown no such willingness.
Still, Europe’s financial and stabilization influence could be substantial, should it adopt

a more assertive policy, offering significant soft power and leverage with Turkey.

Turkey aims to cripple Kurdish autonomy in any postwar Syria, a goal the United States
and Europe do not share. Ankara is desperate to return Syrians to Syria and is willing

to forcibly remove many of them, under certain circumstances. To advance these goals,
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it has carved out by force a buffer zone in northern Syria and resettled Sunni Arabs
and Turkmen perceived to be friendlier to Turkish interests, both a goal and a tactical
approach that the West does not condone. And, for political and economic reasons,
Turkey wishes to maintain close control over humanitarian and reconstruction activi-
ties in its areas of control. Ankara brings military force, substantial state capacity, and a

huge appetite for risk to the table.

Surveying these differences, the United States and Europe are largely on the same
page—and there is some overlap with Turkey. But the differences are sharp, making it
hard to cobble together a coherent, unified strategy; this patchwork almost inevitably
leads to a form of compartmentalization—a strategy of strict conditional engagement.
Turkey is the key player in grappling with northern Syria and the refugee crisis, so
Europe and the United States must do what they can on their own and, with Turkey,
try for the best while preparing for the worst.

Opverall, the United States and Europe should focus on preventing a new stage in the
Syrian conflict, ensuring the delivery of adequate humanitarian assistance to areas
outside regime control, exploring conditional engagement with Turkey to improve
conditions in their areas of control, and working to address external refugee issues,

including by taking more refugees themselves.

1. Prevent a new stage of conflict

Preventing a new stage of the conflict will require renewed U.S. commitment to effec-
tively freeze the current front lines. This, in turn, requires the United States to bolster
the SDF relationship and, likely, slightly expand its direct presence. It will also require
clear warnings: to Turkey that further expansion in the east is unacceptable and will
be met with sanctions under executive order 13894, and to Russia and the regime that
military probing along the deconfliction line will be met in kind. In the northwest, the
prospects of a new phase of conflict are in the hands of Russia, as the predominant
aggressor, and Turkey, as the primary military deterrent and security guarantor. But
the United States and Europe can add the threat of additional sanctions on Russia if

a new offensive is attempted. The United States could also consider supporting steps
through NATO to bolster Turkey’s deterrence along the border, beyond the rotational
Patriot missile deployments, but such an initiative would require conciliatory Turkish

steps in other areas as well as a request from Ankara.
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In terms of improving the immediate security situation, the United States and Europe
have limited options, within the bounds of political possibility. But in eastern Syria, the
Western powers can make a difference. To make its deterrent message more credible,
the Biden administration should increase troop levels in the AANES, from the current
900 to the range of 1,500 to 2,000 troops. This deployment would allow for closer
coordination with the SDF and Arab tribal components in Deir ez-Zor and provide
presence along the line of contact on the Euphrates and in the north. It would also
help the SDF keep on top of the IS insurgency as well as reinforce the overall politi-
cal cohesion of the AANES and protect humanitarian access. Without a continued or
even stepped-up U.S. presence, it is possible that SDF-tribal relations will break down
in Deir ez-Zor, opening the door to the regime or IS or both. A scaled-up deploy-
ment could also help cajole the European Union and regional partners into increasing
humanitarian and stabilization assistance in the northeast, which would be important
to delivering basic services—improving the AANES’ legitimacy and therefore secu-

rity—as well as reintegrating and rehabilitating those caught up with IS.**

There is no simple response to the gray-zone challenge posed by probing in places
such as Ayn Issa, where the SDF could slowly lose control as it is squeezed among
Turkey, Russia, and the regime, undermining its autonomy. These forced tactical
concessions may, over time, bring slow-motion submission to the regime, unless

the United States can change Turkey’s stance. For that and many other reasons, the
United States should continue its efforts to push the SDF to be more inclusive and to
distance itself from the PKK. This political evolution offers the best chance to ensure
the stability of the AANES, protect humanitarian access through the KRG, maintain
international support for stabilization in the east, and inch toward a political modus
vivendi with Turkey. The YPG/PYD knows its dream of security and autonomy relies
on U.S. support, and that gives Washington leverage. This leverage has been apparent
at earlier stages of the war, repeatedly acting as a restraining influence on YPG/SDF
behavior.*® Ensuring trust in local authorities and security forces will be critical to
any continued stability; for this reason, the SDF should respond publicly and con-
sistently to accusations of abuse and rein in its forces when they are seen as overly
aggressive. It should credibly respond to accusations made by human rights NGOs
such as Syrians for Truth and Justice and credible international agencies and respond
to the recommendations that such groups provide.** Transitional and informal
justice should over time segue into more established and transparent courts or other
forms of judicial review, freely sharing information with families and tribal leaders

when people are detained.
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Preventing a new stage of the conflict will also require steps to improve internal secu-
rity in each of the respective zones. The United States and Europe should try to incen-
tivize Turkey to rein in the abuses of its SNA proxies and establish forms of redress for
civilians, including Kurds—as explored below. The United States should continue to
push the SDF to include non-YPG figures, including Arabs, in the civilian and military
leadership of the AANES and encourage a moderate line toward the tribes in Deir
Ez-Zor, while keeping up the pressure on IS remnants with increased troop presence
and operational tempo. Turkish steps to allow Kurdish return and redress for crimes
committed—along with U.S. pressure—might likewise secure a reduction in insurgent

attacks in the Turkish-controlled zone.

As the Syria Study Group recommends, the United States should continue to push the
SDF to remove PKK trappings and operatives from the civilian and military adminis-
tration; allow civil society to operate freely; ensure that councils and the autonomous
government itself reasonably reflect the local population; continue reintegration efforts
from the IDP camps and prisons; and set up a transparent and equitable system for the
distribution of natural resource revenues.*** The United States can help act as a media-
tor and backer in most of these efforts, with EU support. Given its influence in Erbil,
Washington can also continue supporting the SDF’s effort to reach a political compro-
mise with the KDP and its Syrian affiliates, essential in securing humanitarian opera-

tions and, again, potentially reassuring Turkey that the AANES is not a PKK statelet.

These political reforms—and the stabilization assistance described below—are
needed to promote longer-term security and prevent radicalization. Gen. Kenneth F.
McKenzie, commander of U.S. Central Command, described the implications in late
2020: “Unless the international community finds a way to repatriate, reintegrate into
home communities, and support locally grown reconciliation programming of these
people [IS members and their families], ... we are buying ourselves a strategic problem
10 years down the road when these children grow up radicalized. If we don’t address
this now, we're never really going to defeat ISIS.”** The AANES, besieged on all sides
and trying to govern a multiethnic space, faces a daunting challenge balancing the need
for legitimate local representation with the security imperatives of guarding against

IS and the regime. The international community owes the AANES support in finding
ajust way to try, free, or repatriate those held in detention and navigate the tension

between the victims and remnants of IS.

But Turkey faces perhaps an even bigger challenge in preventing long-term radicaliza-
tion in its areas. Parts of the Turkish-backed SNA are completely out of control, cred-
ibly accused of murder, looting, rape, seizing homes and property, rampant extortion,

and preventing the return of displaced civilians.*” Turkey is complicit in these actions,
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arming and paying the factions and even busing in IDPs to replace residents forcibly
ejected from their homes. Turkey has military dominance and effective local control,
and the SNA is financially dependent on Ankara. Turkey therefore has the leverage to

rein in these proxies but has chosen not to do so in any meaningful way.

By refusing to do so, Ankara is creating a major long-term security problem, contrib-
uting to radicalization, and undermining its own hopes of resettlement. The SNA’s
abuses are sowing the seeds of future conflict, as is visible in the persistent Kurdish
insurgency in Afrin and TARA. Until displaced families—particularly Kurds—can
safely return and freely conduct their personal and business affairs, it is hard to envi-
sion stability in those Turkish-controlled zones. And, beyond the Kurdish issue,
civilians of all backgrounds are regularly harassed by the SNA—there is a serious need
for trusted police who can stand up to the armed factions as well as venues for judicial

redress, investigations, and compensation for victims.

The Office of the U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights has urged Turkey to
launch an independent investigation into violations and abuses committed in parts

of Syria under the control of its forces and affiliated armed groups.*** Ankara should
heed the call, as Turkish Defense Minister Hulusi Akar has claimed it would.*” Just as
the United States should press the SDF to open up, respond to criticism with posi-
tive action, and establish just venues for redress and the distribution of resources, so
should Turkey rein in and seek to legitimize the SNA. Ankara could begin an effort

to return property to its previous owners and allow for safe return to occupied areas.
This will necessarily require rehousing those who settled in properties abandoned by
people fleeing Turkish forces and the SNA, but Turkey has already shown its willing-
ness to undertake large-scale construction. Turkish intelligence and military forces
should press the SNA and the local councils to improve transparency and due process
as well as provide means for redress. If armed groups refuse to heed these calls, Turkey
should cut funding and military supplies—in the mercenary environment of the SNA,

this would lead many fighters to defect to other groups that maintain Turkish support.

Finally, Turkey badly needs to improve transparency in its zones. The Turkish govern-
ment cannot reasonably expect Syrians to voluntarily return to an area of tenuous
security with a teetering economy, nor can the international community be expected
to help stabilize an area where journalists are barely allowed to travel. Turkish authori-
ties should allow wide access for outside journalists and human rights groups—not
just government-guided propaganda junkets—to allow for the investigations necessary

to account for abuses and reassure people that the zones are safe.
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Making these reforms would improve stability in the zones of Turkish control and
increase the odds of voluntary resettlement as well as the climate for Turkish business
investments in the zone. But these improvements in the human rights environment
would also, over time, possibly allow for more Western engagement in and financing of

stabilization efforts in these areas.

2. Ensure adequate humanitarian assistance

The second major focus—ensuring the delivery of adequate humanitarian assistance
to areas outside regime control—is shaped by the security steps mentioned above. A
more durable U.S. presence in the east would allow for longer-term humanitarian plan-
ning and more consistent delivery in SDF-controlled areas as well as for a ramp-up in
stabilization activities to restore basic services and begin to address the issues likely to

feed long-term radicalization and instability.

The fate of the U.N.-mandated cross-border mechanism is another major component
of this second line of effort. There is no alternative to cross-border aid from Turkey
and Iraq; Damascus will not allow meaningful cross-line aid to rebellious areas, as
Assad has repeatedly shown his determination to use humanitarian assistance as a
weapon of war. Several former Western officials have outlined the urgency of preparing
for the end of the U.N. mechanism by establishing a parallel system immune to Russia’s
U.N. Security Council veto.* Ideally, this separate system will not be needed, and the
U.N. mandate will be extended, but even in this best-case scenario, the preparations

themselves strengthen the West’s hand.

dlib and Afrin

In northwest Syria, the United States and European donors should continue to sup-
port the U.N. cross-border mechanism, by means of which donors and NGOs are
admirably attempting to meet pressing humanitarian needs. But this will be ground
zero should the mandate expire, and Western governments should begin discussions
with Turkey to formulate a mutually acceptable framework to begin transitioning
assistance delivered through the U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian
Affairs to a separate mechanism, in case the cross-border mandate ends. Western
donors should continue shifting to direct funding of local NGOs, both for the double
impact such donations can have—delivering assistance and injecting cash into the

local economy—and to build redundancy to the U.N. system.
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The best humanitarian protection provided to Idlib comes from Turkey’s military
deployment, which deters, and may prevent, a regime or Russian campaign of anni-
hilation. The single strongest move the West could make to protect civilians in Idlib
would be to bolster that military deterrent, but that is a political impossibility. On the
much safer humanitarian ground of preparing for a regime assault, the United States
and Europe could help preemptively prepare shelters and the logistical network for
emergency relief in northern Aleppo and Afrin, or in Turkey if permitted, as Refugees

International has recommended.*!

The Euphrates Shield zone

The ESZ, seized from IS and with limited forced displacement or demographic engineer-
ing, is theoretically a more promising prospect for international support. The United
States, Germany, the Netherlands, and other European and outside donors already
support limited stabilization projects in the ESZ area through the Syria Recovery Trust
Fund (SRTF), though on a limited scale—as of February 2021, the total contributions to
the SRTF amounted to 283 million euros, or $336 million.*> These projects—aimed at
improving food security or repairing water and sanitation infrastructure, for example—
offer a proof of concept that stabilization in the ESZ is possible and that the instability
and the SNA dominance can be managed. But even here, Turkey limits outside activity
and demands alignment with its own onerous framework, effectively cracking down

on cross-border international activities and causing hundreds of organizations to cease
operations.** As COAR summarizes, the Turkish aid system is competent but wholly
unable to meet demand, yet the Turkish authorities still require programming to be con-
ducted with the relevant ministry. “These requirements are ... subject to strong Turkish
influence ... [and] littered with several practical restrictions and ethical concerns. Most
notably, organizations are obliged to work within sectors and projects determined and

7454

approved by the Turkish authorities.

The European Union might explore pragmatic financial support for Turkish activi-
ties in the ESZ, drawing lessons from the EU Facility for Refugees in Turkey (FRIT).
The FRIT brought major ethical concerns, as parts were directed by and to Turkish
ministries, in addition to efforts through the United Nations and NGOs, though

the European Union shifted toward more direct management over time.** But the
European Union and most member states crossed this ethical threshold with migra-
tion agreement with Turkey, and Brussels’ experience with the FRIT also shows the
leverage that such pragmatic support can supply and the flexible ways in which aid
can navigate political constraints. The European Union should consider a trial pro-

gram of comparable cash transfers to Syrians in the ESZ in exchange for an easing of
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humanitarian hurdles by the Turkish authorities—this might sway Ankara, as the vast
majority of those payments would circulate in a Turkish-dominated microeconomy. If
such a strictly conditioned trial program managed to secure improvements in access,
the European Union could consider leveraging further support for bigger improve-

ments in Turkey’s administrative approach.

American financing for Turkish government entities is more difficult: Washington never
had the accession framework, as did Turkey and the European Union, nor the profound
integration and legal and financing instruments that process has brought. At present,

it is a political nonstarter; independent projects undertaken by Western NGOs and
financed by the United States might be possible, but Congress will not finance Turkish
efforts. Even NGO efforts are a tall order; the United States is already the largest donor
to the United Nations’ Syria Humanitarian Response Plan, and there are finite resources
for assistance and stabilization. Any resources provided to Turkish-controlled zones
would likely have to be diverted from elsewhere, potentially coming at the expense of
activities in eastern Syria, where needs are deep and resources are limited. The United
States is also wary that Turkey would co-opt any support offered and not deliver on
promised reforms. As discussed below, the advantage of U.S.-European coordination is

the ability to collectively work around these respective limitations.

Eastern Syria

The situation is more straightforward in SDF-controlled eastern Syria. The contours
of what is needed have been known for some time: ongoing humanitarian assistance;
stabilization aid aimed at restoring basic services, improving governance, and training
local security forces; political pressure on the SDF to open up leadership to non-Kurds
and share natural resource wealth; and pressure on the AANES’ neighbors to open up

access and work toward political compromise.

The path to a better outcome has narrowed significantly since Trump’s withdrawal
announcement jumbled the front lines and undercut U.S. deterrent credibility. Several
projects had to be relocated following Turkey’s invasion and the subsequent move-
ment of Syrian and Russian troops into some parts of the AANES.*¢ This disruption
was compounded by Trump’s decision to freeze roughly $200 million in stabilization
assistance to eastern Syria. Some of the slack was taken up by other coalition countries,
including Germany, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates (UAE), and the United
Kingdom. As of 2019, the United States had raised pledges of $189 million in stabiliza-
tion funds from 14 coalition partners.*’ Still, increased funding would meaningfully
help address the problems facing the AANES.
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Basic humanitarian support has largely continued, adding to the more than $12 billion
in assistance the U.S. State Department and USAID have provided over the course of
the conflict, including food rations, health and hygiene necessities, counseling, and

shelter and winterization essentials.**

But beyond this basic humanitarian support,
spread across Syria and neighboring countries, the State Department had to cut numer-
ous stabilization programs due to funding constraints. The casualties of this funding
shortfall include efforts to address key issues outlined in this report, such as improv-
ing education and the services provided by local councils as well as training for local
security forces.** Some programs for transitional justice, accountability, and reconcilia-
tion have continued, though additional funding would allow for the scaling up of these
badly needed efforts. USAID has likewise helped establish community isolation centers
and provide personal protective equipment and other medical equipment to grapple
with COVID-19, but the AANES will need far more in order to meet essential medical
needs.*® As of March 2020, USAID was funding approximately 240 agricultural proj-
ects in the AANES area, but programming was beginning to wind down pending new
funding allocations.*’ The recent announcement of $596 million in new humanitarian
assistance to respond to the Syrian crisis—albeit spread across the entire country and

the regional response—should allow these programs to get back on a firmer footing.**

With a more durable military and financial commitment, the United States should
scale up these activities; the scale of the challenge is manageable, with some 2.5 mil-
lion to 4 million people in the AANES, and the SDF is a willing and capable part-

ner. The Syria Study Group outlined some ways to improve the situation. The Syria
Transition Assistance Response Team — Forward personnel should return to Syria.
Political representatives should be included in the military’s engagements with local
civic partners.*®® This commitment—as well as the broadening of U.S. engagement at
the political level—would help convince the SDF that the United States will stay, pro-
viding leverage to push the group to open up politically and include Arabs, particularly
tribal leaders in Deir ez-Zor, in the administration of the region.

The majority of U.S. stabilization assistance has gone to Arab-populated Raqqa

and Deir ez-Zor, areas that were heavily damaged by the campaign to defeat IS. The
more heavily Kurdish areas to the north have not received as much assistance. The
lion’s share of the funding has gone to badly needed demining efforts and essential
services, such as water networks, irrigation canals, and rebuilding schools. A smaller
portion went to promotion of economic growth and development—primarily,

agricultural projects—and to promotion of local governance and civil society.***
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The adjustment to longer-term stabilization, including economic revitalization and
reintegration efforts for people caught up in the IS maelstrom, should now accelerate.
But some funding should likewise be directed to the Kurdish-majority areas, accord-
ing to needs-based assessments;** Turkish concerns should not be relevant to this

determination.

Finally, Europe should provide more funding in the east. Some coalition partners
stepped up assistance when Trump froze American funds, but the United States
should escalate its effort to cajole greater European investment. Some European aid
has been heavily conditioned, but the United States should seek to coordinate with
European funders to navigate political sensitivities—potentially routing support
through U.S. or other entities as needed. Just as Europe can take on certain activi-
ties in the Turkish-controlled zones that the United States cannot, so can the United
States do things in the east that Europe can best support indirectly. The United States
and Europe can together lean on regional actors such as the UAE, Saudi Arabia, and
Kuwait to continue or expand financing. It is possible that clear U.S. messaging and

commitment could help raise others’ commitments.

Cross-border aid

Russia may kill the U.N. mandate in July 2021—there is little time to prepare its
replacement. Due to the regime’s abhorrent politicization of humanitarian assistance,
however, a separate cross-border program into the AANES via Iraq has already been
created, though it should be bolstered, offering a proof of concept. For northwest
Syria, assistance must come via Turkey. Meaningful cross-line assistance from regime-
held areas is extremely unlikely; as one humanitarian aid specialist says, “They’re

starving them out.”**

Of course, the United States and Europe should try to save the cross-border mandate,
mobilizing allies to bring pressure to bear on Russia at the United Nations. But this
should not distract from the necessity of contingency preparations. The United States
could preemptively convene a donor conference to begin pooling funds for such a paral-
lel cross-border operation, either through the badly eroded Friends of Syria framework
or another more flexible grouping. This group could, as Charles Thépaut has argued,
redirect funds that would have gone to the U.N. cross-border operation,*” while also
making new pledges to close existing funding gaps.*® They could also reiterate that if
the cross-border mechanism ends, they will not reallocate those funds to the regime-
controlled efforts.*” As numerous experts have argued, more funds could be routed to

local organizations in Idlib to build capacity in advance of a more acute crisis.*”
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In the broader context of a conditional engagement strategy, explored below, it would
be tempting to push for concessions from Turkey on the SDF in exchange for this
support. But this is badly needed humanitarian support and should not become a
political token. The conditionality from outside donors financing a parallel cross-bor-
der operation should focus on consistent access, fewer restrictions on cross-border
operations based in Turkey, and complete needs-based impartiality in allocating

aid. Turkey could easily pass emergency legislation aimed at easing the most oner-
ous requirements for local staffing, permitting, and snap auditing—or improve the
situation through de facto changes in enforcement.*’”! The international community
should want to help Turkey, and Turkey should want that help—these are possible
terms for that cooperation.

Navigating political snags with Turkey will take concerted attention and coordina-
tion from the United States and Europe, but the bigger immediate issue will be one
of capacity. The United Nations and the SARC remain the critical players in aid
delivery but must operate across regions controlled by all sides in the war. Spinning
off operations in the northwest will not be neat or easy, but it has been done in the
northeast. The donor community, pooling their resources, can fund an effort to
transfer the local staff, expertise, equipment, files, and other necessities from the
SARC and U.N. bodies to organizations that can operate independently, and can
fund new acquisitions to replace those items or personnel who are unable or unwill-

ing to be transferred to the parallel effort.

There may be secondary benefits to this process, alongside the many drawbacks of this
disruption. Humanitarian practitioners could be freed from some U.N. restrictions,
potentially providing more flexibility. The use of additional border crossings from
Turkey would ease access; the trip to northern Aleppo from the sole U.N.-authorized
crossing at Bab al-Hawa takes 8—12 hours each way, compared with one hour each way
from Bab al-Salama, for example.*”> But in all likelihood, humanitarian delivery will
still be unnecessarily disrupted. If Russia and the regime kill the U.N. cross-border
regime, it will be yet another step in the same twisted logic that leads Moscow and
Assad to intentionally target hospitals—subordinating everything to the goal of main-
taining Assad’s shattered sovereignty. In an effort to sway Moscow’s decision, Western
powers could publicly hint that they are considering ramping up already substantial
sanctions on Russia if the UN. operation is shut down, though there is little reason to

believe it would change Moscow’s calculus.
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3. Explore conditional engagement options with Turkey

The humanitarian efforts outlined above will require close cooperation with Turkey,
which ties into the third focus—exploring conditional engagement with Turkey to
improve conditions in their areas of control. The essence of this conditional engage-
ment would be to offer additional humanitarian and, potentially, stabilization support
in the areas occupied by Turkey, as well as Idlib, in exchange for a softened approach
to the SDF-controlled east; commitments on humanitarian access, neutrality, and

473 renewed commitment to nonrefoulement;

impartiality in line with UN. principles;
restraint of the SNA proxies; and steps to provide for the return of IDPs, redress for

wronged parties, and improved human rights monitoring by NGOs.

There is every chance this effort at conditional engagement would fail; Turkey has jeal-
ously guarded its sovereignty and, for many reasons discussed in this report, may not
be willing to relinquish total control of its zones, open up access, or rein in its proxies.
Engagement could easily fall victim to the broader crisis of U.S.-Turkey and EU-Turkey
relations. A grand bargain to resolve the macro-issues among the United States,
European Union, and Turkey—particularly one that protects Western interests—is
highly unlikely with President Erdogan in control.*’* But this broader deadlock should
not prevent an effort to explore what is possible on the security and displacement chal-

lenge in Syria and Turkey, where interests somewhat align.

Indeed, while Turkey has agitated for a broader deal with the United States mainly to
earn concessions and avoid sanctions, it has shown that it is quite happy to compart-
mentalize relations, as it has in its dealings with Iran and Russia. The better option
for the United States and Europe—Dboth for navigating relations with Turkey and for
improving the lot of Syrians—is to accept this compartmentalization and explore

cooperation under strict parameters on the refugee issue.

A strategy of conditional engagement with Turkey in northern Syria

While the logic of this approach is simple, its implementation would be incredibly
complex. Looking at the Syrian conflict, if current commitments are maintained,
outright victory is not possible for any side; taking a human security and humanitarian
perspective, then, the problem for the West becomes one of harm reduction. Beyond
the laser focus on IS, this was somewhat the U.S. approach before Trump complicated

and corrupted it with inconsistent messaging—"“we’re getting out™’

17476

and “we’re keep-
ing the oil”**—and the partial withdrawal from the northeast; that is, support for

de-escalation on humanitarian grounds. Europe’s complementary role has been to do
what it can to help address the world’s largest humanitarian crisis, albeit largely reliant

on American security decisions.
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For the West, regime-controlled areas are off limits and are serviced by the UN—
already funded by the Western powers—which will do what it can under difficult
circumstances. The situation in the SDF-controlled east would become clearer—if no
less difficult or complex—with a U.S. commitment to remaining on the ground, the
unfreezing of basic stabilization assistance, potentially more effort to mobilize non-

U.S. funding, and redlines communicated to Turkey, Russia, and the regime.

The biggest outstanding question is therefore what to do in and with the Turkish-
controlled areas. Turkey has taken on tremendous responsibilities with its sprawling
commitment in northern Syria and hosting Syrians at home. Integrating 3.6 million
Syrians would be a herculean undertaking even without a concurrent economic down-
turn and domestic political pressures that limit the government’s options. With the
addition of the Syrians under Turkey’s protection in Syria, as Asli Aydintagbas points
out, Ankara has “direct responsibility for the welfare of almost 8 million Syrians.”*”
Despite its major efforts—both laudable and destructive—Turkey may be approach-

ing the limits of its overall fiscal, military, and civilian capacity.

Turkey needs help. The European Union has established a modus operandi for help-
ing Turkey with its domestic integration challenge, though the question of how to
extend this assistance once current funding runs out looms large. But in the Turkish-
controlled zones in northern Syria, it is not presently safe for outsiders—Iet alone sub-
stantial outside commitments—either in security terms, due to the unbridled SNA, or
in moral or political terms, due to Turkey’s policy toward the Kurds, widely reported
incidence of refoulement, its prickly sovereigntist approach, demographic engineering,
and well-placed fears of Ankara’s revanchist goals. Yet despite all of this, it should be in
the United States” and Europe’s interests to help make sure these Turkish-controlled
border areas do not become long-term, entrenched sources of misery and instability.
This must be balanced against the need to avoid legitimizing unilateral military occu-

pation and demographic engineering.

Strict conditional engagement offers a way to explore the contours of what is possible
in supporting Turkish stabilization efforts in exchange for guarantees on human rights
and proxy management; paired with a clear line in support of the SDF in eastern Syria
and a major push to erect a parallel cross-border regime, this offers the best chance to
help the most people. Perhaps Turkey would not go for it—refusing to make mean-
ingful concessions—but little is lost in the effort, and being caught trying has its own
value in the wider context of the relationship with Turkey, demonstrating that the
West is not reflexively anti-Turkish and recasting the divisions among the United

States, European Union, and Turkey.
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Asli Aydintagbag has proposed a version of this approach, encouraging the European
Union to exchange reconstruction assistance in the ESZ for humanitarian access to SDF
areas via Turkey.*”® The concept is sound, though the balance of the exchange could

be improved; the United States and Europe can provide assistance to the SDF-held
northeast via Irag—what is needed is political softening toward the SDF and gover-
nance improvements within the Turkish-controlled zones. The European Union could
therefore offer a trial cash transfer program in the ESZ, conditioned upon meaningful
efforts by Turkey to ease access for international humanitarian and human rights NGOs
in its areas, guarantees on rule of law and right to return, and tangible steps such as an
end to disruptions of water supplies. If initial engagement along these lines worked,

the European Union could consider expanding its efforts, either in scale or in scope, to
other Turkish-controlled areas, pushing Turkey to allow the return of displaced Kurds
and, potentially, demobilize or redeploy the worst-behaved SNA factions.

There are legitimate concerns about this engagement. Researcher Sinem Adar, for
example, argues that Europe should not support Turkey’s efforts to resettle refugees in
northern Syria, though the argument focuses primarily on TARA, not the ESZ.*”” Adar
says the European Union should condition its support for the FRIT—its 6 billion euro
humanitarian and integration effort—on Turkish adherence to the principle of nonre-
foulement. Based purely on international legal principles, the argument is persuasive.
Certainly, the European Union should not legitimize the seizure of TARA or Afrin. But
EU engagement in the ESZ could itself be a means to improve the chances of meaning-
ful adherence to the principle of nonrefoulement. Further, there is no reason for the
European Union to oppose voluntary returns, unless they are to the homes of forcibly
displaced people, and engagement in northern Syria could improve the lives of those
still there, marginally improve the odds of voluntary returns, and secure greater visibility
into any forced returns as well as earn some leverage to counteract them. Indeed, Turkey
is already sending Syrians back against their will and demographically reengineering
Afrin and TARA—the worst case on the principle of refoulement is at hand. EU engage-
ment—if conditional and reversible—need not legitimize or bolster these Turkish

moves but might temper them and secure better access to monitor resettlement.

As it is, the United States or Europe are unlikely to go beyond basic humanitarian assis-
tance in Afrin, Idlib, or TARA absent meaningful reforms from Turkey, the SNA, and
HTS to allow impartial delivery and the return of displaced civilians. Turkey is likely
most interested in longer-term stabilization and reconstruction, but its desire to route
all assistance through its institutions is a major limitation, with Western providers

understandably reluctant to submit to Turkey’s politicized delivery criteria. In essence,
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Turkey wants all aid delivered through its government bodies or biddable NGOs such
as [HH. In Afrin and Idlib, outside humanitarian support is severely hamstrung by
these restrictions; in TARA, it is nearly nonexistent. Turkey makes it very difficult for
Western NGOs and even limits U.N. access in some areas. For the United States—
and many international humanitarian organizations and relief agencies—there is no
flexibility, with legal restrictions preventing them from routing assistance as Turkey

demands, even if there were political will.

4. Address external refugee issues

There are several steps the United States and Europe could take outside of northern
Syria to ease the refugee and displacement crisis there as well as reduce the odds of

refoulement.

Most obviously, as the Biden administration has already begun to do, the United States
and Europe should take more refugees themselves. The United States has tradition-
ally been the largest, most consistent refugee recipient country in the world, but the
Trump administration intentionally decimated the program, and just 11,814 refugees
were resettled in fiscal year 2020, before resettlements were halted entirely due to
COVID-19.* President Biden announced in February 2021 that he would raise the
annual cap on refugee admissions to 125,000 for the fiscal year beginning in October
2021.%" For the current fiscal year, ending in September, Biden has committed to a
goal of 62,500—after a brief and controversial step back from that promise—but has
admitted that the United States will likely fall short due to a lack of capacity.*** Indeed,
even beyond 2021, funding and staff will have to be devoted to refill the pipeline with
vetted candidates, who undergo extraordinary scrutiny including background checks
and interviews that take time and resources, as well as to the charities that resettle

refugees and find them housing, schools, and employers.**?

The credibility that this will offer the Biden administration should be used to cajole
Europe to do more; Washington should impress upon the European Union and

its member states that they cannot focus entirely on externalizing the refugee and
migration issue. The European Union should take more refugees, of course, but also
should not ignore the root causes; the European Union cannot wash its hands of the
Syrian security situation and expect others to protect it from the spillover. Aside from
Germany, which hosts some 1.1 million refugees, most of Europe has not stepped up to
the plate.*** In fact, Europe has focused mainly on border enforcement, even engaging
in violent pushbacks of irregular migrants, while failing to meet its resettlement obliga-
tions under the EU-Turkey migration deal and doing too little to address the conditions

in refugee camps in Greece.***
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Still, the European Union has done more than most—whatever the motivations—to
support Turkey in dealing with the influx of Syrians, primarily through the FRIT. The
facility was largely the product of the acute crisis of 2015-2016, rather than reflect-
ing any strategic alignment among member states on supporting Turkey’s effort to
integrate and care for refugees.** The first two tranches of funding—some 6 billion
euros, or $7-8 billion—have been almost entirely contracted to projects to integrate
and educate Syrians in Turkey. Ankara will need follow-on funding, particularly the
billions of direct cash transfers that sustain many Syrians and boost Turkey’s economy.
The European Union has been reluctant to commit to another multiyear program,
allocating an additional 485 million euros—almost $600 million—in 2020 to top up
the fund through the end of 2021. The European Union is understandably concerned
about President Erdogan’s willingness to negotiate at the border and his separate
pressure on the sovereignty of EU member states Greece and Cyprus. Brussels should
certainly convey its redlines on these unrelated issues, but Europe should no more use
Syrians as bargaining chips than Erdogan should. The funding—or particular aspects
of it—can always be frozen, but the FRIT should be extended for another multiyear
funding period as a humanitarian gesture and an interest-based move by the European
Union to secure its periphery; if Turkey fails to manage the integration challenge,
Europe will suffer as well. This funding provides monthly cash allowances to more
than 1.5 million Syrians, primarily in Turkey’s major cities, and pays Syrian families

to enroll their children in school. Cutting these efforts would not secure leverage with

Erdogan nor improve Europe’s security or ease its migration pressures.*’

Finally, the United States and Europe should push Turkey to allow the UNHCR to
freely monitor removal centers to ensure that all returns to Syria are voluntary, as
stipulated by Turkish law and promised in Ankara’s public commitments.**® If this
pressure is brought to bear in a manner respectful of Turkey’s sovereignty—perhaps
by European interlocutors perceived to be friendlier, such as Spain or the United
Kingdom—and in conjunction with a broader push to provide assistance in northern

Syria, it may have the desired effect.
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Conclusion

There is no putting Syria back together again, nor is there any way to undo the cata-
strophic damage the war has dealt to millions of lives and to the international system.
This has been evident for years. The United States and Europe cannot avoid or rec-
oncile the core illegitimacy and durability of the Assad regime but should focus now
on harm reduction. This effort is important because the conflict is not going away—it
will continue to cause human suffering, political instability, and radicalization until a
measure of de-escalation and stabilization is achieved. Left to fester, perhaps sliding
into a new phase of conflict following a U.S. withdrawal, the war will likely seed yet
more regional conflict and a new generation of radicals. The United States and Europe
cannot stabilize all of Syria, but, working with partners on the ground, they can make
a meaningful difference for millions of people at an acceptable cost, improving the
strategic picture at the same time. Through active engagement, the West can prevent a
new stage in the conflict—political leaders should not focus exclusively on the costs of

action and ignore the costs of inaction.

Parts of that harm reduction approach are straightforward, if exceedingly difficult to
implement: bolster military deterrence in the east, reinvigorate stabilization assis-
tance, press local partners to govern inclusively, continue humanitarian assistance, and
accept more refugees at home. But the path is less clear in the many places where this
approach interacts with Turkey and its core interests and assertive policy—as it does in
the 4,000 square miles of Syria over which Turkey holds sway, in its efforts to resettle
refugees into areas seized by force, in its displacement of and hostility toward Kurds, in

its centrality to humanitarian assistance, and in its support for radical armed groups.

To a large extent, the prospects for future refugee outflows and resettlement are linked

to the security and safety of the Turkish-controlled zones in northern Syria as well as to
the U.S. military presence in eastern Syria. Turkey long sought Western help in creating
“safe zones” in northern Syria; it never received the military help it sought, and Western
offers were generally limited to integration support within Turkey and humanitarian
actions in Syria. Ankara eventually acted unilaterally on the military front. Turkey, having
staked out these areas, now faces an uphill struggle to secure and sustain them. Ankara
must internationalize the security of these areas or face ongoing instability and potential
conflict with the Syrian regime, Iranian proxies, Kurdish insurgents, and Russia.
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In the face of these risks, there may now be an opportunity for strict conditional
Western engagement on these issues with Turkey—even in the context of poor overall
Turkey-U.S. and Turkey-EU relations. Perhaps, by helping Turkey meet this challenge,
the Western powers can simultaneously improve the humanitarian situation, dem-
onstrate openness to Turkey to accompany a firm stance on other issues, and secure
access and visibility into Turkish actions, potentially reducing the risks of further

demographic engineering that could sow the seeds of continued conflict.

The international community is understandably reluctant to legitimize Turkey’s
new suzerainty and certainly will not protect or police them militarily. But the
international community should seek to make them safer by other means, if only
for humanitarian purposes and to avoid a new phase of conflict. In turn, increased
international involvement in the Turkish-controlled zones—even if limited to
humanitarian support—should only be provided if Turkey commits to reforms in

the administration of those zones.

But this engagement can only take place if international players feel that it is safe

to operate in areas of Turkish control, which points to certain necessary changes

in Turkey’s relations with its SNA proxies. Similarly, humanitarian organizations
will only engage in these areas if they are able to operate without undue interfer-
ence from Turkish authorities. These are substantial hurdles, even setting aside the
political obstacles to securing more substantial Western support or the underlying
uncertainty about Syria’s long-term political future. On the other hand, if a success-
ful modus operandi can be established in these areas—and improvements from
Ankara secured on access, impartiality, voluntariness of resettlement, and treatment
of political differences—serious humanitarian improvements are possible, both in
the Turkish-created zones and in the AANES. These improvements, in turn, could
have positive repercussions for Turkey’s long-term security and stability as well as

easing its domestic pressures.

Millions of Syrians will never accept life under Assad’s rule, including armed groups
backed by Turkey and the United States and its allies. Turkey’s effective annexation of
Afrin, the ESZ, and TARA represents, for better or for worse, the likely end of Syria

as a unitary state conforming to its official borders. The fact that Turkey, among other
powers, continues to rhetorically support Syria’s territorial integrity is irrelevant so
long as it continues to hold these areas by force. More interesting is the question of
how Turkey’s position on its own areas of de facto control—and their separation
from Syria—interacts with its position on federalism or autonomy for areas in eastern

Syria under U.S. influence.
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This is a paradox at the heart of Turkey’s Syria policy: Ankara absolutely rejects any
form of autonomy in the AANES as a derogation of Syria’s territorial integrity; yet,
through its military operations, it has itself essentially ended Syrian sovereignty and
carved out semi-autonomous zones. And Turkey lambasts Washington’s cooperating
with the YPG/SDF—which it considers a terrorist organization—to advance counter-
terrorism, humanitarian, and stabilization objectives; yet Ankara coordinates closely
with HTS—an organization Turkey itself as well as the United States and the United
Nations label a terrorist group—in Idlib to advance humanitarian objectives. While
the United States understands the complexity of the situation in Idlib and adapts to
its humanitarian implications, Turkey is unbending on the SDF, undermining U.S.
stabilization efforts at every opportunity. Especially in light of Ankara’s understanding
view of shifting affiliations among non-Kurdish armed groups in Syria, its focus on the
YPG’s lingering PKK connections, rather than the efforts to shift the YPG/SDF away

from Qandil, is a policy decision of questionable merit and little consistency.

The United States should maintain its troop presence in northeast Syria. Even nar-
rowly defined counterterrorism goals in Syria are ill-served by withdrawal and disin-
vestment. The lasting defeat of IS, de-escalation of the wider Syrian conflict without
renewed large-scale fighting, and improved humanitarian access, stabilization, and
AANES governance reforms to improve local legitimacy are all best served by continu-
ing U.S. and coalition presence and the clear deterrent messages that presence conveys.
And in the Turkish-controlled zones, the United States and Europe must adapt to the
reality of a fait accompli. That does not mean the abuses and forced displacement of
Turkey’s seizure of Afrin and TARA should be excused—to the contrary, Western gov-
ernments should press for full investigations into and redress of human rights abuses
as well as return of the displaced. But additional support in the ESZ and Idlib, strictly
conditioned on the improvements in Turkish administration outlined in this report,
could incentivize improvements. If Ankara cooperates, this conditional engagement
could make a difference in Syrians’ lives and provide a modicum of leverage in secur-

ing access and visibility.

In keeping with the Biden administration’s desire to rejuvenate ties with democratic
allies, Syria offers a pressing challenge on which trans-Atlantic coordination is essential
and mutually beneficial. Europe largely shares the United States’ interests. With the
primary exceptions of the United Kingdom and France, European countries effectively
left the defeat of IS in Syria to the United States, despite the more immediate threat
the group posed to Europe. The refugee question is dramatically more important to
Europe—and undoubtedly, the European Union, its member states, and the United
Kingdom have made major humanitarian contributions. But if the Biden administra-

tion offers strategic clarity by recommitting to deterrence and stabilization in Syria,
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European allies should reciprocate by increasing their engagement. There is little excuse
for Europe’s limited contributions to the stabilization of eastern Syria in cooperation
with the United States. And in the areas of Turkish control, Europe can do more than
the United States, given differing restrictions, capabilities, and modes of engagement
with Turkey. Indeed, European policymakers have already made their core judgment,
visible in their support to refugees in Turkey and the migration deal with Ankara; both
of these efforts unquestionably help people but equally clearly adhere to Turkish politi-
cal parameters. It is a simple logical step, therefore, to increase support to ensure that
Turkish occupied areas of northern Syria do not become long-term sources of human

misery, displacement, and instability.

98 Center for American Progress |



About the authors

Max Hoffman is the director of National Security and International Policy at the Center
for American Progress, where his policy work focuses on Turkey, Europe, and the
Middle East.

Alan Makovsky is a senior fellow for National Security and International Policy at the
Center and is a longtime analyst of Middle Eastern and Turkish affairs.

Acknowledgments

This report, examining the refugee and displacement crisis in northern Syria and
Turkey, is a project of the CATS Network. The Centre for Applied Turkey Studies
(CATS) is funded by Stiftung Mercator and the German Federal Foreign Office. The
authors are grateful to CATS for their support of this project as well as to the Istanbul
Policy Center for many years of collaboration on this and other research projects. In
particular, the authors thank Michael Werz, Fuat Keyman, Senem Aydin-Diizgit, Asha
Padmanabhan, Sinem Adar, Hiircan Asli Aksoy, Bettina Emir, and Glinter Seufert

for their support on this project. This report would not have been possible without
the expertise and engagement of the nearly 60 current and former officials, academ-
ics, experts, and activists interviewed in its preparation. The authors are particularly
grateful to Asli Aydintagbas, Robert Ford, Brian Katulis, Daphne McCurdy, Katrina
Mulligan, Mona Yacoubian, and others for their feedback on earlier drafts—the
authors benefited greatly from their input but, of course, take full responsibility for
the final product. Finally, the authors thank Carl Chancellor, Shanée Simhoni, and Bill
Rapp for their hard work through the art and editorial process.

99 Center for American Progress |



Endnotes

1 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, 10 Elizabeth Tsurkov, “The Syrian Mercenaries Fighting

“A Decade of War in Syria: What Have Humanitarian Agen-
cies Learned?’, Press release, March 16, 2021, available at
https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/decade-
war-syria-what-have-humanitarian-agencies-learned-
virtual-lecture.

N

Brian Katulis and others, “Seizing the Diplomatic Initiative
in Syria” (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2018),
available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/
security/reports/2018/07/19/453742/seizing-diplomatic-
initiative-syria/.

w

For a consideration of how to improve humanitarian
assistance to regime-controlled areas and manage the
political issues that stem from that challenge, see, for
example, Daphne McCurdy and Charles Thépaut, “In Syria,
Put Humanitarian Aid Ahead of a Political Solution,” War
on the Rocks, December 17, 2020, available at https://
warontherocks.com/2020/12/in-syria-put-humanitarian-
aid-ahead-of-a-political-solution/; Charles Thépaut, “How
to Aid Syria Without Aiding Assad,” Foreign Policy, June 24,
2020, available at https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/06/24/
how-to-aid-syria-without-aiding-assad/.

N

w

Foreign Wars for Russia and Turkey,” The New York Review
of Books, October 16, 2020, available at https://www.
nybooks.com/daily/2020/10/16/the-syrian-mercenaries-
fighting-foreign-wars-for-russia-and-turkey/.

United Nations, “Bolster Funding, Aid Commitments for
Syria, Secretary-General Urges Donors at Brussels Confer-
ence, Noting 90 Per Cent of Population Lives in Poverty,”
Press release, June 30, 2020, available at https://www.
un.org/press/en/2020/sgsm20151.doc.htm.

International Committee of the Red Cross, “Syria: Eco-
nomic crisis compounds conflict misery as millions face
deeper poverty, hunger,” Press release, June 28, 2020,
available at https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-re-
public/syria-economic-crisis-compounds-conflict-misery-
millions-face-deeper.

Jack Ewing, “Turkey Braces for Yet Another Currency Crisis,’
The New York Times, August, 27, 2020, available at https://
www.nytimes.com/2020/08/27/business/turkey-currency-
crisis.html.

14 Aydintasbas, “A new Gaza.”

SN

The most complete overview of the situation in Turkish-
controlled northern Syrian comes from Aydintasbas, 15 EU Joint Research Center Global Drought Observatory of

“A new Gaza: Turkey's border policy in northern Syria”
(London: European Council on Foreign Relations, 2020),
available at https://ecfr.eu/publication/a_new_gaza_tur-
keys_border_policy_in_northern_syria/.

O}

The United States, Turkey, and more than 100 other coun-
tries recognize the Syrian Opposition Coalition as “the le-
gitimate political representative of the Syrian people”The
United Nations continues to recognize the Assad regime. A
2013 article from the Center for American Progress points
out that as “the legitimate representative,” the Syrian Op-
position Coalition can “provide international donors with
a legitimate, unified channel for all aid to the rebellion by
acting as a moderate umbrella group representing the
majority of activists, militia, and local councilmen in the
Syrian opposition.” See Ken Sofer and Juliana Shafroth,
“The Structure and Organization of the Syrian Opposi-
tion” (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2013),
available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/
security/reports/2013/05/14/63221/the-structure-and-
organization-of-the-syrian-opposition/.

(o)}

Al Jazeera, “Erdogan says Turkey to stay in Syria until other
states pull out,” November 8, 2019, available at https://
www.aljazeera.com/news/2019/11/8/erdogan-says-turkey-
to-stay-in-syria-until-other-states-pull-out.

~

U.N. World Food Program, “Twelve million Syrians now in
the grip of hunger, worn down by conflict and soaring
food prices,” February 17,2021, available at https://www.
wfp.org/news/twelve-million-syrians-now-grip-hunger-
worn-down-conflict-and-soaring-food-prices.

©

Ibid.

el

U.N. World Food Program, “WFP Syria: Situation Report
#12" (Rome: United Nations, 2020), available at https://
reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/2020%20
12%20WFP%20Syria%20External%20Situation%20Re-
port%2012%20-%20December%202020.pdf. See also U.N.
World Food Program, “More Syrians than ever before in
the grip of hunger and poverty,” June 26, 2020, available
at https://www.wfp.org/news/more-syrians-ever-grip-
hunger-and-poverty; International Federation of Red Cross
and Red Crescent Societies, “Emergency Plan of Action
Operation Update, Syria: Complex Emergency” (Geneva:
2020), available at https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/
files/resources/MDRSY003eu17.pdf.

100 Center for American Progress |

o

~

oe]

el

the Copernicus Emergency Management Service, “Drought
in Syria and Iraq — April 2021”(2021), available at https://
edo.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/news/GDODrought-
News202104_Syria_lraq.pdf.

Caitlin E. Werrell, Francesco Femia, and Anne-Marie Slaugh-
ter,“The Arab Spring and Climate Change: A Climate and
Security Correlations Series” (Washington: Center for Amer-
ican Progress, Center for Climate and Security, and the
Stimson Center, 2013), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/security/reports/2013/02/28/54579/
the-arab-spring-and-climate-change/.

U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Recent Developments in Northwest Syria - Situation
Report No. 23 - As of 21 December 2020” (New York: United
Nations, 2020), available at https://reliefweb.int/report/
syrian-arab-republic/recent-developments-northwest-
syria-situation-report-no-23-21-december.

Elizabeth Tsurkov and Qussai Jukhadar, “Ravaged by war,
Syria’s health care system is utterly unprepared for a pan-
demic” (Washington: Middle East Institute, 2020), available
at https://www.mei.edu/publications/ravaged-war-syrias-
health-care-system-utterly-unprepared-pandemic.

CARE International, “Multi-sectorial Need Assessment Re-
port: Northwest Syria” (Geneva: 2020), available at https://
www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.humanitari-

anresponse.info/files/assessments/need_assessment_re-
port_02_jul_2020_ihsan_violet_shafak.pdf.

Human Rights Watch, “Targeting Life in Idlib’: Syrian and
Russian Strikes on Civilian Infrastructure” (New York: 2020),
available at https://www.hrw.org/report/2020/10/15/
targeting-life-idlib/syrian-and-russian-strikes-civilian-
infrastructure.

M. Murat Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2017: A Framework
for Achieving Social Cohesion With Syrians in Turkey”
(Ankara, Turkey: Hacettepe University and others, 2017),
p. 19, Table 90-A, available at https://journals.openedition.
org/anatoli/652. In 2019, the number of daily births was
about 293, with 107,000 Syrians born in total throughout
the year. M. Murat Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019”
(Geneva: U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, 2020),
available at https://www.unhcr.org/tr/wp-content/up-
loads/sites/14/2020/09/5B2019-ENG-04092020.pdf.



22

Reuters Staff, “Turkey designates Syria’s Tahrir al-Sham

as terrorist group,’ Reuters, August 31, 2018, available at
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-mideast-crisis-syria-
turkey/turkey-designates-syrias-tahrir-al-sham-as-terrorist-
group-idUSKCNTLG1XM.

40 European Asylum Support Office, “Syria Security situation”
(Valletta, Malta: European Union, 2020), available at https://
wwwjustice.gov/eoir/page/file/1274671/download.

4

Aron Lund, “Syria’s Civil War: Government Victory or Frozen
Conflict?” (Stockholm: Swedish Ministry of Defense, 2018),

23 Fabrice Balanche, “Idlib May Become the Next Gaza Strip” available at https://www.sipri.org/about/bios/aron-lund.
(Washington: The Washington Institute for Near East Policy,

2020), available at https://www.washingtoninstitute.org/ 42 Ibid. See also Balanche, “Idlib May Become the Next Gaza
policy-analysis/idlib-may-become-next-gaza-strip. Strip”

24 Ibid. 43 U.N. National Agenda for the Future of Syria Program,

“Mapping Local Governance in Syria: A Baseline Study”

25 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, (Beirut: United Nations, 2020), available at https://nafspro-
“Recent Developments in Northwest Syria - Situation gramme.info/publication/mapping-local-governance-
Report No. 23 - As of 21 December 2020 syria. See also Ben Hubbard, “In a Syrian Rebel Bastion,

Millions Are Trapped in Murky, Violent Limbo,” The New

26 Jacob Kurtzer and Will Todman, “The Possible End of Cross- York Times, April 6, 2021, available at https://www.nytimes.
border Aid in Syria,” Center for Strategic and International com/2021/04/06/world/middleeast/syrian-war-refugees.ht
Studies, July 6, 2020, available at https://www.csis.org/ ml?referringSource=articleShare.
analysis/possible-end-cross-border-aid-syria.

44 Ibid.

27 Deutsche Welle, “UN approves extension of cross-border
aid to Syria," July 11, 2020, available at https://www. 45 Balanche, “Idlib May Become the Next Gaza Strip.”
dw.com/en/un-approves-extension-of-cross-border-aid-
to-syria/a-54142001. 46 Sam Heller, “Leak Reveals Jihadists' Weakening Grip in

Syria’s Idlib,"War on the Rocks, April 10, 2020, available at

28 International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent https://warontherocks.com/2020/04/leak-reveals-jihadists-
Societies, “Emergency Plan of Action Operation Update, weakening-grip-in-syrias-idlib/. See also Charles Lister,
Syria “Is Idlib set for internal strife?” (Washington: Middle East

Institute, 2020), available at https://www.mei.edu/publica-

29 CARE International, “Multi-sectorial Need Assessment tions/idlib-set-internal-strife.

Report: Northwest Syria.”
47 European Asylum Support Office, “Syria Security situation.”

30 Ibid.

48 Al-Khalidi and Coskun, “Turkey withdraws from base in
31 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, northwest Syria, sources say.”
“Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and
Emergency Relief Coordinator, Mark Lowcock - Briefing to 49 Sarah El Deeb, “Turkey pulls out from another base in
the Security Council on the humanitarian situation in Syria, northwestern Syria,'The Associated Press, November 10,
25 February 2021, Press release, February 25, 2021, avail- 2020, available at https://apnews.com/article/turkey-
able at https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/ syria-middle-east-evacuations-bdbde348f7afccf15466eb-
under-secretary-general-humanitarian-affairs-and-emer- b860e8e15e.
gency-relief-112.
50 Middle East Monitor, “Turkey to withdraw military from

32 CARE International, “Multi-sectorial Need Assessment positions in Syria due to ‘potential risk}’ December 11,
Report: Northwest Syria.” 2020, available at https://www.middleeastmonitor.

com/20201211-turkey-to-withdraw-military-from-posi-

33 See also Ben Parker, “US and UK halt key Syria aid ship- tions-in-syria-due-to-potential-risk/.
ments over extremist ‘taxes; The New Humanitarian,

October 2, 2018, available at https://www.thenewhumani- 51 Syrian Observatory for Human Rights, “Turkish forces

tarian.org/news/2018/10/02/us-and-uk-halt-key-syria-aid- dismantle posts in regime-held areas, leaving to them to

shipments-over-extremist-taxes. rebel-controlled areas,” December 16, 2020, available at
https://www.syriahr.com/en/196186/.

34 REACH, “Humanitarian Situation Overview of Syria (HSOS),"
available at https://reach-info.org/syr/hsos/ (last accessed 52 Lister,”Is Idlib set for internal strife?”

February 2021).
53 U.N. Security Council, “Additional Protocol to the Memo-

35 Fehim Tastekin, “Why is Ankara pouring Turkish liras into randum on the Stabilization of the Situation in the Idlib
Syria?”, Al-Monitor, June 15, 2020, available at https://www. De-Escalation Area” (New York: United Nations, 2020), avail-
al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2020/06/turkey-syria- able at https://undocs.org/S/2020/187.
ankara-pouring-turkish-lira-alleviate-sanctions.html.

54 The term “safe zone” is widely used but something of a

36 Suleiman Al-Khalidi and Orhan Coskun, “Turkey withdraws misnomer—in addition to being politically contested—
from base in northwest Syria, sources say,’ Reuters, given the fact that these areas are not, for the most part,
October 19, 2020, available at https://www.reuters.com/ safe for civilians, as this report details. Given this reality,
article/syria-crisis-turkey/turkey-withdraws-from-base-in- the authors have opted to use the term as it is generally
northwest-syria-sources-say-idINKBN274296. applied in the public discourse but enclose it in quotes,

except when it comes as part of a quote.

37 Balanche, “Idlib May Become the Next Gaza Strip”

55 Lister,“Is Idlib set for internal strife?”

38 Reuters Staff,“Turkey designates Syria’s Tahrir al-Sham as

terrorist group.” 56 International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent
Societies, “Emergency Plan of Action Operation Update,

39 U.N. Security Council, “Twenty-fifth report of the Analytical Syria
Support and Sanctions Monitoring Team submitted pursu-
ant to resolution 2368 (2017) concerning ISIL (Da'esh), 57 Ameneh Mehvar, Jacob Uzman, and Tarek Albaik, “Regional
Al-Qaida and associated individuals and entities” (New Overview: Middle East, 8-14 November 2020," Armed Con-
York: United Nations, 2020), available at https://undocs. flict Location and Event Data Project, November 18, 2020,
org/S/2020/53. available at https://acleddata.com/2020/11/18/regional-

overview-middle-east8-14-november-2020/.
101 Center for American Progress |



58 Charles Lister, “Russian airstrike threatens to unravel Idlib’s
relative stability,’ Middle East Institute, October 26, 2020,
available at https://www.mei.edu/blog/russian-airstrike-
threatens-unravel-idlibs-relative-stability.

5

o

Eva Kahan and Ezgi Yazici, “Syria Situation Report: February
19 - March 22, 2021” (Washington: Institute for the Study
of War, 2021), available at http://www.understandingwar.
org/backgrounder/syria-situation-report-february-
19-march-22-2021. See also Khaled al-Khateb, “Who ben-
efits from attacks on Turkish forces in Idlib?’, Al-Monitor,
February 15, 2021, available at https://www.al-monitor.
com/pulse/originals/2021/02/syria-attacks-turkey-military-
idlib-regime-hts-jihadist.html.

60 Ibid.

6

Human Rights Watch, “Targeting Life in Idlib”

62 Lister,“Russian airstrike threatens to unravel Idlib’s relative
stability.”

6

"%}

Charles Lister, @Charles_Lister, October 16, 2020, 12:20
p.m. ET, Twitter, available at https://twitter.com/Charles_
Lister/status/13171383670044098617s=20.

6

N

Metin Gurcan, “Deciphering Turkey’s darkest night in Syria,”
Al-Monitor, February 28, 2020, available at https://www.al-
monitor.com/pulse/originals/2020/02/turkey-syria-russia-
deciphering-attack-on-turkish-troops.html.

65 Ibid.

66 Human Rights Watch, “Targeting Life in Idlib”"

6

N

International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent
Societies, “Emergency Plan of Action Operation Update,
Syria!"

68 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Recent Developments in Northwest Syria - Situation
Report No. 23 - As of 21 December 2020."

6

O

In addition to potential legal risks from material support to
a terror organization, many in the international donor com-
munity fear that if they cover services in Idlib that HTS then
does not have to fund, they are in effect indirectly aiding
HTS. Humanitarian activities are generally exempted, but
stabilization projects have often run into these concerns.
This results in inefficient service provision that does little to
address long-term root causes. Daphne McCurdy, former
official, U.S. Agency for International Development (speak-
ing in her personal capacity), interview with authors via
videoconference, December 10, 2020, on file with authors.

70 Senior advocate for the Middle East, Refugees Internation-
al, interview with authors via videoconference, October 15,
2020, on file with authors.

7

Heller, “Leak Reveals Jihadists'Weakening Grip in Syria’s
Idlib”

7

N

Aydintasbas, “A new Gaza.”

7

w

Fabrice Balanche, “Rojava’s Sustainability and the PKK’s
Regional Strategy” (Washington: The Washington Institute
for Near East Policy, 2016), available at https://www.wash-
ingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/rojavas-sustainability-
and-pkks-regional-strategy.

7

N

Fabrice Balanche, associate professor and research director
at the University of Lyon 2, personal communication with
authors via email, December 27, 2020, on file with authors.

75 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Syrian Arab Republic: Humanitarian situation update in
Afrin District and for IDPs in surrounding communities (as
of 15 June 2018)" (New York: United Nations, 2018), avail-
able at https:/reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/
syrian-arab-republic-humanitarian-situation-update-afrin-
district-and.

102 Center for American Progress |

76 Fabrice Balanche, associate professor and research director
at the University of Lyon 2, personal communication with
authors via email, December 27, 2020, on file with authors.

77 Rudaw, “Afrin: Kurdish population more than halved
since 2018 offensive, says rights group,” April 20, 2020,
available at https://www.rudaw.net/english/middleeast/
syria/20042020.

78 Ammar Hamou and Barrett Limoges, “Kurds locked out
of Afrin as Ghouta refugees take their place,” Middle East
Eye, May 3, 2018, available at https://www.middleeasteye.
net/news/kurds-locked-out-afrin-ghouta-refugees-take-
their-place.

7

O

The situation in Afrin may constitute ethnic cleansing. The
term does not have a precise legal definition but was previ-
ously defined by the U.N. Commission of Experts examining
crimes in the former Yugoslavia as “a purposeful policy
designed by one ethnic or religious group to remove by
violent and terror-inspiring means the civilian population of
another ethnic or religious group from certain geographic
areas” See U.N. Office on Genocide Prevention and the
Responsibility to Protect, “Definitions: Ethnic Cleansing,”
available at https://www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/
ethnic-cleansing.shtml (last accessed April 2021).

80 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Syrian Arab Republic: Humanitarian situation update in
Afrin District and for IDPs in surrounding communities (as
of 15 June 2018)”"

8

Khayrallah al-Hilu, “Afrin Under Turkish Control: Political,
Economic and Social Transformations” (Fiesole, Italy: Euro-
pean University Institute, 2019), available at https://cad-
mus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/1814/63745/MED_2019_10.
pdf?sequence=3&isAllowed=y.

82 REACH, “Humanitarian Situation Overview of Syria (HSOS)";
U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Cross-border Humanitarian Reach and Activities from
Turkey” (New York: United Nations, 2020), available at
https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.
humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/
syr_4w_2020_11nov_turkeyxb_final_en_v2.pdf.

8

@

U.N. World Food Program, “WFP Syria: Situation Report
#127

8

b

“Households from IDP population had access to humani-
tarian assistance in the last 30 days," and “Households
from the resident population had access to humanitarian
assistance in the last 30 days.” See REACH, “Humanitarian
Situation Overview of Syria (HSOS).

8

[l

“Reported barriers to access sufficient food for residents:
households cannot afford essential food items.” See Ibid.

86 Wladimir van Wilgenburg, “German NGO scraps Syria
project over claims it would aid Turkey’s ethnic cleansing
in Afrin,” Kurdistan24, November 11, 2020, available at
https://www.kurdistan24.net/en/story/23475-German-
NGO-scraps-Syria-project-over-claims-it-would-aid-
Turkey%27s-ethnic-cleansing-in-Afrin.

87 Al-Hilu, “Afrin Under Turkish Control”

88 U.S. Department of State, “2019 Country Reports on Hu-
man Rights Practices: Syria” (Washington: 2020), available
at https://www.state.gov/reports/2019-country-reports-
on-human-rights-practices/syria/.

89 Lund, “Syria’s Civil War.” For more on the evolution of
Ahrar al-Shargiya, as an example of the fluid dynamics
among these rebel factions, see, for example, Alexander
McKeever, “Remnants Of The Deiri Opposition: Contention
And Controversy In North Aleppo,” Bellingcat, June 25,
2019, available at https://www.bellingcat.com/news/
mena/2019/06/25/remnants-of-the-deiri-opposition-
contention-and-controversy-in-north-aleppo/.



920

91

92

93

94

95

96

9

~N

98

9

O

Elizabeth Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey’s Proxy Fighters in
Syria?”, The New York Review of Books, November 27,2019,
available at https://www.nybooks.com/daily/2019/11/27/
who-are-turkeys-proxy-fight.

Ibid.

Human Rights Watch, “Syria: Turkey-Backed Groups Seizing
Property,” June 14, 2018, available at https://www.hrw.org/
news/2018/06/14/syria-turkey-backed-groups-seizing-
property.

BBC, “Syria war: Turkish-led forces oust Kurdish fighters
from heart of Afrin," March 18, 2018, available at https://
www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-43447624.

Human Rights Watch, “Syria: Turkey-Backed Groups Seiz-
ing Property.”

Ibid. See also Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey’s Proxy Fighters in
Syria?”

Amnesty International, “Syria: Turkey must stop serious vio-
lations by allied groups and its own forces in Afrin,” August
2,2018, available at https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/
news/2018/08/syria-turkey-must-stop-serious-violations-
by-allied-groups-and-its-own-forces-in-afrin/.

Syrians for Truth and Justice, “Afrin: 135 Persons Arrested
and Forcibly Disappeared in October 2020," November 24,
2020, available at https://stj-sy.org/en/afrin-135-persons-
arrested-and-forcibly-disappeared-in-october-2020/.

Al-Hilu, “Afrin Under Turkish Control.”

Sirwan Kajjo and Ezel Sahinkaya, “Syrian Kurdish Farmers
Accuse Turkey-Backed Militias of Seizing, Taxing Olive
Crops,”Voice of America, December 16, 2020, available at
https://www.voanews.com/extremism-watch/syrian-kurd-
ish-farmers-accuse-turkey-backed-militias-seizing-taxing-
olive-crops.

100 For some recent attacks, see, for example, U.N. Office for

101

the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, “Recent Develop-
ments in Northwest Syria - Situation Report No. 21 - As of
20 October 2020” (New York: United Nations, 2020), avail-
able at https:/reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/
recent-developments-northwest-syria-situation-report-no-
21-20-october.

Andrew Greco, “Syria Situation Report: December 2 - 15,
2020" (Washington: Institute for the Study of War, 2020),
available at http://www.understandingwar.org/back-

109 Fehim Tastekin, “Understanding Turkey’s vision of medical
schools for small Syrian town,” Al-Monitor, February 12,
2021, available at https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/
originals/2021/02/turkey-syria-new-turkish-school-sign-of-
further-entrenchment.html.

110 Al-Hilu, “Afrin Under Turkish Control”
111 Ibid.
112 Ibid.

113 U.N. Security Council, "Humanitarian Affairs Chief Calls on
Parties in Syria to Allow Aid Delivery, as Security Council
Reviews Implementation of Resolution 2401 (2018)," Press
release, March 27, 2018, available at https://www.un.org/
press/en/2018/sc13266.doc.htm.

114 Al-Hilu, “Afrin Under Turkish Control”

115 See, for example, Metin Gurcan, “Assessing the Post-July
15 Turkish Military: Operations Euphrates Shield and Olive
Branch” (Washington: The Washington Institute for Near
East Policy, 2019), available at https://www.washingtonin-
stitute.org/policy-analysis/assessing-post-july-15-turkish-
military-operations-euphrates-shield-and-olive.

116 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

117 In 2017, relief groups put it at 700,000 total, including
190,000 IDPs. See Assistance Coordination Unit, “Euphrates
Shield Dynamo” (Gaziantep, Turkey: 2017), available at
https:/reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/
Euphrates_Shield_DYNAMO_EN.pdf. Since then, as the
COAR outlines, waves of additional displaced people
have arrived in the area: 70,000 people had arrived by the
end of 2017, with regime advances and “reconciliation”
agreements elsewhere in Syria driving 20,000 from Homs,
another 20,000 from Eastern Ghouta, and more from
Eastern Qalamoun, rural Homs, and southern Syria. See
Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile” In the
immediate aftermath of the 2019-2020 regime offensive,
the United Nations estimated the “total population in
northern Aleppo is now approximately 1.40 million, an
estimated 873,500 (63%) of whom are IDPs” The U.N. total
includes Afrin. Roughly 400,000 of the 873,500 IDPs were
recent arrivals fleeing the latest offensive, of whom about
half are now estimated to have returned to Idlib or Dana in
western Aleppo, clustered around the Bab al-Hawa cross-
ing. Of the 1.2 million, about 500,000 now likely reside in
Afrin, leaving 700,000 in the ESZ, which has continued to

grounder/syria-situation-report-december-2-15-2020.

increase with steady movements from Idlib and Dana. See

REACH, “Northwest Syria - Situation Overview” (Chételaine,
Switzerland: 2020), available at https://reliefweb.int/sites/
reliefweb.int/files/resources/REACH_SYR_Situation-Over-
view_Northwest-Syria_16-March-2020-1.pdf.

102 Khayrallah al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern
Syria: one strategy, discrepant policies” (Fiesole, Italy:
European University Institute, 2021), available at https://
cadmus.eui.eu/handle/1814/69657.

118 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“IDP Sites Integrated Monitoring Matrix (ISIMM)," available
at https://unhcr-xborder-turkey.github.io/ISIMM/ (last
accessed February 2021).

103 International Crisis Group, “The SDF Seeks a Path Toward
Durable Stability in North East Syria,” November 25, 2020,
available at https://www.crisisgroup.org/middle-east-
north-africa/eastern-mediterranean/syria/sdf-seeks-path-
toward-durable-stability-north-east-syria. 119 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

104 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile, October
2019, on file with authors.

120 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Recent Developments in Northwest Syria - Situation
Report No. 23 - As of 21 December 2020."

105 Lund, “Syria’s Civil War”"

121 Ibid.

106 Al-Hilu, “Afrin Under Turkish Control”

122 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and
Emergency Relief Coordinator, Mark Lowcock - Briefing
to the Security Council on the humanitarian situation in
Syria, 16 December 2020, Press release, December 16,
2020, available at https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-
republic/under-secretary-general-humanitarian-affairs-
and-emergency-relief-110.

107 Ibid.

108 Lund, “Syria’s Civil War." See also al-Hilu, “Afrin Under Turk-
ish Control.”

103 Center for American Progress |



123 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

124 Ibid.

125 Ibid.

126 See, for example, Sarah El Deeb, “Blurring the border, Tur-
key deepens roots in northern Syria,"The Associated Press,
June 19, 2018, available at https://apnews.com/article/3ad
caa2b9b214465bb9e61d8427ab774.

See also Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey'’s Proxy Fighters in Syria?”

127 Khaleed al-Khateb, “Turkish-supported public services
flourish in Euphrates Shield area,” Al-Monitor, September
13,2018, available at https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/
originals/2018/09/euphrates-shield-area-turkish-govern-
ment-bab-city-jarablus.html.

128 Khaleed al-Khateb, “Turkey connecting Syria’s al-Bab to
its power supply,” Al-Monitor, August 29, 2018, available
at https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2018/08/
syria-al-bab-turkey-electricity-support.html.

129 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

130 Tastekin, “Why is Ankara pouring Turkish liras into Syria?”

131 Tastekin, “Understanding Turkey’s vision of medical schools
for small Syrian town””

132 lbid.

133 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile

134 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey's Proxy Fighters in Syria?”

135 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

136 Ibid.
137 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey's Proxy Fighters in Syria?”

138 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

139 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Recent Developments in Northwest Syria - Situation
Report No. 23 - As of 21 December 2020."

140 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey's Proxy Fighters in Syria?”

141 El Deeb, “Blurring the border, Turkey deepens roots in
northern Syria”

142 Tastekin, “Understanding Turkey’s vision of medical schools
for small Syrian town.”

143 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey's Proxy Fighters in Syria?”

144 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

145 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey’s Proxy Fighters in Syria?”
146 Ibid.

147 Nick Ashdown, “Erdogan Wants to Redraw the Middle
East’s Ethnic Map,” Foreign Policy, November 8, 2019,
available at https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/11/08/erdo-
gan-wants-redraw-middle-east-ethnic-map-kurds-arabs-
turkey-syria/.

148 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Recent Developments in Northwest Syria - Situation
Report No. 23 - As of 21 December 2020."

104 Center for American Progress |

149 Ashdown, “Erdogan Wants to Redraw the Middle East’s
Ethnic Map.”

150 Dr. Samir Altaqi, director, Orient Research Centre (ORC),
Dubai, based on fieldwork in Syria by researchers at ORC,
personal communication with authors via email, January
17,2021, on file with authors.

151 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Syrian Arab Republic: North East Syria displacement” (New
York: United Nations, 2019), available at https://reliefweb.
int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/syrian_arab_repub-
lic_nes_displacementreturns_051119.pdf.

152 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent
International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021), available at
https://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/HRC/IICISyria/Pages/
ReportoftheCommissionoflnquirySyria.aspx.

153 Al-Monitor, “Syrian Kurds hoping for lifeline from Biden
administration,” February 5, 2021, available at https://www.
al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2021/02/syria-kurds-hope-
lifeline-biden-turkey-erdogan-sdf-ypg-assad.html.

154 Max Hoffman, “Trump’s Syria Shambles” (Washing-
ton: Center for American Progress, 2019), available at
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/security/re-
ports/2019/10/24/476414/trumps-syria-shambles/.

155 Daren Butler, “Erdogan says U.S. not fulfilling Syria prom-
ises, ahead of Trump talks,’ Reuters, November 7, 2019,
available at https://www.reuters.com/article/us-syria-secu-
rity-turkey/erdogan-says-u-s-not-fulfilling-syria-promises-
ahead-of-trump-talks-idUSKBN1XH12G.

156 The U.S.-Turkish agreement can be found here: Al Jazeera,
“Full text of Turkey, US statement on northeast Syria,”
October 17,2019, available at https://www.aljazeera.
com/news/2019/10/17/full-text-of-turkey-us-statement-
on-northeast-syria. The Turkish-Russian agreement can
be found here: Al Jazeera, “Full text of Turkey, Russia
agreement on northeast Syria,’ October 22, 2019, available
at https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2019/10/22/full-text-
of-turkey-russia-agreement-on-northeast-syria.

157 Omer Faruk Tanriverdi, head of the Public Diplomacy
Department, Directorate of Communications, Presidency
of the Republic of Turkey, personal communication
with authors via email, January 30, 2020, on file with
authors. Tanriverdi listed 42 YPG mortar attacks between
December 2017 and September 2018—that is, prior to
Operation Peace Spring—that resulted in the deaths of
one civilian and two Turkish soldiers and injuries to 147
civilians and 12 Turkish soldiers. Although only 42 attacks
are listed, the title across the top of the page is “50 Cross-
Border Attacks by the YPG Against Turkey Before The
Operation Peace Spring””

158 For a public account of this time, see William Roebuck,
“A US Ambassador Ends His Service on the Front Lines in
Syria," Defense One, March 31, 2021, available at https://
www.defenseone.com/ideas/2021/03/ambassador-ends-
his-service-front-lines-syria/173022/. This public account
is further supported by several conversations that the
authors had with current and former U.S. officials.

159 Max Hoffman, “The State of the Turkish-Kurdish Conflict”
(Washington: Center for American Progress, 2019), available
at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/security/re-
ports/2019/08/12/473508/state-turkish-kurdish-conflict/.

160 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Syrian Arab Republic: North East Syria displacement.”



161 Initially, there were 200,000 people displaced by the fight-
ing, but approximately 130,000—presumably all, or nearly
all, Arab and Turkmens—subsequently returned. Accord-
ing to Amy Austin Holmes, at least 137 Christian families
are among the remaining 70,000 IDPs. See Amy Austin
Holmes, “Despite Ceasefire Agreement, Turkey Implicated
In More Than Eight Hundred Violations,” Council on Foreign
Relations, October 13, 2020, available at https://www.cfr.
org/blog/despite-ceasefire-agreement-turkey-implicated-
more-eight-hundred-violations.

162 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Syrian Arab Republic: North East Syria displacement.”

163 Fabrice Balanche, associate professor and research director
at the University of Lyon 2, personal communication with
authors via email, December 27, 2020, on file with authors.

164 Urfanatik, “Vali Erin Urfa'daki Suriyeli gencleri uyardi!”
(“Governor Erin Warns Syrian Youth in Urfa”), Novem-
ber 5, 2020, available at https://www.urfanatik.com/
haber/5677900/vali-erin-urfadaki-suriyeli-gencleri-uyardi.
According to Asli Aydintasbas, the population of all the
areas occupied by Turkey have “soared,” having become
a magnet for Sunni Arab IDPs from around Syria. See
Aydintagbas, “A new Gaza.”

165 Urfanatik, “Vali Erin Urfa'daki Suriyeli gengleri uyardi!”
(“Governor Erin Warns Syrian Youth in Urfa”).

166 Colum Lynch and Lara Seligman, “Turkey Pitches Plan to
Settle 1 Million Refugees in Northern Syria” Foreign Policy,
December 18, 2019, available at https://foreignpolicy.
com/2019/12/18/turkey-pitches-plan-settle-1-million-
refugees-northern-syria-erdogan-kurds/.

167 Carlotta Gall, “Turkey Wants Refugees to Move to a ‘Safe
Zone!lt's a Tough Sell, The New York Times, November 1,
2019, available at https://www.nytimes.com/2019/11/01/
world/middleeast/syria-refugees-turkey-safe-zone.html.

168 Mehmet Cetingulec, “Who will pay $53 billion for Turkey’s
safe zone project?”, Al-Monitor, October 11, 2019, available
at https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2019/10/
turkey-syria-who-will-pay-for-syrian-refugees-resettle-
ment.html.

169 Lynch and Seligman, “Turkey Pitches Plan to Settle 1 Mil-
lion Refugees in Northern Syria”

170 Dominic Evans, “Turkey’s plan to settle refugees in north-
east Syria alarms allies,” Reuters, October 8, 2019, available
at https://www.reuters.com/article/us-syria-security-
turkey-refugees-graphi/turkeys-plan-to-settle-refugees-in-
northeast-syria-alarms-allies-idUSKBNTWN28J.

171 Lara Seligman, “Turkey Begins Resettling Refugees in North-
eastern Syria,” Foreign Policy, December 9, 2019, available
at https:/foreignpolicy.com/2019/12/09/turkey-resettling-
refugees-northeastern-syria/. See also Fehim Tastekin,
“Turkey's occupation of northern Syria includes population
transfers,” Al-Monitor, May 7, 2020, available at https://
www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2020/05/turkey-syria-
population-transfers-tell-abyad-irk-kurds-arabs.html.

172 The commitment was included in a joint statement of the
Iranian, Russian, and Turkish foreign ministers on October
29,2019. See Sinem Adar, “Repatriation to Turkey’s ‘Safe
Zone'in Northeast Syria” (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft
und Politik, 2020), available at https://www.swp-berlin.
org/10.18449/2020C01/ .

173 Aydintagbas, “A new Gaza.”

105 Center for American Progress |

174 Erin promised that Turkey would support the poor and
families that had lost their breadwinner (“yetim aileleri”).
See Urfanatik, “Vali Erin Urfa'daki Suriyeli gengleri uyardi!”
(“Governor Erin Warns Syrian Youth in Urfa”). See also
Khaled al-Khateb, “Syria’s Ras al-Ain to open trade crossing
with Turkey,” Al-Monitor, April 15, 2020, available at https://
www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2020/04/syria-oppo-
sition-ras-al-ain-trade-crossing-border-turkey.html.

175 Hardin Lang, “Displacement and Despair: The Turkish
Invasion of Northeast Syria” (Washington: Refugees Inter-
national, 2019), available at https://www.refugeesinterna-
tional.org/reports/2019/11/12/displacement-and-despair-
the-turkish-invasion-of-northeast-syria.

176 As of the end of 2020, 422 schools in TARA were open and
functional, according to Turkish media of uneven cred-
ibility. See Daily Sabah, “Turkey donates 70 water tanks for
mosques in northern Syria,” December 21, 2020, available
at https://www.dailysabah.com/politics/turkey-donates-
70-water-tanks-for-mosques-in-northern-syria/news.

177 Syrians for Truth and Justice, “Timeline of the Disruptions
Series of Aluk Water Pumping Station, North East Syria,”
August 31, 2020, available at https://stj-sy.org/en/timeline-
of-the-disruptions-series-of-aluk-water-pumping-station-
north-east-syria/.

178 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and
Emergency Relief Coordinator, Mark Lowcock - Briefing to
the Security Council on the humanitarian situation in Syria,
16 December 2020

179 Muhammad Hassan, official, foreign relations department,
Autonomous Administration of North and East, interview
with authors via phone, May 10, 2021, on file with authors.

180 U.N. Human Rights Council, “UN Commission of Inquiry
on Syria: No clean hands - behind the frontlines and the
headlines, armed actors continue to subject civilians to
horrific and increasingly targeted abuse,” September 15,
2020, available at https://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/
HRC/Pages/NewsDetail.aspx?News|D=26237&LangID=E.
See also U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Inde-
pendent International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian
Arab Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021). See also
U.N. Human Rights Council, “Statement by Mr. Paulo Sérgio
Pinheiro Chair of the Independent International Commis-
sion of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab Republic,”July 14, 2020,
available at https://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/HRC/
Pages/NewsDetail.aspx?News|D=26090&LangID=E.

181 Ibid.

182 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent
International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021).

183 Ibid.

184 Ibid. See also Human Rights Watch, “lllegal Transfers of Syr-
ians to Turkey,” February 3, 2021, available at https://www.
hrw.org/news/2021/02/03/illegal-transfers-syrians-turkey.

185 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent
International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021).

186 Lang, “Displacement and Despair.”’

187 Ibid. See also Human Rights Watch, “Syria: Civilians
Abused in‘Safe Zones;” November 27, 2019, available at
https://www.hrw.org/news/2019/11/27/syria-civilians-
abused-safe-zones.



188 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent

International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021).

189 Lang, “Displacement and Despair.”

190 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent

International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021).

191 Aydintasbas, “A new Gaza."

192 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent

International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab Re-
public” (Geneva: United Nations, 2020), available at https://
undocs.org/pdf?symbol=en/A/HRC/45/31. According to
the commission report, “in areas under effective Turkish
control, Turkey carries a responsibility to, as far as possible,
ensure public order and safety, and to afford special
protection to women and children. Turkey remains bound
by applicable human rights treaty obligations vis-a-vis all
individuals present in such territories.”

193 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey’s Proxy Fighters in Syria?”

194 In that role, Erin carries the title “coordinator,” assisted by

deputies: Coordinator for Tel Abyad Oguzhan Erdi Atak
and Coordinator for Ras al-Ayn Cuneyt Caner, who is also
kaymakam for Ceylanpinar in Urfa province. This informa-
tion, and much of this section, is from Urfanatik, “Vali Erin
Urfa'daki Suriyeli gencleri uyardi!” (“Governor Erin Warns
Syrian Youth in Urfa”). The article reports a meeting that
Erin had with “northern Syria leaders.”

206 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria.”

207 Urfanatik, “Vali Erin Urfa'daki Suriyeli gengleri uyardi!”
(“Governor Erin Warns Syrian Youth in Urfa”).

208 Tastekin, “Turkey’s occupation of northern Syria includes
population transfers.”

209 Syrian Observatory for Human Rights, “Peace Spring’a
year on: A new map of influence...growing humanitarian
disaster and continuous Turkish violations,” October 9,
2020, available at https://www.syriahr.com/en/?p=188093.

210 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey'’s Proxy Fighters in Syria?”

211 Muhammad Hassan, official, Foreign Relations Depart-
ment, Autonomous Administration of North and East,
interview with authors via phone, February 1, 2021, on file
with authors.

212 Austin Holmes, “Despite Ceasefire Agreement, Turkey
Implicated In More Than Eight Hundred Violations”

213 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent Re-
solve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United States
Congress, July 1, 2020-September 30, 2020” (Arlington,
VA: U.S. Department of Defense, 2020), available at https://
www.dodig.mil/reports.html/Article/2402679/lead-inspec-
tor-general-for-operation-inherent-resolve-i-quarterly-
report-to-the/. A Combined Joint Task Force-Operation
Inherent Resolve response to the Inspector General’s
inquiries lamented that “malign actors” are subjecting local
partners to harassing attacks—a description seemingly

intended to include SNA militias, if not Turkey itself.
195 Anadolu Agency, “Local council set up in terror-free Tal

Abyad in Syria,” Hirriyet Daily News, October 28, 2019, 214 Ibid.
available at https://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/local-
council-set-up-in-terror-free-tal-abyad-148021. See also 215 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent
Rauf Maltas, “Syria: Council set up in terror-free Ras al-Ayn,’ International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Anadolu Agency, November 7, 2019, available at https:// Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021).
www.aa.com.tr/en/middle-east/syria-council-set-up-in-
terror-free-ras-al-ayn/1638803; Anadolu Agency, “Syria’s 216 lbid.
terror-free Ras al-Ayn establishes district council,’ Daily
Sabah, November 8, 2019, available at https://www. 217 Esref Musa, Omer Koparan, and Muhammed Temim Ho-
dailysabah.com/war-on-terror/2019/11/07/syrias-terror- caoglu, “Bomb attacks injures 21 civilians in northeastern
free-ras-al-ayn-establishes-district-council . Syria,” Anadolu Agency, September 12, 2020, available at
https://www.aa.com.tr/en/middle-east/bomb-attacks-

196 Dr. Samir Altaqi, director, Orient Research Centre (ORC), injures-21-civilians-in-northeastern-syria/1971302.
Dubai, based on fieldwork in Syria by researchers at ORC,
personal communication with authors via email, January 218 Greco, “Syria Situation Report.”
17,2021, on file with authors. See also Tsurkov, “Who Are
Turkey’s Proxy Fighters in Syria?” 219 TRT World, “Two bomb blasts kill and wound many civilians

in Syria," January 2, 2021, available at https://www.trtworld.

197 Urfanatik, “Vali Erin Urfa'daki Suriyeli gengleri uyardi!” com/middle-east/two-bomb-blasts-kill-and-wound-many-

(“Governor Erin Warns Syrian Youth in Urfa”). See also civilians-in-syria-42904.

Aydintasbas, “A new Gaza.
220 International Crisis Group, “The SDF Seeks a Path Toward

198 Aydintasbas, “A new Gaza." Durable Stability in North East Syria.’

199 This paragraph is drawn from a description of the 221 Muhammad Hassan, official, Foreign Relations Depart-
judiciary. See Ali Darwish, “Innocent here; convict there: ment, Autonomous Administration of North and East,
two separate judiciaries in northern Syria,’"Enab Baladi, interview with authors via phone, February 1, 2021, on file
February 13,2021, available at https://english.enabbaladi. with authors.
net/archives/2021/02/innocent-here-convict-there-two-
separate-judiciaries-in-northern-syria/. 222 Max Hoffman, “Turkey’s President Erdogan Is Losing

Ground at Home” (Washington: Center for American Prog-

200 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria." ress, 2020), available at https://www.americanprogress.

org/issues/security/reports/2020/08/24/489727 /turkeys-

201 Austin Holmes, “Despite Ceasefire Agreement, Turkey president-erdogan-losing-ground-home/.

Implicated In More Than Eight Hundred Violations.”
223 For some of these dynamics, see, for example, Tsurkov,
202 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria." “The Syrian Mercenaries Fighting Foreign Wars for Russia
and Turkey.”
203 Human Rights Watch, “Syria: Civilians Abused in ‘Safe Zones”
224 Laurie Mylroie, “US calls on Turkey to respect ceasefire with

204 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria." SDF," Kurdistan24, October 30, 2020, available at https://
www.kurdistan24.net/en/news/26bd4261-346b-46e6-
205 Tsurkov, “Who Are Turkey’s Proxy Fighters in Syria?” 9bd1-cb4f855d89b9.

106 Center for American Progress |



225 Al-Monitor Staff, “Turkey accuses PKK militants of execut-
ing 13 Turkish captives in Iraqi Kurdistan,” Al-Monitor,
February 14, 2021, available at https://www.al-monitor.
com/pulse/originals/2021/02/turkey-accuse-pkk-militants-
executing-irag-kurdistan-captive.html#ixzz6n3FIOz9K.

226 Max Hoffman, “Flashpoints in U.S.-Turkey Relations in
2021"(Washington: Center for American Progress, 2021),
available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/se-
curity/reports/2021/01/19/494738/flashpoints-u-s-turkey-
relations-2021/.

227 Ibid.

228 Executive Office of the President, “Executive Order 13894:
Blocking Property and Suspending Entry of Certain Per-
sons Contributing to the Situation in Syria,” Federal Register
84 (201) (2019): 55851-55855, available at https://www.
federalregister.gov/documents/2019/10/17/2019-22849/
blocking-property-and-suspending-entry-of-certain-
persons-contributing-to-the-situation-in-syria.

229 Fehim Tastekin, “Syrian Kurds squeezed between Turkish
threat, Russian pressure in Ain Issa,” Al-Monitor, December
15, 2020, available at https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/
originals/2020/12/turkey-syria-russia-kurds-under-mos-
cow-pressure-ain-issa.html.

230 Patrick Wintour, “Recep Tayyip Erdogan proposes ‘safe zone’

for refugees in Syria,” The Guardian, September 24, 2019,
available at https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/
sep/24/erdogan-proposes-plan-for-refugee-safe-zone-in-
syria.

231 Fabrice Balanche, associate professor and research director
at the University of Lyon 2, personal communication with
authors via email, February 13, 2021, on file with authors.

232 Austin Holmes, “Despite Ceasefire Agreement, Turkey
Implicated In More Than Eight Hundred Violations.”

233 lbid.
234 Greco, “Syria Situation Report.”

235 Urfanatik, “Vali Erin Urfa'daki Suriyeli gengleri uyardi!”
(“Governor Erin Warns Syrian Youth in Urfa”).

236 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria."

237 Human Rights Watch, “Turkey Forcibly Returning Syrians
to Danger,’ July 26, 2019, available at https://www.hrw.
org/news/2019/07/26/turkey-forcibly-returning-syrians-
danger. See also

Syrian Observatory for Human Rights, “Peace Spring’a year on”;
Tastekin, “Turkey’s occupation of northern Syria includes
population transfers.”

238 Adar, “Repatriation to Turkey’s ‘Safe Zone'in Northeast
Syria."

239 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria”’

240 Tastekin, “Turkey’s occupation of northern Syria includes
population transfers.”

241 Adar, “Repatriation to Turkey’s ‘Safe Zone'in Northeast
Syria”; al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria”;
Ashdown, “Erdogan Wants to Redraw the Middle East’s
Ethnic Map.”

107 Center for American Progress |

242 This seems to be the most common rendering of the name,
which will be used here. A more precise translation of the
Arabic (al-idara adh-dhatiyya fi Shamal wa-Sharq Suriya)
would be Self-Administration in North and East Syria, or
SANES. The administration has undergone a number of
name changes since its founding in 2013, when it called
itself the Interim Transitional Administration. Subsequently,
it adopted the names Democratic Autonomous Administra-
tion; Democratic Federation of Rojava — Northern Syria;
Democratic Federation of Northern Syria; and, finally, its
current name in 2018. The most important change was
the decision to drop “Rojava” from its name. In Kurdish,
“rojava” means “west,” in this case referring to the Syrian
Kurdish lands as the western part of “Greater Kurdistan.”
The decision to drop Rojava as the official name was meant
to de-emphasize Kurdish ethnicity as the SDF moved into
Arab-majority territories to defeat IS and subsequently
incorporated them into the administration. Nevertheless,
the territory controlled by the SDF is widely, if informally,
referred to as Rojava. For a discussion of the evolution of the
name, as well as the governance structure of the region, see
Harriet Allsopp and Wladimir van Wilgenburg, The Kurds of
Northern Syria: Governance, Diversity and Confiicts (London:
Bloomsbury Publishing, 2019), Chapter 3.

243 Sam Aber and others, “Just Security Obtains Overseas
Troop Counts That the Pentagon Concealed from the Pub-
lic," Just Security, March 4, 2021, available at https://www.
justsecurity.org/75124/just-security-obtains-overseas-
troop-counts-that-the-pentagon-concealed-from-the-
public/. See also Katie Bo Williams, “Outgoing Syria Envoy
Admits Hiding US Troop Numbers; Praises Trump's Mideast
Record,” Defense One, November 12, 2020, available at
https://www.defenseone.com/threats/2020/11/outgoing-
syria-envoy-admits-hiding-us-troop-numbers-praises-
trumps-mideast-record/170012/.

244 This rationale has been contested by some, most recently
by former U.S. ambassador to Syria Robert Ford, who says
that the United States cannot effectively fight IS from the
AANES and therefore advocates a gradual U.S. withdrawal.
See Robert S. Ford, “U.S. Strategy in Syria Has Failed,”
Foreign Affairs, January 25, 2021, available at https://www.
foreignaffairs.com/articles/turkey/2021-01-25/us-strategy-
syria-has-failed.

245 Elizabeth Tsurkov and Qussai Jukhadar, “Kneel and Starve:
Under the Watchful Eye of the Secret Police, Syrians Go
Hungry,” Newlines Institute for Strategy and Policy, Febru-
ary 9, 2021, available at https://newlinesinstitute.org/syria/
kneel-and-starve-under-the-watchful-eye-of-the-secret-
police-syrians-go-hungry/.

246 Michael Werz and Max Hoffman, “The United States,
Turkey, and the Kurdish Regions: The Peace Process in Con-
text” (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2014),
available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/
security/reports/2014/07/31/94936/the-united-states-
turkey-and-the-kurdish-regions/.

247 See, for example, Amy Austin Holmes, “What are the Kurd-
ish Women's Units fighting for in Syria?”, The Washington
Post, December 23, 2015, available at https://www.wash-
ingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2015/12/23/
what-are-the-kurdish-womens-units-fighting-for-in-syria/.
See also Amy Austin Holmes, “Arabs Across Syria Join
the Kurdish-Led Syrian Democratic Forces,” Middle East
Research and Information Project, July 28, 2020, available
at https://merip.org/2020/07/arabs-across-syria-join-the-
kurdish-led-syrian-democratic-forces/.

248 See, for example, Mark Landler and Carlotta Gall, “As
Turkey Attacks Kurds in Syria, U.S. Is on the Sideline,’ The
New York Times, January 22, 2018, available at https://
www.nytimes.com/2018/01/22/world/middleeast/turkey-
syria-kurds-us.html.



249 A recent Congressional Research Service report puts the
number at more than 4 million, including IDPs and IS pris-
oners. See Carla E. Humud and Christopher M. Blanchard,
“Armed Conflict in Syria: Overview and U.S. Response”
(Washington: Congressional Research Service, 2020), avail-
able at https://fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL33487.pdf.

250 Fabrice Balanche, associate professor and research director
at the University of Lyon 2, personal communication with
authors via email, December 27, 2020, on file with authors.

251 Fabrice Balanche, “Sectarianism in Syria’s Civil War: A
Geopolitical Study” (Washington: The Washington Institute
for Near East Policy, 2018), pp. 56, 59, available at https://
www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/sectarian-
ism-syrias-civil-war-geopolitical-study.

252 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Cash crash:
Syria’s economic collapse and the fragmentation of the
state, July 6, 2020, available at https://coarglobalprod.
wpengine.com/2020/07/06/cash-crash-syrias-economic-
collapse-and-the-fragmentation-of-the-state/.

253 lbid.
254 Ibid.
255 REACH, “Humanitarian Situation Overview in Syria (HSOS)."
256 lbid.
257 REACH, “Humanitarian Situation Overview in Syria (HSOS)."

258 European Asylum Support Office, “Syria Internally dis-
placed persons, returnees and internal mobility” (Valletta,
Malta: European Union, 2020), available at https://www.
justice.gov/eoir/page/file/1265566/download.

259 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Syrian Arab Republic: North East Syria Displacement (18
December 2019)," December 25, 2019, available at https://
reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/syrian-arab-re-
public-north-east-syria-displacement-18-december-2019.

260 Fabrice Balanche, associate professor and research director
at the University of Lyon 2, personal communication with
authors via email, December 27, 2020, on file with authors.

261 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Syria in
2021: Forecast for a Protracted Crisis” (Limassol, Cyprus:
2021), available at https://coar-global.org/2021/01/28/
syria-in-2021/.

262 European Asylum Support Office, “Syria Internally dis-
placed persons, returnees and internal mobility.”

263 UNICEF, “Water station in northeast Syria out of service, im-
pacting 400,000 people as violence continues,” October 18,
2019, available at https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/
water-station-northeast-syria-out-service-impacting-
400000-people-violence-continues. On disruptions, see,
for example, Jennifer Holleis, “Syria: Are water supplies
being weaponized by Turkey?’, Deutsche Welle, January 24,
2021, available at https://www.dw.com/en/syria-are-water-
supplies-being-weaponized-by-turkey/a-56314995.

264 Muhammad Hassan, official, Foreign Relations Depart-
ment, Autonomous Administration of North and East,
interview with authors via phone and text message, May
10,2021, on file with authors. The source of the electricity
sent from the AANES to TARA is the al-Darbasiyah power
station, located just east of Ras al-Ayn, Hassan said. Scoff-
ing at Turkish claims that the AANES has refused to supply
the electricity, Hassan asked rhetorically, “Why would we
cut the electricity for Alouk when one million [sic] people
in Hasakah need it?”

108 Center for American Progress |

265 Turkish troops reportedly reopened Alouk to full capacity
(12 pumps, 30 wells) on December 17, 2020, following Rus-
sian intervention on the AANES' behalf. In exchange, the
AANES reportedly agreed to supply Ras al-Ayn with 25 MW
of electricity for 12 hours per day. See North Press Agency,
“Alouk Station re-opens after 3 weeks of water crisis in
Syria's Hasakah,” December 17, 2020, available at https://
npasyria.com/en/51461/. For earlier deals, see Wladimir
van Wilgenburg, “Russians appear to broker deal with
Turkey in electricity for water swap in Syria,’ Kurdistan24,
December 9, 2019, available at https://www.kurdistan24.
net/en/story/21395-Russians-appear-to-broker-deal-with-
Turkey-in-electricity-for-water-swap-in-Syria.

266 Muhammad Hassan, official, Foreign Relations Depart-
ment, Autonomous Administration of North and East,
interview with authors via phone and text message, May
10, 2021, on file with authors.

267 Sirwan Kajjo and Ezel Sahinkaya, “Water Drop in Euphrates
River Increases Tensions Between Syrian Kurds, Turkey,”
Voice of America, May 6, 2021, available at https://www.
voanews.com/extremism-watch/water-drop-euphrates-
river-increases-tensions-between-syrian-kurds-turkey?eT
ype=EmailBlastContent&eld=2d225c1c-e1f4-4317-ac77-
2d28aeefb4fo.

268 Syrian Observatory for Human Rights, “Autonomous
Administration-held areas: Education collapses and child
labour prevails, as residents refuse curricula and political
affiliations,” November 12, 2020, available at https://www.
syriahr.com/en/192080/. REACH, “Humanitarian Situation
Overview in Syria (HSOS): Northeast Syria, December 2020,
January 28, 2021, available at https:/reliefweb.int/report/
syrian-arab-republic/humanitarian-situation-overview-
syria-hsos-northeast-syria-december-2020.

269 Daphne McCurdy, former official, U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (speaking in her personal capacity),
interview with authors via phone, January 22, 2021, on file
with authors.

270 SDF forces, presumably reacting to security exigencies,
have taken over some schools, leading to further protests.
Syrian Observatory for Human Rights, “Autonomous
Administration-held areas.”

271 Daphne McCurdy, former official, U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (speaking in her personal capacity),
interview with authors via phone, January 22, 2021, on file
with authors.

272 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent
International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021).

273 lbid.

274 Katie Bo Williams, “Coalition Plans To Expand Giant ISIS
Prison In Syria,’ Defense One, February 24, 2021, available
at https://www.defenseone.com/policy/2021/02/coalition-
plans-expand-giant-isis-prison-syria/172270/.

275 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent Re-
solve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United States
Congress, January 1, 2021-March 31, 2021” (Arlington, VA:
U.S. Department of Defense, April 30, 2021), available at
https://media.defense.gov/2021/May/04/2002633829/-
1/-1/1/LEAD%20INSPECTOR%20GENERAL%20FOR%20
OPERATION%20INHERENT%20RESOLVE.PDF.

276 Ibid.

277 Ibid. See also Jeff Seldin, “IS Winning Battle in Syria’s
Displaced-Persons Camps,” Voice of America, February 13,
2021, available at https://www.voanews.com/middle-east/
winning-battle-syrias-displaced-persons-camps.



278 Eva Kahan and Jonathan Tishman, “Syria Situation Report
March 22 - April 19, 2021” (Washington: Institute for the
Study of War, 2021), available at http://www.understand-
ingwar.org/backgrounder/syria-situation-report-march-
22-april-19-2021.

279 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Syria: Humanitarian Response in Al Hol camp, Situation
report No. 3 — As of 1 May 2019” (New York: United Nations,
2019), available at https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-
republic/syria-humanitarian-response-al-hol-camp-situa-
tion-report-no-3-1-may-2019; Rojava Information Center,
“Report: ISIS sleeper-cell attacks reach record low despite
mass releases, multiple Hol Camp fatalities,” December
7,2020, available at https://rojavainformationcenter.
com/2020/12/report-isis-sleeper-cell-attacks-reach-record-
low-despite-mass-releases-multiple-hol-camp-fatalities/ .

280 Local media have accused some officials of corruption,
though the accused were arrested and subsequently
released due to a lack of evidence. Center for Operational
Analysis and Research, “Syria in 2021

281 U.N. Human Rights Council, “Report of the Independent
International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab
Republic” (Geneva: United Nations, 2021).

282 Ibid., paragraphs 75, 76, 80.

283 Ibid., paragraph 79. The information in the following two
paragraphs are taken from the commission report and
from Amberin Zaman and Dan Wilkofsky, “Child recruit-
ment casts shadow over Syrian Kurds' push for global
legitimacy,” Al-Monitor, December 7, 2020, available at
https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2020/12/
syria-kurds-pkk-missing-youth-sdf-kobane-us-turkey-
erdogan.html.

284 After signing the agreement, 69 children, defined as
younger than 17 years of age, were removed from the
YPG, though the report indicates at least six boys and
two girls were also recruited during this period.

285 Zaman and Wilkofsky, “Child recruitment casts shadow
over Syrian Kurds' push for global legitimacy.”

286 The AANES currently designates seven provinces: the
core Kurdish areas of Jazira and Euphrates, reduced in size
by Turkey’s invasion but still including Kobani; the Arab-
majority areas Manbij, Tabga, Ragqa, and Deir ez-Zor; and
a sliver of territory around Tel Rifaat still administered by
the AANES, though the larger province of Afrin, previously
under YPG control, is now occupied by Turkey. Amy Austin
Holmes, public policy fellow, Wilson Center, interview
with authors via phone, December 28, 2020, on file with
authors. See also Amy Austin Holmes, “SDF’s Arab Majority
Rank Turkey as the Biggest Threat to NE Syria: Survey Data
on America’s Partner Forces” (Washington: Wilson Center,
2019), pp. 12-13, available at https://www.wilsoncenter.
org/sites/default/files/media/documents/publication/
sdf_arab_majority_rank_turkey_as_biggest_threat.pdf.
Kurdish officials have called for Afrin to return to its status
before the Turkish invasion—i.e., YPG control. See also
Hawar News Agency, “Abdi: Afrin is title of international
community’s failure,” March 18, 2021, available at http://
www.hawarnews.com/en/haber/abdi-afrin-is-title-of-
international-communitys-failure-h23547.html.

287 Amy Austin Holmes, public policy fellow, Wilson Center,
interview with authors via phone, December 28, 2020, on
file with authors.

288 Allsopp and van Wilgenburg, The Kurds of Northern Syria.

109 Center for American Progress |

289 Robert Ozgun, head of foreign affairs, American Syriac
Union, interview with authors via phone, December 21,
2020, on file with authors. According to Ozgun, Syriacs
persuaded the AANES to rescind a law allowing AANES
residents to occupy abandoned homes and property.
Ozgun said absentee Syriacs own a significant amount of
property in Jazira. Of course, cooperation with the Chris-
tian Syriacs, which constitute but a small percentage of the
AANES population, has propaganda value in the West. It
is not clear if major Arab communities could reverse laws
they similarly dislike; Arabs of Deir ez-Zor would likely say
they cannot. Ozgun claims there are no restrictions in the
AANES regarding freedom of worship for Christians.

290 Robert Ozgun, head of foreign affairs, American Syriac
Union, interview with authors via phone, December 21,
2020, on file with authors.

291 Balanche, “Sectarianism in Syria’s Civil War."’

292 Allsopp and van Wilgenburg, The Kurds of Northern Syria,
pp. 94-95. Regarding elections, see pp. 136-137.

293 Ibid., p. 95. According to Allsopp and van Wilgenburg,
“While the PYD had autonomy [from the PKK and KCK]
to pursue and develop governance structures in Syria, it
remained accountable [to the PKK and KCK] within a wider
structure and project.”

294 Daphne McCurdy, "What America Can Learn from its
Mistakes in Syria,"War on the Rocks, February 3, 2020, avail-
able at https://warontherocks.com/2020/02/what-america-
can-learn-from-its-mistakes-in-syria/.

295 The New York Times, “Read the Memo by a U.S. Diplomat
Criticizing Trump Policy on Syria and Turkey,’ November 7,
2019, available at https://www.nytimes.com/2019/11/07/
us/politics/memo-syria-trump-turkey.html. See also
Roebuck, “A US Ambassador Ends His Service on the Front
Lines in Syria.” Roebuck strongly disputes the idea that the
YPG is part of the PKK.

296 See, for example, Holmes, “What are the Kurdish Women'’s
Units fighting for in Syria?”; Holmes, “Arabs Across Syria
Join the Kurdish-Led Syrian Democratic Forces.”

297 Turkey holds sway over the KNC via the latter's membership
in the Turkish-sponsored National Coalition of Syrian Revo-
lution and Opposition Forces (SOC, as it is widely known)
as well as via its influence with the Barzani-dominated KDP.
This influence is based on energy and trade deals with the
KDP as well as Turkey’s military presence in northern Iraq.
There are also divides within the KNG, largely over how to
respond to Turkey, particularly its invasion of Afrin. See, for
example, Wladimir van Wilgenburg, “Prominent Syrian Kurd-
ish party splits in two," Kurdistan24, June 5, 2019, available
at https://www.kurdistan24.net/en/story/19820-Prominent-
Syrian-Kurdish-party-splits-in-two-.

298 Zaman and Wilkofsky, “Child recruitment casts shadow
over Syrian Kurds' push for global legitimacy.”

299 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent Re-
solve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United States
Congress, July 1, 2020-September 30, 2020." See also
Jared Szuba, “Pentagon says Damascus, Moscow exploit
discontent in Kurdish-controlled Syria,’ Al-Monitor, May
14,2020, available at https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/
originals/2020/05/pentagon-accuse-assad-syria-russia-
discontent-kurdish.html.

300 Muhammad Hassan, an official with the Foreign Relations
Department of the AANES, said the Kurds “resist” in Afrin
and TARA but do not stage “big” attacks; their goal, per
Hassan, is to persuade the Turks to halt their own attacks
and allow Kurds to return to their homes. Muhammad Has-
san, official, Foreign Relations Department, Autonomous
Administration of North and East, interview with authors
via phone, February 1, 2021, on file with authors.



301 Reuters Staff, “Syria hands oil exploration contracts to two
Russian firms,” Reuters, December 17, 2019, available at
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-syria-oil-russia/syria-
hands-oil-exploration-contracts-to-two-russian-firms-
idUSKBN1YLOVK.

302 Mazloum Abdi, “If We Have to Choose Between Compro-
mise and Genocide, We Will Choose Our People,’ Foreign
Policy, October 13,2019, available at https:/foreignpolicy.
com/2019/10/13/kurds-assad-syria-russia-putin-turkey-
genocide/.

303 Al Jazeera, “Full text of Turkey, Russia agreement on north-
east Syria."

304 Ibid.; Muhammad Hassan, official, Foreign Relations De-
partment, Autonomous Administration of North and East,
interview with authors via phone, February 1, 2021, on file
with authors.

305 For some background, see Fabrice Balanche, “The Assad
Regime Has Failed to Restore Full Sovereignty Over Syria”
(Washington: The Washington Institute for Near East Policy,
2021), available at https://www.washingtoninstitute.org/
policy-analysis/assad-regime-has-failed-restore-full-sover-
eignty-over-syria.

306 Article 4 of the draft states, “Government agencies and
organizations of the Kurdish cultural autonomy shall use
Arabic and Kurdish equally,’and “Syrian citizens shall be
guaranteed the right to educate their children in their native
language”The draft also suggests changing the name of the
country to the “Syrian Republic” rather than its current “Syr-
ian Arab Republic”’ See, for example, Suher Adi, Yaniv Cohen,
and Steven Sherry, “Russia’s Syrian Constitution reveals more
than anticipated,’ openDemocracy, May 23, 2017, available
at https://www.opendemocracy.net/en/north-africa-west-
asia/russia-s-syrian-constitution-reveals-more-than-an/;
Constitute Project, “Syrian Arab Republic’s Draft Constitution
of 2017”(2017), available at https://www.constituteproject.
org/constitution/Syria_2017D.pdf?lang=en.

307 Al-Monitor, “Syrian Kurds hoping for lifeline from Biden
administration.”

308 For example, in response to Turkish and SNA shelling, the
SDF requested Russian intervention in Ayn Issa. Whether
or not Russia turns the town over to the Assad regime, its
mere presence, with regime troops hovering nearby, shifts
de facto control away from the SDF and toward Moscow
and Damascus. See Greco, “Syria Situation Report”

309 Regarding the U.S. view of the post-October 2019 security
landscape, Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Gen. Mark
Milley summed it up in an appearance before Congress
two months later: “[W]e're still working with [the SDF] in
the eastern portion of northeast Syria, and then they are
working with the Russian and Syrian regime in—in other
parts of Syria”’ See Humud and Blanchard, “Armed Conflict
in Syria."

310 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent
Resolve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United
States Congress, July 1, 2020-September 30, 2020." See
also Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent
Resolve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United
States Congress, January 1, 2021-March 31, 2021," p. 65.

311 Balanche, “The Assad Regime Has Failed to Restore Full
Sovereignty Over Syria.”

312 Muhammad Hassan, official, Foreign Relations Depart-
ment, Autonomous Administration of North and East,
interview with authors via phone, February 1, 2021, on file
with authors.

313 Human Rights Watch, “Syria: Aid Restrictions Hinder Co-
vid-19 Response,” April 28, 2020, available at https://www.
hrw.org/news/2020/04/28/syria-aid-restrictions-hinder-
covid-19-response.

110 Center for American Progress |

314 Omar Abu Layla, CEO, DeirEzzor24, interview with authors
via phone, January 8, 2021, on file with authors.

315 Ghassan al-Youssef, co-chair, Deir ez-Zor Civil Council, and
Mouaz Mustafa, executive director, Syrian Emergency Task
Force, joint interview with authors via phone, April 30,
2021, on file with authors.

316 Omar Abu Layla, CEO, DeirEzzor24, interview with authors
via phone, January 8, 2021, on file with authors.

317 Mohammed Hassan, “Protests in Deir Ezzor: Causes and
Main Demands,” Chatham House, August 2019, available at
https://syria.chathamhouse.org/research/protests-in-deir-
ezzor-causes-and-main-demands-1.

318 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent Re-
solve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United States
Congress, July 1, 2020-September 30, 2020."

319 lbid.

320 Eva Kahan, “Anti-ISIS Coalition Begins Losing Tribal Support
in Syria” (Washington: Institute for the Study of War, 2020),
available at http://www.understandingwar.org/back-
grounder/anti-isis-coalition-begins-losing-tribal-support-
syria.

321 Will Christou, “The Autonomous Administration launches
new reforms to placate tribal elements,’ Syria Direct, No-
vember 29, 2020, available at https://syriadirect.org/news/
the-autonomous-administration-launches-new-reforms-
to-placate-tribal-elements/.

322 Kahan, “Anti-ISIS Coalition Begins Losing Tribal Support in
Syria."

323 lbid.

324 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent
Resolve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United
States Congress, July 1, 2020-September 30, 2020 See
also Szuba, “Pentagon says Damascus, Moscow exploit
discontent in Kurdish-controlled Syria."

325 Nicholas Heras, Bassam Barabandi, and Nidal Betare, “Deir
Azzour Tribal Mapping Project” (Washington: Center for a
New American Security, 2017), available at https://www.
cnas.org/publications/reports/deir-azzour-tribal-mapping-
project. See also Kahan, “Anti-ISIS Coalition Begins Losing
Tribal Support in Syria.”

326 Kayla Koontz and Gregory Waters, “Between the Coalition,
ISIS, and Assad: Courting the Tribes of Deir ez-Zor” (Wash-
ington: Middle East Institute, 2020), available at https://
www.mei.edu/publications/between-coalition-isis-and-
assad-courting-tribes-deir-ez-zor.

327 See, for example, Kahan and Yazici, “Syria Situation Report:
February 19 - March 22,2021

328 Bill Barrow and Alexandra Jaffe, “Biden: Syria withdrawal
proves Trump is a ‘complete failure)' The Associated Press,
October 16, 2019, available at https://apnews.com/article/
761d315d0cf543f1b5c5fb377d8340a1.

329 U.S. Department of State, “Acting Assistant Secretary Joey
Hood Travels to Northeast Syria,” Press release, May 17,
2021, available at https://www.state.gov/acting-assistant-
secretary-joey-hood-travels-to-northeast-syria/.

330 For example, Wladimir van Wilgenburg, “Syrian govern-
ment again attempts to incite Arab tribes against SDF"
Kurdistan24, February 11, 2021, available at https://www.
kurdistan24.net/en/story/23925-Syrian-government-
again-attempts-to-incite-Arab-tribes-against-SDF.

331 Zaman and Wilkofsky, “Child recruitment casts shadow
over Syrian Kurds' push for global legitimacy.”



332 Ibid.

333 U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees Information Man-
agement Unit, “Regional Refugee and Resilience Plan-lraq
Humanitarian Inter-Agency Achievements for Syrian
Refugees, Information Kit no. 19” (Geneva: United Nations,
2019), available at https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.
int/files/resources/01.%20Referral%20Care%20SOPs%20
June%202020%20%28UPDATE%29_0.pdf.

334 United Nations, “Turkey - President Addresses General
Debate, 74th Session,’ YouTube, September 24, 2019, avail-
able at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bve1yt0SEb4.
Regarding the goal of resettling 1 million Syrian refugees
in TARA alone, which Erdogan mentioned in a media
interview more than two months after his U.N. speech,
see Reuters Staff, “"Erdogan says Turkey aims to settle 1
million refugees in Syria offensive area,” Reuters, December
9, 2019, available at https://www.reuters.com/article/us-
syria-security-turkey/erdogan-says-turkey-aims-to-settle-
1-million-refugees-in-syria-offensive-area-idUSKBN1Y-
D27R. Regarding the projected cost, see Cetingulec, “Who
will pay $53 billion for Turkey’s safe zone project?”

335 Evans, “Turkey’s plan to settle refugees in northeast Syria
alarms allies.”

336 Jean-Claude Juncker, then-president of the European Com-
mission, said the European Union would not “pay for any of
it” Erdogan claimed that Qatar had agreed to contribute.
See Cetingulec, “Who will pay $53 billion for Turkey'’s safe
zone project?”; Reuters Staff, “Erdogan says Turkey aims to
settle 1 million refugees in Syria offensive area.”

337 Alan Makovsky, “Turkey’s Refugee Dilemma: Tiptoeing
Toward Integration” (Washington: Center for American
Progress, 2019), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/security/reports/2019/03/13/467183/
turkeys-refugee-dilemma/.

338 International Crisis Group, “Turkey’s Syrian Refugees: De-
fusing Metropolitan Tensions” (Brussels: 2018), available at
https://www.crisisgroup.org/europe-central-asia/western-
europemediterranean/turkey/248-turkeys-syrian-refugees-
defusing-metropolitan-tensions.

339 Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019."
340 Makovsky, “Turkey’s Refugee Dilemma.”

341 Al Jazeera Turk, “Cavusoglu: Rakka'yl Rakkalilara teslim
edebiliriz," February 24, 2017, available at http://www.
aljazeera.com.tr/haber/cavusoglu-rakkayi-rakkalilara-
teslim-edebiliriz.

342 European Council on Refugees and Exiles, “Country
Report: Turkey 2019” (Brussels: 2020), available at https://
asylumineurope.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/report-
download_aida_tr_2019update.pdf.

343 Anadolu Agency, “Over 414,000 Syrians return home: Inte-
rior minister,” Hiirriyet Daily News, October 15, 2020, avail-
able at https://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/amp/over-
414-00-syrians-return-home-interior-minister-159168.

344 U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees Operational Portal,
“Registered Refugees from Syria,” available at https://data2.
unhcr.org/en/situations/syria_durable_solutions (last
accessed January 2021). According to the UNHCR website,
16,805 Syrian refugees returned from Turkey in 2020, a
roughly 50 percent decline from 2019, when there were
34, 303 registered returnees, and the lowest total since the
UNHCR began keeping records of the counter-migration in
2016, when there were 8,656 registered returnees.

345 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria," p. 9.

346 Human Rights Watch, “Turkey Stops Registering Syrian
Asylum Seekers,” Press release, July 16, 2018, available at
https://www.hrw.org/news/2018/07/16/turkey-stops-
registering-syrian-asylum-seekers.

111 Center for American Progress |

347 UN. International Organization for Migration and the Re-
public of Turkey, Ministry of Interior, Directorate General of
Migration Management, “Baseline Assessment in Istanbul
Province: Analysis Report” (Grand-Saconnex, Switzerland:
2019), available at https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.
int/files/resources/IST_Baseline_Assessment_Phase5_
ENG_29012020.pdf.

348 Amnesty International, “Sent to a War Zone: Turkey’s lllegal
Deportations of Syrian Refugees” (Washington: 2019),
available at https://www.amnesty.org/download/Docu-
ments/EUR4411022019ENGLISH.pdf.

349 Researcher, Human Rights Watch, personal communica-
tion with authors via email, October 20, 2020, on file with
authors. See also Human Rights Watch, “Turkey: Syrians
Being Deported to Danger,” October 24, 2019, available at
https://www.hrw.org/news/2019/10/24/turkey-syrians-
being-deported-dangers.

350 European Council on Refugees and Exiles, “Country Report:
Turkey 2019

351 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation,
“Joint Statement by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the
Islamic Republic of Iran, the Russian Federation and the
Republic of Turkey on Syria, Geneva, 29 October 2019,
October 29, 2019, available at https://www.mid.ru/en/
foreign_policy/news/-/asset_publisher/cKkNonkJEO2Bw/
content/id/3870386.

352 Hoffman, “Turkey’s President Erdogan Is Losing Ground at
Home!”

353 Max Hoffman, Michael Werz, and John Halpin, “Turkey’s
‘New Nationalism’ Amid Shifting Politics: Further Analysis
of Polling Results” (Washington: Center for American Prog-
ress, 2018), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/security/reports/2018/02/11/446164/turkeys-
new-nationalism-amid-shifting-politics/.

354 Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019

355 Makovsky, “Turkey’s Refugee Dilemma.”

356 Ibid.

357 U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, “Registered Syrian
Refugees,” available at https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situa-
tions/syria/location/113 (last accessed May 2021).

358 Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019, p. 30.

359 Daily Sabah, “Aging population on the rise, families shrink-
ing in Turkey: survey,”November 8, 2019, available at https://
www.dailysabah.com/turkey/2019/11/08/aging-population-
on-the-rise-families-shrinking-in-turkey-survey.

360 Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019." See also Makovsky,
“Turkey’s Refugee Dilemma.”

361 Ibid.

362 Human Rights Watch, “Q&A: Syria’s New Property
Law," May 29, 2018, available at https://www.hrw.org/
news/2018/05/29/qa-syrias-new-property-law.

363 Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019, p. 30.

364 CAP/Metropoll public nationwide opinion survey of 2,534
people in 28 Turkish provinces, conducted May 24-June 4,
2018, on file with authors.

365 Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019."

366 Ibid.

367 Urfanatik, “Vali Erin Urfa'daki Suriyeli gengleri uyardi!”
(“Governor Erin Warns Syrian Youth in Urfa”).

368 Erdogan, “Syrians Barometer 2019



369 Turkish Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency,
“Field Survey on Demographic View, Living conditions and
Future Expectations of Syrians in Turkey” (Ankara: 2017),

p. 22, available at https://www.afad.gov.tr/kurumlar/afad.
gov.tr/25335/xfiles/17b-Field_Survey_on_Demographic_
View_Living_Conditions_and_Future_Expectations_of_Syr-
ians_in_Turkey_2017_English_1.pdf. For DGMM figures, see
Mustafa Kartoglu, “Suriyelilerin %10'u nasil evine dondu,’
Star, December 18, 2018, available at https://www.star.
com.tr/yazar/suriyelilerin-yuzde10u-nasil-evine-dondu-
yazi-1418463/.

370 “At least 1.8 million Syrians under temporary protection
... are living under the poverty line in Turkey, including
280,000 living in extreme poverty.” See U.N. High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, “Turkey Country Chapter 2021-2022"
(Geneva: United Nations, 2021), available at https://data2.
unhcr.org/en/documents/details/85061.

371 See, for example, Asli S. Okyay, “Turkey’s post-2011
approach to its Syrian border and its implications for do-
mestic politics,” International Affairs 93 (4) (2017): 829-846,
available at https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix068. See also
Sasha Ghosh-Siminoff, “Demographic Engineering in Syria
Sets the Stage for Future Conflicts,” Newlines Institute for
Strategy and Policy, March 13, 2020, available at https://
newlinesinstitute.org/syria/demographic-engineering-in-
syria-sets-the-stage-for-future-conflicts/.

372 See, for example, Omer Tagpinar, “Turkey’s Strategic Vi-
sion and Syria,” The Washington Quarterly, Summer 2012,
available at https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/
uploads/2016/06/turkey-taspinar.pdf.

373 Makovsky, “Turkey’s Refugee Dilemma”; Okyay, “Turkey's
post-2011 approach to its Syrian border and its implica-

tions for domestic politics.”

374 Okyay, “Turkey’s post-2011 approach to its Syrian border
and its implications for domestic politics.”

375 lbid.
376 Hoffman, “The State of the Turkish-Kurdish Conflict””

377 Okyay, “Turkey’s post-2011 approach to its Syrian border
and its implications for domestic politics.”

378 Ibid.
379 Turkish Directorate General of Migration Management,

“Temporary Protection,’ available at https://en.goc.gov.tr/
temporary-protection27 (last accessed March 2021).

380 European Council on Refugees and Exiles, “Country Report:

Turkey 2019."

381 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Turkey-Syria Border Crossing Status,” available at https://
www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/operations/stima/
border-crossing-status (last accessed February 2021).

382 Ibid.

383 Ibid.

384 Elizabeth Tsurkov, “Desperate, Thousands of Syrians Flee
Toward Turkish Border,” Foreign Policy, February 10, 2020,

available at https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/02/10/syrians-
flee-idlib-turkish-border-humanitarian-crisis/.

385 European Council on Refugees and Exiles, “Country Report:

Turkey 2019”
386 Ibid.

387 Human Rights Watch, “Turkey/Syria: Border Guards
Shoot, Block Fleeing Syrians,” February 3, 2018, available
at https://www.hrw.org/news/2018/02/03/turkey/syria-
border-guards-shoot-block-fleeing-syrians.

112 Center for American Progress |

388 International Crisis Group, “Mitigating Risks for Syrian
Refugee Youth in Turkey’s Sanliurfa” (Brussels: 2019), avail-
able at https://www.crisisgroup.org/europe-central-asia/
western-europemediterranean/turkey/253-mitigating-
risks-syrian-refugee-youth-turkeys-sanliurfa.

389 Tsurkov, “Desperate, Thousands of Syrians Flee Toward
Turkish Border”

390 International Crisis Group, “Mitigating Risks for Syrian
Refugee Youth in Turkey’s Sanlurfa””

391 Turkish Directorate General of Migration Management,
“Irregular Migration,” available at https://en.goc.gov.tr/
irregular-migration (last accessed February 2021).

392 International Organization for Migration, “MPM Turkey,
Migrants' Presence Monitoring, Quarterly Report Q4 2020:
Overview of the Situation with Migrants” (Grand-Saconnex,
Switzerland: 2020), available at https://turkey.iom.int/sites/
turkey/files/sitreps/Q4_quarterly-Oct-Nov-Dec-20.pdf.

393 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria.”

394 U.N. News, “Extend cross border ‘lifeline’into Syria, Lowcock
urges Security Council,’ June 29, 2020, available at https://
news.un.org/en/story/2020/06/1067412.

395 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Cash crash.”
396 Al-Hilu, “The Turkish intervention in Northern Syria.”

397 International Crisis Group, “Mitigating Risks for Syrian
Refugee Youth in Turkey’s Sanhurfa””

398 Former U.S. official with knowledge of the matter, inter-
view with authors via videoconference, December, 2020,
on file with authors.

399 Aydintasbas, "A new Gaza."

400 European Council on Refugees and Exiles, “Country Report:
Turkey 2019

401 Ibid.
402 Ibid.

403 Khaled al-Khateb, “Syrian crossings reopen, freeing up flow
of people, goods,” Al-Monitor, February 19, 2020, available
at https://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2020/02/
passengers-commercial-crossings-between-sna-sdf-open-
aleppo.html.

404 Charles Thépaut, “Another Painful Compromise on Human-
itarian Assistance in Syria” (Washington: The Washington
Institute for Near East Policy, 2020), available at https://
www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/another-
painful-compromise-humanitarian-assistance-syria.

405 U.N. News, “BREAKING: Security Council extends for one
year, lifesaving cross-border aid to Syria, July 11, 2020, avail-
able at https://news.un.org/en/story/2020/07/1068181.

406 Thépaut, "Another Painful Compromise on Humanitarian
Assistance in Syria.”

407 United Nations, “Bolster Funding, Aid Commitments for
Syria, Secretary-General Urges Donors at Brussels Confer-
ence, Noting 90 Per Cent of Population Lives in Poverty.”
See also Tsurkov and Jukhadar, “Kneel and Starve!”

408 United Nations, “Daily Press Briefing by the Office of the
Spokesperson for the Secretary-General,’ February 25,
2021, available at https://www.un.org/press/en/2021/
db210225.doc.htm.

409 Thépaut, “How to Aid Syria Without Aiding Assad.’



410 United Nations, “Daily Press Briefing by the Office of the
Spokesperson for the Secretary-General,” June 10, 2020,
available at https://www.un.org/press/en/2020/db200610.
doc.htm.

411 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Assis-
tance, “Syrian Arab Republic: United Nations cross-border
operations under UNSC resolutions - as of December 31,
2020," available at https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/
files/resources/cnv_syr_xb_regional_dec2020_210110_
en.pdf (last accessed January 2021).

412 United Nations, “Daily Press Briefing by the Office of the
Spokesperson for the Secretary-General,” June 10, 2020.

413 Kurtzer and Todman, “The Possible End of Cross-border Aid
in Syria."

414 Ibid.

415 United Nations, “Daily Press Briefing by the Office of the
Spokesperson for the Secretary-General,” February 25,
2021.

416 lbid.

417 U.S. Mission to the United Nations, “Explanation of Vote
on the Syria Humanitarian Mandate Renewal Resolution
Drafted by Belgium and Germany,” July 7, 2020, available
at https://usun.usmission.gov/explanation-of-vote-on-the-
syria-humanitarian-mandate-renewal-resolution-drafted-
by-belgium-and-germany/.

418 Kurtzer and Todman, “The Possible End of Cross-border Aid
in Syria!”

419 Annie Sparrow, “How UN Humanitarian Aid Has Propped
Up Assad,” Foreign Affairs, September 20, 2018, available at
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/syria/2018-09-20/
how-un-humanitarian-aid-has-propped-assad.

420 lbid.
421 Thépaut, “How to Aid Syria Without Aiding Assad.”

422 Jan Egeland and others, "Humanitarian Aid and the Biden
Administration: Lessons from Yemen and Syria” (Washing-
ton: The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 2021),
available at https://www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-
analysis/humanitarian-aid-and-biden-administration-
lessons-yemen-and-syria.

423 McCurdy and Thépaut, “In Syria, Put Humanitarian Aid
Ahead of a Political Solution.”

424 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and
Emergency Relief Coordinator, Mark Lowcock - Briefing to
the Security Council on the humanitarian situation in Syria,
16 December 2020

425 Balanche, “The Assad Regime Has Failed to Restore Full
Sovereignty Over Syria.”

426 Human Rights Watch, “Rigging the System: Government
Policies Co-Opt Aid and Reconstruction Funding in Syria”
(Washington: 2019), available at https://www.hrw.org/
report/2019/06/28/rigging-system/government-policies-
co-opt-aid-and-reconstruction-funding-syria.

427 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
Financial Tracking Service, “Syria Humanitarian Response
Plan 2020, available at https://fts.unocha.org/appeals/924/
donors?order=total_funding&sort=desc (last accessed
February 2021).

428 Thépaut, “How to Aid Syria Without Aiding Assad.”

113  Center for American Progress |

429 Thépaut, “Another Painful Compromise on Humanitarian
Assistance in Syria.”

430 U.N. Security Council, “Avoiding Midnight Deadline,
Security Council Extends Authorization of Cross-Border
Aid Delivery to Syria, Adopting Resolution 2504 (2020) by
Recorded Vote," Press release January 10, 2020, available at
https:/reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/avoiding-
midnight-deadline-security-council-extends-authoriza-
tion-cross.

431 McCurdy and Thépaut, “In Syria, Put Humanitarian Aid
Ahead of a Political Solution.”

432 Mona Yacoubian, senior adviser to the vice president for
the Middle East and North Africa, U.S. Institute of Peace,
personal communication with authors via email, March 26,
2021, on file with authors.

433 International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent
Societies, “Emergency Plan of Action Operation Update,
Syria!

434 McCurdy and Thépaut, “In Syria, Put Humanitarian Aid
Ahead of a Political Solution.”

435 Egeland and others, “Humanitarian Aid and the Biden
Administration.”

436 Thépaut, “Another Painful Compromise on Humanitarian
Assistance in Syria.”

437 Kurtzer and Todman, “The Possible End of Cross-border Aid
in Syria.”

438 Ibid.

439 Thépaut, “"How to Aid Syria Without Aiding Assad.”

440 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Syria in 2021
441 Ibid.

442 McCurdy and Thépaut, “In Syria, Put Humanitarian Aid
Ahead of a Political Solution.”

443 See, for example, Max Hoffman, “Potential Turkish Military
Move on Afrin Risks Wider War,” Center for American Prog-
ress, January 19, 2018, available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/security/news/2018/01/19/445271/
potential-turkish-military-move-afrin-risks-wider-war/. See
also Hoffman, “The State of the Turkish-Kurdish Conflict.”

444 Justice for Life and Syrians for Truth and Justice, “Deir ez-
Zor: Dozens Arbitrarily Arrested during SDF's ‘Deterrence
of Terrorism’ Campaign” (2020), available at https://stj-sy.
org/en/deir-ez-zor-dozens-arbitrarily-arrested-during-sdfs-
deterrence-of-terrorism-campaign/.

445 U.S. Institute of Peace, “Syria Study Group Final Report”
(Washington: 2019), available at https://www.usip.org/
syria-study-group-final-report.

446 Robert Burns, “Top US general in the Mideast says ISIS in
Iraq and Syria still long-term threat,"The Associated Press,
November 19, 2020, available at https://www.militarytimes.
com/news/your-military/2020/11/19/top-us-general-in-the-
mideast-says-isis-in-irag-and-syria-still-long-term-threat/.

447 Human Rights Watch, “Syria: Turkey-Backed Groups Seizing
Property!” See also Human Rights Watch, “Syria: Civilians
Abused in‘Safe Zones”

448 U.N. News, “UN rights chief calls for Turkey to probe viola-
tions in northern Syria,’ September 18, 2020, available at
https://news.un.org/en/story/2020/09/1072752.

449 Aydintasbas, “A new Gaza."



450 McCurdy and Thépaut, “In Syria, Put Humanitarian Aid
Ahead of a Political Solution.”

451 Refugees International, “Testimony of Hardin Lang before
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs Subcommittee:
Middle East, North Africa and International Terrorism on
‘The Crisis in Idlib}’ March 11, 2020, available at https://
www.refugeesinternational.org/reports/2020/3/11/the-
crisis-in-idlib.

452 Syria Recovery Trust Fund, “Contributions as of February
23rd, 2021, available at https://www.srtfund.org/ar-
ticles/9_contributions (last accessed March 2021).

453 Center for Operational Analysis and Research, “Northern
Corridor Needs Oriented Strategic Area Profile”

454 lbid.

455 Max Hoffman and Michael Werz, “The Effects of a Suspen-
sion of Turkey’s EU Accession Process” (Berlin: Stiftung
Mercator, 2019), available at https://www.stiftung-merca-
tor.de/de/publikationen/the-effects-of-a-suspension-of-
turkeys-eu-accession-process/.

456 Humud and Blanchard, “Armed Conflict in Syria.’
457 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent

Resolve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United
States Congress, April 1, 2019-June 30, 2019" (Arlington,

VA: U.S. Department of Defense, 2019), available at https://

media.defense.gov/2019/Aug/09/2002169448/-1/-1/1/
Q3FY2019_LEADIG_OIR_REPORT.PDF.

458 U.S. Agency for International Development, “Syria —
Complex Emergency: Fact Sheet #4” (Washington: 2021),
available at https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/
documents/02.26.2021_-_USG_Syria_Complex_Emer-
gency_Fact_Sheet_4.pdf.

459 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent Re-
solve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United States
Congress, July 1, 2020-September 30, 2020

460 Ibid.

461 Humud and Blanchard, “Armed Conflict in Syria."

462 Antony J. Blinken, “U.S. Announces Additional Humanitar-

ian Assistance for the Syria Crisis Response,” U.S. Depart-
ment of State, Press release, March 30, 2021, available at

https://www.state.gov/u-s-announces-additional-humani-

tarian-assistance-for-the-syria-crisis-response/.
463 U.S. Institute of Peace, “Syria Study Group Final Report”

464 Humud and Blanchard, “Armed Conflict in Syria”; Daphne

McCurdy, former official, U.S. Agency for International Devel-

opment (speaking in her personal capacity), interview with
authors via phone, January 22, 2021, on file with authors.

465 There is extensive humanitarian needs reporting conduct-

ed on an ongoing basis, including by the United Nations.
For a recent example, see REACH, “Humanitarian situation
overview in Syria (HSOS): Northeast Syria, February 2021,
March 25, 2021, available at https://reliefweb.int/report/
syrian-arab-republic/humanitarian-situation-overview-
syria-hsos-northeast-syria-february-2021.

466 Hardin Lang, vice president for programs and policy, Refu-
gees International, interview with authors via videoconfer-

ence, October 15, 2020, on file with authors.
467 Thépaut, “"How to Aid Syria Without Aiding Assad.”

468 Refugees International, “Testimony of Hardin Lang before
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs Subcommittee:
Middle East, North Africa and International Terrorism on
‘The Crisis in Idlib”

114  Center for American Progress |

469 Thépaut, “How to Aid Syria Without Aiding Assad.”

470 Refugees International, “Testimony of Hardin Lang before
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs Subcommittee:
Middle East, North Africa and International Terrorism on
‘The Crisis in Idlib”; Thépaut, “How to Aid Syria Without
Aiding Assad.”

47

Sam Heller, “Turkish Crackdown on Humanitar-

ians Threatens Aid to Syrians” (New York: The Century
Foundation, 2017), available at https://tcf.org/content/
report/turkish-crackdown-humanitarians-threatens-aid-
syrians/?agreed=1.

472 Office of the Inspector General, “Operation Inherent Re-
solve: Lead Inspector General Report to the United States
Congress, July 1, 2020-September 30, 2020."

473 U.N. Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs,
“What are Humanitarian Principles,’ available at https://
www.unocha.org/sites/dms/Documents/OOM-humanitari-
anprinciples_eng_June12.pdf (last accessed March 2021).

474 Hoffman, “Flashpoints in U.S.-Turkey Relations in 2021."

475 Jordyn Phelps and Elizabeth Thomas, “Trump claims ‘break-
through'on Syria, lifts sanctions on Turkey: ‘We're getting
out;’ ABC News, October 23, 2019, available at https://
abcnews.go.com/Politics/trump-claiming-big-success-
syria-make-white-house/story?id=66467652.

476 Conor Finnegan, “We're keeping the oil’in Syria,
Trump says, but it’s considered a war crime,” ABC News,
October 28, 2019, available at https://abcnews.go.com/
Politics/keeping-oil-syria-trump-considered-war-crime/
story?id=66589757.

477 Aydintasbas, “A new Gaza!
478 Ibid.
479 Adar, "Repatriation to Turkey’s‘Safe Zone'in Northeast Syria.”

480 Silva Mathema and Sofia Carratala, “Rebuilding the U.S.
Refugee Program for the 21st Century: A New Vision To
Create a More Resilient Refugee Program” (Washing-
ton: Center for American Progress, 2020), available at
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/immigration/
reports/2020/10/26/492342/rebuilding-u-s-refugee-
program-21st-century/.

48

Abigail Hauslohner, “Biden seeks to restore ‘badly dam-
aged’ refugee resettlement program,” The Washington
Post, February 5, 2021, available at https://www.
washingtonpost.com/immigration/biden-refugee-
executive-order/2021/02/04/52a31840-6726-11eb-
8468-21bc48f07fe5_story.html.

482 Sean Sullivan, “Biden says he will raise refugee cap from
15,000 to 62,500, after widespread criticism for extending
Trump-era levels,” The Washington Post, May 3, 2021,
available at https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/
biden-refugee/2021/05/03/1b833126-ac4d-11eb-ab4c-
986555a1c511_story.html.

483 Ibid. See also Mathema and Carratala, “Rebuilding the U.S.
Refugee Program for the 21st Century.”

484 Elizabeth Ferris,“Making Sense of Public Policy on Refugee
Integration,’ The Annals of The American Academy of Politi-
cal and Social Science 690 (1) (2020): 7-10, available at
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/000271622
0941577?journalCode=anna.

485 Human Rights Watch, “European Union: Events of 2020,
available at https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2021/coun-
try-chapters/european-union (last accessed May 2021).



486 See, for example, Ilke Toygiir and Seda Gurkan, “Why the 487 European Council on Refugees and Exiles, “Country Report:
EU should not opt for another refugee deal with Turkey Turkey 2019
with no shared responsibility,” Elcano Royal Institute, March
12,2020, available at http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/ 488 Human Rights Watch, “Turkey: Syrians Being Deported to
wps/portal/rielcano_en/contenido?WCM_GLOBAL_CON- Danger!”
TEXT=/elcano/elcano_in/zonas_in/commentary-toygur-
gurkan-why-eu-should-not-opt-for-another-refugee-deal-
turkey-with-no-shared-responsibility.

115 Center for American Progress |



Our Mission

The Center for American
Progress is an independent,
nonpartisan policy institute
that is dedicated to improving
the lives of all Americans,
through bold, progressive
ideas, as well as strong
leadership and concerted
action. Our aim is not just to
change the conversation, but
to change the country.

Our Values

As progressives, we believe
America should be a land of
boundless opportunity, where
people can climb the ladder
of economic mobility. We
believe we owe it to future
generations to protect the
planet and promote peace
and shared global prosperity.

And we believe an effective
government can earn the
trust of the American people,
champion the common

good over narrow self-interest,
and harness the strength of
our diversity.

Our Approach

We develop new policy ideas,
challenge the media to cover
the issues that truly matter,
and shape the national debate.
With policy teams in major
issue areas, American Progress
can think creatively at the
cross-section of traditional
boundaries to develop ideas
for policymakers that lead to
real change. By employing an
extensive communications
and outreach effort that we
adapt to a rapidly changing
media landscape, we move
our ideas aggressively in the
national policy debate.

Center for American Progress

=




