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ABSTRACT

Foreign Policy Formation And The Interaction Between Domestic And

International Environments: A Study of Change in Turkish Foreign Policy
During 1980 S

Mustafa Aydin

PhD, Lancaster University, August 1994

Motivated by both increased international interest in Turkey and concerns over its
future and the directions its foreign policy is taking in the face of the systemic changes
that have swept through world politics since 1979 onwards, this thesis attempts to
study contemporary Turkish foreign policy from a dynamic-analytical perspective by
concentrating on the dynamics of change, instead of stability.

In this context, this study sets out to assess the argument that, although a high
level of continuity in Turkish foreign policy had followed on both from the basic
features of the country's situation, and from the attitudes entrenched in the foreign
policy making elite, shifts in emphasis - which had hitherto occurred within this pattern
of continuity - came to a point during the 1980s when a different set of attitudes,
patterns and directions became discernible, and as such demanded new explanations as
to what determines and affects the basic directions of Turkish foreign policy.

In explaining this "change", the foundations of Turkey's foreign policy-making
in the 1980s are analyzed from both the theoretical and practical aspects, and two sets
of variables are identified as being instrumental in stimulating change: domestic socio-
political and economic developments, and environmental circumstances. Moreover, it. is
shown that these variables, in the Turkish context, function in such a way as to remain
interactive and to continually reinforce each other and also induce changes in foreign
policy, which in turn excite reactions in the former. Therefore linkage patterns are used
in this study both to show the interaction between different variables, and to emphasize
connections between these variables and the changes that occurred in Turkey's foreign

policy setting.



When applied to a case study of the period 1980-1991, these variables
corroborate the view that a certain set of changes occurred in the fundamental
principles and directions of Turkish foreign policy, without upsetting its pro-western
orientation as yet, because of:

-. changes in the nature of the political regime and the reactions received from
abroad, especially from Europe where Turkey's linkage patterns are most strong;

-. changes in the economic nature of the country and the necessities of the new
development strategy;

-. changes within the policy-making system which came to operate in such a
way as to incorporate and uphold those who favour change because of their ideological
inclinations or cultural values;

-. and changes in the international environment which affected the country's
perceptions of itself as well as others. '

As a result, this study concludes that Turkey entered the decade of the 1990s
with diversified external connections, more active and balanced pursuits in international
relations, and a purposeful and multi-dimensional foreign policy with a certain emphasis
on Turkey's immediate neighbourhood, that is the Middle East, the Balkans, and the

Caucasus.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Context of the Study

Turkey is not one of the great powers of the Twentieth century. Her geopolitical
location, however, has enabled her to play a potentially higher role in world politics
than otherwise would have been possible. She holds the key not only to the Turkish
Straits but lies along the roads from the Balkans to the Middle East and from the
Caucasus to the Persian Gulf. She is a member of the biggest surviving military bloc
and most European organizations, as well as an associate member of the European
Community. Her political involvement and exposed position assign her an importance
hardly matched by any other medium power. Accordingly, the correct evaluation of
this country's policies is of crucial importance. Furthermore, as one of the small
number of non-Western societies successfully struggling to modernize both country
and people, together with the aim of evolving workable parliamentary democracy, she
has long seemed to offer lessons and insights into an important political process.

Yet, the interest she is getting in the Western media and the amount of the
scholarly works on Turkey, produced especially from an international relations
perspective, do not match the importance conferred upon her by other players in
international politics. Given her frequently expressed strategic importance on the edge
of Europe, the Middle East, and the former Soviet Union, this may seem surprising.
For to this very reason, however, it is difficult to place Turkey into any neat category
that the area specialists and foreign policy analysts like to draw before starting their
research. Not only does Turkey not appear to fit any one geographical category, but it
does not fit any one cultural, political or economic category either. About 97 % of her
landmass lies in Asia, and yet Turkey's progressive elites consider their country as part
of Europe. About 98 % of her population is Moslem, and yet Turkey is a secular
country by choice and her religious development through the years has taken a

different path from that of other Islamic countries. Culturally, most of the country



reflects the peculiarities of wider Middle Eastern culture, and yet she, with an equal
persistency, participates in European cultural events. She professes to have a liberal
economic system, but the remnants of the planned economy still hamper the country's
development. In religious, historical and geographical senses she is a Middle Eastern
country, yet any development impinging upon the status quo of the Balkans and the
Caucasus directly affects Turkey just as much. Thus these conflicting facts indicate
wider uncertainties about the placing and the role of the country.

A sense of confusion about Turkey seems to reign not only in external
appearances, but also in the deep-rooted convictions of her people. Age-old
discussions within the country between the "eastern ideal"and the "western ideal"
about the exact nature of the country and her people appear to be as lively today as
they have ever been. Hence, while on the one hand, the conviction that Turkey should
be part of Europe was demonstrated by her application for membership of the
European Community in 1987, on the other, one could hear calls for the severing of
relations with the West and the establishment of an Islamic Common Market instead.

This uncertain self-identity and sense of confusion has likewise been reflected in
Turkey's domestic political structure that has alternated between' periods of civilian
governments and military rule, which has had important implications for her external
relations. While the military has emerged since 1960 as the defender of the Kemalist
principles, especially the unitary and republican-secular character of the state, and the
most pro-western segment of the society, the periods of civilian supremacy - though,
strictly speaking, total civilian control over the military has always been questionable -
has brought to power policy-makers of various creeds with their varying emphasises on
different aspects of Turkey's ambivalent identity. Consequently political struggle
between grass-root politicians, with their less than "modern" appearances and
attitudes, and the alliance of "westernized" civil-military elites has been keynote to
these periods. Moreover, during the period immediately before the 1980 military
takeover, Turkey was riven by domestic conflicts which, in part, reflected this

ambivalence and plunged Turkish foreign policy into depths of uncertainty and
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indecisiveness, due to the inability of various opinion-holders to effectively take
control of the decision-making body. The takeover itself meant that foreign policy, as
well as all other aspects of Turkish socio-political life, was thereafter determined by the
peculiar national mission of the Turkish military, which by this time had differentiated
itself even from those of western-minded civilian elites and bureaucrats. Though their
overall foreign policy stance seemed to conform with the long-standing guiding
principles of Turkish foreign policy, they, nevertheless, due to various unforeseen
reasons, dealt with in chapter three, had to experiment with different variations; thus
came Turkey's forced isolation from Europe and her opening towards the Middle East
and former Communist Block. The civilian governments from 1983 onwards, however,
unlike their military predecessor, were more open to popular pressures as well as more
representative of popular images. On the other hand, they too, being true to popular
Turkish tradition, created a "father figure", Mr Ozal, whose distinctive sense of
Turkey's place in the world came to dominate the country's foreign policy in the second
half of 1980s as well as affecting some of its fundamental principles.

As even the Turkish intelligentsia has demonstrated doubts from time to time
about the way their country has been conducting her policies, both domestic and
foreign, it is hardly surprising to see that a sense of uncertainty also reigns among
Western statesmen, scholars, and journalists alike about Turkey's intentions and foreign
policy priorities.

Particularly since the 1970s, Western political analysts, statesmen, and media
spokesmen have seemed increasingly confused about Turkey's intensified
rapprochement with Islam in both the domestic and international spheres. Although
they seem to agree that the implications of a reversal in Turkey's Western-oriented,
secular foreign policy could be serious for Western security interests, since had Turkey
been "a less stable country - or a less pro-Western one - the last four decades of
European and Middle Eastern history would have turned out very diﬂ’erently”,1 they
do not appear yet to comprehend the extend of changes both in Turkey and her foreign

policy.



There was a time - during the 1950s - when Turkey's resolute renunciation of
the idea of an Islamic conference was unceasing, and it was then that Turkey was taken
for granted and greeted as a reliable - that is, unquestioning - ally of the West in the
international arena. This was, however, a long time ago, and one thing appears to be
certain today: that through the 1970s, while Turkish trust in West was corroding,
general confidence in Turkey as a faithful ally of the Western world, too, has been
shaken considerably. There were increasing concerns, specially after Turkish-US
re]ations had received heavy blows from the continuing Cyprus crises, about Turkey's
perceived shift from the West and questions were raised about whether the tensions
would cause Turkey to leave the alliance.

Certainly, the Cyprus crisis of 1974 led to consequences far beyond Turkey's
boundaries and affected some of the fundamentals of Turkish foreign policy. The
disappointment Turkey felt with its Western allies during and after the crises, the
immediate embargo imposed upon her, and the loneliness in international forums,
forced Turkey to search for additional and "reliable" friends. Obvious targets for this
search were culturally and religiously close Islamic countries, and geographically near
but, due to ideological reasons, hitherto neglected Communist countries. As a result,
Turkey's relations with the Islamic countries and the Communist bloc afterwards
increased. However, this forced-enlargement in Turkey's international environment did
not bring with it an immediate change either in her orientations or to her pace of
foreign policy. Thus the much sought after dynamism and activity in Turkish foreign
policy was yet to come and international interest in Turkey dissolved as quickly as it
had amassed. .

From 1979 onwards, however, there was a new focus on Turkey because of
what was perceived as a sudden threat against Western interests in the Middle East.
The occupation of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union, the Iranian revolution and the
closure of US military bases almost immediately, and above all the strength of the

Islamic revival in the region, meant that the "loss" of Turkey, the only remaining



Western ally in the region with the exception of the US's bilateral relations with Israel,
would have dealt a major blow to Western interests in the region.

After the 1980 military takeover in Turkey, concern about its future in the
Western alliance further increased as contacts between Turkey and the Islamic states
intensified, parallelling the increased activity of the Muslim groups in Turkey. In the
mean time, the fact that Turkey's relations with the West, especially with Europe, were
passing through a bad patch generated further worries and questions about the
country's future. Was Turkey's "strengthening of her ties with the Arab world to the

ll?2

detriment of relations with Western Europe"?“ Wouldn't there seem to be "political

w3

risks to increasing trade with the Soviets and with those Middle Eastern countries
Could Turkey "take a radically different line from its present political course and go

Islamic or Communist"?4

The fact that these and similar questions have been given
negative answers numerous times by Turkish statesmen did not seem to matter much;
why, then, it was asked, "Turkey's markedly closer relations with the Islamic world
which have been visible" during the 1980s?° The questions kept coming at a changing
rate and regularity depending on the situation in the region. The Iran-Iraq war, for
example, again intensified the questions about Turkey's interests and policies. As the
issues of water, the Kurds, and the spread of Islamism have all served to drag Turkey
more firmly into Middle Eastern affairs during the 1980s, both the interest in and
questions about Turkey intensified. At the same time, the almost simultaneous break-
up of the former Soviet Union, while further generating international interest in the
region, brought about yet more unanswered questions. Would Turkey have any grand
designs towards the Turkic states of the former Soviet Union? .
If one looks through recent literature and polemics about Turkey, it appears
that almost everyone seems to agree that something is happening in Turkish foreign
policy that has not been satisfactorily explained by either Turkish statesmen or Turkey
specialists. But there seems to be no agreement as to what is happening and where it
leads the country. While some argue that Kemalism is "in the process of being buried

with Ozal",6 and Turkey "...is facing the most serious threat from Islamic forces since



the inception of the modern republic sixty-three years ago",7 others do not seem so
sure as to whether "Turkish secularism is likely to be compromised" in the international

and domestic spheres.8

They all maintain, however, that "...if pressures from
international politics become too strong, it is not inconceivable that they will
strengthen those who would like to see greater emphasis on Islam as a guide in the
conduct of internal affairs".” Such a development could, naturally, have serious foreign
policy implications for Turkey. Others disagree. They argue that a "newly diversified
Turkish foreign policy is bound to weaken even further the demagogic appeal on the
Turkish domestic scene of such themes as Islamic fundamentalism and neutralism.
Thus it will contribute indirectly but matenally to the country's political stability".10
Moreover, they maintain that "the tendency to move away from Western culture",
which has been enjoyed only by the elite, was natural in a "democratic age of
consumerism”. 11

Some warn that even if the changes taking place in eastern Europe and in the
former Soviet Union, and growing economic relations with the Middle East do not
cause Turkey to turn more firmly towards the Eastern option, then "the rejection of
Turkey from Europe certainly will". 12 Others urge that the improved political relations
between Turkey and the Arab world need "to be watched carefully for indications of
changes in Turkey's foreign and domestic politics alike". 13

One may ask, then, why there are so many and often such conflicting
arguments about Turkey and her intentions, and what has happened to Western trust in
Turkey? Why did confidence in Turkey's future with the Western alliance disappear in
the late 70s and early 80s? .

The obvious answer to the first question is that, in the absence of in-depth
studies covering exclusively different aspects of Turkish foreign policy and its
fundamentals, it would be too optimistic to expect any analysis to be accepted without
further critical inspection. The truth is that studies of Turkey in general, and Turkish

foreign policy in particular, have not yet progressed to the point where a "standard"

view of the country and its prospects has emerged. Isolated by the Ottoman history,
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language and culture from the West, and by the Republican history and political choice
from the East, Turkey thus stands as an unique case, one which has not often been
considered to be of great interest to scholars of international relations in general.
Hence, Turkish foreign policy appears to be of interest only to Turks and a narrow
circle of Turkish-speaking scholars, who, under the various constraints, seem to
concentrate their studies on the relatively narrow paths of practical descriptions of
Turkey's relations with number of countries such as Greece, the US and more recently
the EC. As a result the very small number of general ideological and foundational
analysis of Turkish foreign policy and various attempts to present Turkish reality as a
coherent whole have long been outdated by the rapidly changing character of the
country. As for the polemical coverage of the country by the Western media, one
bound to say that it is restricted in scope and often confusing, if not misleading.
Therefore there seems to be an urgent need for a comprehensive in-depth study of
contemporary Turkish foreign policy since the most recent work in this regard appears
dating from early 1970s and is now, of course, out of date. 14

Finding answers to the latter questions is not easy, and appears to generate
more questions to be answered. It is true that, as we mentioned earlier, Turkey's
relations with the Islamic countries and the Communist bloc increased after the 1960s.
But can this justify the conclusion that there has been a "shift" from the West? Do we
need more evidence to show that a shift has, in fact, taken place? Why do official
Turkish statements that Turkey remains tied to the West not carry the same weight as
they did in the 1960s? Are Turkish leaders, who do not seem as concerned as some in
the West, mistaken? Or are they deliberately misleading world opinion? If so, why, and
what has happened to traditional Turkish contempt for the Arabs and fear of
Communism and the Russians? And are there obstacles to Turkey's further
rapprochement with the Muslim and Communist countries? Where did the partial
rejection of the EC leave Turkey?

To find answers to the above questions is the main motivation behind this

study. It is not the aim of this study, however, to answer the question about whether
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there has been a deviation from the Western-oriented and secular Kemalist line in
Turkish foreign policy during the 70s and 80s. Since this dissertation presupposes that
there has been a change in Turkish foreign policy, it is aimed at studying this change
and its results. Therefore, the main focus of this study will be to identify the changing
patterns of Turkish foreign policy during the 1980s; to find the reasons behind them;
and to show linkages between both external and internal environmental
conditionalities, and changing patterns and the actual foreign policy actions of Turkey.
Moreover, an attempt will be made to answer the question of whether the increasing
orientation of Turkish foreign policy toward new centres reflects a definite
transformation or is merely a passing phase. In other words, are the changes Turkey
experienced throughout 1980s, and continues to experience today, here to stay or

likely to revert back in the foreseeable future?
(Non)Theoretical Framework for Analysis

It should be mentioned right from the beginning that this study will not make an
attempt at theorising about either international relations or foreign policy based on
assumptions from this dissertation. Rather, this study wishes to er.nphasize that "the
foreign policy of every single state is an integral part of its peculiar system of
government" and reflects its special circumstances.]> As such it does not allow
generalizations embracing all states, since this may cause us to lose sight of the
political realities that we are studying. |

Clearly, there is a temptation among scholars, not only of foreign policy, but
also of other areas of learning, to generalise when evidence of apparently similar
experiences and development processes is readily to hand. It is generally assumed that
there are patterns in the foreign policy of nations and not just single acts. A knowledge
of the pattern - the "policy" - of an actor is expected to be useful for explaining and
predicting actions. If it can be shown that an action fits into a pattern - that is, the actor

behaves as he usually does, or says that it is his policy to do - it means in one sense



that his action is explained. Similarly, if a pattern is known, it could be anticipated what
the actor will be likely to do in the future. In other words, a regular feature of
international politics would be brought into the open - a feature that may, however, be
more or less amenable to change.16 But there is also danger that such generalisations
may prevent us from recognizing the diversity of forms which foreign policy, or any
other development for that matter, can actually take. Therefore, our understanding not
only of Turkish experience but also foreign policies elsewhere, is likely to be much
more productive if we avoid starting from the assumption that there are general forms
of behaviour in international relations which could explain all the relationships between
states. Instead each case needs to be located in its specific conditionalities within the
uneven international system. Rather than imposing general labels on states, we should
aim to understand the development of the international system by trying to explain the
varying forms which foreign policies could take in different situations and at different
times. In this context, Turkey is one part of the international system, and needs to be
understood as a unique part of that system, yet as a part which is in a complex set of
interrelations with other parts. Although one part or another of her interrelations could
be fitted into, or explained by, one of the various different international relations and
foreign policy analysis approaches, almost all of them, however, fail after a certain
point to explain Turkish foreign policy as a coherent whole.

Much writing on foreign policy suggests that we can compare countries with
similar characteristics and that particular types of countries have matching particular
types of foreign policies. 17 Leaving aside the contentious question of whether we can
justifiably define types of society, the literature on foreign policy seems to focus on five
components that are eventually used in labelling the various countries: (1) Size, status
and international involvement; (2) Economic, social and political development; (3)
Internal political order, (4) Ideological orientations; and (5) Organizational
engagements. 18

One of the favourite categories of foreign policy analysts that comes

immediately into mind, especially when thinking in terms of development, is the group
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of states loosely termed as the "Third World". Turkey, undoubtedly, shares important
features with many other "developing" or "newly industrialising" countries of the
world, a possible sub-group of more general classification: Third World. It is clear that
they are experiencing similar economic, political and social upheavals. Yet, differences
arising from distinctive historical experiences and geographical setting compel Turkey
to react differently to international developments.

Most of these countries have been hounded by their colonial past which has
affected their position in the world and responses to events. In contrast, Turkey was
never colonized, and was thus spared the after-effects of colonialism. Consequently
while the great majority of the "Third World" states chose non-alignment after the
Second World War, when most of them achieved their independence, Turkey
consistently remained within the Western alliance system. This, being the only "Third
World" country in constant alignment with the West to the point of belonging to
NATO, set her apart right from the beginning and, especially in the foreign policy
arena, demanded a different set of actions, aims of which have been in contradiction
with the wishes of other "Third World" countries.

Even if we were to ignore the significant historical and geopolitical differences,
Turkey still does not appear to fit into any one clear category even in terms of strict
economic indicators. Although the World Bank classifies Turkey as a middle-income
country, a category that she shares with many other "Third World" countries, she is
also a member of the OECD, known as the "rich man's club" which essentially
comprises the developed industrial nations that operate market economies, and which
with the exceptions of Greece, Portugal, and Turkey are all in the World Bank's "high-
income" group.

In theoretical terms, the schools of thought which have dominated development
studies since the early 1970s, the various dependency and underdevelopment
approaches, see the world as divided into "developed" and "underdeveloped" areas. In
many respects, Turkey may appear to be typically underdeveloped, but this appearance

of underdevelopment is misleading and cannot taken for granted. While Turkey is
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rapidly industrialising country, and thus "her incorporation into the world capitalist
system, and her disadvantaged place in the international division of labour, has created
economic, political and social problems which are common in other parts of the
world",19 a systemic analysis of the development of her economic and political
structures, makes it clear that while there are many similarities with other "typically
underdeveloped" nations, there are also significant dissimilarities. This makes the use
of the label "underdeveloped" problematic, since in many respects Turkey has not been
subject to what are widely thought of as typical processes of "underdevelopment".

There has been a tendency in development studies for the dominant theories to
be general theories and to emphasise the common characteristics of typical
development process. However, the case of Turkey has already been used to show the
inadequacies of world-wide generalisations of this sort. 29

While still within the general framework of the "Third World", another
approach, that is modernization theories, comes to mind which was especially used
during the 1950s and 1960s to explain the process of massive socio-economic and
political change that began in Europe towards the end of the Middle Ages and has
become a world-wide phenomenon in the Twentieth Century. Broadly speaking,
modernization theory suggests that societies move through a developmental process
from a relatively simple and primitive state to one of increasing complexity. Although
each society may have its unique traditions, the process of modernization involves
elements that are characteristics of all modernizing societies. If we assume that each
society starts from a traditional pattern, we can describe a general set of structures,
values, and interactions that all modernizing societies will manifest. 2! .

Sure enough, contemporary Turkey has participated in this revolutionary
development that has swept across the world. Consequently, there have been studies to
explain Turkish modernization and also attempts to use Turkey as an example for other
modernizing countries.22 However, the problem with this approach, apart from the

fact that it has been widely criticized for being Euro-centric and partially discredited by

later theories of dependency, is that the Turks, in many respects, experienced
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modernization a generation earlier than other modernizing Twentieth century
countries, in the wake of the collapse of the Ottoman Empire at the end of World War
One. In a sense, in fact, "she blazed the trail that other Third World countries were to
follow a quarter of a century later".23 In particular, they successfully defended their
claim to political independence and statehood and to the development of their
autonomous industry and economy. Consequently, these historical differences in
experiences make it difficult to study Turkey comparatively. Moreover, though Turkey
is still a modernizing country, especially with regard to concepts of authority,
democracy and economic development, 24 Turkish foreign policy of today is a result
of a much more complex interplay of factors - to be studied by this dissertation - than
can be explained simply by modernization theories. 2>

Another category of states which comes to mind immediately when talking
about Turkey is that of the Middle Eastern/Islamic countries, because of similarities in
culture and religion. However, this category, too, is not as strong as it implies in the
first instance when it comes to explaining Turkey. Above all, Turkey does not share
two dominant characteristics of the region. Firstly, with the exception of Iran and
Israel, all other countries in the region share a common ethnicity, that is they are all
Arab countries. Obviously Turkey cannot be part of any groupings in the Middle East
based on ethnicity. The other common factor uniting the Middle Eastern countries,
with the exception of Israel, is their adherence to Islam. This, too, is problematic for
Turkey since her religious evolution took a different path in the Twentieth century
from the rest of the Islamic world and she consciously chose to be a secular state,
despite the fact that the overwhelming majority of her population is Muslim. Indeed
since the "Kemalist revolution" of 1923, Islam in Turkey has been redefined.
Secularism emerged as one of the key principles of the new state, and religious
expression came under strict government supervision and control. Thus through the
years "Turkish Islam in effect became more standardized, circumscribed and
compartmentalized, while republican ideology and associated institutions came to

dominate much of everyday life" 26 As a result, it was argued that "there is...a specific
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Turkish national, political, cultural and religious tradition coming together to form a
Turkish national identity quite separate from that of the Arabs to the South and the
Persians to the East" 27 Consequently, these differences led to the claim that Turkey is
different from other Muslim societies, "the exception that proves the rule" 28

The one category of states that Turkish elite consider their country to be part
of, i.e. Europe, is also problematic as Europeans do not appear to share the same
conviction, and, in addition to geographical distinctiveness, her cultural, religious and
historical development set her apart from Europe, if not against it.

Turkey has also been categorized in the past as a "small state" and depicted as
sharing the same conditionalities as other small states vis-a-vis her relations towards
the "big powers".29 This approach again proved unreliable as Turkey, because of her
exceptional strategic location, has been able to act in international politics in a
considerably more independent and influential way than other small states. Moreover,
Turkey of 1980s could hardly be considered a small state, especially compared with
her neighbours.

In terms of country size, Turkey is thrice the size of United Kingdom, and sits
comfortably with her neighbours when her 769,630 sqkm compared with Bulgaria's
110,550; Greece's 130,850; Cyprus's 9,240; Iraq's 437,370; and Syria's 184,060. In
terms of population, her 57.08 million in 1988 stands impressively against Greece's
10.01; Bulgaria's 8.99; Syria's 11.34; Iraq's 17.25; and Cyprus's 0.55 million. 30 The
only other countries in the region which could be compared with Turkey are Iran and
Egypt, both in terms of population, 52.52m. and 51.90m. respectively, and in terms of
area, 1,636,000 sqgkm and 995,450 sqkm respectively. However, Iran's "Islamrc
Republic" and Egypt's low-level income and development, put them apart from
Turkey.31

Consequently, Turkey's categorisation as a small state in international relations
seems to be restricted to the early republican period and the only later application of

this approach appears to be during such an extreme international situation as the
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second World War, which s hardly relevant to our understanding of Turkish foreign
policy of the 1980s.32

Therefore, both because the foreign policy analyst needs to examine
combinations of factors which are often unique to each country, and because Turkey
stands aside remarkably distinctive from her surroundings both historically and
geographically, and does not appear to fit any one regional or sub-regional system, this
study puts emphasis on a historical and country-specific rather than a theoretical and
comparative approach. Consequently, it cancerns iiself only with the foreign policy of
Turkey during the period of 1980-1991, and attempts to find out why Turkey acted as
she did during this period.

Nonetheless, although various methods of comparative foreign policy analysis
do not appear to fit Turkey, in order to study anything we must be equipped with some
notions of what it is important to look for. Let us therefore now review some of the
relevant literature on foreign policy analysis.

Foreign policy analysis starts from the supposition that, despite the significant
differences, "there are enough similar and, therefore, comparable patterns of
behaviour" between the foreign policies of states "to enable the observer to make
certain generalized statements" 3> The assumption appears as that foreign policies of
various states could be explained by devising appropriate analytical techniques.
However, right from the beginning, foreign policy analysis poses a number of
conceptual and empirical problems which start with defining the basic terms of
"foreign" and "policy". Wallace once separated foreign and domestic policies in terms
of territorial boundaries and defined foreign policy as a "area of politics which bridges
the all-important boundary between the nation-state and its environment” 34 It follows
from the fact that foreign policy, like domestic policy, is formulated within the state,
but, unlike domestic policy, is directed at and must be implemented in the environment
external to that state.>> Another way of identifying an area of governmental activity
which is concerned with "foreign" would be to base our separation on a particular type

of policy which is concerned with the "raison d'etat" of the state. Of course, the
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problem appears with both of these distinctions as the changing patterns of
international relations since Second World War made the rigid diﬂ'erentiatioh between
the state and the international environment difficult to sustain and thus the separation
of "foreign" and "domestic" politics look rather arbitrary.g’6 It is obvious today that an
increasing number of governmental activities are not self-evidently foreign or domestic.
Typically, most of the issues that the governments have to deal with, have foreign and
domestic dimensions and there is often an overlap between the two. Hence, in today's
complex society, foreign policy analysis requires the analyst to be competent not only
in understanding the international environment and interactions between states, but
also the domestic political dimensions of foreign policy-making. This creates what
Wallace calls "boundary" problems, by which he means the study of foreign policy
crosses the boundary between two academic disciplines, international relations and
political science.> It fpllows than if the analyst views foreign policy behaviour from
the perspective of international relations, he will be predisposéd to see elements of the
international environment as the major determinant of foreign policy. A political
science perspective, on the other hand, predisposes the analyst to highlight domestic
determinants like governmental politics, pressure group activity and public opim'on.38

In thié context, although an approach which touches both sides of the "boundary" is

employed here, this study, as will gradually become clearer, is more partial to the

political science perspective.

It has been suggested that analysis cannot begin until certain choices are
made.3? Indeed, the analyst must specifically decide, either explicitly or implicitly,
what foundation to base the analysis upon and at what level to set it up. Basically three
levels of analysis are recognized in foreign policy: the influences on foreign policy: the
making of foreign policy, and the implementation of foreign policy.40 These basic
choices are important because they help the analyst to select signiﬁcé.nt facts and
figures from the trivial attention; but more importantly they determine the nature of the

ensuing analysis and the sort of explanations produced.41
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Traditional foreign policy analysis approaches, despite the differences in stress

on different variables,42

4

generally assume that foreign policy is the product of rational
behaviour?3 and the state, rather than any other international actor, is the foreign
policy-making unit. More importantly, the state, or rather the government acting on
behalf of the state, is treated for analytical purposes as a unitary monolithic actor.
These two assumptions, as Nye suggested, are indicative of a realist analysis which
explains state behaviour in terms of an inter-state struggle for power.44 Since the
Realist approach characterizes the international environment as hostile and dangerous,
it follows that state behaviour is analysed from the perspective of that environment;
forces external rather than internal to the state are regarded as the major determinants
of foreign polic:y.45

While we know today that the state, especially in the Third World, is not
generally an "all-powerful monolith",46 the most important challenge to traditional
assumptions and sort of analysis derived from them has come from the application of a

47 There are three central

decision-making approach to the study of foreign policy.
concepts related to this approach: decision, decison-maker, and the decision-making
process, and the major assumption employed is that foreign poliéy is, in essence, a
series of decisions made by a group of people who can be labelled as decision-makers.
It follows that foreign policy decisions do not simply emerge in response to external
stimuli, rather they are processed through an identifiable machinery within the state.
Adopting this approach inevitably directs foreign policy analysis to the task of
explaining the behaviour of an individual or, more typically, a group of people
operating within a structured environment who decide or choose to pursue one course
of action rather than another. 48 Thus the object of the study is no longer the state,
which is both abstract and ascribed with human qualities by traditional analysts, but the
behaviour of those who make decisions on behalf of the state, and who, by definition,

become "the state". As a result, instead of trying to explain state behaviour in terms of

its international environment, Snyder et.all. suggests that the "key to the explanation of
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why the state behaves the way it does lies in the way its decision-makers define their
situation" 49

Naturally, the emphasis on the domestic or internal sources of foreign policy
represents a significant departure from traditional analysis which, as indicated earlier,
tends to focus on the impact of external factors on policy. There are of course
problems with the assumption that all foreign policy behaviour is a product of specific
identifiable decisions. But the clear implication is that anyone who wants to understand
foreign policy must be as concerned with the making of policy as they are with the
substance of that policy. Obviously if foreign policy-making is part of a broader
domestic political process it will also involve a range of actors, many more than merely
those who hold the official positions. Therefore, our analysis has also to focus on the
governmental machine - the organizations and the political actors involved in the policy
process.so

Clearly, foreign policies are not made in a vacuum. Foreign policy making
bodies of any state receive inputs (demands for action, values, threats, feedback) from
outside world and respond to them. If we wish to make sense of the foreign policy
process we need to look at these inputs and their interrelationship. However, what
makes it difficult to use these factors (inputs and outputs) as a useful tool of analysis is
their elastic character which need to be adjusted and changed to fit a given historical
and concrete situation. Therefore, it is hardly possible to specify a precise number of
factors that affects foreign policy making of all countries in the same way all the time.
Nevertheless, Morgenthau suggested nine factors ("elements of national power"):
Geography, National resources, industrial capacity, military preparedness, population,
national character, national morale, the quality of diplomacy, and the quality of
govemment.5 1

Of course, analysis of a specific policy, or a specific situation may require a
different emphasis on various factors; also new factors may emerge.52 Therefore,

especially when studying the foreign policy formulation of a specific country in a

specific time period, some thought should be diverted beforehand to the question of
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which factors contribute to the foreign policy making of that country. As suggested
earlier, in today's complex society foreign policy formulation is by no means a simple
process. The factors that can determine and condition the plans and choices made by
foreign policy officials are too many and too varied to be enumerated.>> Every aspect
of a society becomes relevant when one starts to explain the orientations and actions of
a state. As improved technology, increasing communications, growing military
capabilities, and expanded trade increase the interdependence of the states of the
world, the variables that can underlie the foreign policy choices of any state become
more and more complex. And the fact that foreign policy formulation is more often a
response to immediate pressures from other states and the flow of events rather than a
result of long-range planning,s4 makes it all the more difficult to get at the root of a
matter.

Nevertheless, experience and tradition over time - in combination with basic
values and norms - create a set of relatively inflexible principle:s.5 5 What affects the
process of formation of these principles varies from state to state. Yet, while looking at
the elements that shape the foreign policy of any country, one can see, with some
degree of over-simplification, the interplay of two kinds of variables.

One kind, which may be called "structural variables", are continuous, and rather
static. The other, which may be termed "conjunctural variables", are dynamic and
subject to change under the influence of domestic and foreign developments.5 6

The structural factors are not directly related to the international political
medium and the daily happenings of foreign politics. They can exert a long term
influence over the determination of foreign policy goals. Geographical position,
historical experiences, cultural background together with national stereotypes and
images of other nations, and long term economic necessities would fall into the
category of "structural variables". "Conjunctural variables", on the other hand, are
made up of a web of interrelated developments in domestic politics and international
relations. Although not displaying any long term continuity like the structural static

factors, these conjunctural dynamic factors do exert temporary influence on a country's
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foreign policy and especially on its daily implementation. Conjunctural changes in the
international system, such as the end of the cold war, shifts in the world's present
balance of power, domestic political changes, daily scarcities of economic factors, and
the personalities of specific decision-makers, would fall into this category.

With these general observations in mind we may suggest a working proposition
of the following factors as contributing to Turkish foreign policy formulation during
the period under consideration (1980-1991): (1) the nature of the domestic political
regime, including balance of power within, and composition of, the policy-making
system; (2) Socio-Economic dynamics; (3) military attitudes and the national security;

and (4) External environmental circumstances.

The Nature of the Political Regime

In any political system domestic issues have an important bearing on the formulation
and substance of foreign policy, though the extent and nature of this influence varies
with a nation's political system.5 7 There are differences between parliamentary
democracies; guided democracies - of which Turkey was an example during the second
half of 1980s; authoritarian governments - as the military regime of 1980-1983 could
be categorized; and totalitarian regimes. In democracies, the government has to
contend with political parties, the interests these parties represent, the desire to further
improve standard of living, traditions, ethics, religion, and a multitude of pressure
groups. Most important of all is the role of the electorate which in the last analysis
determines what kind of government is to reflect the objectives of the winning party.
This is a truly enormous accumulation of factors, all of which influence the
international position of a nation. Moreover, in democracies, the very nature ;)f
democratic multiplicity of interests rarely, if ever, permits unanimous approval of a
policy. Thus to maintain political equilibrium, democratic governments must rule by
compromise. They have to trade one principle against other. Consequently, democratic
administrations may make internal concessions to gain endorsement for foreign policies

or, vice-versa, sacrifice foreign policies in order to carry out domestic measures.
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The political system of a country is also significant in terms of the decision-
making process and responsibilities, and it determines powers and focus and the
mechanisms of decisions in foreign policy.58 The mechanisms of decision making in a
democracy are different from those in a dictatorship. Those differences are of major
significance. The democracies have their constitutional provisions for the organization
of international affairs. Though there may be some manoeuvrability within the
framework of this law, fundamentally whoever is in power must conform to the
constitution. These provisions sometimes render policy formulation and
implementation awkward except in emergency when the nation closes ranks behind its
leaders.>® Nonetheless, parliamentary supervision remains: active, and- not even in
wartime can the leader of a parliamentary democracy assume that he is above
accounting to the legislative body which holds the power to question. Yet, the
parliaments are rarely agree on vital issues, thus it may take too long to get a
concession on any given subject that the policy-makers might be tempted to by-pass
the parliament.60

Dictatorships, on the other hand, permit decision-making without the
supervision of parliamentary bodies. The fact that in a dictatorship a foreign policy
decision is made secretly, without controls and.rest'rained, contributes to the speed of
decisions and swift action. In a democracy, on the other hand, foreign policy decisions
are made as a part of public, parliamentary debate; their enforcement is slower and
subject to moral restraints. Moreover, any certain course of action can easily be
reversed in dictatorships, in contrast to the latter which "must be more concerned
about the domestic costs of aitered policies than the former" 61 .

This brings us to the much debated question of the role of public opinion in
international affairs and foreign policy. The general assumption is that, in democracies,
public opinion exerts considerable influence on policy-makers. But hqw articulate is it?
Can it be accurately measured? Moreover, it was said that public opinion offers

abundant criticism but rarely, if ever, has constructive advice 62
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On the other hand, the masses may be swayed by irrational ideologies and
charismatic leaders. Therefore, not institutions alone, but institutional behaviour is also
relevant as the democratic and non-democratic way of life is mirrored in institutional
behaviour, behaviour within the institutional framework, attitudes towards institutions,
and techniques of adjustments. Even between democratic countries there are significant
differences in that respect.

The institutional structure in a country, at a minimum, "determines the amount
of the total social effort which can be devoted to foreign policy".63 Aside from the
allocation of resources, the domestic structure crucially affects the way the actions of
other states are interpreted. Without denying the importance of other factors, the
actual choice of policies within states are determined to a considerable degree by the
interpretation of the environment by their leaders and their conception of alternatives.
Their understanding of the nature of their choice in turn depends on many factors,
including their experience during the rise to eminence, the structure in which they must
operate, and the values of their society.64 In this context, the personality of leaders,
who control the focus of power, may have important influences on foreign policy. This
is especially important in totalitarian countries, where power of dictators is not
restrained by democratic bodies, and where they exercise decisive influence over the
conduct of foreign policy.65

Moreover, in the contemporary period, the very nature of the governmental
structure introduces an element of rigidity which operates more or less independently
of the convictions of statesmen or the ideology which they represent. Daily issues are
usually too complex and relevant facts too manifold to be dealt with on the basis of
personal intuition. Therefore, vast bureaucratic mechanisms emerges within the states
to aid the leaders to chose between options. In today's society, there are few
government offices which do not contribute to foreign policy-making in one form of
another. While doing this, however, in time, they, too, develop a momentum and a
vested interest of their own, and certain governmental influences may be brought to

bear upon the administrators of foreign affairs. When this happens, of course,
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bureaucracy becomes an obstacle to policy-makers and thus they may try to overcome
66

it.

Another efect of institutional structures could be seen in the concentration of
authority: in the difference between centralized and decentralized government
structures. "The greater the concentration of authority in a single individual or small
group, the greater the likelihood that subordinate policy-makers will withhold criticism
and seek to provide the information and recommendation that they perceive their

superiors to want" 67

Socio-Economic Dynamics
The socio-economic conditions of a country, which are closely connected with its
political evolvement, form an important factor of foreign policy. The standard of living,
the distribution of income, and the social structure related to the facts of production
and consumption are elements of social strength or weakness, while political
institutions, civil rights, political stability are measure of political vigour, and both are
closely interwoven.

The degree to which the economy of a state has developed may have important
consequences for its foreign policy as different states at different levels of
developments have different needs and therefore different links to their
environments.®® In addition, the level of economic development greatly contributes to
the internal demands from governments to.formulate external policies that reflect and
serve the diversity of interests that it produces.69

Moreover, the level of economic development may also be effective in
determining a nation's capability to implement foreign policy plans.70 "The more a
country is develop, the larger is the proportion of its GDP that is likely to be devoted
to external purposes, whether these be military ventures, economic aid programs, or
extensive diplomatic commitments". 7

The cultural and socio-psychological factors, which also belong to this factor,

are possibly the most difficult to analyze in precise terms However evasive this factor
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is, it still exists and perhaps even more enduring than these associated with economic
development.. No statesmen make decisions in foreign politics without evaluating a
pattern of political behaviour of a nation which is either his partner or his adversary.72
Foreign policy, whether for cooperation or conflict, sooner or later becomes a social
process. Patterns of political behaviour, or of general cultural patterns are thus
paramount, and statesmen usually base their decisions on their own and historical
experiences. Moreover, values and memories may be shared widely within the country,
thus producing a bounding effect between people, or they can be divisive forces among
different parts of the society. Obviously, the societal unity may have important effects
on the formulation of the country's foreign policy and the conduct of its external
affairs.’3

Foreign policy formation, and its effectiveness once formulated, clearly
depends on many factors, but the extent of the support which officials would get from
people is quite certainly one of them. Furthermgre, the importance of social and
cultural unity as foreign policy in put could be observed from the many nation-states
which are affected by internal dissension among different groups. Though the
implications of this fragmentation for the conduct of foreign poiicy are not easily
discernible, its importance for Turkey, which was almost thorn apart by ideological
strife during the 1970s and came to be affected by an ethnic separatism during the
1980s, is quite clear.

Moreover, a nation's history produbes stereotypes of behaviour and attitudes
which are the consequences of the cultural and social environment and the political
atmosphere that has historically prevailed.74 They are also the result of the physical
and political geography of the country and its role in the concert of neighbouring
countries, thus they may bring forth not only national customs but also fairly consistent
attitudes toward neighbouring countries in particular and the outside world in general.
Consequently, historic prejudices may shape a people's national character and also

colours the views of the men in responsible policy-making positions.
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As mentioned above, the characteristics and personality of decision-makers
may have affects on their decisions, and therefore on a country's foreign policy. The
office gives the decision-maker certain responsibility for making objective decisions
when confronted with objective situations, but whether he actually makes those
decisions may depend on his "decisiveness". Equally, the office gives him certain
powers, but whether he enlarges the power of the office may depend on his
"assertiveness". /> The objective situation would obviously influence the decisions of
any man, but his personal views of national interest and his own personal interests and
his personal style would also shape the decision. Therefore, it should be remembered
that personality of official decision-makers is an important determinant of their
decision and, hence, of the nation's foreign policy, and "the higher in the hierarchy of
the foreign policy organization an individuals role is, the more likely are his personal
characteristics to affect foreign policy decisions". 76

It was argued that man's motivation is deeply rooted in his values, which are
"both goals of his actions and yardsticks to measure his behaviour".”’ Apart from
personal expediences, ideological inclinations and societal pressures, man's values are
formed, in part, by his religious beliefs. Therefore, it is also relevant to our assessment
that the role of religion, in this case Islam, in foreign policy-making should be
considered, especially since Islam, unlike Christianity, does not prescribe the separation
of religion from politics.78 Indeed, devout Muslims argue that Islam is a complete
social, political, leal and cultural system, and has its law: the Sharia. Consequently, it is
the only legitimate rule and there can be no separation between politics and religion.
The importance of Islam's influence on foreign policy of Islamic countries, therefore,
should to be considered. As an influence, "it can act...as an integrative force, creating
consensus on foreign policy objectives...(providing) l'esprit de corps...to a population,
and...mobilizing external sources in support of state....In other cases, Islam can be
constraint on policy".79 According to Dawisha, an important problem which foreign
policy analysts face all too frequently when trying to uncover the effect of Islam on

specific foreign policy actions, is the question of whether "a particular policy
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pronouncement or decision motivated by Islam, or was it motivated by some other
value or consideration... whereby Islam would be used to simply to bestow credibility
and legitimacy on the policy".80 This problem, as will be discussed in chapter six, also
relates to the Turkish case, where even an attempt to put Islam's role in determining
general Turkish foreign policy has so far been missing. The only foreign policy related
question most often asked in very few studies, seeking to explain the apparent revival
of Islam in modern - supposedly secular - Turkey, has been whether the "Islamic
revival poses a political threat to the survival of modern Turkish state...and the rarely
articulated role of (Western fear of Islam) in determining Turkey's relation to
Europe".81 Thus, Chapter Six of this study will attempt to fill the apparent gap in
looking beyond the visible manifestations of "Islamic revival”, such as turban issue,

events which attracted foreign media attention.

External Environment

Unlike in domestic politics, where the political leadership exercise relative control over
their environment, in foreign policy political decisions are aimed at an environment
over which political leaders have very little, if any, control. On the other hand,
although, in practice, the conduct of states in the international arena seems to be
constrained only "by the decisions of the states themselves, not by an authority external
to them",82 thus the basic feature of international society appears to be its "anarchical
nature",83 foreign policies, as stated earlier, are not made in a vacuum but in relation
to other bodies similarly acting in the global arena, which creates certain sets of
restraints, "be it conventional, customary, ethical, legal or institutional” 3% In this
context, as foreign policy consist of "decisions and actions which involve to some
appreciable extent relations between one state and others", 83 it can be defined as "the
actions of a state toward the external environment and the conditions under which
these actions formulated".8® Therefore, while formulating foreign policies, policy-
makers have to take their international environment into account, since the success in

achieving their goals may be affected by other states' responses and the level of their
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accurate reckoning of others' policies. Moreover, the structure of the international
political system and the geo-political position of the state vis-a-vis the international
system are also important determinants of a country's foreign policy and its success. 3’

Of course, the more an association is valued, the more it imposes constraints on
its members, and the degree of influence members of an association can exert over
each other depends upon the relative priorities they attach to maintenance of the
association and of membership in it. 88 This effect will be observed in the text on
Turkey's relation with the Council of Europe and The European Community during the
period under consideration.

Obviously, a major part of the external environment of decision-makers is
formed by the actions of the other governments in the international arena. Since all the
governments act in order to further their own interests, a competition and/or conflict
between states is the natural outcome. However, the nature of the relationship, that is
dependent, inter-dependent, oppositional, etc., will also be affected in the first place
"by the extent to which the two governments fell they need to the support of the other
in question".89

In this context, an important part of the effects fromi the international
environment is brought upon states by their linkage and influence relationships with
other states and state groupings.90 The essential variables which affect the exercise of
influence have been identified as: (1) "the amount of influence a state wields over
others can be related to the capabilities mobilized in support of specific foreign policy
objectives";91 (2) the "extend to which there are needs between the two countries"; 2
(3) "the ephemeral quality of responsiveness“;93 (4) the maximum utility of the
resources available;94 and (5)the probability of reactions.””

However, this approach should be treated carefully when studying Turkey
during the 1980s, since after the experience of Cyprus intervention of 1974 and
attempts by the US to use its influence patterns extensively on Turkey to obtain a

certain set of outcomes which were not favoured by Turkey, she became much more

restive in her relations with other states and much more sensitive towards any influence
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attempt or intervention. Moreover, the apparent failure of US influence attempts
during the second half of the 1970s made her an unlikely target for new attempts
during the 1980s, though there were limited European attempts to affect the outcome
of Turkey's democratization process, they are treated in this study as a result of

Turkey's conscious linkages with Europe rather than influence relationship.

Military Attitudes and The National Security
In the modern world, the political leadership in most societies acts in order to maintain

the security of their national state: 20

so much so that foreign and security policies have
merged to the point where statesmen and military strategists must collaborate
closely.97 Therefore, it goes without saying that military leaders are needed for expert
advice, and it is possible that their considered opinion can strongly influence policy
decisions. However, it is the responsibility of the decision-makers to determine, if he
can, "how much influence the military may be permitted to exert on foreign policy
decisions and whether military personnel should be permitted to state conflicting views
in public".?8

Whether the influence of military leaders can be kept within bounds by a
civilian government will always be crucial to a nation's position in international affairs
and to its own internal politics. Since Turkey was under outright military dictatorship
between 1980-1983 and even after 1983 the military was effective in determining
policies in the country, the civil-military relationship and the foreign policy-making of
the military regimes are important aspects of this study.

Though there is a lack of scholarly study dealing with the foreign policy
formulation of the military regime because foreign policy analysts have not regard
military regimes as another variable in foreign policy studies, Parakala, in a recent
work, attempted to provide a comparative framework for analysing the foreign policies
of the military regimes, which he concluded there does not exist what can be termed as
a typically military regime's' response to any particular foreign policy issue.? Yet,

there appear to be some similarities between military regimes regarding their attitudes
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to national security and foreign policy issues. Hence Parakala's two hypotheses also
seem relevant to the Turkish case.

His first hypothesis, moving from the observation that the orientations and
attitudes of the military personnel towards the political activity are clearly different
from those of the civilian politicians, assumes that armed forces personnel, whose main
preoccupation is to defend the country, "perceive national interest and the means to
effectively serve it differently”, and as such "it is reasonable...to expect that once they
come to power...the country's foreign policy undergoes a change". 100

The second hypothesis is based on the observation that following the military
coups, civilians' influences on key policy-making units are replaced by the military, and
that the military regime usually restrict, if not totally prevent, "the participation of
hitherto influential groups in the decision-making process". Consequently, it is argued
that this change in the decision-making process, also affects the regime's structure, and
as the "regime structure is one of the important determinants of the country's foreign
policy", it is "reasonable to expect that the transformation of a civilian regime into a

military one affects a country's foreign policy" 101

Sure enough, "change" was one of the consistencies of Turkish daily life during
the 1980s. Starting with the military coup d'etat of September 12, 1980, Turkey had
experienced fundamental changes in every field. Her political structure, her economic
system, social strata, cultural patterns, religious expressions, and of course her foreign
policy, all had their share from fast evolving developments. Turkey at the end of the
decade is a largely transformed country and the impetus for change is still visible. The
transformation of various aspects of Turkish foreign policy may not be discernible all
the time for outsiders and the changes may not always be as momentous as we have
witness during the last part of the 1980s and early 1990s across Europe and the former
Soviet Union, but it has nevertheless been there.

According to Dina A. Zinnes change, another word for "transformation",

implies that "something is happening through time" and that "what was true at one
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point is different at a subsequent time point".102 In this sense, "change" has become
one of the watchwords of Turkish foreign policy, certainly after 1983 when civilian
government took over power.

A change in any policy is usually based on a change in ideas, on rethinking or
reappraisal, and a variety of factors may have impact on specific foreign policy
reappraisals or changes.103 When and what factors determine whether and to what
extend pressure for change in policy will in fact produce a change in hitherto rigid

104 If we relate this

policy patterns is an important issue in foreign policy theory.
problem, together with the above definition, to our study it is fairly obvious that a
study of change in Turkish foreign policy means an analysis of how and why
differences occurred through time, that is during the period under consideration.

In theory, a reappraisal of ideas may occur because of:

-changes in the composition of the policy-making system; that is shifts in
domestic politics may place new people in positions of power and these new policy-
makers may have "normative, descriptive or theoretical ideas that differ from those of
their predecessors", thus leadership change may also imply a policy change. 105 1 this
context, Mr. Ozal's "different" ideas and "vision" about various aspects of
governmental policies, including foreign policy, made the country susceptible to
change once he had taken over political power.

-changes in the balance of power within the policy-making system; that is if the
policy-making system contains advocates of competing policies, the balance of power
between the camps may determine which policy will be pursued.mé The struggle
within the executive over Turkey's policy during the Gulf Crisis is a good example of
this and thus will be studied in detail.

~finally, changes in environmental circumstances may bring about foreign policy
reappraisals. It should not be forgotten that the international system and the
relatio-nship between the state and conditions existent within that system determines

how the state will behave. 107 Also it has been emphasized that nations under pressure

adapt to changing conditions in their environment. 1% Thus, systemic changes, for
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example, may generate an important impetus for change by altering the conditions for
foreign policy.109 In this context, the end of the Cold War and the subsequent
transformation of world politics were the most important systemic changes that had
taken place since the emergence of the bipolar system after the Second World War,
thus as such it provided tremendous momentum for national policy changes as well.
System transformations may also involve the extension of new - or abandonment of
previous - commitments and therefore signify a change in the goals and/or objectives
of participating actors. 110 Turkey's new commitments during the 1980s towards the
Black Sea Economic Cooperation Region and transformation of the Regional
Cooperation for Development to the Economic Cooperation Organization and her
relations with the European Community, may constitute ample examples to this.

Moreover, as stated earlier, nations also take into account the way in which the
international environment responds to their policies. Accordingly, the "spill-back
process" or the negative feedback from the international environment may create
pressures for change. 11 A5 a result, the answers to the questions of whether Western
pressure had an impact on Turkey's democratization-human rights policies, and of
whether the negative feedback Turkey received from Européan countries and
organizations after the 1980 coup d'etat forced her to look for new areas of linkage,
will be particularly interesting.

While the first two categories of above-mentioned possible determinants of
change are related to the internal domain of the country in question, the latter is to the
international. Since the governments make foreign policy in the context of domestic as
well as international pressures, studying change in foreign policy should involve an
understanding of both the domestic and external environments and the interaction
between the two.! 12 Therefore, we must also look at the institutional structure by
which governments make and implement their foreign policies, and arguably at the
whole domestic process as it also affects their policy—making.113 In this context, the
type of political or economic regime in a state can be crucial in determining foreign

policy actions. 114 Moreover we also have to look at the linkages between the two as
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the national and international systems function in such a way as to continually reinforce

115

each other,” *° and no matter what the state of international politics, the impact of an

action "on a polity will vary according to particular nations, structures and groups to
which the polity is linked and the nature of that link. Nations do not react to the
international system as a whole, but to the way it is reflected in particular actors with
whom they have most contact". 110 Tn connection with this, Turkey's vocational
linkages with the West in general and Europe in particular will be emphasized in this
study, with particular references to the effects of European criticism on Turkish
decision-makers and their responses to them. However, while doing this, it should not
be forgotten that the linkage patterns, like foreign policy patterns, can be highly
dynamic and susceptible to change. 117

Hence in the context of changes and linkages, this study will examine the
various factors which brought about changes in Turkish foreign policy, and which may
be broadly categorised as domestic, regional and international ones. These factors
include disillusionment with Turkey's Western allies after 1974 and a desire for new
political friends; a desire for new economic opportunities because of inadequate
economic benefits from the West; the new attitudes from domestic factors shaping
foreign policy, particularly the recent visibility of Islam in popular attitudes and
governmental circles; the end of the Cold War and changes happening through Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union; and Mr. Ozal's own peculiar understanding of
foreign policy and what should be given priority in the Turkish foreign policy agenda,
will be discussed through the text in detail.

Needless to say, one of this study's principal contentions is that the type of
political and economic regime in a state can be crucial in determining its foreign policy.
Further it is acknowledged that these two - domestic environment and foreign policy of
a country - are intimately related and that each serves better to explain and shed light
upon the other. Thus it will also be shown that the peculiarities of the Turkish
governing system, her chosen economic strategy, and the "Turkish style of democracy”

have all had important effects on determining her foreign policy. Moreover, it will be
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illustrated that this was not only because any country's foreign policy is a by-product or
reflection of its domestic political system, but also because it is affected by other states'
responses to a particular country's perceived political system, which also crucially

affects the way the actions of other states are interpreted.

Organization of the Study

This study 1s in three parts. Part one examines the traditional inputs of Turkish foreign
policy and changes in their relative importance through the years up to 1980. It also
explores the relevant literature through these years.

In this context, Chapter Two deals with the effects of Turkey's highly strategic
geographical setting, its imperial background, and the views and foreign policy
implementations of Ataturk, founder of the Republic and the one who set forward an
ideological quideline for Turkish foreign policy. The aim of this chapter is to clarify the
traditional-ideological foundations of Turkish foreign policy and, as part of it, the
concept of Kemalism which affected Turkish foreign policy through the years.

The third chapter will deal with the internal and external factors which forced
Turkey to reevaluate its foreign policy during the period up to 1980. Such factors as
the changing pattern of the international environment from the cold war to detente; the
Cyprus crisis; changes in Turkey's domestic political scene and problems relating to
them; the relations between Turkey's economic problems and its dependence on
Middle Eastern petrol and Western economic aid, and their complications on foreign
policy during the 70s, will be dealt with. Finally, the concluding remarks of this chapter
will set Turkey's domestic and international scene as it was on the 12 September 1980..

Although the main part of this study is concerned only with developments since
1979, when the latest international and domestic challenges for Turkish foreign policy
had come about and when most of the basic changes manifested themselves, the
inclusion of these two chapters was deemed necessary in the hope that an explanation
of earlier periods from the perspective of foreign policy fundamentals and changes

would deepen the understanding of contemporary Turkish foreign policy and show its
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historical linkages. Besides, the claim of this study is to be of help with the general
understanding of Turkish foreign policy.

Part Two is the crux of the study. It will deal with impetuses for change in
Turkish foreign policy, during the period under consideration, with an added emphasis
on Turkey's domestic environment as it relates to foreign policy. The highlights of this
part will be Mr. Ozal's particular understanding of Turkey's place in the world and the
foreign policy which Turkey should follow to reach this "respectable" place; the
increasing Islamism in Turkey as it relates to foreign policy, alternatives of
economically dependent Turkey in the foreign policy arena; restructuring of Turkish
democracy and its effects on country's foreign policy; and the traditional importance
and influence of the Turkish military on foreign policy, and society in general.

Some interest will also be directed towards the decision- making process of
foreign policy. In this context, differences not only between reality and legality, but
also within the executive will be shown. Furthermore, an evaluation of the influence of
Turkey's external relations on the practice on her foreign policy during the period
under consideration (1980-1991) will be incorporated into various chapters in this
section. This will include analyses of the economic and politicaI. relations between
Turkey and the Middle Eastern countries in general, including Turkey's neutrality in the
Iran-Iraq war, and her participation in the Islamic conference; relations between
Turkey and the former Communist bloc in general and the Soviet Union in particular,
with an emphasis on more recent develof)ments; and relations between Turkey, the
United States, the European Community, and the Council of Europe.

Accordingly, the object of Chapter Four is to explain the impact of the
September 12, 1980 coup d'etat on both Turkey's domestic evolution and on her
foreign policy orientations. In this context not only the priorities of the military regime
but also the responses of the external environment to these priorities, and their
combined effect on Turkish foreign policy will be of interest to us.

Chapter Five will follow the trail of the previous chapter in that it examines the

democratic development of Turkey, the reactions it generated outside the country, and
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the combined effect of country's democratic maturity over her foreign policy. This will
include not only the particulars of Turkish democracy and decision-making process,
but also the responses from abroad, especially from Europe, to them and the linkages
between the two.

Similarly, Chapters Six and Seven will deal respectively with the effects of the
resurgence of Islam in Turkey, and her chosen economic development strategy over
her foreign policy. In this context, the momentum given by the world-wide Islamic
revivalism to Turkish Islamists and their effects, if any, over Turkish foreign policy will
be discussed in Chapter Six. On the other hand, discussion of Turkey's economic
relations with the EC, the Middle Eastern and the Black Sea countries will be of
interest to Chapter Seven. Further connections between Turkey's economic system and
her foreign policy, and the effects of the internationalization of Turkish economy will
also be shown in this chapter.

Part Three of this study will analyze Turkish foreign policy in practice, and
evaluate the influence of various, domestic and external, factors. The chosen case-
study, that is Turkey's response to the Gulf Crisis of 1990-1991, also aims to show the
extent of Mr. Ozal's domination over, and personal touch on, Turkish foreign policy
decision-making.

The last part of this thesis offers, first, a number of conclusions, which will
present a multi-faced picture of Turkey's contemporary foreign policy, its changing
ideological stance; and, secondly, speculati'ons on how the economic and commercial
rapprochement between Turkey and the Muslim world might affect Turkey's future
attitudes toward NATO and Middle Eastern matters as well as its domestic political
stability. Further speculations will be made as to how the break up of the former Soviet
Union and the creation of the independent Turkic states might change Turkey's foreign
and domestic policy priorities, and on whether the continuation of being kept out of
Europe will affect Turkey's orientations. Hence, in short, the conclusion will assess the
decade of 1980s under the light of the preceding analyses, leading up to investigating

future prospects.
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It should be mentioned, however, that no attempt will be made in this study to
detail and document the international developments of foreign governments' action
and/or reaction towards Turkey, except in so far as they help to explain shifts and
trends in Turkish foreign policy. The emphasis, then, will be on Turkey's action
patterns and the reasons behind them.

Finally, a few words about the way in which this research was carried out is
needed before proceeding to main body of the text. While the secondary sources, both
in English and in Turkish, provided useful information particularly about aspects of the
operationa! environment of Turkey's foreign polcy, the ma’n research effort of this
study was directed to various official statements, speeches, interviews and memoirs of
the major actors in Turkish politics during the period under consideration.

In this context, the collections of the Directorate General of Press and
Information, Prime Ministry, which, among others, included all the speeches,
statements, messages and interviews of the presidents, premiers and foreign ministers
of the period, were extremely useful. In addition, their archives also included a review
of foreign press for the news related to or about Turkey. Moreover, reference series of
the same Directorate General and the Foreign Ministry Information Bureau were useful
in presenting official views. Insight for the official attitudes towards various issues was
also readily available from the English edition of the weekly digest Newspot and from
press releases of Turkish foreign ministry. Further, my access to the Library of Turkish
Grand National Assembly enabled me to look at the minutes of the national parliament
which provided invaluable understanding of opposition parties' as well as government's
attitudes towards the country's foreign connections. Although the minutes of the
discussions within the National Security Council for the period of 1980-83 were not
open to the public at the time of my research in Turkey during spring 1993, this was
compensated partly by the detailed memoirs of General Kenan Evren, leader of the
Junta that took power on September 12, 1980 and later president of the country
between 1982-1989. Further gaps were filled by an interview with General Evren,

conducted on March 2, 1993, in Marmaris, Turkey.
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Another valuable source of information about Turkish views on specific
subjects has been the Turkish press which, though restricted under the military regime,
has acquired relative freedom and a lively form since 1983. Despite its disadvantages
and highly emotional attitude in times of crisis, the press coverages and especially
comments were nevertheless useful in providing information about the thinking of
particular political movements with which they were associated. Moreover, the press
was also worth looking at from the point of view that it reflected, and to a certain
extent shaped, public opinion. In addition to various Turkish dailies, some English
language newspapers and news digests were also consulted for accuracy of information
and western opinion on issues under consideration.

Although, because of the contemporary nature of the work, the official
documents were only partially available, I believe this disadvantage was minimalized by
the fact that this research is mainly interested in general directions and fundamentals of

Turkish foreign policy rather than the daily dealings of the foreign ministry.
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PART ONE

HISTORICAL FRAMEWORK: THE OPERATIONAL SYSTEM
OF TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY

CHAPTER TWO

TRADITIONAL INPUTS OF TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY

1. Introduction

It was suggested earlier that every ~ounty's foreign policy reflects its special
circumstances, though similarities between factors contributing to the foreign policies
of different states could be found. Moreover, it was proposed that those variables, the
interplay of which may shape any country's foreign policy, could loosely be categorized
as "structural and "conjunctural”. Since, in this context, in order realistically to portray
any country's foreign policy, one has to appraise carefully, first of all, the elements and
principles which shape it, let us now first look at the structural determinants of Turkish
foreign policy.1 In order to see '"changes" after all, one needs first to see the
foundations from which changes occurred.

During the early years of the Ottoman Emopire, its foreign policy was motivated
by its military-offensive character. Subsequently, when the Empire first stagnated and
then started to crumble, the main foreign policy objective was the preservation of the
status quo by military and diplomatic means, of which the latter had had very little
significance until that time. 2

When, finally, the Turkish nation-state came out of the ashes of the Empire, she
was surrounded with a new international environment which was no longer identical fo
that which existed prior to World War 1. First of all the breakup of the Ottoman, the
Russian and the Austria-Hungarian Empires - empires that had played significant if not
crucial roles in the international political and economic system - signaled change for
the international system. The disintegration of these three empires increased the
number of actors in the international system. Most of the new actors were politically

unstable and economically weak compared to the victorious powers of World War 1.
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The political indicators of this period in which the new Turkish state found itself were
colonialism, industrial - capitalist growth and its counterpart, communism.

Furthermore, throughout the war the international system ceased to be a
“European System" and became a global one in which Europe was no longer
predominant. The whole world had become what only Europe had been before: an
indivisible field of international action. Moreover, the new Turkey was no longer an
empire, but a nation state. She had no desire for territorial conquest and had no power
to do so even if she had desired it. She needed a new, realistically sound foreign policy
which could respond to the challenges of the new international system without
endangering the existence of the state. Ataturk's new directions for Turkish foreign
policy were enormously important for this point and, therefore, will be discussed at
some length. His foreign policy objectives reflected a departure from the militant
expansionist ideology of the Ottoman Empire. He was genuinely concerned with
independence and sovereignty. With his motto of "peace at home, peace in the world",
he was essentially a realist in his foreign policy. He sought a deliberate break with the
Ottoman past in virtually every aspect of life.

Nonetheless, the new Turkey could not totally disassociate herself from her
Ottoman heritage. Today, the Turkish nation carries the deep impressions of the
historical experiences of being reduced from a vast empire to extinction, and then
having to struggle back to save the national homeland and its independence. The
struggle for survival and the play of realpolitik in the international arena, together with
an imperial past and a huge cultural heritage left strong imprints on the national
philosophy of Turkey and the character of her people. .

Furthermore, historical experiences cannot be separated from the present day
life of a nation. Like individuals, nations react to both internal and external forces
within the international political arena, based on their historical impressions, prejudices
and national image of themselves and other nations. Good or bad, right or wrong,
historical experiences colour a nation's reaction to events and forces in the political

system. As Legg & Morrison state, past relations between nations (the centuries of

45



enmity between Ottomans and Russians, for example) do have relevance for
contemporary international politics. They limit the foreign policy options of the
political leadership and are filters for viewing international reality.3 Therefore, the
historical foundations of Turkish foreign policy will also be discussed.

Some other important foreign policy inputs of Turkey grew out of the country's

geopolitical reality. As Rosenau puts it:4

The configuration of the land, its fertility and climate, and its location relative
to other land masses and to waterways...all contribute both to the psychological
environment through which officials and publics define their links to the
external world and the operational environment out of which their dependence
on other countries fashioned.

The Turkish Republic, which has inherited, from the Ottoman Empire, the
historic role of serving as both a land bridge and a fortress connecting Europe, Asia
and the Middle East, constitutes a very good example of how and to what degree
geography determines a country's foreign policy. The foreign relations of Turkey, and
the Ottoman Empire before her, have been in large part, governed since the eighteenth
century by the attempts of the Russians to gain control of the straits, and the efforts of
Britain and France (and lately the United States) to stop them.

Turkey has undergone profound changes since the 1920s. But one thing, that is
her location and its strategic value, has not changed. Even if her relative importance to
other states has changed, what the Turkish decision-makers perceive about their
geographical importance and threats reasoned from this particular location have not yet
radically changed. And as far as the foreign policy making of a country is concerned,
the perception of decision-makers about themselves, their country and other countries,
is the most important factor to take into account.” .

Therefore, in this chapter, I shall deal with three main traditional inputs of
Turkish foreign policy; namely the Ottoman experience and its long lasting legacy; the

geopolitical realities of Turkey; and the ideological foundations defined under the

leadership of Ataturk.
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2. The Legacy of Empire

Turkish imperial history ended with the collapse of the Ottoman Empire at the end of
World War 1. The Treaty of Lausanne, signed after three years of nationalist struggle
on July 24, 1923, replaced the dictated Peace Treaty of Sevres and established the new
Turkish nation-state with complete sovereignty in almost all the territory included in
the present day Turkish Republic.6Although it contained restrictions on the Straits, the
Treaty of Lausanne was essentially international recognition of the demands expressed
in the Turkish National Pact.’

The Sevres Treaty in contrast was detrimental to Turkish independence and
destructive of its homeland.® It stipulated that Greece was to receive the remaining
portion of the Empire's European territory as well as Izmir (Smyrna) and its hinterland
in western Anatolia. In addition to the abandonment by the Turks of all Arab lands, a
sovereign Armenian state and an autonomous Kurdistan were to be formed in eastern
Anatolia. Furthermore, France, Italy and Britain were allowed to carve out "spheres of
influence" from the remaining Anatolian heartland. Capitulations, abolished during the
war, were to be restored, and the Straits were to be governed by an international
regime. Thus the Turks were only allowed to keep a small part of desolate central
Anatolia under various restrictions. However, the Treaty of Serves remained still-born
as the Nationalists, organized around M. Kemal in Anatolia, refused to accept it and
successfully fought to overturn its terms.”

Nonetheless, the fact that the sovereign rights and independence of the Turkish
people had been disregarded by the Entente powers, and that the Turks were forced to
fight to regain their independence and the territory they considered as their "homeland"
after rapidly losing an empire, was to have an important effect upon both subsequent
Turkish attitudes vis-a-vis foreign powers and on their nation-building efforts.
Moreover, it should be mentioned that, though displaced by a later treaty, the Treaty
of Sévres, together with the arguments and counter-arguments about the killings of

Armenians during the first World War by the Ottomans, formed a basis for subsequent
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Armenian claims on Turkish territory. Furthermore, perhaps more relevant to the
discussion of Turkish foreign policy during the 1980s, the Treaty of Sévres had given
form and inspiration to Kurdish nationalism and today Kurdish nationalists still refer to
it as an international recognition of their aspirations for independent Kurdish
homeland. 10 However, it should not be forgotten that at the time most of the Kurdish
tribes sided with the Turks against the "invading powers" as both nations' primary
identification was based on religion rather than along ethnic or racial lines. It was only
after the full-fledged development of Turkish national consciousness and the
dissolution of the religious characteristics of the new state from 1924 onwards that the
Kurdish and Turkish interests seemed to diverge and various Kurdish uprisings,
motivated by a mixture of nationalist and religious feelings, took place against the

Turkish state during the 1920s and 1930s.11
2.1. Constructive Legacies

The Turkish Republic was born out of the Ottoman Empire, but bore little resemblance
to its forerunner. The new Turkey was not an empire, but a relatively small nation-
state; not autocracy or theocracy, but a parliamentary democracy; not a state founded
on expansionist principles, but a nation dedicated to peaceful coexistence; not a
multinational, multi-racial, and multi-religious state, but an almost homogeneous
society.12 Her aims were not to create and expand an empire, but to build and
perpetuate a strong, stable nation within the boundaries of her homeland. Those were
not ephemeral happenings (at that critical time of history) but the facts created by the
deliberate choices of the leaders of the new Republic. .
Though at one time the Turks formed an important part of the ruling classes,
they were actually one of the smaller nations within the multi-ethnic empire. Moreover,
the Ottoman sultans did not consider themselves as Turks as such, but as Ottomans.
Therefore when the Turks fought for their independence after the First World War,

they did not fight only against the Entente' invaders, but also against the Ottoman
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Sultan and the forces of the old system: a point that is usually overlooked.13 Hence, it
is not surprising to see that the leaders of the new Turkish state sought to break with
the Ottoman past which they identified with ignorance, corruption, backwardness and
dogmas. To establish a truly new state, they had to clear away the ruins of the Empire,
disown its legacy and discover new virtues based on the Turkish nation. The new
Turkey had to have no relationship with the old. 14 Yet, this does not necessarily mean
that the Turkish Republic did not inherit some of the fundamental features of the
Ottoman Empire. A closer look at these features would help one to understand the
background of Turkish Foreign Policy.

The new Turkey was established not only in the very heart of the old Empire's
geo-political setting, that of Asia Minor and Thrace, therefore acquiring its
complications, but it also retained many of its ruling elites. Since the bureaucratic elite
of the Empire in its last days was dominated by Turks, the new Turkish state had found
an experienced bureaucracy, an important value of which other post-empire states ran
into scarcity. Fortunately 19th century experiments with Western education had
produced an educated official class. Later this elite group of administrators, under
Ataturk's guidance and within the one-party authoritarian regime, formed the nucleus
of Turkey's modernizing elites - the Republican People's Party, and imposed
revolutionary changes from the top. Though these elites, on the one hand, secured a
strong political power base for Ataturk and thus enabled him to carry out the most
needed radical reforms to break down the traditional social and spiritual culture of
Turkey and transform it into a secular and Western culture, on the other, they
somewhat contradictorily supplied a material connection between the Empire and the
new Turkish Republic. This pattern of elite, one-party politics with its dual character,
was to set the trend in Turkish politics for many years to come. 15

One of the fundamental features of Turkish foreign policy has been its Western
orientation. Despite the fact that Turkey had fought against the Western powers during
the First World War, after independence she opted for the Western World. This was

expressed first in cultural and, after World War II, in political and military terms. This
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orientation has been so deliberate and continues to be a policy choice that can not be
explained with the limited aim of "countering an imminent threat" or such formulations
as "the economic interests of the ruling elite". These kinds of explanations would not
only be unsatisfactory, but also misleading. Instead, one should look into Turkish
history which has helped to shape Turkish understanding of its environment and its
governmental philosophy.

Throughout history, the Turks have been connected to the West, first as a
conquering superior and enemy, then as a component part, later as an admirer and
unsuccessful imitator, and in the end as a follower and ally. Before anything else, the
Ottoman Empire was a European state. After the Mongol invasion throughout
Anatolia, a small tribe of Turks which later became known as Ottomans settled in the
Valley of the Karasu, where they were in direct contact with the Greeks and Western
influences. This was the beginning of the influence which had such a profound effect
on their subsequent history. They began, indeed, to face the West; before they had any
status in Asia Minor, the Ottomans were already an empire based largely on South-east

Europe.

It is an important historical fact which is not often appreciated that the
Ottoman Turks started their career as a people in extreme north-west of Asia
Minor, facing Europe; that they founded their Empire not in Asia but across the
Sea of Marmara in Thrace and the Balkans, in other words in Europe, and that
then expanded eastwards into Asia Minor a century after they had already

become a European power. It was, in fact, only during the course of the

fifteenth century that they became an Oriental power as well as a European. 16

Not only did Europe have an effect on the Ottoman Empire, but the Turks, from the
time that they first entered the European continent, played a role in the destiny of
Europe. They were not only the enemy of the European monarchs, but frequently allied
themselves with one or more of the European countries against the others, and
operated within the European system. It is, however, one of the ironies of history that
the Ottoman Empire, whilst it had progressively become more and more alienated from
Europe through the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, was "officially” re-admitted to

the European legal system at the Paris Congress of 1856.
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it is only natural that the Ottoman rule over one-third of Europe for four
hundred years would have important effects on Empire's outlook.!7 Its adaptation of a
somewhat secular state system, especially in the conduct of foreign affairs and in the
administration of the various millets, was part of this influence. Although It must be
admitted that serving the cause of Islam was an important element behind most of the
Ottoman conquests, but it is also a fact that, so long as the state was strong, the
Ottoman rulers did not use the title "caliph", the religious leader of the Muslim
community. It was only after the continuous dismemberment of the Empire's non-
moslem subjects in the 19th century that the sultans, notably Abdulhamit II, upheld the
idea of Pan-Islamism in order to prevent the disintegration of the Empire's Moslem
subjects. In fact, the Ottoman Empire, though essentially a theocratic state, had come
to create its own peculiar understanding of Islam, somewhat "secular" and different
from that of the Arabs. It is no wonder that the Arabs, orthodox Muslims, called
Ottomans "Atrak Rum", meaning the Turks of Rome or Byzantine. Moreover, it must
be remembered that there was no institutionalized religious authority independent from
the state. Therefore, it was easy for the Ottoman Sultan to make peace with the
infidels, whenever he considered it necessary, and to look for Western help when
modernization of empire was needed.

Given this background, the introduction of the western-oriented secular state in
the 1920s was not totally contradictory to the overall experience of the Turkish people.
In fact, modernization in terms of the West was started after a series of Ottoman
defeats at the hands of the Western powers.18 Most Ottoman and Turkish modernizers
did agree upon one basic assumption, as put by Abdullah Cevdet, that "there is no
second civilization; civilization means European civilization, and it must be imported
with both its roses and thorns".1? Turkey owed a great deal to the late Ottoman
intellectuals, who advocated most of the reforms, which were finally realized under the
guidance of Ataturk in the 1920s and 30s. Ataturk's success derived from his belief in
European civilization and his willingness to accept "both its roses and its thorns",

whereas earlier reformers had only tried to imitate them with limited success.
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Another point of historical significance is the realistic outlook of Ottoman
diplomacy, which was shaped during the nineteenth century with extraordinary
success. During the last hundred or so years of its life, the Ottoman Empire was weak
in comparison to the Western Powers and was forced to pursue its foreign policy
among the tensions between its own interest and those of other powers. Nonetheless,
by playing one great power against another for survival, the Ottomans were able to
maintain the territorial integrity of much of the Empire for a long time. Thanks to the
contemporary international system of the "balance of powers", and the Ottomans'
understanding of its main features, the Empire's decline took three hundred years and
its collapse came only with a world war.

As a student of this remarkable diplomacy, Ataturk would later use all the
advantages of the international system, such as the differences between England,
France and Italy at the end of the First World War, and the greater antagonism
between the Western powers and the Soviet Union. One can also see that after the
second World War Turkey's well-played role as a continuously threatened nation (by
the Soviet Union) gained resulting American aid which mounted to the point of $738.9

million to the year 1986, at its highest point, only third after Israel and Egypt.zo

2.2. Problematic Legacies

Along with above-mentioned constructive elements, Turkey also inherited
some complications from its Ottoman pést which still show themselves today in
Turkish foreign policy construction. The line of foreign policy, which the Ottomans
pursued through their last years, that is of playing powers off against each other for
survival, necessitated the Ottomans to be extraordinarily wary about their environment
and suspicious about other powers' intentions. They also learned, as a result of
centuries-long hostilities with their neighbours, not to trust any state, to rest on
nothing but their power, and to be ready to fight at any given time, which is reflected

in the common Turkish saying as "water sleeps, enemy never sleeps".
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Consequently, Turkish diplomats are famous today, among other things, for
being sceptical and cautious. The Foreign Ministry always takes its time in answering
any given foreign statement or memorandum as if they were searching for the real
intentions behind the lines. There is also a sense of insecurity in Turkey, a direct legacy
of the Ottoman Empire, reflected even today in those kind of statements as "Turkey's
historical position indicates that she is obliged to pursue a policy based on being strong
and stable within her region...(since) she is surrounded by unfriendly neighbours".21

When discussing cautiousness and scepticism in Turkish foreign policy, one
should bear in mind the fact that the Empire had been subjected repeatedly to
propaganda attacks, exploitation and outright aggression by the self-appointed
protectors of her minorities. The Ottoman Empire restricted itself to minimum
interference in the affairs of the subject peoples. The authority granted to the head of
millets, or religious communities, included church administration, worship, education,
tax collecting and supervision of the civil status of their co-religionists. Beqause the
Turks did not seek to impose their language, and the traditional tolerance of Islam for
"peoples of the book" reflected as the Ottoman rulers did not oblige conversion of
Christians and Jews but rather used the religious leadership of these communities to
administer their co-religionists, the persistence of strong non-Muslim religious identity
and linguistic differences served as a natural basis for the growth of nationalism and
eventual separatism by the subject peoples in the nineteenth century. These religious
communities, by attracting European attention, therefore caused the continued
involvement of the West in Ottoman affairs. Thus, when the central authority
weakened, the millet system, once an excellent instrument of governing, precipitated
the self-destruction of the empire. In particular Greek Orthodox and Armenian
communities had been used as a means of interfering in Ottoman authority throughout
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Hence, Turkish sensitivity about Greece's
efforts on internationalizing Orthodox patriarchy in Istanbul or any possibility of

accepting alleged Armenian genocide claims, has to be seen against this background.
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Naturally, Western Christian nations' interference in Ottoman authority, at one
time, on behalf of her Christian minorities, caused a follow-up feeling among Turks
that this difference in religion, though rarely articulated, is relevant to their
international relations. This is especially true for the Islamists who usually refer to the
European Community as a "Christian Club" and sarcastically mention their worries
about whether these Christians would accept an Islamic country between them.

Another bitter legacy of the late Ottoman Empire for the Turks is the memory
of financial control exercised by European powers through Duyun-u Umumiye, Public
Debt Service, on Turkish soil after the Ottoman Empire went bankrupt in 1881. Thus it
was not surprising to hear from Ataturk that ".. by complete independence we mean of
course complete economic, financial, juridical, military, cultural independence and
freedom in all matters. Being deprived of independence in any of these is equivalent to
the nation and country being deprived of all its independe:nce“.22

Knowing that-the Ottoman Empire, in its last years, had lost its independence,
to a large extent due to foreign interventions, privileges granted to foreigners, and the
capitulations, the Ankara governments were thus very sensitive about infringements
upon their sovereignty as well as about foreign economic entangle'ments‘ Hence, for
example, Turkey had been very uneasy about even the suspicion that United States
forces could use Turkey as a stepping stone for operations in the Middle East.23 In the
economic sphere, this suspicion showed itself by very tight control over foreign
companies operating in Turkey and strict rules governing financial problems.

Still another point of historical significance is that there is a sense of greatness,
in the common Turkish mind, based on belonging to a nation which had establishet
empires and been master of a world empire, which was only brought down by a world
war. Given that in the final years, the empire was nothing more than a name, devoid of
all real power, nonetheless it was a name, a symbol to which most of the Turks
respoﬁded and in which they took pride. Though the grandeuf of empire and its pride
are matters of the past for contemporary Turks, it is still frustrating for them to be in

the position of, and regarded as, a second-rate power. This frustration, perhaps in large
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part, explains Turkish sensitivity to insult and criticism, related to her dependence upon
the great powers, and to exclusion from important international conferences. On the
other hand, centuries old Ottoman supremacy over the Arab states and the Balkans left
the Turks with a conviction of their superiority. The ordinary Turk is inclined to look
down upon the Arab as a man who really cannot control his own affairs in a civilized
fashion. The periodical reoccurrence of conflicts in the Middle East tend to confirm, in
the ordinary Turkish mind, this prejudice. A vicious circle is thus established as the
Arabs react to Turkish haughtiness.24

On the other side of the fence, the long, and in its last days inefficient and
presumably unpopular, Ottoman domination in these countries left ill will against the
Turks, and modern Turkey had to face the legacy of neighbours who have bitter
memories of Ottoman rule. Certainly, the Imperial past has something to say about the
bitterness between Turkey and Greece. The late nineteenth century witnessed rising
Greek nationalism and the modern Greek state was the first nation-state in the Balkans
to come out of clashes between nationalism and the Ottoman Empire. In the early
twentieth century the Turkish struggle for independence reached a climax when the
Greek army landed in Izmir in 1915 to attain the Megali Idea (long-iived Greek dream
of reconstituting the Byzantine Empire), and at the end the Turks had to fight against
the Greeks to claim their independent nation-state. The frustrated hopes of reaching
the Megali Idea on the Greek part, and having been forced to fight against ex-subject
people for its independence on the Turkish part, together with the stories about
wartime atrocities on both sides, were enough reasons for the continued bitterness in
the early 20s and 30s. Though some of the potential for conflict was eliminated
between Ataturk and Venizelos by the arrangement of a compulsory population
exchange in the 1920s, past bitterness provided a base for hostility when differences
erupted from 1950 onwards.

Another important historical fact is that one of the main principles of Turkish
foreign policy ideology, namely, that of the Soviet Union representing the primary

threat to Turkey's security, also had its roots deeply embedded in history.25 Since the
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seventeenth century, Russia's expansionist policies had helped it to become the "arch
enemy” of the Ottomans. A succession of major defeats at Russian hands had
consistently confronted the Ottoman Government with the realities of its declining
power. Moreover, it was Tzar Nicholas I, who described the Ottoman Empire as the
"sick man of Europe" when he proposed to the British in 1853 that the Ottoman
Empire be partitioned.26 The last of the thirteen Russo-Turkish wars was, of course,
the First World War.

This course of conflict over the past four centuries, had generated a full
measure of hostility and distrust between Turks and Russians. Even during the period
of the Treaty of Friendship and Neutrality, when good neighbourly relations were
enjoyed by both sides, the historical Turkish distrust of the Soviets was well evident. In
1934, during a conservation with General Douglas MacArthur, Ataturk predicted a
major war in Europe around 1940 and also saw the real victors of the war as the

Soviet Union27;

We Turks, as Russia's close neighbour, and the nation which has fought more
wars against her than any other country, are following closely the courses of
events there, and see the danger stripped of all camouflage...The Bolsheviks
have now reached a point at which they constitute the greatest threat not only
to Europe but to all Asia.

A history of distrust, hostility and continued wars, made the Turks
extraordinarily wary. Hence they did not hesitate to accept American aid when the
Soviet Union placed great pressure on Turkey after the Second World War for

territorial cessions and special privileges on the straits. 28

3. Geographical Realities

Modern Turkey, thanks to her geo-strategic location with borders on Europe, the
Middle East, and the Soviet Union, has been able to play a role in world politics far
greater than her size, population, and economic strength would indicate. Historically,
Turkey is located on one of, if not the most, strategic and traditionally most coveted

pieces of territory.29 She controls not only the Turkish Straits, which link the Black
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Sea to the Mediterranean, but also the historic invasion routes from the Balkans and
the Caucasus mountains onto the high Anatolian plateau, which in turn commands the
entire Fertile Crescent down to the oil rich Persian Gulf and the Red Sea.

Moreover, Turkey is also at the crossroads of major air, land, and the sea
routes, of modern times, joining the industrially advanced lands of Europe with the
petroleum-rich lands of the Middle East. Furthermore, she possesses the sources for
most of the water irrigating lands as far as the Persian Gulf. On the other hand, she
was also on the line of conflict between the zones of two military superpowers and
their respective alliances. And from the North to the South, she was in a rather
sensitive part of the Mediterranean, where both superpowers have tried to expand their
spheres of influences and counter-balance each other.

This particular geographical position makes Turkey a Balkan, Mediterranean,
and Middle Eastern country all at the same time. It also makes Turkey doubly
susceptible to international developments near and far and, therefore, greatly sensitive
to the changes in the international political balance as well as the regional one. Thus
the peculiarities of the Anatolian peninsula are worth looking at, before anything else,
since the various effects of Turkey's geographical position, which influence Turkish
foreign policy, are derived from these peculiarities.

The settlement in Anatolia dated back to as early as 7500 B.C.. Being at the
crossroads of land connections between Europe, Asia, and Africa, on the one hand, has
increased the importance of any state established in Anatolia. However, on the other
hand, being also the main channel for migrations from the East, and invasions from
both the East and the West, has encouraged a sense of insecurity as well. .

The Anatolian peninsula is highly mountainous in the East, permitting only
small gateways between them. Each side of Anatolia is surrounded by the sea, and
against the coasts on the North and the South run parallel mountain ranges with forests
and rivers, which make this area all but impermeable. As Toynbee describes "...only
towards the West does the plateau sink in long fertile river valleys to a clement, and

sheltered coastline" 30 This geographical setting has forced all states located on the
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Anatolian peninsula, including the Ottoman Empire and the Turkish Republic, to look
to the West rather than to the East for trade and cultural exchange.

The physical features of a land may make it easy to defend or penetrate from
outside. From the military point of view, the Anatolian peninsula is a “strategical
region".31 The seas on both sides and the fortress-like mountainous terrain in the East
are difficult to penetrate by using force, and make natural boundaries for Turkey.
European Turkey, on the other hand, is difficult to defend and the Straits are also
vulnerable to air attacks. It is true that possession of the Straits conveys political and
military advantages, and raises Turkey from the position of a purely local power to one
having crucial international influence. Simultaneously, however, the Straits pose one of
Turkey's major security concerns by attracting potential aggressors. The fact that
Turkey deployed her most powerful First Army to protect the Straits and the area
surrounding them, shows the full realisation of this phenomenon by Turkey.

Another important factor in Turkish security thinking is that the Aegean
Islands, if under the control of an enemy power, would deny Turkey the use of her two
principal harbours, Istanbul and Izmir, and could prevent access to the Straits. In this
case, navigation would be safe from the eastern Mediterranean so long as the island of
Cyprus, which could bloc the area, was controlled by a friendly government. Hence,
the scenario that Enosis (union of Cyprus with Greece) would cut Turkey off from the
open sea, encouraged Turkey's resistance to such designs since the 1950s. It is the very
same fear that is behind the Turkish declaration of casus belli against the Greek claims
about twelve-mile territorial waters in the Aegean, thus putting all open-sea exits from
the Aegean within her territorial seas. 32 .

Another important reason for Turkey's geographical insecurity is the fact that
she is surrounded by many neighbours with different characteristics, regimes,
ideologies, and aims; and that the relations between them and Turkey would not

always be peaceful, and especially in the Middle East, may occasionally take the form

of armed clashes.

58



A country's borders may be a source of strength or of weakness depending on
their length, the number and intentions of the neighbours, and the relative power
available to the affected parties. In the early days of the Republic, Turkey had borders
with seven states, including four with major powers; Greece, Bulgaria, the Soviet
Union, Iran, Great Britain (mandate in Iraq and possession of Cyprus), France, and
Italy (possession of the Dodecanese Islands). Although the Soviet Union and Iran
posed no threat at that moment, their predecessors, the Russian and Persian Empires
respectively, had deadly quarrels with the Ottoman Empire. Bulgaria, though an ally
during the First World War, had fought against Ottoman Empire for its independence
and the memories of Balkan Wars, during which she had advanced as far as the
fortresses of Istanbul, had not been forgotten by Turks.

In the interwar period, though she enjoyed good neighbourly relations in
general, Turkey had problems with Britain (concerning Mosul), with France
(concerning Hatay or Alexandretta), and with Italy because of her open imperialistic
tendencies towards the eastern Mediterranean after the 1930s. After the Second World
War, Turkey's borders dropped to six, leaving Greece, Bulgaria, the Soviet Union,
Iran, Iraq and Syria as neighbours, and the Republic of Cyprus joined them in 1960.
This composition of neighbours left no need for further explanation and Turkey's sense

of insecurity proved what Most and Starr argue;33

...a nation that borders on a large number of other nations faces a particularly
high risk that it may be threatened or attacked by at least some of its
neighbours...and confronts its neighbours with uncertainty because it must
protect and defend itself against many potential opponents.

To counter-balance potential opponents and to reduce her sense of insecurity,
Turkey sought alliances with regional states and outside powers. Between 1920 and
1955 Turkey entered a number of pacts and alliances, as well as signing friendship
declarations with all her neighbours and bilateral security treaties with the United
States. This sense of insecurity went too far as she entered the Balkan Pact (1953) and
Alliance (1954) and the Baghdad Pact (1955), all of which meant nothing any more, as

far as Turkey's security was concerned, after Turkey's adherence to NATO in 1952.
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Another geographical influence on Turkish foreign policy derives from the facts
that Turkey controls the only seaway linking the Black Sea with the Mediterranean;
that the Soviet Union was the major Black Sea power as well as being a superpower,
and that Turkey also shared a common border with the Soviet Union. As mentioned
above, by possessing internationally important waterways Turkey had been able to
exercise much more influence on world politics than would otherwise have been
possible. As summed up by Vali "...an Anatolian state that did not control the bridge
toward Europe would only be another country of the Middle East; united with this
historic region however, it is bound to play more eminent role either offensively or
defensively".34

This intercontinental position has proved an element of strength as well as of
weakness. For five centuries, Istanbul provided a homebase for the Ottomans "from
which they were able to exercise control in all directions, in the Balkans and central
Europe, the Black Sea region, the Aegean and Mediterranean, Mesopotamia and
Arabia, Syria and North Africa" 3° The Straits have also supplied a resource for the
Ottoman Empire and its successor, the Turkish Republic, that could not be duplicated
in manpower as a means to influence the actions of the Russian Empire, and later the
Soviet Union.3©

On the other hand, however, controlling these vital waterways brought the
Ottoman Empire into perennial conflict with the Russians, beginning in the seventeenth
century when Peter the Great began his drive to the south. It has always been vitally
important for Russia to have its outlet to the Mediterranean unimpeded, independent
of its neighbours' goodwill. Once Karl Marx said that "Constantinople [Istanbul] is the
golden bridge between the East and the West, and Western civilization cannot, like the
sun, go round the world without passing that bridge; and it cannot pass it without a

struggle with Russia" 37

But it has been equally important for Western powers not to let Russia gain
control over this important passage. So much so that Napoleon is said to have placed

such importance on the Turkish Straits that he declared his willingness "to abandon
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mastery over half the world rather than yield Russia those narrow Straits". 33 Indeed,
during the nineteenth century, the struggle for control of the Ottoman Empire in
general, and of the Straits in particular, was the major part of the assertions of
European diplomacy. And in the latter half of the nineteenth century the "Eastern
Question", in essence the fate of the Ottoman Empire, became the major factor in the
global balance of power. Consequently, the Ottomans,"even though militarily weak,
economically bankrupt and politically anomalous", were still able to subsist for another
century "on the conflict of interests between Russia, on the one hand, and Austro-
Hungary, France, Britain, on the other".3% This went so far that, in 1854, Britain and
France fought against Russia to protect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the
Ottoman Empire.

The struggle over the mastery of the Straits between Russia and the West
continued until the first World War with "the ancient rule of the Ottoman Empire",
based on freedom of navigation for merchant ships with a denial of passage to men-of-
war, in force. During this period no hostile navy ever managed to enter the Straits by
force, neither from the Bosphorus, in the North, nor the Dardanelles, in the South.40
During the first World War, control of the Straits had a major impact on the military
and political developments of the war. The geopolitical significance of the Straits have
never been more clearly demonstrated than by the role they played between 1914 and
1918. With Turkey as an enemy, Russia's most important route of supply was cut off
and the Western Entente powers were largely unable to send her badly needed
weaponry and ammunition, a circumstance which greatly contributed to her eventual
collapse. .

The dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire in the first World War gave the
West the opportunity to achieve the internationalisation of the Straits. The Lausanne
Conference, signed with the new Turkish Republic in 1923, established an international
regime with the freedom of navigation to be supervised by an international
commission.41 Under the Convention, the Straits area was demilitarized and

jurisdiction over all navigation passed into the hands of international authority.
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Then in 1936, prior to the second World War, Turkey regained full sovereign
rights and control of the Straits area with the Montreux Convention *2The
Convention, while authorising unrestricted freedom of commercial navigation,
established very strict regulations for warships, except Turkish ships, hence giving full
consideration to Turkey's military security as well as to that of Black Sea powers it
conceded the "ancient rule of the Empire". Practically it eliminated any possibility of an
offensive drive to the Black Sea, but did permit limited passage from the Black Sea
into the Mediterranean. After the Second World War the Soviets raised some
objections and sought changes in the status of the Straits, but they were refused by
Turkey, backed by the United States. Since then no challenge has been made to the
status of the Straits and the Montreux Convention remains in force today.

While the question of the Turkish Straits and the historic hostility between the
Russians and the Turks has been at the heart of Turkish-Soviet relations for many
years, having a superpower neighbour also had its effects of Turkish foreign policy.
The Turkish-Soviet border was not confined to land but was extended by a long sea
border which merged with that of Bulgaria, a close ally of the Soviet Union.

During the first two decades of the Republic, relations with'the Soviet Union,
which supplied political and material support to Turkey, were good and were
strengthened by the Treaty of Neutrality and Non-aggression of 1925. This era of
mutual understanding came to end on March 15, 1945, with the Soviet's unilateral
denunciation of the 1925 Treaty and demands for a new treaty "in accord with the new
situation". 43 They further demanded territorial concessions from Turkey and bases on
the Bosphorus. These Soviet demands strongly influenced Turkish foreign policy
attitudes and reinforced its Western orientation. Since Turkey was only able to refuse
these demands with the United States' backing, the Turkish Government sought a
formal alliance with her, and the link with the Western defence system was formalised
with Turkey's accession to NATO on February 18, 1952.

Though, after Stalin's death, the Soviet Government officially declared that its

policy towards Turkey had been wrong and that the Soviet Union had not any kind of
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territorial claims on Turkey,44 the time had already been passed for the Soviet Union
to revise its relations with Turkey since the historic Turkish distrust of the Russians
reappeared on the horizon. The belief that the Soviet Union posed a primary threat to
Turkey's security dominated relations between the two countries during the cold war,
and it was only after the blow of Johnson's letter®> that Turkey showed interest in
Soviet efforts to normalize relations. It took nearly a decade for her to accept the fact
that detente between the Soviet and the Western Blocs had been started in the 1960s,
and a further decade to improve its relations with the Soviet Union. 40 Nevertheless,
having a common border with the Soviet Union was still a cause of concern and
remained one of the factors contributing to Turkey's extremely cautious foreign policy
and her continued membership of NATO.47

Another complication for Turkey's political and security thinking is the fact that
Turkey is a Middle Eastern country as well as a Balkan and Mediterranean one. The
strategic importance of the region does not need further elaboration. The single fact
that the Middle East owned most of the known oil resources made the region one of
the most important in the strategic thinking of all parties concerned. Turkey, like most
of the Western countries, is dependent on Middle Eastern oil” Not only is the
functioning of the Turkish economy dependent on continuous flows of Middle Eastern
petrol, but also mounting a viable conventional defense during international crises and
war, for military strategy has become increasingly reliant on massive wartime fuel

48 Therefore,

needs, which are normally larger than under peacetime conditions.
Turkey's growing political and diplomatic concern in the region has been, in part, a
result of the intensifying economic ties which were forced upon her by her dependence
on Middle Eastern oil.

The significance of geography on Turkey's destiny has never been more clearly
demonstrated than by the fact that losing the oil-rich Arab lands, which the Ottoman
Empire once controlled, after the first World War had left Turkey with a need to

import oil that encouraged financial dependence on the West and contributed to

periodic economic crises, which in turn caused social and political instabilities within
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the country. Though the consecutive governments in Ankara continuously declared
that Turkey had no territorial demands on any country, the memories of losing these
territories with their extensive resources is still fresh in the ordinary Turkish mind. This
can explain, in part, Turkish sensitivity about developments concerning the Aegean
seabed. Not to give up possibly oil-rich areas once again is one of the reasons behind
Turkish arguments that the eastern portion of the Aegean seabed is an extension of the
Anatolian continental shelf and, therefore, Turkey should have jurisdiction for
purposes of exploration and exploitation of seabed and subsoil resources.?” The fear
of losing another potentially oil-rich area (though any prospect of finding substantial oil
resources in the Aegean is fairly remote” 0) is so strong in Turkey that she will not, in
the near future, waive her claims to the Aegean seabed, even at the risk of a military
conflagration with Greece while the dispute remains unresolved.

Apart from oil, there are other reasons why the Middle East possesses a great
place in Turkish security thinking. The region has been continuously unstable since the
First World War and the breakdown of the Ottoman Empire. Turkish foreign policy in
the Middle East, while depending on status quo, requires stability, and any destabilising
development in the region would create security problems for her. Thus the general
insecurity of the region has attracted great deal of concern from Turkey. It is sufficient
to point out that four Arab-Isracli wars, the unending Palestinian problem, the
Lebanese civil war and foreign interventions, the Suez crises, the Iranian revolution,
the Iran-Iraq war and the latest Gulf War, have all occurred within the immediate reach
and security zone of Turkey. Such developments, and the ever-increasing possibility of
superpower involvement, have inevitably created great concern in Turkey over her
immediate security. Beside cultural aspirations and ideological, economic, and political
factors, the stability of Europe in comparison to the Middle East since the Second
World War has also encouraged Turkey to remain in the Western camp. A secure place
within the multinational fore, which have created stable political, social, and economic
conditions in Europe, has always had a considerable attraction for Turkey, a country

which is placed in one of the most unstable and insecure regions of the world.
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4. The Impact of Kemalism

Although experiences and memories of the Ottoman past, together with its geo-
strategic location, served as a foundation for and influenced the subsequent foreign
relations of Turkey, it was Ataturk's theory and practice of foreign policy which has
been the most important factor in shaping Turkish foreign policy.

He not only completely controlled Turkish foreign policy in his life time, but he
also put forward an ideological framework by which the pursuit of Turkish foreign
policy could be achieved. Though the original Kemalist goals of national foreign policy
underwent various mutations, especially under the relatively free democratic system of
the 1961 Constitution, practically all Turkish governments, regardless of their
standpoints, put his "indisputable dogma" into their programmes and have not (or
alternatively could not) implemented policies that ran counter to Kemalist principles.
And even the "conflicting interpretations were often attributed to them">1 His
influence over the Turkish people, in general, and Turkish foreign policy in particular,
has been so deep and so fundamental that there are at times intimations, and often open
warnings, that anything other than his principles would be disloyal. to him and to the
country in general.

In particular, Turkey's foreign policy has been influenced by the following goals
and principles laid down by Ataturk: establishment and preservation of a national state
with complete independence conditioned by modern Turkish Nationalism; promotion
of Turkey to the level of contemporary civilization by means of Kemalist principles;
and attachment to realist and peaceful ways in foreign policy actions.

Ataturk's foreign policy views, like his political views in general, represented a
break with the past. He aimed at a renunciation of three strains which had been
important during Ottoman times: the imperial-Ottomanism, Pan-Islamism, and Pan-

Turanism. Incidentally, policies which could break these strains coincided with the
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three of his political principles; Republicanism, Secularism and Nationalism
respectively.

Ataturk's foreign policy was clearly an extension of his domestic policies. He
recognized the vital relationship between the internal organization of the new Republic
and its foreign policy.52 He also realized that a peaceful foreign policy was needed in
order to achieve his far-reaching reforms inside Turkey. Once he said, "What
particularly interests foreign policy and upon which it is founded is the internal
organization of the state. It is necessary that foreign policy should agree with the
internal organization".5 3 Therefore it is not surprising to see that in his famous motto -
"peace at home, peace in the world" - while he was connecting internal stability with
international peace and order, he put the home front first.

Ataturk did not want to see the Turkish nation as a foreign or hostile
community set apart from the nations of the world and did not want the nation to
belong to a group holding such views. He wanted Turkey as a part of civilized world.
However, in order to achieve this, a change was necessary, apart from in the system of
government, "in the mental disposition of the Turkish people“.54 His political reforms
were directed to this aim, namely, to change the centuries long backwardness and
ignorance of Turkish people, and to accustom them to the modern way of life. The
ideological guidance, which was necessary to achieve this end, was to be derived from
his political principles, which were formalised at the 1931 Congress of the Republican
People's Party and written into constitution on 1937.%° They were symbolised by the
emblem of the RPP: "six arrows". Each of them actually represents one of the key
words of Kemalist ideology: Nationalism, Secularism, Republicanism, Populism,
Etatism, and Revolutionism. These six key words did not encompass all aspects of the
Kemalist ideology but they did, in a concise manner, represent its pillars and many of
them had foreign policy implications.

As the foundation of Kemalist ideology, Republicanism comprises the notions
of popular sovereignty, freedom and equality before the law. It was against the

totalitarian tendencies and the notion of the Empire, which was revisionist and
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imperialist. While accepting the existing status quo as a main foundation of the new
state, Ataturk said that "...the state should pursue an exclusively national policy...I
mean...to work within our national boundaries for the real happiness and welfare of the
nation and the country...".5 6 Republicanism was not only a change in the governmental
system, but also a turning point in the political philosophy of the new Turks. The new
Turkish Republic was a nation-state founded by the Turkish nation, by its own accord.
Throughout history all Turkish states had been dynastic. Therefore, the extra stress on
republicanism was necessary to help accustom the Turkish people to the idea that the
change in regime after the War of Independence was non-reversible. From this point of
view, republicanism constituted a doctrinal barrier against those who still hoped for a
return to the Sultanate and the Caliphate.

Secularism was a necessary component of modernisation, covering not only the
political and governmental but the whole social and cultural life.”7 From the foreign
policy point of view, it has a much more general meaning than one which refers more
narrowly to a specific process of separating religion from the state.>% Indeed, the main
struggle of Kemalist secularists was not over the question of separating the spiritual
and temporal, but over the difference between democracy and theocracy. A theocratic
Islamic state, as a way of government, was obliged to see Christian powers as infidels
and according to Islamic belief the state of warfare never ended between believers and
infidels. By choosing a democratic system of government and dismissing the idea of
Islam-protector nation, the new Turkish state ended centuries of hostility and
established the basis for peaceful relations with Western Christian countries.

Another reflection of Secularism in terms of Turkish foreign policy can be seen
in its rejection of the idea of Pan-Islamism. To unite different Muslim nations, under
one common name, to give these different elements equal rights, and found a mighty
state, was seen as a brilliant and attractive political solution for the Empire's problems
in its last years. But it was a misleading one. The new state would not be world-

conquering or Islam-protecting any more. Such claims could endanger the existence of

the state.
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There is nothing in history to show how policy of Pan-Islamism could have
succeeded or how it could have found a basis for its realisation on this earth.
History does not afford examples as regards the result of the ambition to
organise a state which should be governed by the idea of world supremacy and
include the whole humanity without distinction of race. For us there can be no

question of the lust of conques'c...5 9

Since the Islamic Ottoman Empire could not try its Christian subjects with
Sharia (Islamic law), it allowed them to be tried before Christian courts, which in turn
resulted in foreign interventions and caused the Ottoman Empire to become involved in
conflicts against the Western powers over the supremacy of the Millets. Hence, it
seemed that the Islamic religious establishment of the Empire had played a major role
in accelerating and enhancing the Empire's decline and decay. Consequently, M. Kemal
was determined not to allow the same thing happen to the new Turkish state.%9 In
other words he could not give a reason to the Western powers to intervene in Turkish
affairs.

Nationalism, as a source of Turkish existence, stood for a Turkish-nation state
in place of Ottomanist or Pan-Turanist ambitions, and was bound up with the national
borders, which were first laid down by the National Pact of 1920 and later legalized by
the Lausanne Treaty of 1923. Nationalism, a movement which was re-discovered by
the Empire's Christian subjects in the early 19th century, and was therefore partly
responsible for its disintegration, had come in touch with the Turkish population only
in the early 20th century. When the Entente powers started to partition the Empire's
heartland, it became clear that they were taking advantage of the lack of a unified
nationalist movement. It was obvious to M. Kemal, that the main requirement for the
independence of a nation was the effort towards a common goal and public“awareneés
of the nation's historical consciousness. The creation of nationalism on the European
model was essential for a successful independence struggle against the supremacy of
the Imperialist European powers‘61 Therefore, the idea of a Turkish nation in Turkey

was the basic innovation in the early days of the Kemalist revolution.
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M. Kemal's declaration in the Amasya circular of June 21-22, 1919 that "only
the will and the determination of the nation can save the independence of the nation",
became the main principle of the National Independence Struggle.62 This principle
invited every individual of the nation to share a common obligation and responsibility.
Ataturk had realized the necessity of basing his movement on the reality of
"nationhood". But it was no easy task to accustom a people who had been attached to
a religion and a dynasty, to the new meaning of Turkey. Even the expression "Turkey"
was neither used nor known by the people. The concept of nationalism, and the
establishment of a national state, which had begun in the West centuries before and had
slowly spread and become the very property of the people, was unfamiliar to the
Turks. Therefore, with the war of Independence and realization of the reforms
following it, non-national political and social values had to be replaced by the values of
the Turkish people.

Yet, he also realized that any nationalist claims must be supported by a very
strict definition of National identity. He was opposed to the expending of the country's
energy on a quest for virtually unobtainable goals. "We know our limitations. We are
not worldly—minded".63 Directing the country in the path of adventurism could very
well result in the loss of what had already been achieved. Therefore, he rejected the
utopian ideas of Pan-Islamism and Pan-Turkism and did not build Turkish nationalism
on religion or race.%4 He defined nation as "a political and social body formed by
citizens bound together by the unity of language, culture and ideas" 63 Hence, Turkish
nationalism, like that of Europe, was based on common citizenship66 and did not
extend its aims beyond the national borders. It was not imperialistic but rather realistic.

Basing Turkish nationalism on a common citizenship instead of "ethnicity” was
a realistic option for the population of Turkey consisted, and still does, of "individuals
from many different ethnic backgrounds but, according to the Turkish Constitution, all
citizens of Turkey are Turks". 7 This official, legalistic, approach to Turkish "national
homogeneity" allowed the early Turkish leaders, in accordance with the principle of

populism, to be representative of all the peoples of Turkey irrespective of their class,
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religion, or ethnic origin. People was officially defined as "all individuals who, without
demanding any privileges, accept absolute equality before the law" %8 In this context,
the nation was regarded as resulting from "historical and sociological conditions",69
different from race which "is a biological occurrence”, and from ummet "which is a
group of people believing in universal religion".70 The role of nationalism then, was to
"form a bond between the people's collective memories of the past and adherence to
the goals of the future",”1

From this point of view, various ethnic groups within the Turkish state were
accepted as "building blocks of the nation" which "joined together to create the
national culture”. In connection with this, the demands of ethnic groups for national
status, "regardless of the social anxiety causing the demand", were considered
contradictory to "the spirit and law of history" and thus "unrealistic and wrong".72 As
a result, when faced with different ethnic claims emerging within the "unified Turkish
nation", the Kemalist regime chose to dismiss them as plots of "enemy agents", an

attitude continued until 1990s:

In today's Turkish national, political and social community we have patriots and
citizens who have been subjected to propaganda about the Kurdish, Caucasian,
and even Laz and Bosnian nations. But these misnomers, which are a result of
despotic ages long past, had no influence on the individuals of this nation,
except for a few enemy agents and brainless reactionaries, and have left our
people in grief and sorrow. Because the individuals of this nation, as members
of the integrated, unified Turkish Community, have a common past, history,

morality and law.”3

In the process, however, what started as an attempt to create a homogeneous Turkish
nation through constitutionalism using public consensus, turned to an attempt to forc.e
various elements within the Turkish state into a homogenous society through
demographic homogenization.74 This, on the one hand, contradicted with the original
claims of the Kemalist ideology, and on the other hand, alienated the masses who felt
ethnically distinct from the Sunni-Turkish speaking majority. When coupled with the
persistent denial of the Turkish ruling elite of the latter's existence, especially since

mid-1970s onwards when the latter groups started to express and demand their
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cultural distinctiveness through organizational structures, "ethnicity" issue came to
determine the ideological boundaries of Turkish national identity, and also constrained
its constitutional evolvement. This aspect of Turkish nation-building is especially
relevant to our discussion of Turkish foreign policy during the 1980s as it essentially
interacts with the Kurdish issue which became an element of both Turkey's domestic
and external policies during this period.75 In this context, while the Kemalist
emphasise on the Turkish Language as "the heart and mind of the Turkish Nation"’©
still prevents the ruling Turkish elite frou 1ecognizing the Kurdish Language as equal
to that of Turkish, the adherence of the latest Constitution to the above-mentioned
Kemalist principles continues to conflict with the social reality of Turkey.

Turkish national liberation should also be distinguished from the anti-imperialist
movements of the post-1945 period during which the African and Asian peoples who
struggled for their independence came into conflict with the colonial powers in so far
as political, economic and social ideas were concerned. Nationalism in Turkey,
however, was an anti-imperialistic program for independence, on the one hand, but it
was also, paradoxically, a program for cultural and political Westernization. Ataturk
himself often reiterated that his struggle was directed against Wéstem imperialism
rather than against the West itself. Turkey fought the West, but by fighting with the
West, entered into the Western sphere and Western system of society.

Other Kemalist principles, each of which were interlocked with the others, also
had somewhat indirect effects on the forefgn policy of the new state. Populism, by
referring to the equality of citizens and by denying existence of classes in Turkish
society, would expect to avoid creating class conflicts and, therefore, would maintain
internal peace and stability, a concept, according to Kemalist ideology, that
international peace and order should be based on.

Statism was a program of economic development and a way "to attain a rank
worthy of...new Turkey". Since "...we live in an economic era...the new Turkish state

will not be a world conquering state. The new Turkish state will be an economic

state",77
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All these principles were protected by nationalism against foreign aggression,
and kept alive by the revolutionary dynamic process of the transformation of the
Turkish state and society toward the modern Western ideal. 78 To modernize the
country and to assimilate the Turkish people into the nations of the modern West were
the underlying motivation for Kemalist principles and reforms. For a Kemalist, to be a
revolutionary means to devote oneself to the cause of modernisation and to struggle to
transform Turkey into a rapidly advancing country capable of playing an important role
among the developed nations of Europe. The revolution meant a transformation in
outlook, the adoption of a Western way of life, a fight against ignorance and
superstition, the import of new techniques, economic development, and, in particular, a
constant change in people's minds.

In this sense, Kemalist revolutionism was different from other new
revolutionary states' intentions. Due to its very nature, Kemalist revolutionism had no
intention of exporting its revolutionary ideas. Its main aim was to protect the results of
the Turkish reforms from counter-revolutions, not to export its ideas and influences
outside the boundaries of Turkey as many contemporary revolutionary movements did.
Like Turkish nationalism, the revolution was an internal not an external phenomenon.

Such ideas as these Kemalist principles led Turkey to develop good
neighbourly relations and join in with international collaborations for collective security
and peace. Moreover, Turkey's Western orientation in foreign policy was a natural
adjunct to Ataturk's overall embracing of the West and rejection of the East. At the

end of the War of Independence in 1923, Ataturk spoke in the following way79:

There are many nations, but there is only one civilization. For the advancement
of a nation, it must be a part of this one civilization... We wish to modernize our
country. All of our efforts are directed toward the establishment of a modern,
therefore Western, government.

As can be seen, Ataturk identified "modernization" with "Westernization" and used

them synonymously.
In the Ataturk period Turkey's Western-directed foreign policy was carried out

in conjunction with the establishment of cultural ties with the West. The victories won

72



against the Western states during the National Struggle gave a psychological boost to
the Turkish nationalist movement and thus, as stated above, enabled swift
Westernization to take place. Turkey's peculiarity of never having been a colonised
country and consequent lack of post-colonial resentments, unlike other Third World
countries which gained independence after World War II, was also an important factor
affecting Turkey's attitude towards the West. But above all, the influence of M. Kemal,
who even during the period of National Struggle favoured a Western style of thinking,
was of great importance in this orientation.

At the beginning of the National Struggle, M. Kemal's major goal was the
liberation of the country from foreign occupation and the establishment, within national
boundaries, of a Turkish national state which would be master of its own fate. In its
foreign policy actions, the government of the Grand National Assembly favoured the
application of the basic principles arrived at during the peace deliberations following
the First World War. Since every nation was to be permitted to form a state of its own,
it was felt that Turkey also should be allowed to enjoy this right of establishing an
independent country. In fact, the Grand National Assembly was the result of one of the
newest national movements in 1920; which was very similar to the European national
independence movements that took place in the course of the last century. This
Turkish belief, too, attracted Turkey to the West's democratic ideals.
| After the War of Independence, the main concern of Ataturk's foreign policy
was complete independence. Because of foreign interventions, privileges granted to
foreigners, and the capitulations, the Ottoman Empire in its last years had to a large
extent lost its independence. Following its defeat in the First World War, the last
Turkish state was in the position of being completely erased from the map. This was
the reason for M. Kemal's initiation of the War of Independence and it was stated in

the following terms in the 6th Article of the National Pact80;

In order to render possible our national and economic development and to
succeed in achieving orderly administration, like all states we must possess
absolute independence and freedom in the achievement of our development.
For this reason we are opposed to all limitations on our political, juridical or
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financial development. In the settling of our assessed debts there shall no
change in this matter. ..

Mustafa Kemal made it clear that, even at the beginning of the War of Independence,
one of his major goals was the establishment of a completely independent Turkey, free
of all foreign interference and privileges. "By complete independence” he said to H.
Franklin-Bouillon, representative of France, on June 9, 1921 "we mean of course,
complete economic, financial, juridical, military, cultural independence and freedom in
all matters. Being deprived of independence in any of these is equivalent to the nation
and country being deprived of all its independfence".s1

Nothing could have been more natural than for M. Kemal to insist upon
"complete independence”, since he intended to liberate the country from the limitations
imposed by foreign hegemony which had been forced upon the notion of the
sovereignty of the state. Furthermore, he in no way accepted the idea of a "mandate"
or a "protectorate". But this principle was not against the alliances or the political and
military agreements made with other countries. Article 7 of the Sivas Congress
Resolution reads that "...we shall gladly accept technical, industrial and economic aid
from any state which will show respect for the ideals of nationalism and will not pursue
the aim of seizing our country...".82 Therefore, "complete indepéndence" does not
mean that a state cannot enter into military and political cooperation with other states
for the purpose of balancing its own power with that of potential aggressors, as long as
these allies are respectful of the country's right to existence. Ataturk himself, played
the leading role in the establishment of the Balkan Pact in 1934 and the Sadabad Pact
in 1937, and accepted economic aid from the Soviet Union.

One of the key elements of Ataturk's foreign policy was that the new Republic
would seek to preserve the national territory encompassed by the armistice line of
1918, and would renounce any other territorial claims. In the Treaty of Lausanne, the
borders determined by the National Pact were, for the most part, realised. With

Turkey's territorial situation settled by the Treaty of Lausanne, Ataturk embarked upon

a foreign policy based on his motto, "Peace at home and peace in the world". Satisfied
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with its new borders, there was no reason for military adventurism on Turkey's part.
This was one of the overall principles of M. Kemal's foreign policy. He was opposed to
the use of force as a policy instrument. Both in the War of Independence and in the
subsequent period, Ataturk always first attempted to secure and preserve Turkey's
independence by peaceful means. Only when peaceful means failed to secure the
legitimate rights and interests of his country did he then resort to force.

As a state which was defeated in the First World War, the position of Turkey
with regard to the situation existing in Europe after the war is noteworthy. If Turkey
had acted emotionally it would have been natural for her to join the bloc of nations
opposed to the status quo. But Ataturk, who had taken the responsibility of
determining the direction of Turkish foreign policy, avoided leading the country down
the general path of adventurism. Thus, although Turkey attempted to maintain good
relations with all states, she nonetheless established closer ties with non-belligerent
states in their opposition to those states which were attempting to destroy the
international peace. 83

In contrast to a good number of other contemporary states, Turkey showed
great willingness to solve its major problems by legal means. During the interwar
period, it could have been possible to resolve some of Turkey's problems left behind by
Lausanne (such as those of Straits and the Sanjack of Alexandretta) by force or fait
accompli without patiently waiting for an opportunity to solve them peacefully, but
Ataturk, who was always against the policy of fait accompli, rejected such
adventures.3* One can point to many examples of the allegiance to legality in Ataturk's
foreign policy. Only five years after signing the Treaty of Lausanne, at a time when
there still remained problems unsolved by this treaty, Turkey clearly demonstrated its
allegiance to the rule of law and to world peace by signing the Kellog-Briand Pact on

August 27, 1928, thereby renouncing "the use of war as an instrument of foreign

policy".85
Later, Turkey signed the Geneva General Act for the Pacific Settlement of

Disputes. Although Turkey was still not yet a member of the League of Nations, by
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signing this agreement for the use of legal means in the solution of international
disputes - an agreement signed by only twenty Western states - she occupied an unique
place among the nations defeated in the First World War.

Yet another example of this allegiance during the Ataturk era could be seen in
the course followed by Turkey in the signing of the Montreux Conference of 1936 and
in the solving of the Mosul dispute. At Lausanne, Turkey accepted that the Mosul
question could be taken to the League, which she was not a member of; if no solution
could be reached by bilateral negotiations with Britain. Eventually the problem was
solved by the League of Nations and Turkey renounce her claims over Mosul in favour
of a British mandate, though the area had been designated as a part of the Turkish
homeland in the earlier Turkish National Pact.80 Similarly, in the Montreux case,
Turkey based her claims on the international law principle rebus sic stantibus, and
called for an international conference to change the Treaty of Lausanne, in a way to
allow Turkey resume full control over Straits and re-militarize the area around them,
instead of acting militarily by herself, like many of her contemporaries had done. 87 It
would be possible to multiply these examples. The common point of all of these is that
the Turkey of Ataturk, as he himself, was a firm believer in the necessity of the
allegiance to legality in Turkish foreign policy actions.

Further, he regarded humanity as one body, and each nation as a part of this.

Accordingly, the prosperity and happiness of the nations of the world could not be

divided.

Pain in the finger-tip of the body causes all the other members to suffer...If
there is an illness in some part of the world or other...it must concern us exactly
as if it were among us. It is this idea that saves nations from selfishness.
Whether selfishness is personal or national, it must always be regarded as

bad.38
After stressing the definite need of peace for all the civilised world, he indicated also

the measures which he thought necessary for the continuation of world peace:

If a lasting peace is desired, international measures must be taken to better the
conditions of communities. The prosperity...of mankind must replace hunger
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and oppression. The world must educate its citizens in a way that will remove
them far away from envy, greed and vindictiveness...5°

As a military man, he knew the horror of war very well and promised in 1920 " to
refuse absolutely to waste the nation's time and resources in the pursuit of dreams of
domination". 20 Tt has been observed by Most and Singer that "success may embolden
a nation's leaders' notion of confidence and optimism and thereby stimulate their entry
into subsequent conflicts". 21 The Turkish case, however, has proved otherwise; the
victory over the Entente powers decreased the likelihood of subsequent conflicts. As
Edward Weisband concluded, of all the "great socio-political revolutions in the history
of the modern state...the Kemalist Revolution in Turkey represents the only one that
has produced an ideology of peace".92

This line of foreign policy also shows, on the part of Turkish leaders, the fuil
realisation of the country's limitations. As Lenczowski puts it, "...perhaps the greatest
merit of Kemal [Ataturk] and, his followers was their sober realization of limitation
and their moderate, realistic foreign policy. There was nothing romantic or
adventurous in Kemal's foreign policy".93 In fact, his foreign policy had to be free
from adventurism in order to give him time to initiate the socio-economic reforms

necessary for the modernization and reconstruction of the Republic. Once he said:

The government of the Turkish Grand National Assembly is national and
material in its labours. It is realist..We are not swindlers who, in pursuit of
great dreams, seem to do what we can not do...This is the whole trouble.
Instead of pursuing ideas which we can not accomplish and increasing enemy
pressure against ourselves, let us return our natural, our legal limits. Let us

know our 1imits...94

Bearing in mind these principles, Turkey, during the interwar period, was able
to establish a long-enduring peace with the Western powers by renouncing her claims
on Mosul and Western Thrace, which would cause problems. Ataturk's realism further
showed itself in Turkish-Soviet relations. Although he was a life-long enemy of
communism, he agreed to sign the Turco-Soviet Friendship Pact of 1921. This
cooperation was the natural outcome of the conditions prevailing at the time, and the

product of Ataturk's realistic foreign policy.95 According to him states had no eternal
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enemies, and no eternal allies. They do have national goals. A state which recognizes
these goals and can help to achieve them could be a friend. At any particular time, it
was not ideology, but national and international realities which determined his foreign

policy towards any particular state.
S5.Concluding Remarks on Governmental Foreign Policy

For a correct evaluation of Turkish foreign policy, it is important to distinguish
between the fundamental goals of Turkish national foreign policy and its long or short
term objectives. Although the short-term policies for the realization of the national
goals have undergone considerable changes through the years, the fundamental goals
of national policy, as determined under Ataturk, have not radically altered until
recently.

Ataturk attempted to replace the traditional beliefs of the Turkish people with
"national" values in order to transform the old imperial society into the modern nation-
state. %0 Since then her foreign policy, too, has been appraised in terms of national
interest. Because the evaluation of the national interest is more often than not a
controversial issue, Turkish decision-makers have based their indi\;idual decisions on
Ataturk's "dogma" and terminology thereby guaranteeing, at least, the support of the
ordinary Turk and often the Ataturkist military and civilian elites. As long as Ataturk's
"dogma" remained unquestioned foreign policy could be based on his ideological
framework. The national goals, put forwar-d by Ataturk, together with the effects of
Imperial history and the geostrategic location, are the traditional inputs which have
long governed Turkish foreign policy. '

Since the traditional inputs are not only confined to the past, historical legacies
that continue to contribute to Turkish foreign policy may thus be summarized:

-Turkey's important and sensitive geo-strategic position has meant that national
security concerns have always been paramount in foreign policy considerations. A

critical element in these concerns has been Turkey's proximity to and traditional
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distrust of the former Soviet Union. Moreover, the fact that Turkey has borders with
the Balkans and the Middle East, areas of traditional conflict, makes Turkey very
sensitive to changes in both the international and regional political balance.

-Turkey's security thinking is also coloured by the historical experiences of
foreign intervention and economic dependency. As a result, the foreign relations of
Turkey, since Ataturk's times, have been dominated by concerns for genuine
independence and sovereignty. Though the Soviet threat after the Second World War
persuaded Turkey to move away from Ataturk's uncommitted posture to seek politico-
military alliances, she is still sensitive to any real or implied infringements on her
sovereignty.

-Turkey's location at the intersection of the "West" and the "East" (the USSR
and the Arab and Is.amic World) also resu’ted in an identity crisis, both nationa. and
international. The tendency of the Kemalist ruling class to look towards the West for
inspiration has not alienated the cultural and religious affiliation to the Arab-Islamic
world by the general public.

As Turkey moves into the 1990s, the question of religion and secularism on the
one hand, and the related issues of ethnicity, nationhood and the territorial state on the
other, are coming to the fore. Although the old certainties of the ruling class' self-
image as belonging to a modern, European-oriented, secular Turkey, which has been
based almost exclusively on the territory of Anatolia, is coming under increasing
challenges both from the left and the religious right, the legacy of the Turkish state and
nationalism, embodied in a ruling class or elite with a strong commitment to Kemalist
principles, still greatly affects Turkey's internal and external policies. In this context,
despite the emergence of a seemingly homogeneous Turkish-speaking, traditionally
Sunni-Moslem, society within Turkey's borders, the obvious failure of the Kemalist
attempt at homogenizing Turkey, based on a majority language and Western ideals,
continues to haunt both the Turkish identity and the Turkish state, as the ruling elite

still refuses to acknowledge the ethnic and structural pluralism of Turkish society
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-Turkey's self-desire to become an economically developed country has not
changed since the early days of the Republic. Apparently, her economic development is
not only a social need but also a source to strengthen the power of the nation.
Moreover, economuc development, in the eyes of the Kemalist elites, is one of the
prerequisites of a European identity. Turkish ambition for development and
modernization is not confined to technological equality with the industrially advanced
Western countries. They wish to be recognized as Europeans and to be assimilated into
European civilization, which had been acknowledged as superior by Ataturk.

-Another important factor which Turkey's foreign policy should be seen
through is the legality of her actions in international arena. It has been seen in Turkey

as honourable to comply with international commitments.>

Any intimation to the
contrary, such as the US intimation about her NATO commitments during the Cyprus
crisis of 1964, usually causes widespread surprise and astonishment as well as
disappointment in Turkey. Although her inflexible policies, which have ofien resulted
from an all too legalistic approach toward international questions, would delay and
sometimes prevent possible solutions, Turkey still insists on abiding by rigid legality.

99 a direct result of the memories of the last years of the

This could be as Vali argues,
Ottoman Empire when the only way to preserve its existence and independence was
the reliance on international agreements. Or it is still possible to argue that this attitude
could be simply a continuation of a tradition established and carefully followed by
Ataturk in the early days of the Turkish republic.

-Another factor which should be kept in mind when evaluating Turkish foreign
policy is Turkey's desire to improve her image among international community.
Though the Turkish politicians and diplomats usually argue otherwise, contemporary
Turkey cares for “international public opinion” and responds to pressures from the

international arena. Given the fact that one of the most insistent national foreign policy

goals of Turkey is to become a member of the European community of nations, it is
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not surprising to see that even the military junta of September 12, 1980, both before
and after the intervention, had been sensitive to perceptions abroad. 100

In conclusion, it should be emphasized that structural factors, as discussed
above, have played a stabilizing role in, and ensured the continuation of, Turkish
foreign policy. Therefore the characterization of Turkish foreign policy as having a
high degree of rationality and sobriety,101 has much to do with the heritage of the
Ottoman Empire, which was forced to pursue its foreign policy amid tensions between
its own interest and those of other powers.102 At the same time, it is also in
accordance with the demands placed upon Turkey by her geopolitical situation: the
fact that Turkey lies on the boundaries of Europe, the Middle East and the Soviet
Union necessitated, during the past and in more recent times, a balanced, multi-sided

foreign policy.
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CHAPTER THREE
CHANGING PATTERNS: TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY UP TO 1980

1. Introduction

In the previous chapter we looked at the structural determinants of Turkish foreign
policy. We examined the factors that have traditionally influenced and shaped the
foreign policy of Turkey from imperial times, through the interwar vears with Ataturk,
to the present day third Republic. Thanks to these structural determinants and their
strong influence upon Turkey, she has been able to display a remarkable degree of
continuity in her foreign policy, in contrast to frequent internal changes. It is, to a large
extent, due to these factors that Turkish foreign policy has been praised for its high
degree of rationality, sense of responsibility, long term perspective, and "realism found
in few developing nations and far from universal even among the democracies of the
West". |

Yet, there are other factors that have affected Turkish foreign policy and its
daily happenings. These conjunctural factors, the result of international and domestic
changes over the years, have also helped to shape Turkey's contemporary foreign
policy. Due to their dynamic and changeable character, however, they exert a
temporary influence on the country's foreign policy, especially on its implementation.
But due to these factors, Turkey's foreign policy has undergone some rapid changes in
its implementation, even if no major deviations have occurred in the ultimate national
goals. These factors have modified the foreign policy of Turkey through the years to
establish a better defined and more relevant foreign policy to meet the requirements of

the contemporary world.

Though there are several of them, we shall deal, in this chapter, with only a few
major conjunctural factors that have affected Turkey's foreign policy and its
international environment. Bearing in mind that almost every happening in domestic or
international politics could affect and change a country's foreign policy in one way or

another, it is imperative to be selective. One should not forget that a change of
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government, even a minister, can affect attitudes and policy implementation. Besides, a
selective approach is certainly appropriate from an analytical perspective when
researching a country like Turkey where eight presidents, three military coups d'etat,
four different constitutions, and forty eight prime ministers with an average tenure of
seventeen months, have been squeezed into sixty seven years.2

The selection of factors has been determined by the importance of the changes
that they caused. In this respect, the most decisive reason for choosing certain
conjunctural factors was the sudden shift they had caused in either the implementation
or more importantly the foundation of the foreign policy of Turkey.

An overview of Turkey's foreign relations shows that the single most important
development has been the transition from the cold war, which dominated relations
between the East and the West in the 1950s, to the process of detente.

Another important factor in the making of Turkey's foreign policy has been the
Cyprus issue, which became a permanent problematic of Turkey's foreign relations
since its inception. In the mid-to-late 1960s, it was the continual Cyprus crisis which
gave impetus to a process of reconsideration of the basic orientation of Turkish foreign
policy. And in the 1970s it was another Cyprus crisis which led to fundamental changes
in foreign policy, though not as dramatic as pulling the country out of the Western
states system.

Other important factors which caused some considerable changes in Turkey's
attitudes to certain groups of states, have been the constitutional and political
development of the country, together with its economic ambitions and problems; the
different views of political parties and groups which came into existence after the 1960
military intervention, the 1961 Constitution, together with social and political
evaluation it embodied; and the changes in attitudes of certain states towards Turkey.

Some of the conjunctural factors that had affected Turkish foreign policy were
ephemeral in character. Others continued to affect its patterns for some time and were
usually interrelated with each other. Since it is virtually impossible to identify the exact

result of each factor separately and any foreign policy action is influenced by a
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combination of factors, this chapter follows a slightly different line of arguing from that
of the first chapter. Instead of looking at certain factors and their effects through the
years, I have chosen to deal with Turkish foreign policy in different periods,
distinguishable by their distinctive patterns in foreign policy. The above-mentioned
conjunctural factors, then, are discussed in-depth in their relevant periods, under the
overall "guidance" of the traditional inputs.

During the first and second Republics of Turkey (between 1923-1980), one can
distinguish at least three different periods which could be identified with their distinct
patterns in the country's foreign policy attitudes.

The interwar period under the leadership of Ataturk and Inonu had seen Turkey
Western in its inclination but jealously guarding against any intimation that her
independence, either economically or militarily, might be jeopardized. The foreign
policy of this period was essentially shaped by the factors that we have labelled
traditional or structural. Particularly M. Kemal's understanding and practice of foreign
policy was important. As these factors were discussed in the previous chapter, there is
no need to engage in further discussion about this period.

The second period, 1945-1960, during which Turkey's foreign policy was
dominated by total Western dependence, was followed by a period of disillusionment
with the West, late detente with Eastern Block and rapprochement efforts with the
Third World (1960-1970).

The 1970s, in addition, saw a pattern of alienation from the West encouraged
by the Cyprus crisis of 1974, which in turn showed Turkey the cumulative result of the
foreign policy she had been following since the end of World War II: loneliness in the
international arena. Hence, the 1970s witnessed Turkey's efforts to come back to the

international arena as a reliable and friendly nation, just as she was during the interwar

period.
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2. Determinants of Turkey's Cold War Policies, 1945 - 1960

Modern Turkey's Western orientation and rapidly modernizing features were, as
mentioned above, firmly consolidated under the leadership of Ataturk. His foreign
policy was dominated by the priority of peace, sovereignty and national development
over expansionist-revisionism.

After Ataturk's death, one of his close associates, Ismet Inonu, took over the
Presidency of Turkey and the Republican People's Party (RPP) in a one-party political
system. He was so committed to the Kemalist ideology in general, and foreign policy
principles of peace and sovereignty in particular, that Turkey under his leadership
"faithfully followed the Kemalist regime in every domain and the foreign policy
remained unchanged".3 A'though "the gathering storm" over Europe in 535 forcec
Turkey to enter into an alliance with France and Great Britain,4 she was able to stay
out of the war until the last minute.”

Despite surviving the Second World War virtually unscathed, by showing one
of history's best examples of small state diplomacy in great powers politics,6 Turkey
however, was soon to see that the situation after the war was. demanding careful
diplomacy as much as it had done previously. Throughout the war, Inonu came to the
conclusion that Turkey's biggest problem after the war would be the prospect of facing
all alone the more powerful Soviet Union. In fact, he was convinced that if Turkey
entered the war, the Soviets would occupy Turkey either as a member of the Axis or as
a "liberator".’ He also foresaw the Soviet post-war domination of Eastern Europe.8
Hence, he was determined not to give the Soviets an excuse to set foot on Turkish soil.

.

However, Turkey was soon to learn that all her careful manoeuvring to avoid alienating
the Soviet Union had been to no avail.

The Second World War marked an important watershed in Turkey's foreign
policy as well as in her domestic developments. Although Turkey's political and
economic alignment with the Western countries after the Second World War may be

treated as a natural outcome of her desire to become a fully modernized (=westernized)
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country, her dependence on the Western powers went too far to represent a reversal in
her earlier policies. It is true that the prewar Republic under Ataturk's leadership
attempted to adopt the institutions and the values of the West in order to accelerate the
process of modernization and economic development. This inclination to the West did
not, however, imply a dependency on the Western powers, either militarily or
economically. Moreover, she was reluctant to form any economic bonds which might
lead to any real or imaginary dependency, as a result of the foreign domination of the
Ottoman economy in the 19th century. On the contrary, Turkish foreign policy before
the second World War was independent in nature, despite a series of regional pacts,
and based primarily on conciliation with all big and regional powers. During this period,
Turkey maintained friendly relations with all the major states of the time but avoided
any formal attachment with any of them until 1939. Even during the Second World
War, her main foreign policy aim was to find a way to stay out of the war and not to
endanger the delicate balance of her relations with all the parties,9 Why then did
Turkish foreign policy reverse itself following the Second World War?

A number of domestic and systemic factors had pushed Turkey towards
Western tutelage in general, and Western-dependent foreign policy in particular. It was
no accident that significant changes occurred simultaneously in both foreign and

domestic policies, for as we shall see there was a linkage between the two.

2.1. External Factors: Meeting the Soviet Threat

In the international arena there were basically two more important and interrelated
developments that were instrumental in Turkey's decision to establish closer ties with
the Western countries. First of all, there was a change in the nature of the international
system which rapidly evolved from a "balance of power" structure to a "bipolar"
structure. In such a structure, as Aron's paradigm states, a policy of neutrality was not
very realistic or possible at all for a country like Turkey, a middle-range power situated

in such a geopolitically important area. 10 Other important developments in the
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international arena were the emergence of the Soviet Union as a superpower, and, more
delicately for Turkey, her subsequent demands upon Turkey. As most observers noted,
the impetus for Turkey's shift to Western alignment did not come from the West, but
rather resulted from her reaction to Soviet pressures.

Already during the war, it became obvious to Turkey that the Soviets were
pursuing a policy designed to gain territorial concessions from Turkey. During the
secret German-Soviet negotiations in November 1940, Turkey was one of the
bargaining pieces, and was a price asked by the Soviets to enter the Berlin Pact. 11
Subsequently, allied with the West, the Soviets brought their demands to Yalta and
Postdam Conferences in 1945.12 Having received Churchill's acquiescence at the
Moscow Conference (October 1944), Stalin presented Soviet position at Yalta
(February 1945) vis.a.vis the Turkish Straits. "It is impossible" remarked Stalin at Yalta
"to accept a situation in which Turkey has a hand on Russia's throat". 13

Having already received these hints about Soviet intentions on her territorial
integrity, and alarmed by the Soviet note of March 19, 1945, denouncing the 1925
Treaty of Friendship and Non-aggression, Turkey was terrified by another Soviet note
on June 7, 1945, demanding Soviet bases on the Straits in addition to the territorial
adjustments in the Soviet-Turkish border as the price for renewing the Treaty of
Friendship and Non-aggression. 14 president Inonu's response was sharp and emotional.
telling the Turkish Grand National Assembly (TGNA) that they were "under no
obligation to give up Turkish soil or Turkish rights to anyone..We shall live with
honour and die with honour". The Assembly speaker further warned Soviets in a firm

and equally emotional manner that "if the Russians insist on their demand, we shall fight

to the last Turk". 15

When Turkey refused these initial demands, from mid-1945 onwards, the
Soviets started to exert heavy political pressures on Turkey. In this situation, Turkey
unsuccessfully tried "to involve the United States in defending Turkey against the
Soviet Union", and "bring the United States position on the Straits into harmony with

the minimum Turkish view". 16 However, the United States and Great Britain, under
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the mistaken belief that meaningful cooperation with the Soviet Union after the war
would be possible, stood aside. What they did not know at the time was that the Soviet
demands on Turkey were a part of Stalin's efforts to take advantage of the power-gap
of the wartime and immediate post-war international situation by provisional demands
just beyond Soviet borders. 17 Furthermore, Turkey's neutrality during the war had left
her future status in ambiguity in contrast to most European countries where the post-

war spheres were clearly defined.18

While this ambiguity made Turkey a tempting
target for Stalin's post-war expansionism, the Western (US and UK) attitudes at the
end of the war, which were slow to adopt a firm position against Soviet demands, must
have encouraged Stalin about his proposals upon Turkey.

Meanwhile, at the Postdam Conference (17 July-2 August), the Soviets sought
to obtain an Allied consensus that the problem of the Straits was a matter between
Turkey and the Soviet Union. Though the Conference broke up without resolving the
matter, it was agreed in pﬁnciple upon a revision of the Montreux agreement. 19 1n the
meantime, the Western attitude towards Turkey, and the Soviet demands in general,
began to change gradually. Taken in conjunction with Soviet actions elsewhere, and in
the light of the unsuccessful conference of foreign ministers in December 1945, the
Soviet demands started to appear to President Truman to demonstrate an intention to
invade Turkey and control the Straits. 20

With the declaration in March 1946 by the Great Britain that the 1939 Treaty of
Alliance was still in force and obliged the UK to help her in the event of aggression,
Turkey realised that her post-war isolation had now ended 21 Turkey was further
relieved by another sign reflecting the changed American stance: the battleship Missouri
anchored at Istanbul on April 15, 1946, carrying the remains of Turkish Ambassador
M. Ertegun, who had died in Washington during the war. This was seen by many Turks
asa sign of American readiness to protect Turkey. Nevertheless, the dispute over the
Straits continued until the end of 1946.

On August 7, 1946, Soviets presented their proposal over the Straits as

authorized at Postdam.22 The proposal called for control of the Straits to be in the
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hands of Turkey and "other Black Sea Powers", with Turkey and The Soviet Union
sharing joint defence of the waterways. They also sent strong notes to Turkey to
complain about the administration of the Straits during the war. This time the
Americans and the British backed Turkey in her rejection of Soviet demands, and in
September 1946, shortly after proposed regulations presented by the Soviets, the
United States announced its intention to maintain a permanent naval presence in the
Mediterranean. 23 Although later in September the Soviets repeated their earlier
demands, they dropped the issue toward tire end of October 1946 after another refusal
from Turkey, backed by the United States and Great Britain 24

The answer to the question as to what actually persuaded the Soviets to back
out of their demands on Turkey is difficult to give, and has been controversial. Many,
especially foreign observers, tend to emphasize Western supporc.25 And the Turkish
officials, who tried to persuade the US to continue her aid to Turkey, tend to reinforce
this connection. On the other hand, many Turkish scholars, specially since the mid-
1960s, have argued that the years of maximum threat were 1945 and 1946 and Turkey,
without any formal connection with the US, had to stand all alone against Soviet
demands. They further argue that when finally the US agreed to give aid to Turkey
through the Truman Doctrine (12 March 1947), the Soviet Union had already backed
down in her claims. 20 It seems fair to state that it was the combination of determined
Turkish resistance, opposition of the Western powers, and the loss of will on the
Soviets' part, as Yapp argues,27 that caused the Soviets to back down.

Whatever the reasons for the USSR's failure to follow up her claims, Turkey,
thoroughly alarmed by the Soviet actions, reverted to its historic animosity for its
Russian neighbour and continued to seek protection from the West, mainly from the
United States. To this end, she attempted to dramatize the Soviet threat, and continued
to argue that Turkey's geographical position made her the key to the Middle East,
supposedly final target of the alleged Soviet aggression.

Although by the end of 1946 the Allied position had hardened in opposition to

Soviet demands on Turkey, it was not until 1947, in reaction to Communist activities in
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Greece and the British announcement of their intention to withdraw from her
responsibilities in the area, that the United States became actively involved. The result
was the Truman Doctrine which forged the initial bonds between Turkey and the
United States, despite the fact that United States personnel, who began to be stationed
in Turkey, quickly aroused memories of the Capitulations.28

One of the main Ottoman foreign policy aims for a lengthy period was to ally
herself with a powerful state, against her traditional antagonist Russia. Now, in the
bipolar international system, modern Turkey, facing with renewed Russian threat, was
forced to find an ally to protect her interests against the Soviet Union. There were a
number of reasons why the United States was the natural candidate for the post. Apart
from the fact that the United States was now assuming the leadership and protectorship
of the Western democracies, and she was the only country capable of lending money
which Turkey's economy badly needed at the time, it was also significant to the Turks
that the United States had no history of colonial domination and was geographically

located a considerable distance from Turkey.

2.2. Domestic Factors: The Interaction Between Multi-Party Democracy,

Economic Development and Foreign Policy

Though the Soviet threat in the late 1940s stands out as the most instrumental factor in
pushing Turkey into Western camp, there were other reasons for Turkey to choose the
Western course. Firstly, as war ended with a victory for the Western democracies, the
future seemed to be on their side and with their political system. This belief in the
Western democratic system must have contributed to Turkey's willingness to alter Her
position of non-alignment and seek closer links with the West. Moreover, apart from
international and systemic factors, internal political and economic pressures also played
an important role in Turkey's new orientation in foreign policy. Most importantly, a
dramatic change in the Turkish political system, that is the transition to a multi-party

system, was occurring concurrent with above mentioned international developments.
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Turkey's post-war foreign policy goals, at least in part, affected this change in her
domestic politics which in turn had an effect on Turkish foreign policy.
Although there can be little doubt that the real impetus behind change was

9 it would also be

President Inonu's accurate assessment of Turkey's domestic scene,2
fair to argue that desire for Western support against Soviet demands strongly
influenced his decision to promote truly democratic, multi-party elections 30 Internally,
there was mounting criticism about RPP's one-party regime, which failed to produce
viable economic policies and generated strong opposition with its capital levy during
the war. At the same time, similar criticisms by the United States Congress must have
had considerable impact upon Inonu, who was now seeking closer relations with the
United States and wishing to join the Western community.3'1

The social changes and specific events which were instrumental in the formation
of a multi-party system in Turkey are too numerous and beyond the scope of this study.
Whatever the reason for its introduction, however, this political experiment challenged
RPP's almost exclusive privilege of governmental policy—fnaking and offered the rural
groups an opportunity to gain political influence alongside an urban elite composed of
former high ranking military officers and bureaucrats. This in turn had inescapable
effects on the implementation of Turkish foreign policy.

Beyond the political factors, economic needs necessitated a Western leaning in
foreign policy. Although Turkey, by the end of 1946, had gold and foreign exchange

32 this was mainly due to favourable prices that the

reserves around $262 million,
fighting powers offered Turkey's agricultural products and raw materials such as
chromium. Moreover, at the end of the war Turkish officials, who were now
considering the possibility of war with the Soviet Union, did not want to use these
reserves and, therefore, tried to utilize international loans in order to enable Turkey to
maintain a large army with its economic consequences.33

Under the RPP government, Turkey had already started to receive American aid
through the Truman Doctrine (1947), and later Marshall Plan (1948), although both

schemes were not primarily arranged for Turkey, and there were restrictions on the use
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of American aid >4 Further, Turkey had also established additional formal links with the
Western Community. In 1948 Turkey became a member of the newly established
Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), which in turn enabled
Turkey to be automatically included in the Marshall Plan, and in 1950 she joined the
Council of Europe. Turkey's participation in these purely European organizations was
of primary importance for her future economic and political relations and policies.

This pattern of economic dependency continued under the Democrat Party
(DP), which won a decisive victory over the RPP in 1950. Democrats were at least as
anxious as the Republicans to tie Turkey politically and economically to the West, and
particularly to the United States. Although they encouraged free enterprise in their
campaigns, they soon found it convenient to continue to build up the state enterprises
after gaining power, thus came to rely heavily on foreign, mainly American, economic
and military assistance. As a result, Turkey's need for foreign aid became an integral
part of her foreign as well as domestic policy.

Turkey's economic system under the DP was modelled along Western lines and
relied heavily on private initiative and foreign investment, and during the period 1947-
1961 Turkey received $1,862 million in military assistance and $1,394 million in
economic assistance from the United States.3> As a result of this extensive assistance,
Turkish leaders apparently became insulated from economic reality, and consequently
established Turkey's long standing dependency on foreign assistance.

After an impressive economic start which lasted through 1953, the economic
situation in Turkey deteriorated rapidly. Its initial success was due mainly to the
expansion of private investment, the boom in agricultural production as a result .of
government subvention in prices and opening of new farming areas, the mechanization
of farming, and favourable weather and high world prices for agricultural products
because of the Korean war.

Despite early indications and Western warnings of serious economic problems,

the Menderes government, encouraged by early successes, continued to pursue
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ambitious but uncoordinated development policies. After 1953, however, Turkey's
economy began to deteriorate and her foreign trade deficit grew.36

Even though the Turkish government refused to follow its economic advice, the
United States continued to provide essential assistance under the, sometimes
exaggerated, view of Turkey's geographical importance. Finally, when faced with
bankruptcy in 1958, Menderes accepted the stabilization programme imposed by an

international consortium composed of the United States, Germany, Great Britain, the

consortium rescheduled Turkey's debts and provided an aid package of $359 million.37

In addition to establishing Turkey's dependency on foreign assistance and
creating a less than favourable image of the Turks' ability to manage their finances, the
fiscal policies of the DP government led to significant social changes in Turkey. The
increased correlation of status with power and the rise of the new middle class, based
on economic activity, resulted in a concomitant decline in the status of the salaried
bureaucrats, intellectuals and military officers. And the danger was the Democrat Party
government did not understand the new forces of instability developing in the society.
Thus the stage was set for domestic conflict.

Meanwhile, Turkey's main foreign policy objective was to be a full member of
NATO. This desire for membership was based on political and economic factors rather
than strategic and military concerns, since, by 1950, the main Soviet threat was already
averted. Although Turkey's wish to enter NATO should be seen as a natural outcome
of the foreign policies that Turkey had been following since World War II, the
economic concerns must also have played a considerable part, and the idea that her
exclusion might lead to a decrease of US interest and subsequent reduction in American
aid must have had its weight in the government's decision. Furthermore, domestic
political considerations of the DP also played a significant role in this decision. First of
all the DP, which was advocating liberal economy in Turkey, might have seen that it
was difficult to establish such a system without attaching Turkey to the West.

Secondly, the leaders of the DP genuinely believed that Turkey's entrance to NATO
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was necessary for the future of the democratic system in Turkey and their own
existence. In fact, it was quite clear from their statements during the election campaign
of 1950 that the DP leaders, under the earlier experiences of multi-party system in
Turkey, were afraid of the possibility that the RPP would not deliver the government
even if they lost the election. They thought that joining NATO would prevent the RPP
from playing such games.38 Finally in 1952, after the Korean War, and Turkish
participation in the conflict, Turkey and Greece joined into NATO, which marked the

Turkey's military commitment to the West as well as her economic dependence.
2.3. Reflections on Turkey's Western Dependency in Foreign Policy

As a result of her economic and military dependency on the West, Turkey's foreign
policy also started to tilt toward the West. Turkey's active role in the creation of such
alliances as the Baghdad Pact and the Balkan Treaty which gained her no additional
security and the awkward role she played at the Afro-Asian Bandung Conference in
championing the cause of Western powers may all be interpreted as a part of Democrat
Party's efforts to appear as an indispensable ally in order to secure greater aid from the
West. Likewise, her support of the Western powers at the Suez én’sis of 1956; her
fierce opposition to the 1958 Iragi coup; her threats to Syria in 1957, in the heat of the
US-Syrian crisis, to invade should the Communists, or the Soviet Union, gain control
over the Syrian government, were all the parts of Turkey's efforts to exacerbate the
Communist threat in her immediate borders' in order to get more economic and military
aid as well as the result of the Democrat Party's foreign policy thinking which was
essentially anti-Soviet. :
As one could expect, relations with the Soviet Union and other Eastern Block
countries were far from friendly during the period under consideration. After Soviet
territorial demands on Turkey, relations further deteriorated proportionate to Turkey's

alignment with the West through the Truman Doctrine (1947), and her membership in

NATO (1952), the Balkan Pact (1954), and the Baghdad Pact (1955). Turkey's
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political preference of multi-party system based on free elections, and economic choice
centred on free enterprise were also reflections of her commitment to Western style
democratic system. Soviet harsh and often threatening responses only helped Turkey to
move closer to her Western allies.3” Turkey's suppression of the leftist parties and their
organs during the 1940s and 1950s was also caused, in part, by Soviet hostility.

On the other hand, the Soviet fear that Turkey might be used as a base for a
Western attack against the Soviet Union dictated Soviet policies toward Turkey for a
long time, which remained openly hostile and intimidating until 1953 when a
culmination of several factors resulted in change. In May 1953, barely three months
after Stalin's death, the Soviet government renounced its territorial claims for Turkey's
eastern provinces and its desire for control of the Straits. 40

Since the Turkish government regarded these peace moves as a new Soviet
tactic designed to separate her from the West, there were no immediate positive results
in Turkish-Soviet relations.41 Consequently, Soviet efforts to establish intimate
relations with Egypt in 1955 and the Syrian and Iraqi crises of 1957 and 1958 invoked
~ further fears in Turkey about being surrounded by hostile pro-Soviet states and the
crushing of the Hungarian revolt in 1956 by the Red Army_on]y ‘helped to confirm

2 psa result, when the Cold War entered a

Turkish suspicions about Soviet moves.
period of limited detente in 1954, Turkey was left behind in the process of
normalization of East-West relations. o

Finally, when Turkish premier Menderes agreed on exchanging visits with
Krushchev in April 1960 as a result of mainly Turkey's need for economic assistance,
and the basic changes in Soviet policy, which was no longer insistent on radical change
in Turkish Foreign Policy as the price for improved relations, it was too late, because
Menderes was to be ousted by the military coup of May 27, 1960, which caused a
Turkish-Soviet standstill for another four years. |

During this period, Turkey's relations with the Middle Easterfl Arab countries,

and Third World states in general, were literally an extension of her Western-dependent

foreign policy, as-well. Even before Turkey's accession to a Western defense system,
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there were enough factors leading to a deterioration of Turkish-Arab relations. First of
all, historical experiences, i.e., the relationship between the rulers (Ottoman Turks) and
the ruled (Arabs), surely coloured the relations. Secondly, Ataturk's reforms created a
difference between two Islamic peoples, and the general secularisation of Turkey in the
name of modernization (Westernization) created profound resentment and mistrust
among Arabs. Moreover, the question of Alexandretta, which resulted from the
attachment of the region to Turkey in 1939, was still a matter of tension between
Turkey and Syria.

Furthermore, Turkey's Western orientation, which led Turkey to adopt political,
social, cultural and economic ideas from the West and eventually to join NATO, had
significant impacts on Turco-Arab relations. In her Middle Eastern relations Turkey
was looked upon by the Arabs as a pawn of the West. This perception was not
altogether untrue, but it would be unfair to assume that Turkey was acting only as a
Western proxy. Indeed, Turkey had a real desire to secure her southern borders.
Beyond, the emergence of Israel had an immediate and long lasting effect on Turkish-
Arab relations. Originally Turkey opposed the partition of Palestine, but, after
establishment of Israel, changed her stance to be the first Islamic nation to recognize
her and exchange ambassadors.+3

Further, Turkey's efforts in 1951 to help establish a Middle East Defense
Organization (MEDO) and the Arab states' resentment against this as another form of
Western and Turkish imperialism in the region worsened the relations. Though MEDO
had failed, Turkey later joined the Baghdad Pact of 1955, which was also opposed by
many Arab countries, especially Egypt.44 Though the effectiveness or utility of the
Baghdad Pact had certainly been questionable, the role it played in the alienation of
Egypt and her allies from the West in general and Turkey in particular are obvious. It
most assuredly cast Turkey in the image of a tool of the Western powers.

During the period Turkey's foreign policy objectives in the Middle East, as
mentioned above, mirrored her pro-Western alignment and reflected Turkey's fears that

the Soviet Union was enlarging its influence over Middle Eastern countries, and Turkey
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could be soon contained by pro-Soviet and hostile Arab states.*? Therefore, it could be
said that, by contributing to Turkey's rapprochement with the West, and placing great
pressure upon her, the Soviet threat indirectly influenced Turkey's further alienation
from the Middle East.

Turkey in the 1950s certainly failed, as Karpat assesses, to understand the trend
of development, the political objectives and resentments of her Arab neighbours.46 On
the other hand, the Arabs, too, failed to understand Turkey's security needs and fears
from the Soviet Union. They were geographically removed from the Soviet Union by
the buffer that Turkey and Iran had created between the two areas. For the Turks, the
Russians were not merely a dangerous historical enemy but, because of their proximity,
a credible threat to the existence of themselves, as well. As Aykan assesses, "no matter
how the Arabs could have felt about the Soviet danger, their feelings could not have
been so deep-seated as Turkey's feeling".47

Meanwhile, Turkey's defence of the West at the Bandung Conference in 1955
further strained her relations with the Third World Countries. 48 Originally Turkey did
not even want to join this conference. But later, under the pressures from the West, she
changed her mind and went to the conference in order to warn these states against the
threats caused by "middle of the road measures”. 49 At this conference of Afro-Asian
nations Turkey strongly defended her Western alliance (NATO) with harsh attacks on
non-alignment, socialism and communism.>© As a result, Turkey became isolated from
the Third World, an isolation which would later be felt in the United Nations.

Throughout the 1950s Turkish foreign policy was clearly a product of her
Western alignment and an extension of Western policies toward both the Soviet Union
and the non-aligned countries. The leaders of Turkey, during this period, did not agree
that a "detente" would be possible between two blocs, and did not believe in the
sincerity of "peaceful coexistence" policy which they regarded as another tactic by the
Soviet Union to deceive the free world.?! They did not accept non-alignment as a
viable solution and further believed that it would help the Soviet Union to dominate the

world in the long run.>2 However, in the 1960s, due to systemic and internal changes
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as well as American policy toward Cyprus, Turkey began to reevaluate her strict

Western orientation.

3. Determinants of Turkish Foreign Policy in the Inter-Coup Period (1960-1980):
The Western Tie Weakened

It would have been hard to imagine in the late 1950s that the Turks would ever be
disappointed with the West and would join in the world-wide anti-American sentiment
with shouts of the familiar "Yankee Go Home". Yet, the Turkish-American friendship,
which began with the Truman Doctrine and flourished in the 1950s, began to cool
during the 1960s and deteriorated in the 1970s. What happened to the Turkish-
American "honeymoon" in such a short time? What had changed in Turkey and in the
international arena that affected Turkey's relations with the United States in particular
and generally with the Western alignment?

In fact, it was not only Turkish-American amity that was altered throughout the
inter-coup period. The whole of Turkish foreiéﬁ policy thinking, actually, was
experiencing a reevaluation and reorientation process along with the rise of anti-
American sentiments in Turkey.

Although the 1964 Cyprus crisis is commonly regarded as the turning point in
Turkish-American relations and Western alignment in general, in reality the process of
reorientation in the mind of intellectuals and some politicians started well before that
year. Admittedly, the Cyprus question stands out as being the most significant factor in
bringing about the reappraisal and diversification efforts of Turkish foreign policy
during the inter-coup period. In point of fact however, there were other factors both

domestic and international involved in Turkey's policy shift.
3.1. Detente in East-West Relations and Turkish Foreign Policy, 1960-1970

The detente process and the consequent loosening of the bipolar balance, which had
initiated important changes in world politics, also greatly affected Turkey's international

position. The cold war had earlier necessitated, on the one hand, Turkey's dependency
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on the West, but on the other, also sustained unquestioning Western support either
militarily or politically including economic aid. During the 1950s the Soviet threat was
felt by Turkey so much that there was no reason on the Turkish part to question her
total dependence to the West, as long as the West (mainly the United States)
committed itself to protect Turkey from Soviet aggression.

But, the 1960s saw a softening of inter-bloc tensions. Furthermore, the rise of
China and France as rebellious countries against bipolar arrangement of the postwar
years signalled a change in the power balance of the world which has eventually turned
to be a multipolar one. Although, international relations continued to be overshadowed
by the two strong poles, the growing interdependence among nations, and increasing
roles of the secondary states in world politics have caused a loosening of the bipolar
balance and the emergence of a more complex and multidimensional configuration.

This multidimensional interplay can also be observed in economic
developments. While seeking a fulcrum between East, West, and the other focuses of
power, the world, at the same time, had to sustain the discrimination of the North
towards the developing countries of the South. On the other hand, the rising economic
consciousness of the South has brought along a set of political consequences and has
introduced new actors to the world political stage. Of these actors, the "Group of 77"
on the economic stage, and the "Group of Non-aligned Countries" on the political stage
became the representatives of rising consciousness of the so-called "Third World"
countries. These events have introduced the concept of economic development to
world politics and have also resulted in considerable cross-alliance relations.

While the world became more inter-dependent, both economically and
politically, the period of detente, which slowed down inter-superpower rivalry, also
made it possible for small members of alliance systems to have broader economic and
political relations with the other states disregarding military blocks. In such a
fragmented world Turkey had to expand its relations to these new centres of economic,

political and military power in order to take full advantage of her economic and

political potential.
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Moreover, an official NATO report, the Harmel Report, issued in December
1967, gave way to inter-alliance relations and must have dispelled possible Turkish
apprehensions that her changing relations with the Eastern bloc could jeopardize her
position in NATO. The report stated that since all NATO members are "sovereign
states, the allies are not obliged to subordinate their policies to collective
decision...each ally can decide its policy”, and called the Allies to seek improved
relations with the USSR and the countries of Eastern Europe.5 3

The expansion in Turkish foreign policy, however, would have required more
developments both domestic and international level other than detente itself, though

they were not far away in the early 1960s.
3.2. The Effects of Pluralist Democracy: The 1960s

During the inter-coup period, Turkey went through important socio-political changes, a
combination of which affected the thinking of Turkish people in general and their
approach to the matters of foreign policy in particular. The internal evolution of Turkey
after the 1960 coup, therefore, deserves further attention.

Since the 1960 coup was a result of various social, economic and internal

>4 its immediate

political factors rather than based on any foreign policy consideration,
affect on foreign relations was minimal.>> The only visible foreign policy modification
of the military junta was an attempt to improve relations with the Arab countries, and a

56

desire to establish closer contacts with the newly emerging nations.”> The military

government also attempted to regularize the various bilateral agreements with the US
and emphasized Turkish national interests in this connection.”’

Although the 1960 coup and the military government afterwards did not
produce any immediate real foreign policy changes, the relatively free political
atmosphere after the coup and the "liberal" constitution of 1961 had a significant

impact on Turkish domestic politics, and subsequently affected Turkish foreign policy.

Up to the early 1960s, Turkish foreign policy-making remained in the almost exclusive
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privilege of a small elitist group. Public criticism of government foreign policy was
generally considered unpatriotic. Under the presidencies of Ataturk and Inonu, the very
nature of the authoritarian single-party politics precluded any real opposition in the
foreign policy area as well as in domestic policies. Under the DP governments, too,
public discussion of foreign policy, and indeed all other issues, were tightly controlled
chiefly in parallel with Menderes' efforts to suppress opposition in the country.

Besides suppression, it is evident that the opposition RPP's views on foreign
policy were very similar to those implemented by the DP governments. Although
Menderes did not consult with the opposition party on matters of foreign policy, he was
usually criticised only on matters of implementation rather than decision itself. For
example, the opposition criticized his decision to send Turkish troops to Korea, one of
if not the most important Turkish foreign policy decision of the 1950s, more on the way
it was made than for its content.?%

Apart from this, one of the foreign policy acts of the Menderes government did
in fact create great unrest among Turkey's intellectual community and the RPP, shortly
before the 1960 military coup. This was the 1959 bilateral agreement between Turkey
and the United States, which stated that the United States would come to Turkey's aid
in the event of "direct or indirect" aggression.5 9 Soon, the term "indirect aggression"
created great concern among intelligentsia and the opposition who saw an American
commitment in the agreement to intervene on behalf of the Menderes government in the
event of a coup or even an electoral defeat.%0 The criticism directed against the
government was so strong that the submission of the agreement to the Grand National
Assembly for ratification was postponed for a year.61

But still discussion of foreign policy matters was limited, and in any case,
confined to the intelligentsia. However, after the 1960 coup and the reconstruction of
the constitutional government, Turkey's foreign relations entered inter-party

discussions, together with relatively pluralist political life, and attracted people's

attention.
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Moreover, the constitutional and electoral changes introduced by the National
Union Committee (NUC, the military junta) have influenced Turkish politics, both
foreign and domestic, for a long time.92 The new electoral law introduced a system of
proportional representation which allowed small parties to enter parliament and
therefore created multiplicity in foreign as well as domestic policies. The new
constitution, moreover, put a series of checks and balances to prevent democratic
system to turn, in effect, into one-party totalitarianism as happened during the 1950s.

On the negative side, however, the new electoral system made it increasingly
difficult for a single party to obtain a majority. What followed was a series of weak and
generally ineffective coalition govemments.63 Due to the major ideological differences
between Turkey's various political parties, the long periods of coalition rule created an
atmosphere within which a general consensus on policy, either foreign or domestic, was
rarely reached. This, of course, created ineffectiveness and inactivity in Turkish foreign
policy during the 1970s.

The new system also created a plural society alongside the pluralist parliament,
by spelling out in the 1961 Constitution the "fundamental rights" - freedom of thought
and belief, freedom of press, of publication, of association, and many others.%4 Under
this air of freedom, foreign policy, like domestic policies, became a topic of open public
discussion. This was contrary to the previous practice of the Republic, in which the
public, as mentioned above, was generally silent on matters of foreign policy.

Another factor which was to contribute indirectly to the reorientation of
Turkey's foreign policy was the emergence for the first time in Turkey's history of a
genuine socialist movement. The emergence of the new Turkish left was signalled by
the publication of the weekly Yon (1961) and the establishment in 1962 of the Turkish
Worker's Party (TIP), which was later outlawed after the 1971 military intervention.
They advocated the demolition of Turkey's ties with the West and the normalization of
relations with the neutral and communist countries. As a natural extension of their
socialist ideology, they were against the strong American presence on Turkish soil and

ran an anti-American campaign throughout the country.65
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Although these callings of the new Left attracted many followers from the
intelligentsia, its anti-Western campaign did not attract widespread support from the
masses until the Cyprus crisis of 1964. It was, however, at least in part responsible for a
basic policy shift within the RPP, which adopted a "left of centre" stance on the eve of
the 1965 general election in an apparent attempt to win back the intellectuals from TIP
and to gain support from the working class. 00

Concomitant with the Worker's Party, other splinter parties advocating
nationalistic and religious ideas also emerged. Parties, and indeed any other
organization, acting on these grounds were not allowed before the 1960s. With the free
atmosphere the new constitution created, however, these parties found a chance to
come out and be represented in the parliament. The fragmentation of the Turkish
political system after the 1960 coup also played a part in this result.

Another significant feature of the inter-coup period was the extraordinary
degree of radicalism espoused by the Turkish youth. Though in the late sixties it was
undoubtedly affected by the world-wide trend, especially by student insurrection in
France in 1968, the relatively free atmosphere and extreme fragmentation in Turkish
political system created after the 1960 intervention were, at least, partly responsible for
the result. What began in the late 1960s as peaceful student demonstrations against
poor social and educational conditions, soon assumed political significance, grew
radical, and became polarized between the Right and the Left and turned into bloody
armed clashes in the 1970s.67

Anti-imperialism was a common platform for both sides. But, while the Lefists
attacked Turkey's alliance with the West, which they believed restricted Turkey's
freedom of action, the Rightists were strongly anti-communist and opposed Soviet
imperialism, which at the time was no longer an obvious threat to Turkey.

The clashes between extreme Left and Right grew in the 1970s and spread
outside the political arena. More importantly, in the 1970s another wave of violence
surrounded Turkey with its roots in cultural and religious grounds as well as politics.68

As far as foreign relations were concerned, increasing political and social instability
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generated by political violence and terrorism seriously damaged Turkey's world image
at a time when Turkey was in great need of economic and political support.

Moreover, it was quite certain that during the late 1970s any foreign policy, like
any domestic policy, of the government would generate a strong challenge from at least
one of the extreme groups. Under these circumstances, governments had to restrain
themselves to the daily happenings of the foreign relations instead of trying to map out
general guide-lines for Turkey's foreign policy problems. This strategy in turn

contributed to Turkey's inactivity and isolation on the international front.

3.3. Cyprus as a Foreign Policy Determinant and Turkey's New Multi-Faceted

Foreign Policy

3.3.1.The Impact of the Cyprus Question: The 1960s

In terms of fostering a new direction in Turkish foreign policy, the factors
outlined above involved only a limited circle of politicians and intellectuals until the
Cyprus crisis of 1963-1964. The democratization of Turkish politics, with the growth
of a vocal and fragmented opposition and the emergence of foreign policy as a political
issue, created an atmosphere in which a shift to a more independent foreign policy was
not only likely, but also considering Turkey's need for foreign capital, very probable.
However, not until the Cyprus crisis of 1963-1964 did the emerging independent policy
trend at the top find wide support. Wide-spread anti-American sentiments emerged.
But more importantly, events surrounding the Cyprus crisis forced Turkey's leaders to
recognize that their strict adherence to a pro-Western alignment in a period of a
changing international system had left Turkey virtually isolated in the World
Community. Cyprus then was the catalyst which forced Turkey to re-examine her
foreign policy in the light of a rapidly changing world system.

While the history of Cyprus and developments of crises over Cyprus between
h,69

Greece and Turkey are not of prime importance to this researc it is sufficient to
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know that various forces made the Cyprus issue one of vital importance, for both the
Turkish government and the Turkish people.70

First of all, the geographical position of the Island of Cyprus in the Eastern
Mediterranean made it strategically important for Turkish security thinking. The
scenario that Greek-held Cyprus would cut Turkey off from the open sea encouraged
Turkey's resistance to Greek designs on the island since the 1950s. Secondly, the large
Turkish community on the island which the Turks felt compelled to defend against the
Greek majority made the issue highly emotional. Furthermore, Enosis (union with
Greece), then the Greek position on the island, was seen by many Turks as a first step
for achieving the Megali ldea (re-estab'isnment of the oid 3yzantine Empire), anc
therefore the Cyprus issue became a matter concerning national pride.

This highly emotional and therefore political appeal of the Cyprus issue can
clearly be seen in the statement issued by the Turkish Foreign Ministry, in late 1963, in
reply to President Makarios' proposed constitutional changes, which would have
reduced the status of the Turkish community in the island from a community with equal
rights to a minority. The statement ended; "A government that can abandon some
100,000 dear members of our race to the arbitrary administration of foreigners will
never come to power in Turkey".71 It is obvious that the fragile Turkish coalition
governments of the 1960s could not dare to negotiate a compromise when Turkey was
drawn into the crisis by the violent clashes between the two communities on Cyprus at
the end of the year 1963.

Initially, Turkey sought support for her position in NATO where the United
States had the dominant voice. Although NATO seemed to be a natural forum for
Turkey and Greece to seek a solution, it was soon evident that the other NATO states,
especially the United States, were reluctant to enter into what was seen as a local
discord between two members of the same alliance. 72 Moreover, the United States was

restraining itself from imposing any solution on the Cyprus dispute for fear of alienating

either Greece or Turkey.73

112



Turkey, on the other hand, was fully expecting American support under the,
what is now apparent us faulty, appraisal of the extent of support the United States
could or would extend. It is evident that Turkey, at the time, had failed to take into
account the changed circumstances in which international relations were operating
during the 1960s.74 Tt was easy for the United States to use leverage on Turkey and
Greece to reach compromise on Cyprus in the 1950s when the effects of Cold War still
felt and both countries were in need of American aid. By the 1964, however, both
Greece and Turkey were feeling less strained by the Cold War. Furthermore Greece,
due to her association with the EEC, became much less dependent on American
economic aid, and therefore American economic leverage on Greece had greatly
diminished.”> Moreover, Cyprus had became an independent state in 1960 and
Makarios was now taking an independent stand from Greece.

Another faulty assumption, on which Turkey based her expectations, was that
the relative importance of Turkey to the United States was more than that of Greece
because of her more strategic location. But what Turkey could not see at the time was
that the thaw in the Cold War and the advent of intercontinental ballistic missiles
diminished the American need for Turkish bases to maintain the nuclear balance of
power. Ulman also points out the effect of the large and well organized Greek-
American community and the scope of world Christian protest against the restrictions
Turkey placed on the activities of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Istanbul.7©

When all these factors were considered, it is not surprising that the American
and NATO position on Cyprus was one of neutrality between Greece and Turkey.

Thoroughly frustrated by America's and NATO's neutrality on Cyprus; faced
with public outcry at home; and fuelled with the Cypriot parliament decision of June
1964 to establish general conscription for the Greek Cypriot defence forces, Inonu's
government informed its allies that Turkey decided upon unilateral intervention.’’ The
American response was the now infamous Johnson letter of 1964, which was described

by Inonu in his reply as "disappointing" both "in wording and content".’8
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The contents of the letter, which was not made public until 1966 but
nevertheless partially leaked to the press, was shocking for many Turks who now came
to the conclusion that Turkey could not rely on its allies unconditionally. In the letter,
Johnson warned Turkey that her "NATO allies have not had a chance to consider
whether they have an obligation to protect Turkey against the Soviet Union if Turkey
takes a step which results in Soviet intervention without the full consent and
understanding of its NATO Allies". He further reminded that "the United States can not
agree to the use of any US supplied military equipment for a Turkish intervention in
Cyprus under present circumstances".

The second part of the letter, which was to play a most important role nearly
ten years later, passed more or less unnoticed.’® The questioning of NATO support,
however, as Inonu's reply reflected, created great concern among Turks and forced
them to rethink the reliability and trustworthiness of the alliance with the West. They
realized, as Inonu put in his reply to Johnson, that "there are...wide divergence of
views" between Turkey and the United States "as to the nature and basic principles of
the North Atlantic Alliance". In Turkish understanding, the NATO Treaty "imposes
upon all member states the obligation to come forthwith to the assistance of any
member victim of an aggression" unconditionally, and to debate the issue of "whether
aggression was provoked" and "whether they have an obligation to assist" would
jeopardize "the very foundation of the Alliance...and it would lose its meaning". They
further realized that the national interests of Turkey were no longer identical with those
of the United States or the Western alliances. From then on, the question of re-
examining and redirecting Turkey's foreign relations, a notion that the progressive
intelligentsia had been advancing for a long time, spread out to cover the hitherto silent
mass; and put all Turkish governments, as Harris notes, "on the defensive in regard to
the American connection, and memories of the Johnson letter would colour popular

impressions of the United States for many years to come" 80
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3.3.2. The Deterioration of US-Turkish Relations

Beyond the deteriorating effects of the Cyprus crisis and the Johnson letter, there were
other problems concerning Turkish-US relations. As noted above, in the 1960s,
because of domestic developments there was growing anti-American sentiment in
Turkey even before the 1964 Cyprus crisis. The general areas of friction, such issues as
American sovereignty over military bases on Turkish soil; misuse of US instaliations in

81

Turkey;®" alleged covert activities of the CIA;82 what the Turks considered to be

American abuse of the "status of forces agreements";83 alleged US involvement in
domestic policies; and the lack of sufficient American military aid, were already
pressurising the Turkish government to re-examine the relations with the United States.

In addition to these, two specific events which were to have an impact on
Turkish-American relations took place during the 1960s - the Cuban missile "deal" and
NATO's adoption of the "flexible response" strategy. Although the two events probably
did not arouse the general Turkish public, as much the Cyprus crisis did, they surely
created concern among Turkey's political and military leaders.

At the risk of further alienating the Soviets and making Turkey a prime target,
the Menderes government had agreed in 1958 to the deployment of medium range
atomic warhead Jupiter missiles in Turkey. In point of fact, the Missiles had been
rendered obsolete even before they became operational in July 1962. And in 1961 the
US had begun negotiations with Turkey for closure of missile sites. Under pressure
from the military, however, the Turkish government opposed the idea and the United
States dropped the matter.3% As a result, the missiles were still in Turkey when the
Cuban missile crisis broke out and became a bargaining point when the Soviets
proposed that the Jupiters be withdrawn in exchange for their withdrawing the missiles
from Cuba. Although the State Department denied any kind of "deal" over the missiles,
they were in fact removed from Turkey in 1963, apparently without consultation with

the Turkish government, which actually owned the missiles but not their warheads.3°
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The removal of the Jupiters gave rise to several issues which would make a
deep impression on Turkish-American relations. First of all, the suddenness with which
the Cuban crisis occurred and the limelight which Turkey shared because of missiles on
her soil brought about a basic change in Turkish attitudes. The experience had
demonstrated that a war could occur almost without warning and the possession of
strategic offensive weapons makes any country a primary target. The realization that
Turkey might became a target for a Soviet nuclear attack because of the US bases, and
that having bases that would attract such an attack might not be in the security interests
of Turkey, gave rise to the sentiment in Turkey, as Harris states, "in favour of removing
weapons systems which the Soviets considered especially dangerous, in order to
decrease the likelihood that the country could be dragged into a conflict against her
will"86 Equally important, was the impression given by Kennedy's unilateral action that
during a crisis the United States could and would act in her own best interest without
consideration of, or consultation with her allies. The Turkish public was also offended
by the idea that the US treated Turkey as a client whose interests were negotiable.87
This, coupled with the strategy of "flexible response" and the doubt cast upon United
States commitment to Turkey by the Johnson letter, created great concern in Turkey.

Soviet development of thermo-nuclear weapons in the 1960s necessitated a
rethinking of the concept of "massive retaliation”, whereby an attack on an American
ally would elicit an automatic nuclear strike against the aggressor. The United States
opted for a strategy of "flexible response" which did not entail an automatic nuclear
response.88 In light of previous American actions surrounding Cuba and Cyprus, this

new strategy doubtfully created great concern in Turkey. The outcome of this concern

was reappraisal by Turkey of her role in NATO.

3.3.3. Multi-Faceted Foreign Policy Concept

In the late 1960s, all these frictions and problems abroad and the basic changes in

Turkey's socio-political life outlined above were showing only one direction - the need

116



for a new and fresh foreign policy. But, as Ahmad pointed out, "throughout the
sixties...the intelligentsia was able to inhibit the activities of the government by constant
criticism but...never able to force the government to reformulate the policy".89
Although , after the Cyprus crises of 1963-1964 and 1967, the signs of reevaluation of
basic fundamentals of Turkish foreign policy were evident even in the governmental

circles,go

soon the outcry that Cyprus and other problems created died out, or at least
shadowed, due to mounting pressure of the domestic politics as a result of growing
violence and economic problems.

Nevertheless, there were basic changes in Turkey's attitudes, if not in main
directions, towards certain countries in an apparent attempt to break her loneliness in
the international forums and find support to her position on Cyprus. One of the major
changes in Turkish foreign policy in the late 1960's was the rapprochement with the
Soviet Union. Although there had been a movement towards rapprochement with the
Soviets as early as 1959 because of economic needs, the real thaw in Turkish-Soviet
relations started after 1964 and was undoubtedly influenced by American actions during
the Cyprus crisis. But attempts by Turkey to better her relations with the Communist
Bloc were motivated by other factors as well. The Turkish desire for Soviet economic

d;91 the development

assistance in view of declining American economic and military ai
of a highly vocal political opposition; and growing anti-American sentiment in Turkey
all contributed to Turkey's rapprochement with the Soviet Union.

In his memoirs, Turkish Foreign Minister F. C. Erkin, claims that Turkey moved
to normalize relations with the Soviet Union because the Soviet threat to Turkey had
decreased due to the NATO alliance, the rise of China as a balancing force, her
economic difficulties on the domestic front, and demands for autonomy by the Soviet
Union's allies in Eastern Europe.92 Just as important were the signals from Moscow
that the Soviets had abandoned their harsh policy toward Turkey and that better

relations between the two countries would not be contingent on Turkey loosening her

NATO bonds. Clearly, there were a variety of factors dictating the desirability for
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better relations, but just as clear is the fact that Cyprus was the catalyst for
rapprochement.

Ulman/Dekmejian acknowledge three factors, related to Cyprus, that forced
Turkey to consider rapprochement with the Soviet Union.%3 First of all, the Turks
probably felt that signs of a Turkish-Soviet rapprochement would pressure the United
States and NATO into inducing the Greeks and Greek Cypriots to accept a solution
favourable to Turkey. Secondly, Turkey hoped to win positive Soviet support for her
position on Cyprus, and therefore, secure the support of the Communist Bloc in the
United Nations. Finally, the least they could expect was a neutral Soviet position,
thereby denying support for the Greek position. Taken into consideration with Turkey's
isolation in the international arena, the lack of Western support, and the Soviet warning
to Turkey during the 1964 Cyprus crisis about the integrity of the island, this attempt to
secure Soviet support on Cyprus issue seemed all the more appropriate.

What began as a tactic to secure support for her position on Cyprus soon
became a firm conviction of Turkish foreign policy. Talks and visits between Turkey
and the Soviet Union increased after 1965 and the dialogue was extended to other
matters of mutual interest to the two countries. Perhaps most significant was the
increase in trade and the beginning of a Soviet aid program for Turkey. As a result,
Turkish exports to and imports from the Soviet bloc rose rapidly and the share of the
Soviet bloc in Turkey's total trade increased from 7% in 1964 to 13% in 1967.94

A basic tenet of Turkey's rapprochement with the Soviet Union was the belief
that the Soviets had abandoned their harsh, militarist policy and would accept, however
unwillingly, Turkey's membership in NATO. Therefore, the Soviet's armed repressien
of the liberalization movement in Czechoslovakia in 1968 and the Brezhnev doctrine
claiming the right of intervention for the Soviets to uphold the socialist regime in any
'country must have had more than a sobering effect in Turkey. It was, according to
Harris, "a blunt reminder that Moscow had not renounced force where its interests

were concerned" 9> The most immediate reaction to the Czech crisis was the decision
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of the Demirel regime, in a reversal of its previous position, to cooperate in a
multilateral force to be created in the Mediterranean under NATO auspices‘96

Although Turkish- Soviet dialogue continued after a short break, two ominous
developments outside the realm of diplomatic relations caused growing apprehension in
Turkey. The first of these was the increased Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean
and the other was the growing ideological impact of socialist doctrines within Turkey.
These two developments were to impact on Turkey's foreign and domestic policies of
the 1970s in that the former again highligi.ied Turkey's strategic location, and the latter
created instability in both the political and social life of Turkey.

Concomitant with her rapprochement with the Soviet Union, Turkey also
attempted to improve and expand her relations with the non-aligned countries,
especially those in the Middle East. Although many factors, such as obvious cultural,
geographic and religious affinities; the idea that Turkey, for strategic political reasons,
must become a bridge between East and West; and the commercial opportunities in the
new markets in the Arab countries undoubtedly influenced this shift in Turkish foreign
policy, Turkish-Third World relations in the 1960s, however, were conditioned above
all by the Cyprus dispute.

The almost total lack of Third World support in the UN for the Turkish position
on Cyprus forced Turkey to realize that her policy toward the nonaligned nations in
general and the Middle East in particular had isolated her from the rest of the world. As
could be expected Turkey moved to break away from this isolation. Therefore, behind
Turkey's new Arab policy was the desire to marshal support in the UN for her Cyprus
stand, as well as to indicate to the United States that Turkish support on various issues
could no longer be taken for granted.

Despite the fact that Turkey's rapprochement policy with the Third World
initially ended with failure, as the 1965 UN vote showed,97 Turkey nevertheless went
ahead with her multi-faceted foreign policy initiatives. Illustrative of Turkey's new
policy in the Middle East was the diplomatic position taken by Turkey in the Arab-

Israeli conflict. During the period following the 1964 Cyprus crisis up until the 1967
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Arab-Isracli war, Ankara's position on the Middle East dispute was one of guarded
neutrality. It was characterized by extreme caution designed to avoid antagonizing the
United States, the Soviet Union and the Arab nations. In the aftermath of the war, the
new direction of Turkey's foreign policy became evident in the UN. Mindful of the
importance of the thirteen potential Arab votes in the UN, as well as of future
Communist Bloc support for her position on Cyprus, Turkey voted for the Yugoslav
resolution calling for Israeli withdrawal from captured Arab territories. Yet at the same
time, in an apparent attempt to balance her interests with the West, Turkey abstained
on the Soviet resolution that labelled Israel an aggressor.98

Another event manifesting the diversification of Turkey's foreign policy was the
creation by Turkey, Iran and Pakistan, of the Regional Cooperation for Development
(RCD). It was an economic and cultural agreement parallel to but separate from the
Western dominated Central Treaty Organization (CENTO), and as Harris states,
reduced the importance of it. 9 Although Turkey's leaders initially were not
enthusiastic about turning back towards the East, on cultural and especially Islamic
grounds, Pakistan's proposal for RCD was timely and caught the Turks in the moment
of their political isolation.

Thus Turkey, whose credit with the nonaligned bloc had been bankrupt in 1964,
began to pursue a more independent foreign policy in the Third World designed to
alleviate the impression created at Bandung that she was running errands for the West.
However, at the end, there were few Third World countries who actually accepted
Turkey's eagerness to improve relations with them. And despite the adoption of the
"multi-faceted" foreign policy, most of the Third World states continued to act«in

favour of Makarios' position over the Cyprus issue in international forums.
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3.4. Turkish Foreign Policy During The 1970s

3.4.1. The Domestic Environment and External Problems

As stated earlier, towards the end of the 1960s Turkey became preoccupied with her
internal economic and political problems, and therefore ignored the international
situation. Although Turkey continued to follow a multi-faceted foreign policy, and her
restrained position in the 1967 Cyprus crisis paid off as some Arab states started to
take a more favourable stand with regard to Turkey in the international forums, soon
Turkey was dragged into domestic conflicts and consequently inactivity in the foreign
policy area.

The period of caretaker governments of 1971-73 after the 1971 intervention
can be identified with the lack of foreign policy initiative. The bureaucrats who
occupied government posts without much authority and with limited popular bases of
support were in no position to undertake courageous steps in foreign policy. Before
another Cyprus crisis dominated Turkey's foreign policy, there were two
developments, one internal and one foreign, that would affect Turkey's and the United
States' policies during and after 1974 Cyprus crisis, which in turn positively determined
Turkey's foreign policy for the rest of the 1970s.

Turkey's biggest problem with the United States between 1966 and 1974, was
the cultivation of opium poppies in Turkey and the US reaction to it. As early as 1968
the United States started to pressure Turkey to adopt strictest control to prevent the
illegal trafficking of opium in Turkey, which they believed constituted 80 % of thg
heroin illegally consumed in the United States. 100 By 1970, the US Congress started
to take an interest in the issue, and in 1971 required the President "to suspend all
military sales and aid (and) economic assistance” to governments that failed to prevent
narcotics produced in their countries from reaching the United States.101 In 1971

criticism of Turkey grew and even went so far as to question Turkey's utility to the

United States. 102
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Finally, US pressures had an effect on Turkey's caretaker government after the
1971 military intervention, and the Prime Minister announced on June 30, 1971 that he
banned poppy cultivation because of Turkey's "humanitarian obligations".lo3 However,
this American pressure, which finally caused the Turkish Administration to ban poppy
cultivation, contributed to anti-Americanism and to a decrease in American prestige in
Turkey. Further, Turks were outraged in August 1972 when they learned that the
United States had decided to ask India to increase its opium production to meet the
world-wide shortage estimated by the International Narcotics Board. 104

Although very unpopular, the ban remained active until the RPP-NSP (National
Salvation Party) coalition government revoked it on 1 July 1974. The United States
immediately signaled its displeasure by recalling its Ambassador to Washington for
consultations. And he was still in Washington when the Cyprus crisis broke out.

Congress reacted more harshly to the poppy crisis than did the Executive.
Members of the House and Senate proposed a number of draft resolutions asking for
the imposition of embargoes. Finally when Resolution 507, which provided authority to
President "to terminate all assistance to the Government of Turkey", was approved by
the Congress on 5 August 1974, the Cyprus crisis had already been on the way. 105 A
a result, Congress did not pressure the President to implement the resolution because
after the second Turkish intervention in Cyprus on 14 August 1974, congressional
opponents of the poppy cultivation chose to support the arms embargo favoured by the

Greek Lobby and "the rule of law" opponents. 106

The Turkish government and the Turkish public were outraged at Congress's
eagerness to adopt coercive measures against a loyal ally. The Ecevit government
further judged Congress's action as an indication of, at the least, insensitivity toward
Turkish national interests. The fact that when the coup took place in Cyprus, the United
States ambassador to Turkey had already been recalled to Washington and Congress

was discussing ways to penalize Turkey symbolically illustrates the lack of trust

between two countries.
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Meanwhile, an important development took place in Turkey, specifically inside
the RPP, which would later have effects on subsequent Turkish foreign policy in
general, and Turkey's Cyprus policy in particular. B. Ecevit, who had been advocating a
"left-of-centre" stand for the RPP, replaced Inonu as RPP chairman in May 1972. Most
importantly for Turkish foreign policy, Ecevit believed that Turkey could afford to
adopt an assertive, in contrast to Inonu's cautious, foreign policy vis-a-vis the
superpowers. His argument that smaller allies did not need to correlate all of their
foreign policy actions with those of the Superpowers did in fact reflect the widely
shared belief within the RPP and Turkey. He suggested that Turkey should disassociate
herself from the cold war rhetoric of NATO. 107

There was no question of Turkey abandoning her alliances, such as NATO and
CENTO, but within the alliances Turkey would pursue a policy designed to serve her
national interests and not those of others. That, according to Ecevit, was to be the
difference between his foreign policy and that of his predecessors. 108 11 also criticized
Turkey's assumption of the role in the Middle East on behalf of the US. He consistently
maintained that Turkey's participation in the 1950s in schemes like the Baghdad Pact
was harmful to Turkey's national security interests. 109

Though his insistence on more independence within NATO distinguished him
from his predecessors, the major characteristic of his administration was his
assertiveness in Turkish-Greek relations. As his foreign minister told the National
Assembly in 1974 that Turkey wanted to live in peace with Greece, but that "just
because this is so, Greece will certainly not be allowed to gnaw away at Turkish
interests in any manner whatsoever or to upset the balance between the two
countries”. 1 10 Ecevit was a risk taker when he felt the stakes were high enough, unlike

his predecessor's cautiousness, as his behaviour concerning the Aegean dispute had

shown. 111
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3.4.2. The Cyprus Intervention of 1974 and Its Aftereffects on the Turkish
Foreign Policy

With the above-mentioned developments inside and outside Turkey, the stage was set
for another Cyprus crisis which would be the catalyst for change in Turkish foreign
policy during the 1970s. The 1974 Cyprus crisis served to intensify animosity between
Greece and Turkey. It not only precipitated a sharp deterioration in relations between
these countries, but also stretched Turkish-American relations to near breaking point.
The background to the crisis and specific events that participated the Turkish
intervention in July 1974 and subsequent invasion of Cyprus in August 1974 are too
involved and varied to permit adequate description here. 112 However, a brief
examination of some of the perceptions and motives of the various actors is necessary
within the context of this study.

The coup against Makarios in 1974 was apparently inspired by the Greek junta's
need to find a foreign policy success abroad to offset their domestic weakness, and was
based on a total misreading of United States policy and the international situation, just
as Turkey had done in the 1964 crisis. The colonels apparently felt that the United
States, based on her tacit approval of their regime, would condone, or at least tolerate,
the coup and restrain Turkey as she had in 1964 and 1967. But the circumstances in
1974 were different from those that had existed in those earlier years; Turkish-
American relations had undergone a transition, and the United States no longer had the
leverage on Turkey that she had in 1964 and 1967. And the impression given before the

Turkish intervention in 1974 was that the US would not use her leverage even if she

had any. 13

Furthermore, detente and Turkey's rapprochement with the Soviet Union had
decreased the threat of Soviet intervention. In 1964, the Cold War tension was still felt
between two countries and the Soviets had publicly announced that they would
"defend" Cyprus' "freedom and independence from a foreign invasion”, and warned
Turkey that the USSR could "not remain indifferent to the threat of an armed conflict”

near the Soviet Unions southern frontier. 114 1n 1974 however, Turkish-Soviet relations
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were much improved and the Soviets, furthermore, no longer opposed Turkey's Cyprus
thesis. In addition, they chose to remain silent about Turkey's intervention preparations,
indicating that they did not oppose it. 115

Moreover, Turkey's isolation in the UN had diminished since 1965. Relations
with the Soviet Bloc and Third World countries became "friendly" and therefore the
fear of anti-Turkish resolutions had been reduced. And the fact that the Colonels Junta
in Greece had erased her favourable image in world public opinion, hence meant that
they faced world-wide disapproval when they arranged the Coup in Cyprus in 1974,

Within Turkey the situation was also quite different from that of the earlier
Cyprus crisis. The earlier crisis had boosted rising anti-Americanism and contributed to
a polarization of domestic policies in Turkey. In turn, these forces contributed to
increased political instability. Given the fact that it was not possible to argue that the
Greek supported coup was an internal affair in which the quarantor powers - Great
Britain, Turkey and Greece - had no legal right to intervene, Ecevit's weak coalition
government had no viable option other than intervention. 116

The aftermath of Turkey's intervention and subsequent invasion of part of
Cyprus is well-known. By the end of the summer of 1974, the Turkish army had
occupied about forty percent of Cyprus. In February 1975, the United States Congress,
under pressure from the Greek-American community, imposed an arms embargo on
Turkey.117 Turkish-American relations reached a "low", when later in 1975 the
Turkish government suspended the activities at all American bases in Turkey except
those related to NATO. It is important to note that the arms embargo was imposed by
Congress but opposed by the President, the State Department and the American
Military. This difference of opinion allowed the Turks to maintain their relations with
the United States, such as they were, and still save face. The embargo, which was
partially lifted in the late 1975, was fully lifted in the summer of 1978. }

Aside from its impact on Turkish-Greek and Turkish-American relations,
foreign reaction to the 1974 Cyprus invasion once again created a sense of diplomatic

isolation in Turkey. The failure of her c%iplomatic efforts, begun in the 1960s, to gain
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support among Arab and non-aligned countries for her policies in Cyprus was strikingly
displayed at the 1976 Colombo Conference of non-aligned nations (as it had been at
Lima in the previous year), while a UN General Assembly vote on a draft resolution on
Cyprus in November 1976 showed 94-1 against Turkey, with 27 abstentions. 118
Consequently, Turkey redoubled her efforts to expand friendly relations with not only
the Eastern Bloc countries, but also the Arab and non-aligned countries.

After 1974, Cyprus became both a main problematic for, and a determinant of,
Turkish foreign policy. Moreover, because of its emotional and political character, the
Cyprus problem has affected Turkey's domestic politics, which in turn determined
foreign policy of Turkey with feedbacks. This new direction in foreign policy must
however, be viewed against the background of Turkey's internal political, social and

economic problems, as described earlier.
3.4.3. Economic Factors

Apart from a political and social evolution of Turkey and international developments,
economic considerations also played an important role in influencing the course of
Turkish foreign policy in the inter-coup period, specially in the 1970s. As mentioned in
the preceding section, as far back as the late 1950s economic necessities had led the
Menderes government to consider rapprochement with the Soviets in order to obtain
economic aid. Among many other considerations, the mismanagement of the economy
by Menderes was at least in part responsib.le for the military takeover in 1960. Seeing
the damage done by the short-sighted and uncoordinated economic policies of the
previous government, the NUC established a State Planning Organization (DPT) and
initiated the First Five Year Development Plan in 1963, which emphasized the
importance of speeding up the rate of economic development.

Economic planning placed a new emphasis on Turkey's requirements for
external capital. And when the NATO countries refused to sponsor an aid consortium,

Turkey turned to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
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(OECD) in order to assure a steady flow of external financing for her development
plans.119 Although the OECD consortium for Turkey was established in July 1962
after strong American behind-the-scenes pressures, it never came up to Turkish
expectations. Also a sharp cut in American aid, under the supposition that European

allies would come forward to fill the gap, only helped to offend the Turkish

authorities. 120

Under the Menderes government, Turkey had further tried to link her economic
policies to the West through the European Economic Community (EEC). In 1959 she
applied for an associate status in the EEC. Her application was probably motivated
more by political considerations than economic realities. Undoubtedly, Turkey's desire
to be considered "European" influenced her decision to seek closer ties with the EEC,
but the fact that it followed so closely a similar request by Greece indicates that the
Greek application prompted the Turkish action; for as Birand points out, "traditions of
Turkish foreign policy required that Greece be watched very closely so that it would
not use the political and economic weight resulting from a new relationship with
Europe against Turkey".121 Finally, in 1962 Turkey negotiated an agreement of
association with the EEC.

In the 1970s, economic factors continued to play an important, if not crucial,
role in influencing the course of Turkish foreign policy. In a series of Five Year Plans,
Turkey committed herself to a massive economic modernization effort during the
period. Beside, at the same time, for reasons related to her NATO commitments and
her rivalry with Greece, she had been compelled to maintain a high degree of military
preparedness. The economic trends of 1970s both within Turkey and in the
international arena, however, made balancing of these objectives increasingly more
difficult. Although Turkey's economic growth rate in the 1970s was relatively high,
averaging between 7 and 8 percent annually, it was not due to healthy growth of the
economy. This high rate of growth was achieved at the expense of massive imports
without any significant increase in exports, and was financed by heavy foreign loans. At

the same time high unemployment and inflation became endemic in Turkey.
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Turkey's economic difficulties had been exacerbated and complicated in the 70s
by her own policies as well as world events. Though Turkey's economic policies are to
blame to some extent, it would still be unfair to argue that Turkey's economic woes
were solely a result of her domestic policies. Certain international events such as the
economic recession in Europe, the world-wide energy crisis and the 1974 Cyprus crisis,
along with its repercussions, all adversely affected Turkey's economy and forced her to
diversify her foreign policy.

Turkey's balance of trade and foreign currency reserves were affected by the
recession in Europe. While her trade deficit with the EEC, her main trading partner,
was rising, at the same time remittances from Turks working in Europe, Turkey's only
self generated source of income other than exports, dropped off significantly. 122 These
set-backs were further exacerbated by the world-wide energy crisis which was set-off
by the 1973 Arab oil embargo. According to 1978 figures, the cost of oil imports
equalled Turkey's entire export earnings. 123 ,

A dramatic rise in military defence expenditures following the 1974 Cyprus
crisis also strained severely Turkey's economy. The American arms embargo, the
intervention in Cyprus and the following arms race with Greece, together with aimed
self-sufficiency, required high defence spending, which competed for scarce domestic
resources.

With the factors outlined above, Turkey's need to obtain outside credits and
loans became all the more pressing. Hence, it is not surprising that Turkey, faced with a
long list of austerity measures as requirements for future loans from the IMF, wanted to
expand her foreign relations to include the Soviet Union and oil rich Arabs.

Meanwhile, Turkish-EEC relations continued to be strained. The preferences
given by the EEC to the former colonies and to several Mediterranean countries, and
the failure of the EEC to extend what Turkey considered sufficient credits led to
charges of discrimination in Turkey. Her failure to gain new agricultural concessions
and the restrictions imposed on her textile exports disappointed Turkey and created

dark suspicions about the Community's attitude and motives. Additionally, the
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probability of Greek accession to the EEC led to worries in Turkey that the unanimous
voting rule in the EEC Council might be used by the Greeks to block pro-Turkish EEC
initiatives. Moreover, relating the close link between economic concerns and foreign
policy objectives, Turkey's association with the EEC further polarized Turkey's political

parties, which in turn had adverse effects on Turkish-EEC relations.
4. Concluding Remarks and The Setting for Foreign Policy at September 12, 1980

In the intercoup period, Turkish foreign policy changed its structure but not its
foundations. While still resting upon the principles of identification and alliance with the
West, it was now marked by a trend which stressed the pursuit of Turkey's national
interests in her foreign relations and greater independence in decision making.

This new orientation was influenced by psychological factors introduced in the
1960s, such as the reversal of the intimidating Soviet attitude towards Turkey; the
Cuban crisis and subsequent removal of the Jupiter missiles from Turkey; the American
attitudes towards the continuous Cyprus crises; the formation of the EEC, NATO's
adoption of the "flexible response" strategy; and the lack of support in the UN for her
Cyprus policy. |

These psychological factors were exacerbated in the 1970s by such events as
the 1973 Middle East War and the ensuing oil crisis; a sharp deterioration in relations
between Turkey and the United States, first on the poppy question and then on Cyprus;
tension between Turkey and Greece on the Cyprus and Aegean problems; Turkey's
differences with the EEC; and, again, lack of support in the UN for Turkey's Cyprus
policy.

These significant international events parallelled domestic developments in
Turkey. Increases in communication, education and social as well as physical mobility
Jed to higher expectations and a greater politicalization of the Turkish people. In turn
these factors, together with the factors discussed earlier, resulted in ideological

polarization and party fragmentation. The net result was weak coalition governments,
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which proved to be ineffective in the field of foreign relations. Thus, at the time when
international political and economic imperatives called for solutions to Turkey's
outstanding foreign policy problems, such as Cyprus, the Aegean, her relations with the
EEC and the US, Turkey did not have a government with enough political prestige to
make compromises necessary for a lasting settlement to those problems.

On the other hand, the insistence on a more autonomous Turkish foreign policy
from both the Right and the Left was strengthened by international events, outlined
above, particularly the energy crisis which had a devastating effect on Turkey; and the
American arms embargo which brought into question Turkey's Western defence
alliance. Therefore, while little or no progress was made on the Cyprus and Aegean
issues, “urkey exiibited strong moves in this period towarc deveoping good poitical
and economic relations with the nonaligned countries, particularly those in the Middle
East and the Balkans, and the Soviet Bloc countries.

The emergence of diversification in Turkey's foreign relations also coincided
with Ecevit's rise to power in the RPP. His political philosophy, which was quite similar
to that of the European "social democrats", was most closely associated with pursuit of
national interests and independence in foreign policy making. 124 Therefore, it was clear
when B. Ecevit won the 1973 election that his government would attempt to exercise
more independence in its foreign policy, Hence, on the eve of the world-wide energy
crisis and the Cyprus intervention, with all its ramifications, the stage had already been
set for a search to find new orientations for Turkish foreign policy. Where this search

led Turkey is a question that the following chapters seek to answer.
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PART TWO

DYNAMICS OF CHANGE AND FOREIGN POLICY FORMATION
Social, Political And Economic Challenges

CHAPTER FOUR

THE SEPTEMBER 12 1986 COUP D'ETAT AND TURKISH FOREIGN
POLICY

1. Introduction: Early Indications And Immediate Reactions To The Coup

When the third "successful" military coup within two decades took place in Turkey on
September 12, 1980,1 some people would have expected that the new leaders of the
country would introduce changes in foreign policy just as they were expected to do in
all other walks of life. There was, however, no indication to show that the NSC - five
man junta - had any intention of doing anything to change the country's foreign policy
course. Nor was there any reason, at the time, to expect that anything decisive or
effective in the long run would happen in Turkish foreign policy just because the policy-
makers at the top of the state had changed.

To begin with, Turkey was known for her stable, pro-Western and above-party
foreign policy, which had been generally treated as national rather than party-political
and therefore supported by the main parties, in government or otherwise. Beside, the
basic principles and directions, which had been set up by Kemal Ataturk and which
were influenced and guarantied by the military after his death, have not been changed or
challenged enough to degrade their values. In view of the military's well known role in
Turkish politics in general and, to a certain extent, its influence in designing Turkish
foreign policy beyond the country's security interests, it was not unrealistic to expect
that, once they were in power, they would continue to pursue the general direction of
the previous civilian governments in foreign policy matters, though some nuances

would have been expected in handling daily proceedings.2

Moreover, the coup of September 12 was prompted by the obvious inability of

the civilian bureaucratic and political elites to come to terms with each other in order to
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contain growing civil-war-like terrorism and the deteriorating economy of the country.3
External threats to the territorial integrity of the country or foreign influences as well as
intervention had played, if any, only a trivial role in triggering the military coup. It was
essentially an internally arranged and conducted coup against internal threats to the
country's integrity and independence, as the military leaders conceived them.

At the root of the matter lay the conflicting aims and desires of the state elites,
who posed as guardians of Kemalism and were increasingly represented only by the
military, and their continuous clashes with political elites whose indifference towards
what state elites considered as fundamental led to the crises of integration and
legitimacy, which in turn resulted in military intervention on three occasions.’

In explaining why the military had felt it necessary to intervene, Kenan Evren,

the head of the Junta, declared in the Military Communique No. 1, broadcast at about 6

o'clock in the morning of September 12th, that;

..the Turkish Republic...has been facing...physical and ideological
aggressions...[from] its...enemies, against its regime and its independence. The
state...has been rendered unable to function, the Constitutional institutions have
assumed a contradictory and muted silence and the political parties have failed
to bring about the unity and togetherness and to take the necessary measures...

After enumerating endlessly what the enemies of the Turkish Republic had done to the
country, state, educational institutions, administration, labour organizations, judiciary
organs, and so on, he flatly declared that "in short, the state has been incapacitated".6

It is obvious that the generals' main concern before the coup was centred
around internal disorder and chaos which continued to attract their immediate attention
after the coup, too. The purposes of the coup were summarized, then, as "to preserve
the integrity of the country, to restore national unity, to avert a possible civil war, to r;z—
establish the authority and existence of the state and to eliminate all the factors that
prevent the normal functioning of the democratic order".” Further, in his first press
conference on September 16, 1980, General Evren, as Head of State, Chief of General

Staff and Chairman of the five-man National Security Council, elaborated the targets of

the coup by mentioning: "to establish security of life and property by curbing anarchy
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and terror, to establish social peace, national understanding and unity, to secure the
functioning of the republican regime based on social justice, individual rights and
freedoms and human rights, and to re-establish civil administration after completing the
legal arrangements in a reasonable time". 3

As people were wondering how these admirable aspirations and ideas would be
translated into action, and cynics were starting to ask what outstanding good new
leaders could do about the country's long standing problems, and what the long term
affects of the measures they would obliged to take to attain these forcible sentiments
would be, one thing was beginning to emerge quite certainly from the very first day of
the coup: that the new regime did not intend to make changés in the directions of the
country's foreign policy, and was going to follow a pro-Western line in its foreign
policy just as the previous government did.? After all, they, during their stay in power,
were to be too preoccupied with remaking the domestic political scene to be able to
devote sustained attention to devisihg major foreign policy initiatives.

One other striking point in the early days of the coup was that, despite their
obvious readiness to tackle any problem in Turkey, the military, it appears, had not
thought much about the foreign policy during their long preparations. Alternatively, it
could be argued, of course, that they did think about it but found nothing to change, or
that the intensity of dofnestic problems forced the generals to turn their attention first
and foremost into internal affairs and try to avoid external problems, if possible. Yet,
the fact that the first volume of General Evren's memoirs, which covers the pre-coup
preparations and plannings, contain no reference about what they intended to do with
foreign policy shows otherwise. A most probable explanation for this is that, since they
agreed with Turkey's long term foreign policy goals and principles, they simply chose to
let the experts run this much specialized business - a typical characteristic of many
newly formed military regimes. chordingly, throughout his memoir§, General Evren
talks about foreign pblicy only in a very casual and most general terms. Indeed, it seems

that neither he nor the members of the NSC had much to say about Turkey's foreign
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policy, save the national security aspects of it and General Evren's frequent complaints
about European misunderstanding of his regime and their unwarranted criticisms.

Nevertheless, General Evren's early clarification of his coup's position vis-a-vis
foreign affairs was satisfactory. In his first televised speech at noon, September 12th, he
took care to emphasize that the new regime would remain a staunch ally of NATO,
would honour all international agreements, and would continue to have good relations
with its neighbours on a basis of "mutual respect for independence and non-interference
in domestic affairs".10 Assurances were also given by him that the NATO military
exercises planned to take place in Turkey would continue to do so as arranged. 11

Further signs of continuity were given by Ilter Turkmen, then Secretary General
of Foreign Ministry, when he organized a briefing for the NATO ambassadors at 3
o'clock on the same day. He heavily stressed the theme of returning to democracy as
soon as possible, reaffirmed Turkey's commitment to the West, and assured the allies
that Turkey would continue to adhere to the NATO. 12

Apart from these pronouncements on the day of the coup, there were other
indications of the military junta's pro-Western stance vis-a-vis foreign policy. One of
the early hints was their initial selection of Professor Turhan Feyzioglu, leader of the
small right-wing Republican Alliance Party, as prime minister. He was the most pro-
Western of the country's party leaders and had been known for his rigorous Kemalist
views. Although in the event he was passed over, partly because professional politicians
were then in disgrace, and partly because an alliance of mainly JP and RPP MP's under
his premiership, as envisaged by the generals, was not conceivable, the junta's respect

for him, nevertheless, says much about its politics. 13 .

It was no surprise, of course, for the observers of Turkish politics that the
military regime of Kenan Evren, along with its Ataturk laws, would reaffirm its
attachment to NATO and its alliance with the West as one of the cornerstones of its
foreign policy.14 After all, it was one of Kemal Ataturk's basic principles, of which the
military was supposed to be the guardian and ardent supporter, that Turkey should

disconnect from its quasi-oriental past and associate itself fully with the West.
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The line which the military regime was going to pursue became clearer when the
new government, under retired-Admiral Bulent Ulusu, established and presented its
programme on 27 September to the NSC and subsequent to the public. 15 Although the
new government programme added nothing to but only confirmed what General Evren
said in his first speech, it was now quite obvious that the new regime had fully
approved the previous government's pro-Western foreign policy and sought to build on
it. The programme dealt with foreign policy only briefly, and said nothing to indicate
that there would be radical departures from the policies of the past. In fact, what the
new programme expressed was essentially the JP views on foreign policy. Though the
ideas were presented in the broadest and most general terms, the basic themes were
that Turkey would be committed to the West while seeking to maintain sensible
relations with her Muslim neighbours; that she would act in accordance with her
agreements with the IMF and honour all existing treaty obligations; and that she would
aim at eventual membership of the EEC.

There was further promise of continuity when Iiter Turkmen, a professional
diplomat who had interpreted Turkey's foreign policy at the UN and the NATO, was
appointed Minister of Foreign Affairs in the new government. 16 And he confirmed this
during his speech at the opening session of the 35th General Assembly of the UN. 17

After stating that the "move" made by the Turkish Armed Forces was a
response to the "total paralysis" of the political system and "increasing violence,
terrorism and anarchy" as well as to the "imminence of civil war ", he declared that until
civilian rule returned under a democratic system, the foreign policy of Turkey would
remain unchanged, and "Turkey will continue its attachment to the principles embodied
in the Charter of the UN and uphold all its Treaty commitments". 18 Further, during the

speech, the continuity and many dimensions of Turkish foreign policy were most
evidently present:

She (Turkey) will seek to develop her relations with the EEC within the
framework of an Association Agreement aiming at eventual full membership.
Her relations with the Council of Europe will be guided by her dedication to
democratic principles and her resolve to return to Parliamentary rule. Her ties
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with the member countries of the Islamic Community will be enhanced and she
will endeavour to achieve further voopciativn amoug tiern. She will strive for
better relations with all neighbouring countries and pursue vigorously her

efforts to settle existing outstanding issues with them peacefully. 19
It seemed that the military regime consolidated the continuity and multilateral foreign
policy, initiated during the mid-1970s.

Of course, the assurances , given by the new regime immediately after it took
power, and their timings were well received by the Turkey's Western allies who had
became increasingly worried about the chaotic political situation in an exposed but vital
area on NATO's southeastern flank. Also, they had considered the obvious
collaboration of normally opposing groups of Turkish politics on the ground of their
general opposition to NATO and dominant position of the Western states in Turkey's
foreign relations, as, at the least, dangerous and destabilizing. Therefore, they were
alarmed when strongly pro-Western foreign minister, Mr. Hayrettin Erkmen, was
forced to resign just a week before the coup by an al__l_jance of opposition parties -left of
centre RPP and religious NSP- who argued energetiéélly that Mr. Erkmen had involved
Turkey too closely with Israel and with the Western economies, to the neglect of the
Arab countries of the Middle East. 20

Given the military's moderate, pro-Western and modernist views and their anti-
extremist conservative stance in Turkish politics, it was safely coﬁcluded in Western
states that the coup would help to stabilize the situation in Turkey and counter the
growth of anti-NATO and anti-Western forces. The view in Whitehall, for example,
was that there was "no reason to fear that Turkey's commitment to the West and the
Atlantic Alliance" would be weakened.2! And the generals , who adopted so openly.a
pro-Western position in foreign policy as no civilian government could have done
against the leftist and pro-Islamic forces, were evidently ready to reverse the trend. 22

Therefore, a certain relief was evident in the initial reactions of the Western
states to the coup. Though they usually acknowledged worries about the future of
democracy and human rights in Turkey, their responses were generally cordial and

mild. While the W. German Chancellor Schmidt announced immediately that "Turkey
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will remain an ally of W. Germany" and continue to receive military and economic
aid,23 the British foreign office announcement saw no reason not to recognize the new
regime'24 Although both governments also expressed their hopes that "Turkey's
difficulties will be sufficiently overcome to allow an early return to a parliamentary
democracy", they did not seem particularly troubled with the overthrown of the civilian
government which "was not altogether unexpected" by their respective governments.25
Even the Scandinavian countries and the French government, which later became
Turkey's foremost critics at the governmental level, seemed restrained for the moment,
and chose not to condemn the military regime openly.26

It appeared that the generally accepted view in Western capitals during the early
days was that the military would "clean up the mess", would put the country back on to
the right track, and would soon go back to their barracks as they did previously. To this
end, they were quite content, in the early days of the coup, with General Evren's
promise to return the country to democracy as soon as possible, even if the road to
democracy would pass through a certain amount of restrictions, repressions, and
imprisonments. After all, the war-like situation previous to the coup necessitated some
extraordinary measures.2 ! As one Western diplomat advised his government that there
was nothing they could do, at the moment, for "a prompt and effective return to
representative government" and their goal "should be not to do anything that might
affect them negatively“.")'8 In the end the Western governments did not see any reason
not to give the new regime the "benefit of the doubt", and therefore restrained their

complaints and tried to avoid any accusations, at least for the time being.29

2. Factors Influencing Actual Foreign Policy:

The military regime in Turkey after 1980 thus never intended to damage its relations
with their Western allies, on whom they also depended economically as well as
militarily. On the contrary, they were, with their dedicated Westernism, anxious to get

closer to the West, or at the least, preserve the existing ties. The Western states - both
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the US and Europe - were, as indicated above, also helpful in their attitude toward the
Turkish generals and gave some time to the new regime to prove itself. Of course, it
was difficult to tell how long the West was prepared to condone the military regime in
Turkey, though obviously not as long as the generals would have wanted. In fact, there
was a feeling from the very beginning that the military coup, in spite of its promise of
continuity, would add new complexities to Turkey's relations, especially with the
Western states, whose ideas about military regimes were quite different from those of
the Turkish people. It seems that, the military regime of 1980 was destined to have a
far more important affect on Turkey's foreign relations than any previous junta, either
by attracting foreign reactions to their domestic security measures much more than
before, or by their frustrated responses to developments usually beyond their control or
above their imagination.

However, there are questions that need to be addressed before claiming the
correctness of this anticipation. What were the differences of this military regime that
escaped unnoticed from Western eyes at the time of the coup, and that were going to
be decisive in their future relations with Turkey? What happened in a matter of months
that affected Turkey's relations with European states and led to their deterioration ,
despite the obvious willingness on both sides to continue friendly relations? What
happened to the cordial welcome the generals had got from the West? And why was
even the breaking of their relationship seen as imminent at one point or another?

Since the new regime's intention in foreign policy was continuity, unlike its
domestic politics, and it never desired that its relationship with the West should
deteriorate, we should look for other inputs, "external imperatives" not originating from
within the NSC, in order to be able to explain complications of Turkish foreign policy

under the military regime, and in the transitional period followed it.

147



2.1. The Nature Of The Regime

Clearly, during the period under consideration (1980-83) the single most effective
factor over Turkey's foreign policy in general, and over its relations with Western
Europe in particular, was the nature of the political regime in Turkey.

It is argued that this factor, in a broader sense, operates at two levels.30 At one
level, the regime, with its powers to define broad framework of the country's overall
political philosophy, determines the general guidelines for country's foreign policy and
limits its options in external relations. At another level, the nature of the political
regime in a given country generates perceptions and assumptions - some correct, while
others are imagined - in the world outside about the country's political value system and
identity. Responses of foreign powers to these perceptions in turn generates counter-
reactions from the subject state according to its political values and how it sees the
outside world. Moreover, negative external responses to the changes in country's
political system may create pressures in the subject country to either change its policies
or to distance itself from the centres of pressure. In this context, the subject country

may look for alternative supports against these pressures.

2.1.1. The Effects of Governmental Philosophy

As far as the military regime of 1980 in Turkey and its foreign policy objectives are
concerned, one would expect to conclude that this should have had little effect since, as
explained above, the new regime's foreign policy, unlike its domestic policies which
were marked by change, emphasized continuity in general directions and thus adherence
to the Western alliance accordingly. However, in determining the overall effect of the
military's political philosophy over Turkish foreign policy after 1980, one must not
forget that the 1980 intervention differed greatly from previous military incursions into
the political life in that it had by far the most important revolutionary effects across the
entire social, economic and political fabric of Turkish life. There should be no doubt

that the generals of the 1980 intervention set their mark firmly on every aspect of
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Turkish society, a phenomenon which is sometimes compared with changes the country
had experienced under the revolutionary governments of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk 1
Moreover, believing that they were now the sole representatives of the Kemalist
tradition, the military leaders of the 1980 coup d'etat, unlike their predecessors in 1960
or 1971, gradually chose to govern the country themselves instead of allying themselves
with, or trusting it to, the civilians. Therefore their value system, way of thinking and
working style effectively replaced their civilian counterparts more than ever.
Furthermore, apart from laying down ground rules for the state apparatus and
the government machinery at the most structural level, they, in fact, by appointing
liaison officers during the initial phases of the coup to every and each of the

bureaucratic units,32

attempted to scrutinize and openly effect day to day policies.
Although the bureaucrats at the foreign office had probably more influence upon
matters than their counterparts in other ministries, this by no means represented an
immunity from direct interventions of the military leaders. Hence the new regime's
militarist philosophy of governing and directing affairs had more effect on Turkish
foreign policy than otherwise possible. In fact, in many cases, strategic thinking and
primitive military reasoning replaced political and ideological thinking and the realities
of international politics. For example, despite its obvious political and arguable
weakness and disadvantages for Turkey in the long run, the military leaders actively
promoted the idea, against its international and domestic critics, which argued that
Turkey, being economically, socially and politically underdeveloped to implement full
democracy, should have its own brand of democracy, in fact one which would suit
more to Turkish needs.>3 They also argued that the West should drop its criticisms and
condone the shortcomings of the Turkish style of democracy on human and political
rights because of Turkey's strategic importance to the West.34 The same idea was also
picked up by many sympathizers of the new regime, both internationally and
domestically. They argued in different ways that a new set of criteria, different from the
ones used in judging European democracies, should be used for Turkey, mainly because

of her geo-political situation and different historical development.35 Of course, what
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they did not realize was that this line of reasoning, if accepted by the West Europeans,
would put Turkey into the second league of the European democracies and therefore
would seriously hinder Turkey's bid to become a truly European country and full
member of the EC. Without realising its political or long term effects, the military
leaders with their short-sighted logic, tried to promote Turkey's own brand of "geo-
political democracy" with the hope that it would contain international criticism in the
short term.

The governmental philosophy was also important from the point of view that
most of the reasons for aggravated relations between Turkey and the West European
states, after the takeover, would be found in the divergent world views on such matters
as democracy, the position of political, social and human rights against concepts of
internal security, method of governing, etc. - which were largely ignored, or the
importance of which could not be appreciated at the early stages of the military regime.
As mentioned above, the Western states, like the broad segments of Turkish opinion,
were inclined, at the time, to take the generals at their word that this was a coup to
restore democracy, not to destroy it 36 Therefore they thought that they could remain
content with the military regime for some time, even if it was at cross purposes with the
Western democratic ideal. After all, the military rule would be transitional, and once
civilian rule was restored, they would be able to redress the damages inflicted.

Popular expectation that the military would do all the necessary "dirty business"
and retire to their barracks was to be pfoved wrong, however, on this occasion.
Thoroughly disappointed with the politicians, the military was determined to "finish the
business” this time. "Never again" was the popular saying among the generals, and-it
became clear within months of the intervention that the military intended to stay until
they saw the results of the changes they were going to make> 7; changes which would
include restructuring whole political and social structures along Kemalist lines.
Therefore, different understanding on such subjects as democracy, national security,
state, people, etc., affected Turkey's relations with Western Europe, which in turn had

implications for the whole of Turkish foreign policy. It seems now that most of the
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complications after 1980 between Turkey and Europe originated from this basic matter;
what is and what should be the position of the Turkish military vis-a-vis civil society,
the political structure and democracy in Turkey? The different answers given by the
West Europeans and the military leaders in Turkey originated from their different
political philosophies and were the main causes of most of the problems in Turkish
foreign policy during the period under consideration.

The overall governmental philosophy is also important because it determines
how the regime sees itself and other countries. The military regime of 1980 saw itself as
a reincarnation of the Kemalist regime, protector of the state and its people. It gave
more importance to national integrity over individuality, state security over human
rights. Its main aim was to re-establish respectability of the state, by force if necessary.
Individual and political rights were of secondary importance. The consequences of this

vision are obvious.
2.1.2. The Effects of External Perceptions and Responses

The above-mentioned second level of analysis, namely the effects of external
perceptions and responses to the country's political regime, proved‘quite important in
terms of Turkey's relations, particularly with Western Europe.

In principle, similar regimes are assumed to be responsive to each other
although one can cite several important exceptions. The frequency of abundant military
takeovers in Turkey indicates the important role the army plays in Turkish political life.
For all that, however, Turkey has been considered in the same league with military
dictatorships, at worst, or with guided democracies, at best. In particular during the
period under consideration (1980-83), Turkey was under a full military regime, though
one can differentiate it from other military regimes in various points.3 8 Its officially
proclaimed aim was to guide the country into full democracy as is understood in the
West. However, in practice, democratic identity was denied to Turkey, both under the

military regime and during the period immediately following it (1983-1987), by a
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combination of factors, ranging from continued restrictions on fundamental rights and
freedoms to explicit (implicit for the 1983-1987 period) usage of military's control and
authority on various aspects of daily life.

Not surprisingly then, being less than a full democracy created tensions for
Turkey during this period, not only in domestic politics but in foreign policy, as well.
Since the military regime, or the quasi-democracy for the 1983-87 period, clearly
contradicted with the fundamental values of Western Europe, with which Turkey
endeavours to identify itself, it created tensions for Turkish foreign policy where it
seemed to matter most. As a result, Turkish foreign policy had to operate under strain
during this period as the mi'itary regime in Turkey attempted to “reconci'e the
divergent objectives of moving towards integration with Western Europe while
defending the rationale of being less than a full democratic regime".39

France and the Northern Europeans, in particular, while ignoring the dynamics
of social changes the country had experienced during the late 1970s, professed
themselves unable to understand why the generals had stepped in; they especially
seemed to view the restrictions on Bulent Ecevit, the leader of the centre-left
Republican People's Party then, as an indication of deep military disdain for democracy,
and they doubted that General Evren would keep to the timetable he had announced for
returning to civilian rule. Rejecting the rationale for the military in Turkey, European
opinion led a number of Turkey's allies to join in pressures in the Council of Europe to
penalize "the Turks" until they had satisfied the "Europeans" that their regime was truly
democratic. As a result, the Council of Europe was so critical of Turkey's regime that
the Turkish delegation withdrew in May 1981.40 Economic aid from Europe slowgd
and the fourth financial protocol of the 1963 Ankara Association Agreement between
Turkey and the EEC was suspended for the time being. The Europeans initially seemed
dissatisfied with the new Turkish constitution, which instituted a form of state
corporatism against individual pluralism, and with the start-up of political party activity
preceding the 1983 elections, as well. Critical comments in Europe continued to focus

on the number of parties prevented from participating in the elections and on the
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number of candidates vetoed by the generals shortly before election day. Eventually, the
Council of Europe refused to seat the members of the new parliament representing
Turkey in September 1983 .41 Europe's own history of democratic struggle meant that
it was unable to accept the representatives of what it saw as a repressive and
undemocratic constitution.

In a more general sense, the frequency of military regimes in recent Turkish
political history, together with a general tendency toward the suppression of certain
ideas and freedoms even under civilian governments, have become impediments for
Turkish foreign policy in her overall relations with the West. Such practices, especially
the Turkish human rights record, have been instrumental in creating a general lack of
sympathy for Turkey in Western public opinion.‘42 Therefore, it was hardly surprising
to see that most European organizations and public opinions concentrated their
criticisms towards Turkey and its military leaders when they faced a huge number of
allegations about human rights abuses, repression, mass trials and sometimes seemingly
unlawful detentions of political prisoners. In this context, there were strong correlations
between the nature of the government in Turkey during the period and the
unprecedented dimension of torture allegations and their "popularity" in the
international public opinion after the 1980 intervention.

As General Evren once mentioned, the torture and human rights abuse
allegations had been continuously raised against Turkey from mid-1970s onwards, but
the military government was the first one "to take action" against it and actually punish

43 Why, then, were these allegations

persons who were found guilty of torture.
increased by number and also reached a stage that some states felt necessary to take her
to the European Commission of Human Rights? The answer is threefold, all of which
related, directly or indirectly, to the 1980 intervention.

First of all being under military rule, away from public scrutiny, would have
encouraged some self-appointed personnel to take responsibility into their own hands.

The harsh measures prompted by the concern to contain violence in the shortest

possible time, also would have exaggerated the process.
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Another reason for increased publicity was the self or enforced banishment of
some intellectuals and/or some members of pre-1980 (iDlegal organizations to the
Western Europe.

When the intervention took place, many former terrorists left the country at
once. And after the intervention many intellectuals and political activists, who were not
happy with the regime or whose activities were restricted by the military, continued to
head to Western Europe. These "political refugees" together with "economic-minded
refugees” constituted quite a big Turkish (including Turkish Kurds) community in
Europe which was politically enlightened. In fact, it was these political refugees who
continued to keep in touch with what was going on in Turkey. By means of their
personal relations with people who were detained or arrested by the security forces in
Turkey, they were able to relate human rights abuses and torture cases, both actual and
sometimes invented, instantly to the Western media. They also kept pressure going on
the Western governments by means of open letters in the press, publishing books,
pamphlets and newsletters, demonstrations and hunger strikes, therefore arousing
interest within public opinion in what was happening in Turkey.44

The last, but not the least important, aspect of the popularity of these
allegations was the psychological factor that originated from directly being a military
regime in Turkey. As mentioned above, there had been torture allegations before the
intervention, but these had only appeared in the reports of some human rights
organizations such as Amnesty International or Helsinki Watch, and had never found a
way to generate public reactions, in general, on this scale. Not only the Western
governments, but even the organizations such as the Council of Europe had not
attached too much attention and preferred to ignore them. After the intervention,
however, these allegations not only appeared in the public but also found sympathetic
ears, ready to listen and act, even in the government circles. Although the insistence of
the socialist members in the European Council and the continual efforts of Greece in all
the European forums affected these sympathies, it was the image of being a military

regime that determined the ultimate Western interest on the subject.
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Of course, the nature of the political regime in Turkey and its professed goal of
fuller democracy gains meaning as a foreign policy determinant primarily in the context
of Turkey's Western orientation. Since one of the 12 September regime's expressed
aims in foreign policy area, apart from driving towards more integration with Europe,
was to apply for full membership of European Community, the importance of the type
of regime became more apparent. By postponing the application until such a time that
Turkey returns to democracy, the military regime, in fact, recognized the importance,
and preconditioned position, of this factor. On the other hand, however, by expressing
their intention for closer integration with Europe, the generals, in a sense, invited more
scrutiny and consequently more criticism from European organizations, the media, and
public opinion in general. It is quite obvious that the announcement of Turkish intention
in Spring 1981 to apply for full membership of the EC as soon as the civilian regime
was restored, created a feeling in the European public opinion to look into, and talk
about, what the Turkish public opinion, in general, considered as internal affairs of their
country. It further seems that, after the Turkish intent was publicized, the European
states, organizations and public, in general, who had come to see themselves more and
more as a club of political democracies, saw it as their right to judge the country's
credentials on such issues as human rights and democracy.45 Of course, this
unprecedented international attention in what the generals considered the domestic
affairs of the country, annoyed the military regime, who continued to consider these
interests and criticisms of the Europeans as direct interference in the internal affairs of
Turkey.46 The foreign interference with Turkish affairs had always been a most
delicate subject in Turkey because of historical experiences. This was, however,
particularly important for the military regime who tried to put on a bold face publicly
and act in defiance of Western criticisms.

In the mean time, General Evren and other leaders of the military government
continued to complain about unwarranted European criticisms. Yet, whatever the
military tried to do, the interests of European public opinion in Turkish affairs resulted

in internationalization of Turkey's domestic problems. And from then on Turkey's
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internal political developments, as well as measures taken by the military regime to curb
the anarchy, to reorganize society, to prepare a constitution or even to change a law,
became matters of international discussion and were subjected to close scrutiny. This,
obviously, created tensions for Turkish foreign policy at a time when international
support was most needed.

The military regime's decision to apply for membership of the EC had important
long term affects, as well. They, by taking such a decision which would necessitate the
long term commitment of Turkey, actually limited the country's options without
considering future popular will on the subject. Moreover, even if the prospective
civilian government wanted to go ahead with the application, it would mean that the
will of the military would still be observed in the country. In other words, this decision
put the future democratic government in a dilemma either to defy or carry out the
military regime's "order". The complications of either option are obvious.

We mentioned above that the nature of government gained meaning as a foreign
policy determinant in the context of Turkey's European connection and also that similar
types of regimes are assumed to be responsive to each other. In this context, the
militarist nature of its government did not affect Turkey's relations with the East
European or Middle Eastern countries, which did not raise objections about democracy,
or indeed about torture allegations or human rights abuses in the country. In fact, Saudi
Arabia was the first state to congratulate the Turkish military administration, and others
followed suit. Unlike the Europeans, the Islamic Conference did not send human rights
delegations to Turkey to tour prisons and talk to dissidents.

For that matter, the change of the regime did not affect Turkey's relations with
the US either, whose considerations for human rights and democracy were
overwhelmed by its global strategic interests in the Middle Eastern region after the
developments of 1979 and 1980.

Therefore, while Turkey's relations with Western Europe, which felt unable to
understand the rationale behind the continued level of military intervention, were

souring, its relations with the Middle Eastern countries and with the US, who gave a
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supportive shoulder, were improved. Turkey's search for alternative courses of action
was also reflected by Presidential visits during 1982 to Bulgaria, Rumania, Yugoslavia,
Hungary, and even China, while no invitations were extended by Western governments.
It was obvious that while the military government needed the West for political,
military and economic support, it could not bear to be forced into a position of
isolation, as had occurred over the Cyprus issue and, as a consequence, was concerned
to increase Turkey's links with the Islamic World.

During the period, the growing political importance of, and Turkey's increasing
reliance on, the Middle Eastern states and desire to use them as a balance against West
European criticisms was increasingly evident in the official speeches. The declaration
from General Evren in April 1982 foreshadowed a new direction for Turkey. He
affirmed that Turkey was a European country and, at the same time, a Middle Eastern

47 The cool relations with Western Europe constituted, together with

country.
economic necessities, the principal reason for Turkey's new drive toward the Middle
East. At a political level, Ankara had been striving to break out of its isolated position
among the countries of the Third World by intensifying its relations with the Islamic
world. At this juncture, the sympathetic attitudes of the Islamic states towards the
military regime helped Turkey to turn more eagerly towards the East. Together with
sharp upsurge in economic relations, Turkey saw the need to assume a more active role
in the Middle Eastern region. As a result, Kenan Evren became the first Turkish
President to attend an Islamic Conference in January 1984. Turkey also shared the
Conference's efforts to mediate in the Iran-Iraq war, and since 1984 has hosted the
Economic Development and Cooperation Committee of the Islamic conference. .
The result of the growing political importance of the Arab world in Turkey's
foreign policy was to be seen in Turkish-Israeli relations, which were continuously
downplayed by Turkey during the period. Also "because of Israel's disagreeable politics

in the Middle East problem" Turkey reduced its diplomatic relations with Israel to the

second-secretary level 48
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2.2. Changes In The International System And Turkey's Security Perceptions

Another set of factors that affected Turkey's foreign relations during the 1980s in
general and 1980-1983 period in particular, originated from the state of East-West
relations and developments taking place in the chain of the states along the southern
border of the Soviet Union, which enhanced the importance of strategic

considerations in world politics.

2.2.1. The Effects of the Second Cold War and Tensions in the Middle Eastern

Sub-system

As political instability in the region heightened into tension and raised the possibility of
direct foreign intervention from early 1979 onwards, Turkey's strategic location,
alongside its domestic crisis, captured new attention in the Western capitals. This was
particularly true for the US whose President was going to declare the region, in coming
months, one of vital importance to American interests. Ramifications of this were
expressly evident in the US response to the "12 September Takeover", and continued
to affect Turkish-American relations during the tricky period of diplomacy under the
military regime.49

The fall of the Shah in Iran on 16 January 1979 was the first of the continuous
problems in the region from the Western perspective. The closing down of all US
military bases and monitoring installations on Iranian soil by the new regime meant the
end of vital electronic surveillance which penetrated into the Soviet heartland and areas
of the Soviet Union bordering Afghanistan, thus increased the value of already

important intelligence sites in Turkey.SO

Another important factor influencing the American approach to the junta after
the 1980 intervention was the strength of the Islamic revival in the region, which had
’already thrown aside one of the most powerful armies in the Middle East. Thus, the
US's evaluation of Turkey had to take this Islamic revival into account. The prospect of

an Islamic revival in Turkey was totally unacceptable to US interests. It would have
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delivered a blow worse than the "loss" of Iran for the West. The Iranian role in
monitoring the Soviet Union could be replaced somehow by Turkey, but Turkey's vital
position as the most important buffer zone in the defence of the Middle East was
irreplaceable. It was as if the collapse of the Shah's regime not only removed the key
Western outpost in the region, but also created a gap through which Turkey suddenly
became visible as the only barrier in the Middle East which, if stable and powerful,
could prevent a possible Soviet push into Iran or to the Persian Gulf.51 Moreover, it
was the only Middle Eastern state which cculd supply, if necessary, a stepping stone for
the Western forces into the region. Therefore, any form of internal turmoil resulting in a
weakening and wavering Turkey could have dealt a major blow to the Western,
especially American strategic, interests in the region.

Against this background, the most single dramatic development before the
Turkish coup occurred, was when the Soviet Union moved into Afghanistan on 26
December 1979 - a date which marked the end of detente and the beginning of the
second cold war. The occupation not only showed the Soviet willingness to use its
military power, and therefore intensified Turkish military's apprehensions about the
country's security, but also, by leading to speculations that Turkey might be the next
country to sink into chaos and instability, transformed, if not revolutionized, Turkey's
geo-political importance to the Western alliance.”? At the same time, the occupation of
the US embassy in Tehran on 4 November 1979 and the failed rescue operation of the
on-going Carter administration, widespread discontent in Pakistan, disturbances in
Egypt, and the friction between Iran and Iraq only helped to exacerbate the situation in
the region.

Under these circumstances, and given the fact that in Greece the anti NATO
pan-Hellenic Party was considered to be the most likely winner in upcoming
parliamentary elections, the Western governments, especially the US, became
increasingly concerned at the threatened loss of Turkey's capability as an effective
partner with its 500.000 man army and over 16 NATO bases. The so-called Carter

Doctrine (January 1980), which introduced new dimensions both to Middle Eastern
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affairs and equally to East-West relations, was formulated at this juncture. Under the
auspices of the doctrine Turkey was expected to host the RDF (Rapid Deployment
Forces) and allow the full participation of Greece in NATO.23

Given the above-mentioned circumstances, when Turkish armed forces
intervened and seized power on 12 September 1980, there was a sense of relief among
the American officials.”* Even President Carter admitted later on in an interview that
"the situation in Turkey before the '12 September Movement' was posing a threat for
security reasons, and after the Iranian revolution and the occupation of Afghanistan,
this move towards stability relieved" them.>>

Although there were strong allegations and circumstantial evidence to the
contrary, the US government has denied knowing anything about the coup until
"minutes" before it occurred®. Nonetheless, the American administration, under
strategic considerations, welcomed the coup led by the Turkish Chief of Staff General
Evren, a veteran of the Turkish contingent in the Korean war, who was known for his
anti-communist, secularist and pro-Western ideas, and announced that it would
continue to support Turkey's aid request before the IMF.>7

Moreover, the ideological inclinations of, and common threat perceived by,
both the conservative military government in Turkey and the Reagan administration in
the US, which took over the presidency in January 1981, led naturally to an expanded
and more harmonious bilateral relationship between Turkey and the USS8 Asa result,
while the military coup in September 1980 led several Western European countries to
make an issue over human rights, the US, under strategic considerations, remained
unconcerned and gave priority to establishing a stronger and more long-term
relationship with Turkey. They signed a defence co-operation agreement with Turkey
covering the future of more than two dozen military bases and in return provided over
$2.5 billion for military and economic aid in four years 1980-1983 - a greater rate of
increase than to any other country in the world.”? Consequently, political and
diplomatic relations between the two countries were particularly accommodating during

the military regime and appeared to be better than they had been for a generation.60
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It appears that Washington's sympathetic understanding of the reasons for the
military takeover paved the way for greater intimacy and the frictions, accumulated
under the arms embargo, were dispersed during the military regime in Turkey. While
the signing of the new Defence and Economic Cooperation Agreement (DECA) in
1980 put mutual relations back on course, the US was also in the forefront of the IMF's
program to provide relief to Turkey's hard-pressed economy. And, perhaps, because the
Europeans were so unsympathetic to Turkey's plight, Turkey's discussions with the US
over such sensitive topics as economy and military aid levels were not marked by the
bitterness these matters had generated only a few years earlier. And the American
media's interpretation of circumstances that brought the military to power in Turkey
also helped erase lingering ill-feeling over the embargo years. Clearly, Turkey's military
establishment valued the strategic relationship with the US. And the willingness of
successive American administrations to give priority to aid to Turkey and the relatively
high level of this aid provided a solid base for cooperation. Exchanges of visits by
senior officials emphasized the relative closeness of the relationship.

The geographical and strategic position of Turkey meant that not only the US
but also the Soviet Union was ever ready to exploit Turkey's foreign relations to its
own advantage. In this context, although the Soviets saw in the generals regime a
willing collaborator with Washington and doubted that the generals could, or indeed
would, resist pressures to cooperate in military preparations for action in the Gulf area,
they, nevertheless, were very sensitive to the extremely mixed and conflicting relations
that Turkey was experiencing with the West in particular.

It was obvious that the Soviet Union had its own share of anxiety about the
possibility of nuclear weapons modernization and the upgrading of the American
military capability and influence in Turkey in the 1980s.51 Even though, it was clearly
the American military presence in Turkey that instilled a sense of vulnerability in the
Soviet south facing Turkey, and in this context, the conclusion of a defence agreement

with the US in 1980 led to massive attacks on Turkey by Moscow, the Soviets were

161



equally careful not to upset Turkey, officially, and they, too, tried to improve their
relations with Turkey during the military regime.

On the other hand, relations with Moscow cooled considerably at the beginning
of the military regime, because not only were the Soviets annoyed with the new regime
in Turkey, but also the generals were anxious about Soviet intentions. Particularly, the
invasion of Afghanistan had reasserted their belief that the old realities of the Cold War
were not dead yet. The generals also believed that Turkey's main antagonist was the
Soviet Union, rather than any other country. Moreover, the NATO estimates which
showed greater vulnerability of the southern flank exacerbated the generals'
apprehensions about the Soviet intentions. However, the disparity in size between
Turkey and the Soviet Union also meant that responses to the Soviet threat should be
diplomatic as well as military. Therefore, "good neighbourliness" and the avoidance of
provocation were constantly emphasized by the Turkish govemment.62 Consequently,
they refused to join the Western allies in introducing sanctions against Aeroflot in
September 1983 as a retaliation for the shooting down of a South Korean airliner by a
Soviet jet.

The official Soviet reaction to the coup, which refrained from criticism, also
helped to improve relations between two countries. Even though the Soviet media
made much of alleged persecution of "progressive politicians and trade union activities,
who are being tortured and killed" in Turkey, but who had not committed any crime,63
and the Soviet sponsored "Bizim Radyo", operated from Berlin by the illegal Turkish
Communist Party, appealed to the Turkish people during the military regime to
overthrow the "fascist junta";64 the official pronouncements were, on the other hand,
as pointed out by Foreign Minister Mr. Ilter Turkmen, "in contrast" with these public
attacks and even encouraged the resumption of technical talks on economic
cooperation between two countries.®> As a result, trade relations with the Soviet
Union increased and Turkey became the largest recipient of Soviet economic aid in the

non-communist Third World. Also, a new trade agreement, despite US efforts to limit
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Western economic ties with the Soviet Union because of the Polish question, was
signed in 1982 and aimed to stipulate a 33 per cent increase in commerce. 0

Thus, despite serious misgivings and suspicions on both sides, reinforced by the
emergence of second Cold War, Turkish-Soviet relations continued to be cordial, if not
friendly. That much tested Turkish practice of keeping a constant balance between her
suspicions about her superpower neighbour and need to accommodate it, was again
being applied. Moreover, fine balance between complying with the requirements of the
Western alliance and, at the same time, not antagonising the USSR was observed by the
military regime even after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. In this context, while
Turkey strongly condemned the Soviet invasion and supported all UN actions, she
nevertheless refrained from joining in active measures against the USSR as proposed by
the US. Thus, at the October 1980 military parade in Moscow, Turkish diplomats,
alongside Norwegians, were the only Western diplomats not to boycott the
ceremony.67 Consequently, though the Afghan events did facilitate the conclusion on
January 10, 1980, of the DECA agreement between Turkey and the US, Turkey's
approach towards the USSR was not materially changed.

On the other hand, the tense international environment was useful to Turkey as
her declining strategic importance for the Western alliance was re-emphasised once
again by the reviving Cold War. Hence, while the reinforced suspicions of Soviet
intentions kept the military regime on guard and prevented further political
rapprochement, they did not appear as obstacles to improved trade relations, as well as

helping to improve Turkey's standing in the West, especially in the US.

2.2.2. Turkey's Evolving Security Perceptions

A factor related to the renewed importance of Turkey's strategic situation, or otherwise
deriving from it, was how the new leaders of Turkey actually interpreted the country's

national security doctrine in the face of a revived cold-war and how they responded to
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what they saw as security needs of the country, which they interpreted in its most
general sense.

In the broader meaning of the concept, there has always been a dominant
preoccupation with security matters in Turkey - a continuation of Ottoman tradition
and a result of continuing influence of the military in Turkish political life.68 Though
there is not an integrated consensus in Turkey as to the definition of the threat, the
location and the type of threat to Turkish security, the military, by imposing its
ideology and security concepts as state ideology and security doctrine, have been able
to determine, at least, the official definition of the threat to the Turkish state.

Another continuing pattern in Turkey is its strict definition of the concept of
national sovereignty and preoccupation with its maintenance. Though Turkey is not a
creation of colonial aftermath, her policies indicate a strong nationalistic fervour.
Special characteristics of her history and geographical situation, together with her
traditional confrontation with the Soviet Union and the realization of the proximity to
an unstable and violent area, provided Turkey with a unique sense of national
sovereignty. This overriding objective of the Turkish foreign policy as to the
maintenance of the state and its independence was very much evident when President
Evren said on several occasions, while discussing strains with Western Europe, that the

"Turkish state will continue to exist, no matter what“.69

2.2.2.1. Factors Related To External Security

In an extra-territorial sense, a feeling of encirclement with unfriendly neighbours had
always prevailed in Turkey's security thinking. During 1979 and 1980 this sense of
insecurity enriched by the developments taking place in the region where Turkey
situated. As mentioned above, the invasion of Afghanistan, by showing the willingness
of the Soviet Union to use its army, terrified Turkish military elites who had always
believed in the indivisibility of detente. They further shared Demirel's views, rather than

Ecevit's, on the issue of East-West relations, who had said a year ago that there could
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be no meaningful detente in one region of the world while aggression was taking place
in another (an obvious allusion to Afghanistan).70

Similarly, the generals believed that the country's security could only be assured
through NATO and the US, on any permanent basis. It was obvious that, despite
Turkey's complaints about her allies and desires for a more detached relationship from
 both, Turkey continued to derive significant military benefits from them.”! Detente and
the Cyprus issue might have made possible and desirable Turkey's more independent
position within the alliance and from the US. But for political, economic and security
reasons, the generals were not going to push too far. Further, despite the
rapprochement of the mid-1960s, they remained suspicious of Soviet motivations and
objectives and the Afghan invasion reassured them on the fact that severance of
Western security and political ties could only have helped to open the way to new
Soviet pressures. Such a severance would have also eliminated Turkey's influence and
participation in allied and security policy planning and even would tip the regional
balance in favour of Greece, whose policies in the Aegean were increasingly becoming
nationalistic under the premiership of A. Papandreou. Moreover, Turkey's military
leaders, like its political and bureaucratic elites, were "Western" and "European" in
their values and orientation. They wanted the country to be considered a member of the
Western family of nations. For all these reasons, despite their occasional threats to opt
out from the Council of Europe or sever relations with Western Europe on the face of
their criticisms and the threatened expulsion of Turkey from the Council, the military
leaders of Turkey were fully aware that only through Western association could Turkey
achieve her economic and social objectives and establish herself as a major military and
political force in the region, a goal sought since the end of the Second World War.

Therefore, they were actually determined to hang on to Europe until the last minute, no

matter what.72

The military leaders further believed that, on the political level, as well as
military and economic levels, neither Islam nor the non-aligned countries offered

realistic altemaﬁves to continued close éooperation with the Western nations. In view
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of Turkey's proximity and strategic importance to the Soviet Union, they did not trust
that "Finlandization" was a credible option, and further a Finish solution, according to
them, would have meant the end of the proud record of Turkish independence.
Therefore, they had regarded Mr. Ecevit's "sedulous cultivation of the non-aligned
world and the Soviet bloc as either foolish or dangerous”.73 They had neither liked nor
officially accepted Mr. Ecevit's "New Defence Concept".74 Further, they had not
understood what was wrong with the old one, and therefore once in power, they
committed Turkey openly to NATO and the West generally, reversing Ecevit's
"leftward aberrations", >

Thus, it was not surprising to see Mr. Ilter Turkmen, as foreign minister of the
new regime, reaffirm the regime's conviction in the Madrid Review Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, that "detente is indivisible" and it could not be
confined to Europe. The consolidation of detente would require "mutual restraint and
maximum degree of responsibility in other parts of the world", too.”®

Another important development for Turkish security, apart from the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan and attempts to influence the new regime in Tehran, was the
deployment, from early 1980 onwards, of the new Soviet army divisions into the
Caucasus. In the face of the estimations that the Turkish forces defending the Straits
and the northeastern border were outnumbered by the Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces,
and continuing animosities with Greece which frustrated cooperation in order to reduce
these disparities, Turkey became increasingly worried about its security and had to turn
to NATO and the US more eagerly.77

Moreover, the acquisition of Scud missiles by Syria, which was becoming
increasingly hostile in the region and which had lodged several complaints about
Turkey's Ataturk Dam project, from the Soviet Union only helped to add new
dimensions to Turkey's security concerns.

On the other hand, the Iran-Iraq War, which found the new military regime in

Turkey barely ten days old, was harbouring more important security apprehensions for

Turkey. Apart from the dangers of the deliberate or inadvertent incursions from both
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sides into Turkish territory, the war on its borders offered opportunities to Turkey's
foreign and internal antagonists, both real and imaginary, to exploit Turkey's
psychological and real sense of vulnerability.

Any rational antagonist could have calculated that at a time when an important
portion of Turkey's strategic thinking and energies must be kept on a high state of
readiness for any contingency emanating from the Iran-Iraq war, Turkey would be in a
relatively weaker position vis-a-vis himself. Therefore, for example, the task that the
Greek PM Papandreou had set for himself from 1981 onwards to pursue a crisis
diplomacy with Turkey had been made immeasurably easier by the exposure created in
the East.

Another source of strain was Turkey's interest in the Iraqi oil pipeline from
Mosul to Iskenderun, which generated revenues for Turkey. She was prepared to
protect this and the corresponding road links by military force if necessary and said so
to the Iranian officials.’® Further, Turkey's interest in containing the Kurdish dimension
of the ground war was also posing threats of conflict, particularly with Iran whose aim
to use Iraq's dissident Kurds in its war with Baghdad stirred up Turkey's concerns
about its own "mountain Turks" (i.e. indigenous Kurds) and security of its frontier.”?

Moreover, the threat of escalation of war to involve direct military engagement
by third parties, raising the spectre of a general war just on the borders of Turkey, was
highly salient and worrying for Turkey. Also the dangers of superpower involvement,
and the possibility that the US might eventually find it imperative to use the Incirlik Air
Base and other airfield and facilities in Turkey for expanded air operations in the Gulf

region worried Turkey's leaders.30

On the other hand, Turkey's wishes to end the war which was causing security
threats to her, were clashing with the economic gains she was deriving from it.
Moreover, because of the possible Soviet push through it, Turkey wished to see a
strong Iran capable of holding its own. Yet, that wish was at cross purposes with her
fears of a hegemonic Iran in the region, after an unconditional victory over Iraq, which

would have an important impact on domestic developments in Turkey by enhancing the
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influence and power, on the one hand, of the pro-Sheria forces, and, on the other, of
the Kurdish separatists.

Furthermore, the possibility of a peace settlement based on scenarios entailing
major changes in the region was injecting new inputs into Turkish assessments of its
interests in the region, i.e. adventurist nostalgia for the return of Kirkuk and Mosul to
Turkey.81 Therefore, to forestall such misguided emotions from turning into powerful
pressures on Turkish foreign policy, the best possible post-war peace settlement from
the Turkish perspective was seen to be the one that would replicate the pre-war status
quo as closely as possible. Hence, after taking in view the economic gains and security
dangers of the situation, the generals choose to remain neutral towards the war and
sought an earlier and just end for it.82

As if all these were not enough, the election of A. Papandreou in Greece on a
nationalistic platform, as mentioned earlier, aroused suspicions that at some stage he
would start up a war with Turkey. However, under. the strategic reasons, during the
military regime , relations with Greece suffered less than those with other European
states.

The Turkish military had been the element of Turkish society most interested in
compromise with Greece. The generals were convinced that the outstanding problems
between Turkey and Greece had reached a point which required swift solutions. They
were further agreed that Turkey should engage in confidence building measures
designed to mend fences with the Greeks. Therefore, even before the coup they had
abolished the so called "purple line" in the Aegean on 23 February 1980, without
actually asking the foreign ministry.83 In addition, they were ready to move Turkey's so
called Aegean Army to Konya, in mid-eastern Turkey, if the Greeks were to respond to
this with good faith by demilitarising the Aegean islands.34

Consequently, after the intervention, civil air traffic between Greece and Turkey
was allowed to resume with the military leaders taking the initiative to back away from
the demand that Turkey be notified of flights in the eastern Aegean. Similarly, late in

1980, they dropped Turkish objections to returning Greece to the military wing of
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NATO.8> Several reasons would help to explain Turkey's change in policy. The new
military government undoubtedly sought to concentrate on domestic problems, the
reason for its takeover. Turkey also shared with other NATO states considerable
concern over above mentioned developments in Iran, the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan and the on-going instability in the Middle East. The generals believed that,
regardless of their country's clashes with Greece in the Aegean, Turkey's security
interests were better served by Greece remaining within NATO than by leaving the
alliance. Therefore, despite popular opposition to it, the generals allowed Greece to
return to the military wing of NATO, under the so called "Rogers Plan", by not using
Turkey's veto right. Though many officials, since then, have regretted that Turkey did
not use its veto power to obtain fairer Aegean command and control arrangements, the
decision provides an insight into the strategic thinking of the senior military leaders in
Turkey.86

In the end, however, the worst happened and the hopes of further progress were
cut by the election of A. Papandreou in Athens on a platform calling for a tougher line
toward Turkey. He did not comply with the arrangements and refused to talk with the
Turks. Turkey, in fact, was puzzled by Athens' actions throughout Papandreou's
premiership. The leaders were actually convinced that Greece under Papandreou was

seeking to undercut Turkey's position in NATO and to delay the normalization of

Turkey's relations with the EEC.

2.2.2.2. Factors Related To Internal Security

Turkey's internal security concerns also affected Turkish foreign policy during the
military regime. The sense of domestic vulnerability or insecurity was high in the
security thinking of the Generals, and, in the broader sense, it affected their perceptions
and therefore actions against certain states.

In addition to the activity of rightist, leftist and separatist groups, the

government also considered sympathizers, supporters, overseas activists, and "those
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who have not been identified by the security forces" as posing a threat.37 The military
government believed security threats were located in the prison population (which
protested conditions and undertook hunger strikes), in smuggling activities (especially
in the arms-drugs trade) with or without terrorist connections, and in "propaganda
terrorism", which was thought to have destabilizing links to subversion and terrorism.
These activities, by hampering security operations and impeding efforts to gain foreign
sympathy and material assistance, were considered anti-state activities. 38

Consequently, the military regime, in addition to the rounding up and trials of
members of armed illegal organizations, also arrested and tried thousands of persons
accused of political offences but affiliated to legal associations in order to suppress
"potential threats" -meaning opposition to the military regime.s9 Although General
Evren justified this repression in terms of security threat to the state and continued to
call them "traitors", the explanation did not satisfy the Western Europeans who
increased their criticisms after every trial.

Of course, the fears of the regime about its security were not altogether
groundless. The Turkish government after 1980 seized some 800,000 firearms,
including 1,371 Soviet made Kalishnikov rifles, plus some 500 anti-tank rockets and
more than five million rounds of ammunition. Total value of this weaponry has been put
at $250 million which was 50 times the take from all of the bank robberies and all of the
successful extortion attempts in Turkey during the late 1970s. In view of government
estimates that, apart from the money spent for arms purchases, financing of terrorist
activities in Turkey during the period of 1977-80 would need another $750 million, the

suspicions of foreign involvement in Turkish terrorism became probable, if not

proved.90

These suspicions inevitably led to conflicts with those states which the Turkish
leaders associated with anti-Turkish activities. In this context, Turkey's relations, at one
time or another, were strained with Syria and Lebanon over their role in providing
training centres for Turkish, Kurdish and Armenian terrorist groups; with Bulgaria over

its involvement in arms shipment to, and drug smuggling from, Turkey, with Iran
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because of its encouragements to pro-Sheria groups; with Greece because of its
sympathetic attitudes towards any opposition to the military regime; with West
European states because of their leniency towards the members of what Turkey
considered as illegal terrorist groups, for granting them political asylum, and for their
(particularly France's) failure to protect Turkish diplomats from Armenian terrorists.

Another internal security concern of the military government which turned out
to be more important in the longer term than all the others, was the threat posed by
Kurdish separatist groups. Although main thrust of Kurdish separatism came after
1984, the Kurdish question was perceived by the military as a threat for country's
unitary status long before that.?! Thus after the coup, alongside the members of
Turkish armed groups hundreds of members of Kurdish separatist groups were tried
and sentenced for separatist activities and terrorism. 2 During this period, since even
the existence of Kurds in Turkey was denied by categorising them as "Mountain
Turks", the term "separatist terrorists" was used as a substitute for Kurdish
organizations.93

As mentioned above, the Iran-Iraq war by weakening authority in the northwest
Iraq, further heightened Turkey's concerns over political fugitives, mainly Kurds, who
took refuge beyond the border and used this area to regroup and sometimes attack
Turkish transit routes. Moreover, the safety of the Turkish-Iraqi oil pipeline was a
major concern to Turkey, as well as Iraq, since it provided lucrative returns. Thus in
May 1983, with Iraq's consent, the Turkish army carried out a limited military operation
inside the Iraqi border as a warning to such groups.94 After the operation, Kenan
Evren warned during a rally in Hakkari, eastern Turkey, that, "everybody should knqw
that our target is peace at home and abroad, but this does not mean that we will accept
peace in the worst of all conditions...If terrorists insist on their...attacks, the response
will be much halrsher".95 In the same year, Second Army's headquarters moved from
Konya, central Anatolia, to Malatya, eastern Turkey, thus increasing military's
supervision in the area. 90 The fact that two of Turkey's four armies then were based in

the eastern Turkey showed the military's uneasiness, in contrast to their denial. 97
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Although the strong-arm tactics of the military were able to suppress Kurdish
separatist groups for the time being, it seemed that they failed to eradicate them as from
1984 onwards the re-grouped PKK (Kurdish Workers Party) started its guerrilla
warfare against Turkish state. In the mean time, the military regime also introduced
further political and cultural restrictions on ordinary Kurdish people, including a ban on
the Kurdish language, which in the long run proved to be counter-productive as the
repressed Kurdish masses gradually drified towards PKK as the representative of

Kurdish rights in Turkey.98
2.2.2.3. National Defence Industry

Another subject related to Turkey's geopolitical position, and to security needs
originating from it, was the generals' desire to build Turkey's own national defence
industry, including an ambitious war plane production plant. These plans could be seen
as a natural result of being under a military regime but, apart from security needs of
Turkey which absolutely required some dramatic efforts and long term commitment for

99 they were also prompted by the belief that these investments

the foreseeable future,
would eventually bring high technology and industrial base to Tufkey, and therefore
would help Turkey's economic development in the long run even though in the short
and medium periods it would run the danger of draining the Turkish economy.
However, one must not forget that Turkey's requests for partnership in co-production
shames of NATO and joint ventures with the US, in spite of their merits, have the
characteristic of creating a greater dependence of the national economy upon size of

-

military forces and security oriented policies.

2.3. Economic Policy

A third set of factors that affected Turkey's relations with foreign countries during the

period was the results of Turkey's chosen economic policy. It was essentially
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important for Turkey's new drives towards the Middle East and Soviet block as well as
for its renewed commitment to the West.

In the most general sense, the economic needs and priorities of a country are
known for their role in determining a government's stay in power. Though the military
regime in Turkey had no such direct fears, nevertheless, it was responsive to the
masses' economic needs in general.

Similarly, they enjoy a very great influence on foreign policy. Any given
country's foreign policy is responsive to the interests and needs of economic
development strategies pursued by the governments, economic priorities and targets
defined by them, and economic issues and pressures that emerged with respect to
and/or independently of the basic strategies and priorities. Of course, the other side of
the coin is also true. In other words, any chosen economic policy is part of, and also
reflects, the more general world outlook, including domestic political arrangements and
foreign policy attitudes.

Broadly speaking, the structural changes introduced into the Turkish economy
in the 1980s reflected a basic political-ideological choice anyway. A full-fledged
commitment to a liberal economic system had been undertaken not only with economic
imperatives and priorities in mind but also as a clear political signal, particularly to the
US and Western Europe, of the government's resolve to turn Turkey into a free market
society integrated with world economy. A subtle political bond was hoped to be created
with the free market economies of the West even if the political dimension of liberalism
was yet to be expanded. The free market economy was thus counted upon to bind
Turkey more intimately to the world economic system while hopefully creating
opportunities for extensive economic and business relations with the West in general
and with Western Europe in particular. Since the ultimate goal was to pave the way for
integration with Western Europe, it was thought that the initial attempts to restructure
the economy could lend crediBility to Turkey's professed resolve to seriously tackle the

inherent contradictions and wide disparities between the Turkish and the EEC

economic systems.
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The military leaders' decision to continue with the economic liberalization
programme, which was initiated by the Demirel government, showed that a profound
change in the mind of Kemalist-military elites had taken place since the last military
coup. Unlike their predecessors, the post-1980 military elites did not consider
Kemalism - and etatism as far as economic policy was concerned - as a political
manifesto. 100 Realizing the changes that the country had experienced, they adopted the
monetarist economic policy, and let the economy be run by those whose economic
knowledge was much wider than that of the military men, but also "whose philosophy
they did not necessarily endorse". 191 Their surprising action in the early days of the
military regime to let Turgut Ozal remain in charge of the economy should be seen in
this context, 192

Keeping Ozal in charge of the economy was, then, partly designed to reassure
Turkey's financiers that the new regime would continue implementing the IMF
agreements, which had been negotiated by Turgut Ozal few months earlier. The
decision showed quite clearly that the generals were no longer insistent on long-gone
etatist developmentalism. His removal might have sent the wrong signals to the IMF,
which in turn might have resulted in cutting Turkey's most needed economic aid. 103

The economic strategy of the so called "January 24th Decisions" (austerity
measures introduced by the Demirel government with Turgut Ozal as economic
supremo behind them) had called for, in addition to domestic measures, greater reliance
on foreign trade, international borrowing and direct foreign investment in order to
achieve its domestic targets. The implications of this strategy, in turn, affected Turkish
foreign policy in general, and reflected heavily in Turkey's relations with the EC and the
Middle Eastern states.

During the process, Turkey's domestic economic targets became heavily
connected with international economic developments and with other states' willingness
to buy Turkish products, to lend money to Turkey or to invest in Turkey. In other
words, Turkey's economic policies after, or concurrent with, its domestic policies

became internationalized and international public opinion and foreign governments'
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actions became an important determinant for Turkey's political and economic policies,
thus also for its foreign policy.

Moreover, these economic policies, recommended by the IMF and the World
Bank, were undertaken under the supervision of these organizations. Since international
borrowings were usually connected with the IMF's positive signal which in term
depended on Turkey's compliance with their advice or requirements, Turkey and its
foreign policy had to take into account opinions and requests of these organizations, as
well.

One of the tools of the new economic strategy was to depend on more
international borrowing. A need to borrow large sums, however, is more often than not
a potential source of constraint on any country's foreign policy. There were precedents
in the use of economic pressures as instruments of policy against Turkey in the
aftermath of the Cyprus crisis in the 1970s. Indebtedness of this size also has the
potential to put in jeopardy the autonomy and the negotiating power of the
governments with the creditor countries.

Complications arising from this factor were seen in the period of 1980-83,
during which the EC and West European states, despite strong responses from Turkey,
attempted to use economic pressures (i.e. holding of the fourth protocol of the 1963
Association Agreement) on her as a political leverage to get a speedy return to
democracy. 104

On the other hand, the US readiness to support Turkey's borrowing needs when
the European organizations and states were refusing to lend money on political grounds
gave more credibility to the US as a reliable ally and significantly helped Turkish-US
relations to move away from the strains of the 1970s.

Another external pillar of this economic strategy was to expand exports which,
because of international economic conditions, was not at all easy. One must also
consider the need for export markets as a new source of political tension. The shift to
an outward-oriented economic development strategy, with its emphasis on expanded

exports, was imbued with potential tensions particularly because the Turkish drive had
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to transpire against the backdrop of rising protectionism in world trade and intimations
of international trade wars in the horizon. For example, during the period, the row
between Turkey and the EC over Turkey's textile quotas had its part in worsening of
Turkey's relations with Western Europe. In both 1982 and 1983, with the European
textile industry in a very depressed state, the Community took the unusual decision to
restrict imports of Turkish cotton goods which led Turkey to retaliate and impose an
import duty on community steel in April 1982.105 They also criticized the Community,
in vain, because of the fact that Europe, whenever it suited it, did not want to practise
the free-trade policies it preached. 106

Turkey's relations with individual Western European states also deteriorated
over trade rights during the military regime. French exporters, for example, claimed
that during 1983, when relations between France and Turkey were at an all time low
because of human rights and Armenian terrorist issues, the Turkish authorities were
discriminating against their‘ products.107 There was also an "unofficial" trade boycott
on French products by the Turkish people because of what was conceived as France's
supportive attitude towards Armenian terrorists.

Moreover, the world recession had also affected relations between West
Germany and Turkey. The 1,6 million Turks living in W. Germany, at a time when
unemployment was extremely high, had led to the growth of resentment and outbreaks
of violence against this very visible ethnic minority, which in turn prompted strong
Turkish condemnation and strained the relationship.

Against this background, the ready and vast market of the Middle East was a
welcoming option for Turkey's new export drive. Apart from the economic factors, that
is opening up markets for Turkish exports; getting hold of oil at as favourable a price as
possible; and obtaining loans from the oil rich Middle Eastern states, the cool relations
which Turkey was experiencing with Western Europe also had their share behind this
new drive. In particular, opening up new markets for Turkish exports, was of vital
importance in the long term. In view of the slow growth of Turkey's industrial

production, the difficulties encountered in selling agricultural and industrial products to
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the Western industrial nations and the growing rate of unemployment, the Middle East
as a region was likely to become increasingly important as a market for Turkish goods.

As a result, from 1980 to 1982, while Turkey's exports to the EC dropped from
%42.7 to %30.5 of total exports, the percentage that went to the Middle East and
North Africa doubled - %22.3 to %45.198 Turkish construction firms found support
from government in their efforts to get contracts from Middle Eastern countries. By the
end of 1982, there were also approximately 250,000 Turkish workers in the region109
- one should bear in mind that this time coincided with the return of large number of
Turkish workers from Western Europe.

The outbreak of the war between Iran and Iraq, and Turkey's neutrality, also
helped greatly to increase her commercial links with the both countries. Bilateral trade
with Iran, for example, rose to the level of $2,3 billion in 1983-84 and continued to
increase, reflecting an interdependence which was not easily reversed and which caused
occasional strains for the Turkish foreign ministry's attempts to balance country's
security concerns with its economic gains. As a result, Turkey had to tolerate the
growth of a large Iranian exile community, numbering upwards of half-a-million.
Turkey was similarly tolerant of occasional lapses in good neighbourliness, showing
restraint when Iranian officials sought to promote Islamic fundamentalism in its secular

system.110 Meanwhile, the volume of Turkey's trade with Iraq in 1983 was second

only to that with West Germany. m

2.4. Domestic Political Stability

Another factor that helped Turkey during the 1980s to expand and diversify its foreign
relations and stabilize its foreign policy, was the new stability achieved in domestic
politics under the military regime. The instabilities noted earlier (section 2.2.2.2)
regarding domestic security, were largely resolved, or, at least, subdued for the time
being, by the military government towards the end of its first full year in the power.

Moreover, the lack of political opposition, and thus squabbling between political
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parties, enabled the government to take and apply decisions pretty quickly while the
concentration of powers in the hands of the NSC meant the end of political strife in the
country which prevented pre-1980 governments from being effective. Consequently,
especially in the Middle Eastern context, aided by the new dialogue with the
conservative Arab states and with the opportunities created by the Iran-Iraq War, the
new stability provided Turkey with a sense of confidence in itself as a credible regional
power.

During the second half of the 1970s, the perceived serious internal threat to the
territorial integrity of Turkey had forced an important portion of Turkey's internal
energy and resources to be diverted to the management and the resolution of the issue.
Such diversion automatically undermined and restricted the ability of Turkey to
confront important foreign policy issues and choose alternative policies. In other words,
as long as Turkey was not in full control of the domestic situation, her freedom of
movement in foreign and defence policies was necessarily subjected to and limited by
the requirements of her struggle with domestic violence. Hence, the success Turkey
achieved under the military regime in containing political violence and terrorism helped
Turkey in the middle-to-long term to diversify its energies other than internal security
problems and enabled Turkey to look for alternatives in foreign policy.

On the other hand, in the short term, however, the military dimension of the
official approach to the problem of containing terrorism confounded the military
regime's willingness and movements towards greater democratic freedoms, which in
turn threatened to jeopardize relations with Western Europe.

From the Turkish perspective, the frustration worked both ways, for the
generals knew that as long as restrictions on democratic frecdoms and human rights
continued to exist, their relations with Western Europe could not be normalized. On the
other hand, they were determined to see the end of their struggle with terrorism before
finally retiring to their barracks. The process, however, they believed, was hampered
and prolonged by the Western states which allowed "suspected terrorists" to go freely

under the false pretensions of "political refugee” status. 112 Further, they believed that
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the terrorists derived a considerable amount of support for their actions in Turkey from
their activities in the West and from the sanctuary they found in those states.

Hence, Kenan Evren complained several times bitterly about European public
opinion which protected and nurtured terrorists and criticized Turkey for punishing
them. He was particularly forthright in his criticism when, after a Turkish terrorist,
Mehmet Ali Agca, shot the Pope, he said that he hoped the attempted assassination
would encourage foreign critics of his regime to "come to their senses". 113

In the pre-1980 period, not only acute internal security problems, but also
instability of the political system had caused problems for Turkish foreign policy.
Against the backdrop of fiercely competitive party politics, the major parties, before
1980, had tended to refrain from taking any politically risky, though innovative, foreign
policy initiatives. Also, to all intents and purposes, the pattern of coalition, or weak
minority, governments as functioned in Turkey had seriously limited Turkey's flexibility
in the foreign policy arena, as seen on the case of Mr. Hayrettin Erkmen's forced
resignation on the ground that the government had neglected the Arab world in favour
of the West and Israel. In the same pattern, Demirel government in 1980 was unable to
push Turkey's application for full membership to the EEC because of well-known
opposition of NSP to it and the JP minority government's need of its support in the
parliament. Likewise, the DECA agreement, negotiated between Turkey and the US
during the 1979 and 1980, could not been brought before the TGNA for ratification
due to possibility of defeat. Hence, the instability of domestic political situation had
limited and dictated Turkey's foreign policy choices, particularly during the months
immediately prior to the coup.

In this respect, the military government, and to some extent the following Ozal
governments, had little restraint on themselves. The military government, in particular,
because of its peculiarity as being not answerable to anybody, including the judiciary,
and to the public in general, was at ease in foreign policy and able to take initiatives
which civilian governments would not dare. As a result, after the military regime,

Turkish foreign policy became increasingly more assertive as evidenced by frequent
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official emphasis on the need for a Turkey-centred approach, which can be seen in the

continuing efforts to broaden external contacts, notably with the Soviet Union and the

Arab World.
2.5. Military Attitudes

A last, but not least important, factor that had influence over Turkish foreign policy
during the 1980-83 period was the military leader's understanding of, and attitudes
against, the foreign perceptions of their regimes. In other words, how the military
regime responded to its critics from abroad. 114

First of all, the long term linkage with Western Europe and the US had affected
closely the vision of both the Turkish people and their governments have about what
type of society and what type of a future they would like to have. This vision includes a
modern political democracy characterized by high levels of economic prosperity.
Therefore, the difference between the NSC and its Western European critics was not
actually on the principle but in the substance. In other words, the friction was not over
the question of whether Turkey would return to democracy again, because the military
leaders, as a result of their Kemalist training, were sincere in their conviction that

115 Therefore, General

democracy is the best form of government for the country.
Evren for example was sincere in his claim that they "have not eliminated democracy"
but they "were forced to launch this operation in order to restore democracy with all its
principles, to replace a malfunctioning democracy". 116

From the moment it took over the government on September 12, 1980, the
NSC regime made it clear that it intended to eventually return power to democratically
elected civilian authorities. 117 Tt made equally clear, however, that it did not intend a
return to the pre-1980 situation. 118 Rather, the Council aimed at a major restructuring
of Turkish democracy to prevent a recurrence of political polarization, violence and

crisis that had afflicted the country in the late 1970s.119 Hence, the conflict was rather

over the question of when and what kind of democracy it would return the country to.
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Obviously the generals' conception of democracy did not correspond to that
prevailing in Western Europe. Nor was it at peace with the democratic ideal of Turkish
intelligentsia. The democracy, so often talked about by the generals, was the kind of
democracy valued in their own world, which is, as Birand rightly notes, totally different
from that of the civilians, and deeply rooted in their training and education, their
martial lifestyle, and their way of thinking. 120 1 this model, the ideal democratic order
was one where "national unity" is not affected by any disharmony, and where everyone
shares a common opinion about the common good, which so convincingly corresponds
with the ideas of the man at the top. Indeed, General Evren considered European
democracies weak from this point of view, and did not hesitate to criticize them. 121

The military wished to see a political regime in Turkey that was a pluralist
system of government but, at the same time, one in which such Republican norms as
secularism, territorial-integrative nationalism, and populism would not be overlooked
and the necessary measures for further modernizing Turkey would be taken.

Their democratic model combined discipline, proper organization, disregard for
self-interest in favour of the nation and the homeland, cooperation, unity and
constructiveness. In this model, a powerful state, not the individual freedoms, was
respected as the most effective means of achieving democracy, that is Kemalist
democracy. 122 The contradictions of this model with European style democracy are so
obvious that no further discussion is needed here, but the results of European
criticisms of it and the military regime's responses to them are both worth looking at.

Much of the governmental sensitivity towards Western Europe tended to be
along the lines that Europe should "drop its criticisms" on such matters as human
rights, because they believed that the harsh measures the military exercised in
combating problems that led Turkey to brink of civil war, were justified by
circumstances and supported by a national referendum in 1982.123 They frequently
argued that there was no democracy before the coup, only governmental paralysis,
economic chaos and political terrorism. Hence, the "12 September operation" had to

be initiated "in conformity with the wishes of the Turkish nation", and therefore, as
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"our friends no doubt will understand", the final word on the process of
democratization "rests with the Turkish nation". 124 They further argued that every
country must find its very own democratic system, suitable to its needs and conditions
rather than some pre-set principles; and that Turkey, as I already mentioned (pp. 149-
150), should be treated differently from the rest of the Europe on the ground that her
conditions, both socio-economic and strategic, were different.

The generals were also sensitive about comparisons between their regime and
that of the Communists in Poland. They asserted several times that they had saved
democracy in Turkey, while Polish generals aimed to destroy any move towards
establishing democracy in their country. 125

Beside, they believed that the European criticisms of their regime were unjust
and originated from the leftist propaganda of the terrorists, who had escaped from
Turkey, and supported by the Communists, Socialists, and Greeks in the European
forums. They were also very sensitive about the poor information the European
governments seemed to be getting from the "unreliable sources", meaning any
opposition of the military regime. As a result, General Evren was very critical about
what he termed "Byzantine intrigues" to expel Turkey from the Council of Europe, to
restrict Turkish exports, and to criticize its human rights records. Turkey could do
without the West, he said, if the West continued to make things difficult. 126

Of course, European criticisms of the military regime in Turkey gained meaning
in terms of the NSC's Western orientation in its outlook. Like other parts of the
Turkish governing elite, the military leadership, as a result of historical experiences,
economic relationships, defence needs and the vision of the future, has looked to the
West as being the most advanced representative of contemporary civilization, and in
time has come to view itself as a part of Europe. Since then it has persistently followed
policies to achieve higher levels of integration with Western European countries and
organizations. Therefore any kind of criticism which would result in a severance of
Turkey's relations with Europe, was unwelcome for the military regime. In this sense,

they regarded being a member of the otherwise politically unimportant Council of
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Europe as a symbol of Europeanness. Thus, the question of acceptability in the Council
became a matter of domestic as well as international prestige for them. 127

While discussing European criticism, one also has to keep psychological factors
in mind. As a result of Turkish pride and sensitivity towards criticism, for example, the
generals, when they faced unfavourable judgements from Europe, usually felt that their
pride and face had been wounded and complained about being rejected by the West. 128
Moreover, because of the above-mentioned peculiar Turkish sense of "complete
sovereignty", the government regarded any criticism of its internal affairs as
interference. 12% In this context, raising Turkey's human rights record in the European
Commission of Human Rights in July 1982 by the five states was regarded by the
military government as an intolerable infringement of Turkey's internal affairs. The
criticisms became more unacceptable to Turkey, when particularly they were
accompanied by pressures from European states that were regarded as hostile to
Turkey.130

In turn, General Evren likened European allegations of human and political
rights violations in Turkey to a European intervention into internal affairs of the
Ottoman Empire during the period of its decline, which aimed mainly to disintegrate it.
Moreover in 1982 he attacked Council of Europe critics from countries which
condoned often brutal racism against Turkish workers and which harboured the
Armenian terrorists who were murdering Turkish diplomats. 131

The Turkish reaction to European criticism was also, undoubtedly, related to a
sense that the international community was neither fully aware of Turkey's recent
difficulties nor appreciated the constructive role the military traditionally played in

Turkish politics. 132

The disturbance from the Western criticism was, however, so intense at one
time or another that some people even started to argue about political will of self-
isolation from Europe in order to create a critic-free environment. 133 Indeed, the idea
was sometimes advanced that defiant attitudes and actions of the military regime - such

as the imprisonment of Mr. Ecevit two days before a visit by the West German foreign
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minister Mr. Hans-Dietrich Genscher, who was coming to convey European displeasure
at the military regime, and who had asked in advance to meet Mr. Ecevit; the closure of
some newspapers on the eve of a meeting of the Council of Europe where the issue of
Turkish expulsion was on agenda; or the trials of the members of the Turkish Peace
Association, Jehovah's Witness, and Writers Union - may even be intended to be
deliberate gestures of self-isolation, 134 Although, in view of the military regime's
Western orientation, one can argue that the weight of this kind of considerations could
not be so high in the NSC, it should also be borne in mind that these events all
undoubtedly followed high-level political choices in Turkey.

One last matter we should discuss in the context of international criticism of the
military regime in Turkey is whether the critics of the regime were successful in their
attempts and whether, and how, they affected the regimes' attitude towards its internal
commitments, i.e. early return to democracy and full human rights.

Of course, to assess the degree of influence these criticisms had on the military
regime is a very difficult matter but one can, at least argue that, by keeping alive
international attention on Turkey, these critics continuously pressurized and reminded
the generals of the existence of international public opinion. Also, it is fairly clear that
the military regime, despite the contrary official rhetoric, was sensitive to European
criticisms, and cared about the perceptions of the international opinion, both before and
after the intervention. 13° And, keeping in mind the importance the military leaders
attached to Turkey's relations with the West, we can argue that the European factor
certainly counted, though its effect as to speed up the democratic process was not so
clear. In other words, although the military leaders had to take European opinion into
account, and therefore, probably, were not comfortable with what they were doing,
they, nevertheless continued to do what they set out to do. Beside, even if they could
not do everything they would have done otherwise, they stayed long enough to see the

end of political terrorism, economic chaos and political instability, reasons for their

intervention in the first place.
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2.6. The Ozal Factor

To all these factors which had affected the conduct of Turkish foreign policy under the
military regime, or originated from it and affected Turkish foreign policy afterwards, we
can also add another indirect result of the military regime, that proved to have
important imprints on Turkish foreign policy during the second half of the 1980s and
early 1990s; that is, creating a peculiar political environment from which Mr.
Turgut Ozal emerged as prime minister of the country.

Without denying the existence, or underestimating the importance, of other
factors in his success, it is certainly arguable that the newly restructured political
system, which did not allow former politicians to participate, provided Mr. Turgut
Ozal, whose influence on Turkish foreign policy will be discussed in next chapter, with
an opportunity to run for the office and to emerge in 1983, among restricted

candidates, as prime minister.

3. Concluding Remarks

As has been shown here, after the September 12, 1980 intervention, a high level of
continuity in Turkish foreign policy followed both from the basic features of the
country's situation, and from the attitudes entrenched in the policy-making elite which
were particularly marked in the officer corps.

Within this pattern of continuity, however, shifts of emphasis could be expected
as a result of:

- the nature of the regime and the attitudes of its leaders towards both external
developments and foreign, especially Western European, perceptions of their regime; '

- changes in the external environment, taking into consideration Turkey's

revived strategic importance together with her enhanced security concerns, both

external and internal;
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- domestic political and economic developments, which aspired the ruling elite
to look to Europe but, at the same time, forced them to turn to other parts of the World
for greater economic and political cooperation.

The cumulative effect of these shifts on Turkish foreign policy was to place
increased emphasis on Turkey's relations with the USA and with neighbouring Islamic

states, while leading to a cooling of relations with Western Europe.
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