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Abstract 

In our increasingly globalizing world, there is one thing that has the potential to 

affect all of our lives in the same detrimental way. Regardless of nationality, religion, 

or language terror challenges people's lives and changes them in ways that one cannot 

reverse. In such situations the Palestinian Question is one of the first issues brought 

about by terrorists to justify their actions. 

The world's attention is many times shifted away from the Israeli-Palestinian 

Conflict to other incidents which are believed to be in need of a more urgent reaction. 

However, the Palestinian Question remains the source of many ills that in turn disrupt 

the security and stability of not only the Middle East but the whole world. 

For years, the dominance of individual leaders from both the Palestinian, as 

well as the Israeli side have been strongly felt in their policy making process, 

respectively. Unique ambitions, suspicions, and inflexibilities of these leaders have 

always hindered the peace attempts in one way or the other. At the same time, the 

biased proposals and peace plans of the United States and few attempts by the not that 

fervent European countries, have not worked and actually worsened the situation. 

Up till now, Turkey has not taken an active role in the Middle East Peace 

Process, either. It has only made declarations in support of the Palestinian cause and 

acted in line with the decisions of the international community. However, it has a more 

thorough knowledge of the history, and has a better grasp of the dynamics of the 

region than either the United States, or the European countries, which have come up 

with peace plans and proposals that were rather futile. It also has good relations with 

both the Palestinians and the Israelis at the same time, which is an asset which none of 

the countries of the region acquire. 
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At a point where all efforts by powers foreign to the region have failed, it is 

time for Turkey to make initiatives of its own to bring the sides together to directly 

discuss the most critical issues. As time proved, it is pointless to .p.Um a cooling off 

period, expecting confidence ~qiJding measures to be of any use. At this point in time, 

hoping the sides will start negotiating without any hatred towards and suspicions of 

each other would be utterly naive. Thus, it is most essential that discussions start with 

critical final status issues, such as the right of return of refuges~, ~ status of 

Jerusalem and the borders of the Palestinian state. 
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Klsa Ozet 

Giinfuniiz global diinyasmda insanlann hayatlanru aym ~ekilde etkileme 

potansiyeline sahip tek bir ~ey var.' Teror, rnilliyet, din veya dil farIa gozetrneksizin, 

hepirnizin hayatun tehdit ediyor ve bir daha aym olrnayacak ~ekilde degi~tiriyor. 

Boyle bir ortamda, teroristlerin eylernlerini hakh Ialmak iCin ilk ortaya attlklan 

konulardan biri de Filistin sorunu oluyor. 

Uluslararasl toplum ve diinya devletleri, israil-Filistin anI~mazhgIm cogu 

zaman gorrnezden gelerek dikkatlerini, daha acilen coziilmesi gerektigine inandtklan 

b~ka konulara veriyorlar. Halbuki Filistin sorunu sadece Ortadogu'nun degil, biitiin 

diinyanm giivenligini tehlikeye sokan ve dengeleri bozan bir cok eylernin ve sorunun 

temelinde yatIyor. 

Senelerdir hem Filistinli hem de israilli liderlerin ki~isel ozellikleri karar alma 

siirecinde hep baskm oldu. Pe~inden ko~ulan biiyiik hayaller, giivensizlikler, ki~isel 

kaprisler, cozi.im cabalanm hep bozdu. Diger yanda, Amerika Birle~ik Devletleri'nin 

cogu zaman yanll tutumu ve objektiflikten tamamen uzak ban~ planlm, ve de sorunun 

coziimii konusunda cok da hararetli gOziikmeyen A vrupa devletlerinin bir kay 

denemesi, b~anh olmadlgI gibi sorunun daha da icinden coo1amaz bir hale gelmesine 

yol actIo 

Tiirkiye de bugiine kadar barI~ siirecinde cok da aktif bir rol oynamadl. Daha 

cok Filistin saVIDl destekleyen deklerasyonlarla yetinip, uluslararasl toplumun aldlgI 

kararlar dogrultusunda hareket etmeyi tercih etti. D~iinUlecek olursa, Tiirkiye'nin bu 

bolgeye cografi yakmhgI, tarihsel bilgisi ve bolge dinamiklerine hakirniyeti, Amerika 

Birle~ik Devletleri'nden veya Avrupa Ulkelerinden cok daha fazla. Aym zamanda 

Tiirkiye'nin hem Filistinlilerle hem de israil devletiyle ili~kileri aym anda, diger bolge 

Ulkelerinden cok daha kuvvetli. Bolgeye yabanci iilkelerin giri~irnlerinin fayda 
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etmedigi bir noktada, Tiirkiye'nin insiyatif alarak, sorunun coziimii iCin daha ciddi bir 

Caba sarfedip, daha aktifbir rol oynamasmm tam zamam. Fakat bugiin gelinen noktada 

taraflar arasmda oncelikle bir giiven ortammm olu~maslTIl beklemek oldukca naif 

olacaktlT. Uzerinde onemle durulmasl gereken unsur bugiine kadarki ban~ planlanmn 

aksine, vakit kaybetmeden direk olarak Kudiis'iin statiisii., Filistinli miiltecilerin 

durumu, kurulacak Filistin devletinin slTIlr1an gibi, anI~mazhgm en kritik ve onemIi 

konul3.f1Il!ll taraflar arasmda tartl~Ilmaya b~lamasl geregidir. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 

1. The Purpose and the Research Questions 

"The Middle East, with only eight percent of the world's population, has 
witnessed 25 percent of all the world's anned conflicts since 1945. It has 

.. suffered from all sorts of conflicts such as regional wars, wars of 
intervention, civil wars, intra-Arab rivalries and conflicts with devastating 
consequences to the human and material resources of the region."l 

The Middle East is probably the most problematic region in the world, being 

prone to many conflicts, which continually disrupt the stability of the region. In 

other words, it is a region "which has known a lot of hopes, missed opportunities 

and failed peace initiatives.,,2 It is claimed that there is always the risk of revisionist 

policies, because the borders of the states had been drawn in a most unnatural way 

by the imperial powers. "Syria has irredentist claims on Lebanon; Iraq still 

ambitions to annex Kuwait; and a dissatisfied Palestine could become sources for 

irredentist claims, east and west.,,3 

Though there are a variety of issues which need to be addressed in the 

region, as Sami Kohen has said, "for many years, whenever we referred to the 

Middle East problem, we mainly thought of the Israeli-Arab conflict, which no 

doubt has been the major issue in the area.,,4 At the core of the Arab-Israeli conflict 

lies the Palestinian Question, "which for both parties is at once territorial, political, 

1 Aly, Abdel Monem Said. (2001, June-July). Hot Bargaining: The Middle East 2001. [Electronic 
Version]. Perceptions. VI, (2), 1 
2 Aly, Abde1 Monem Said. (2001, June-July). 8 
3 Inbar, Efraim. (2000, March-May). The Arab~Israeli Peace Process: A Realistic Assessment. 
[Electronic Version]. Pergmtions. V, 1, 6 
4 Kohen, Sami. (1996, June-August). On the Future of the Middel East. [Electronic Version]. 
Pergmtions. I, (2), 1 



2 

economic, military and above all, reIigious.',s What is more, it should not be 

oversimplified as the struggle between two nations only. There are many elements, 

such as Zionism, Semitism, anti-Semitism, superpowers, Arab countries, that can be 

included in this confiict.6 

At the same time, it is of serious and immediate concern in the international 

arena, not only "because ofthe destruction and suffering it has been causing on both 

sides, but also due to its potential to affect developments beyond the scope ofthe 

broader Arab-Israeli conflict.,,7 The continuation ofthe crisis has such direct effects 

on the domestic politics of neighbouring Arab or other Muslim-populated countries 

that the region is prone to becoming highly unstable due to developments that are 

dangerous for global peace and security as well. To be more specific, the Arab-

Israeli conflict "has been used to justify terrorist actions ofunprecendented 

proportions, to legitimize launching full-scale wars and to deflect attention from the 

internal ills and disorders of the neighbouring societies.',8 

Turkey, on the other hand, is obviously a very distinctive country, for 

playing a part in so many different geographical regions simultaneously, a fact 

which, according to one author, "virtually no other state, except for the United 

States,,9 does. It is "sitting at the northwestern end of the Middle East, but with one 

foot in the Mediterranean and Europe."l0 That is why, the making offoreign policy 

in Turkey, necessitates the consideration and careful analysis of more issues than 

5 Jaber, Kamel S. Abu. (2000, March-May). The Arab-Israeli Peace Process: A Critical Evaluation". 
[Electronic Version]. Perceptions. V, (1), 3 
6 Aras, BUlent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 1 
7 Unaydm, Solmaz. (2002, Winter). Turkey's Policy Toward the Middle East and the Question of 
Iraq. Turkish Policy Quarterly. 34-35 
8 •• 

Unaydm, Solmaz. (2002, Winter). 35 
9 Rubin, Barry. A transformed international role. III Barry Rubin and Kemal Kiri~yi. (2002). Turkey 
in World Politics. Istanbul: Bogaziyi University Press, 1 
]0 Kohen, Sami. (1996, June-August). On the future of the Middle East. [Electronic Version]. 
Perceptions. I, (2), 1 
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perhaps many other states in the world. It thus creates curiosity and interest in the 

ways and means by which Turkey has made decisions and conducted its foreign 

affairs until this time. For the reasons stated above, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 

and Turkey's foreign policy towards the issue will be the m~or themes of this 

thesis. There is a huge amount of material that has been written and reviewed about 

the Arab-Israeli conflict and the Palestinian Question. Yet, it still remains to be a 

highly significant issue in today's world, with exacerbating hostility between the 

sides. On the other hand, I do not believe that enough importance and credit has 

been given to Turkey's foreign policy specifically towards the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict. Other than such studies done by BUlent Aras, Mahmut Bali Aykan, Sule 

Kut, Hakan Yavuz and ismail Soysal, that dealt with both the Palestinian Question, 

the peace process and Turkish foreign policy, still not enough has been covered 

either in our media, or in academic papers with regard to this issue. It is my strong 

beIiefthat along with research subjects such as, Turkey and the Middle East, Turkey 

in the Gulf War, Turkey'S relations with its neighbours like Syria and Iran, Turkey'S 

foreign policy with regard to the Israeli-Paletinian Question is also a highly 

important topic that needs further focus and analysis. 

Accordingly, this thesis will try to find answers to and make explanations 

for two major questions. First of all, why is t.~e Israeli-Palestinian conflict far from 

a sound solution? Considering the complexity of the subject, and the limit of this 

study, I will try to explain this mostly from the perspective ofIsraelis and the 

Palestinians. Along that line, the key question will be, why did the Israelis and the 

Palestinians fail to come to terms with each other and reach peace? What were the 

mistakes in their attitude and actions? Where have they failed? Naturally, it would 

be wrong to make final assessments and verdicts with regard to why there is no 
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peace today, by only examining the policies of the two sides ofthe conflict. To be 

able to fully grasp the realities of the issue, one should also look at it from other 

perspectives. Analysis ofth~ attitude and resolutions of the United Nations; the 

Jewish lobby in the United States and American foreign policy towards the 

Palestinian Question; and also the role of the Eureopean Union in the peace 

process would be most probable subjects for future studies. 

Secondly, how did Turkey react to and make its policies with regard to the 

conflict? What were the reasons that led Turkey to react the way it did? While 

trying to answer these questions I hope to find out whether there has been a 

consistent path in Turkey's decision making process towards the conflict or not. 

There is an especially significant debate among academicians about Turkish 

foreign policy in the 1990s. The argument is that as a result of changes in both the 

international scene and in regional dynamics and politics, Turkey has become a lot 

more active and assertive in making its policy decisions in the post-cold war era. In 

this study I expect to take this argument and apply it to a more specific case: 

Turkey and the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict. What kind of a role did Turkey play in 

the Middle East peace process? Was it actively involved? Did it take initiatives by 

its own, to bring about peace? Did it play the role of a mediator? 

2)Methodology and Sources 

When making a foreign policy analysis, it is not enough to explain "what" 

happened. Often it is the "how" and ''why'' which is most significant. In order to 

assess the reasoning behind the attitude, actions and decisions of both Turkey, as 

well as the Israelis and the Palestinians, there will naturally be brief explanations 

of and references to relevant and the most important events, occurences in the 
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history of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the Turkish foreign policy. This will 

be based on an extensive literature review, covering books, as well as magazine 

and journal articles. To make note of the contemporary developments and the 

important issues in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, all the issues of" the 

Economist", from October 2001 to the end of2003 will be carefully reviewed. 

While formulating the theoretical background of this thesis, I was guided 

by, Graham T. Allison and Philip Zelikov's "Essence of Decision: explaining the 

Cuban Missile Crisis"ll. Accordingly, in attempting to explain the rationale behind 

foreign policy making, not one but several models and levels of analyses will be 

taken into consideration, in order not to make the mistake of over~simplification. 

Especially in the third chapter on Turkish foreign policy will be examined, 

in line with the Rational Actor Model, through the analysis of external factors, 

such as the regional developments and occurences in international politics, 

objectives and choices of the Turkish government and leaders, and the pressures 

which led them to make choices in a certain way. However, foreign policy 

decisions and governmental behavior can not be completely understood by treating 

a government as an individual and the decision as a unitary, rational action. There 

are many other factors influential in the decision making process. By also looking 

at domestic factors, the importance of socio-economic developments, traditional· 

principles of foreign policy making, and intra-national organizations such as the 

military, on the formation of Turkey's foreign policy will be further elaborated. 

The role and effect ofthe bureaucracy and the public in the decision making 

process is also going to be stressed. This way, the significance of different actors, 

interacting and bargaining with each other and the existence of a variety of 

II Allison, Graha.rn, and Zelikov, Philip. (1999). Essence of Decision: explaining the 
Cuban Missile Crisis. New York: Longman, Inc. 
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personal, organizational and national goals, as mentioned in the Governmental 

Politics model; and also the decentralization in governmental structure, the 

cooperation of different organizations within, and the already existing and 

previously established set of rules and procedures as stated in the Organizational 

Behavior Model, will be taken into consideration. 

3)The Content 

In the second chapter, the focus will be on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 

First of all, the reasons as to why the dispute emerged in the first place will be 

examined. Secondly, the internationalization of the problem and its evolution into 

an even more complicated conflict will be summarized through an analysis of the 

major wars fought. The next two parts of the second chapter, starting with the 

Madrid Peace Conference and the Oslo Accords, will discuss the initiatives for 

peace, such as Camp David, Taba Talks and also the setbacks faced during the 

peace process. The main emphasis will be on the second Intifada, and the most 

disputed issues such as the refugees and Jerusalem. Finally, after this detailed 

analysis, I will try to explain what the Israelis and the Palestinians have done 

wrong, and where they have failed, on the way to reaching an agreement and 

making peace. 

In the third chapter, Turkey's foreign policy, attitude and decisions with 

regard to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will be examined in two different periods: 

Cold War period and post-Cold War period. In the fIrst part, internal factors 

including, traditional principles of Turkish foreign policy making, Turkey's goals 

and strategies, Cyprus, economic concerns, the role of key figures and perceptions; 

and also external factors including, developments in the international arena, 
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international law and the United Nations resolutions, and regional developments, 

will be analyzed. Turkey's specific decisions with regard to developments in the 

Israeli~Palestinian conflict will be provided as examples to how each of these 

factors shape Turkish foreign policy making. 

In the next section, post~cold war changes in the international as well as 

regional arena, and their effects on Turkish foreign policy in genera~ and its 

relations with Israel are examined. In the fmal evalution, the similarities and 

differences of Turkish foreign policy with regard to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 

in cold war and post~cold war years will be pointed outj in order to be able to 

answer whether there has been change or continuity in Turkey's foreign policy 

with regard to the conflict. 
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Chapter II: The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict 

1. Emergence ofthe Conflict 

In a study which deals with the Palestinian Question, as well as Turkish foreign 

policy, it is not possible to omit mentioning the historical roots. Before delving into 

the early 20th century period, during which one sees the first and major glimpses of 

problems between the Jews and the Palestinian Arabs, there needs to be some note 

taken of the Ottoman heritage of Palestine. 

If at the outset, the size of the territory, the population and its natural resources 

are considered, it is easy to come to the conclusion that Palestine was not a really 

important part ofthe Ottoman empire in the eyes of the rulers. The fact that the 

contribution both in terms of revenues as well as soldiers during war times, has 

probably been the main criteria for the Empire to regard a·certain province as 

significant, is a major reason to think so. Being divided into several districs (sanjaks), 

Palestine's main importance up till the mid-nineteenth century was religious, due to 

the presence ofholy sites and shrines to not only Muslims but also to Christians and 

Jews. 12 Many times, the Ottoman sultans' attention was directed to Palestine, because 

they-took great care to safeguard the Muslims' pilgrimage to Mecca, the road to which 

ran close by Palestine. At the same time, Christians and Jews also made pilgrimage to 

Palestine, and the status of their holy sites increasingly became an important factor 

affecting the Ottoman Empire's relations with the European states. The number of 

frrmans concerning Palestine in the Miihimme Defteri, indeed, is a proof that Palestine 

12 Ma'oz, Moshe. Studies on Palestine During the Ottoman Period. (1975). Jerusalem: The Magness 
Press. XV. 
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was not that insignificant after all. 13 Starting in the nineteenth century, it acquired 

growing importance. As the heyday ofthe empire came to an end, territories were lost 

in the Caucasus and the Balkans. As a result there needed to be more attention given to 

the rear provinces; so that the Ottoman Empire could consolidate its rule. At the same 

time, when Egypt became independent, Palestine lost its position as a bridge land, and 

became a border land between the Empire and the independent Egypt. I4Among the 

several districs, it was the Jerusalem district that especially began to gain more and 

more political and strategic importance in the eyes of the porte. IS 

Considering that the status of Jerusalem is probably the most important and 

indeed the basic source of disagreement between the two communities, it is of great 

significance that the conditions and governance of the city of Jerusalem under 

Ottoman sovereignty is examined. From 1517 onwards, when Selim the 1 st conquered 

Syria and Palestine, thus making the city ofJerusalem part of Ottoman territory, a 

pluralist and tolerant administration became the norm. The city's importance, as a 

sacred and holy place for Jews, Christians and Muslims alike, was quicldy grasped by 

the Ottoman rulers, who made Jerusalem a place where residents from all three 

religions could live in harmony and peace. Both Jews and Christians were granted de 

facto recognition of citizenship; they could buy and sell property in the Muslim part of 

the city and they had equal status with the Muslims in the city's guilds. It is no wonder 

that Jews, for instance, chose to solve their disputes in Ottoman courts, and submitted 

to the decisions ofthe Ottoman kadis. They have come to regard Jerusalem as a safe 

haven, since the Ottoman Empire provided them refuge when they had been expelled 

from Spain, and again welcomed them when many of them fled persecutions in 

13 Heyd, Uriel. Ottoman Documents on Palestine: 1552-1615. (1960). Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 39-44 
14 Ma'oz, Moshe. (l975). Studies on Palestine During the Ottoman Period. Jerusalem: The Magness 
Press. XVI . 
15 Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). XVI. 
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Germany during the fifteenth century.l6 Compared to their brethren in Christian 

Europe, the conditions of the Jews in Ottoman Palestine were much better. l7 

The sixteenth century can be regarded as a period of improvement and 

resurgence for the Jewish community in the empire. The communities 0 f Safed and 

Tiberias , which were the leading communities in this century, enjoyed both security 

and economic prosperity. In the following two centuries, however, these communities 

were in decline while the focus of Jewish communal life transferred to Jerusalem. 

There were Jews in other districts such as Gaza, Hebron, Nab Ius and Galilee as well, 

but it was the Jewish population of Jerusalem, mainly ofSephardic origin, that was in 

rise. Especially in the 19th century, due frrst to immigration from Russia and later in 

the second half of the century the Zionist immigration and settlement, the Jewish 

population in Jerusalem increased immensely.i8 

Until the 1860s the Jewish population was rather small mostly due to high 

mortality and a resulting excess of deaths over births. In the later part of the nineteenth 

century, however, the improvement in the living conditions and the local activities of 

consular and missionary interests from abroad were influential, in addition to the 

immigrations, in the increase of the Jewish population.l9 

The year 1840 and the following era is regarded as a turning point and a 

happier era for the Jews in Palestine and Syria. It is no doubt that the experience under 

a short period of Egyptian rule and the incidents in Damascus until 1840, has been a 

key factor bringing about such a change. During the Egyptian occupation of Syria and 

Palestine, Christians were given preferential treatment over the Jews, enjoying 

16 Aras,Biilent (2004). TurkeY and the Greater Middle East. Istanbul: Tasam Publications. 50~3 
17 Ma'oz, Moshe. "Changes in the Position of the Jewish Communities of Palestine and Syria in Mid­
Nineteenth Century". In, Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). 142 
18 Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). Studies on Palestine During the Ottoman Period. Jerusalem: The Magness 
Press. XVllI- XIX 
19 Schmelz, Usiel. O. ''Some Demographic Peculiarities of the Jews of Jerusalem In the Nineteenth 
Century". Tn, Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). 119-141 
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equality for the first time, as well as security oflife and property. There were serious 

anti-Jewish outbreaks, and Christians used their stronger position under Egyptian rule 

and backing, to destroy the Jewish community, by means of coming up with a blood 

libel. Under this accusation, many Jews in Damascus were arrested and tortured, 

resulting in a decrease in the Jewish population by the end of 1840?O 

The reason why this experience has such significance for the later period is 

that, it fOITIled greater attention among prominent Jewish leaders in Europe, who have, 

from that point in time, became more active in working to help the conditions of their 

brethren in Palestine. In this regard the hnperial Fin:uan of 1840, just when the 

Ottomans were driving the Egyptians out of Palestine and Syria is very noteworthy. 

This fiITIlan, issued by Abdulmejid, upon the request of Sir Moses Montefiore, 

"denied and denounced the blood accusation against the Jews of Damascus 
(and Rhodes), stressing 'that the charges made against them and their religion 
are nothing but pure calumny' ... and went on to declare that 'in conformity to 
the Hatti Sherif which has been proclaimed at Gulhane, the Jewish nation shall 
possess the same advantages and enjoy the same privileges as are granted to the 
numerous other nations who submit to our authority. The Jewish nation shall be 
protected and defended",.21 

During the Tanzimat era, the conditions of the Jews continually improved. The 

immigrations from Russia and other parts of Europe, were not necessarily due to the 

traditional religious longing ofthe Jews to come to Palestine. It had to do more with 

the improving conditions, mostly the growing security and religious freedom they 

enjoyed. According to the consular reports during this era, oppression by the Turkish 

governors had come to a complete halt. It is no doubt that certain amount offoreign 

intervention helped Jews improve their condition. Especially the British consuls, both 

for humanitarian reasons, and mostly for intervention in Ottoman provinces, showed 

20 Ma'oz, Moshe. "Changes in the Position ofthe Jewish Communities of Palestine and Syria in Mid­
Nineteenth Century". In, Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). 146-150 
21 Ma'oz, Moshe. "Changes in the Position of the Jewish Communities of Palestine and Syria in Mid­
Nineteenth Century". In, Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). 150-1 
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great sympathy for and interest in the condition ofthe Jews in Palestine and Syria. In 

addition, there was an increasing number of Ottoman pashas, who, in line with the 

Sultan's orders, protected the Jews against bad treatment and oppresion oflocal 

governors. This is highly significant, for being exemplary for the Muslim masses, who 

started treating the Jews much better in this period, since they were affected by their 

leaders and also feared the punishment of the authorities.22 

It is also necessary to note that the attitude of the Muslim masses as well as the 

governors toward the Jews, was also directly affected by the attitude of the Jews, 

themselves. The reason why Muslims preferred Jews_as against Christians, is not hard 

to explain. While the Christians went on demanding more and more political equality, 

the Jews were satisfied with their religious privileges and good economic 

opportunities. They were more respectful and careful, so as not to hurt Muslim 

feelings while exercising their newly granted rights and they were more obeying to the 

government orders. As a natural consequence of this, the Ottoman Empire did not see 

the Jews as a threat to its security. Besides, Jews proved their loyalty to the empire 

during times of crisis and wars. The incidents of Damascus fresh in their minds, the 

Jews supported and sided with the Muslims against the Christian enemies, gradually 

improving their relations with Muslims, and increasing their number in Palestine by 

further immigrations.23 

The late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries with regard to the Jewish 

settlements in Palestine and the Ottoman Government's attitude should be examined in 

detail as well. Even though there was change in the nature and siZe ofthe Jewish 

population in Palestine, and though the empire was going through difficult years, the 

relations were not hindered. Sultun Abdiilhamid initially had second thoughts 

22 Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). 157-161. 
23 Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). 161-3 
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concerning the continuing wave of Jewish immigrations. The empire was already 

struggling with communal-national movements, which challenged the intergrity of the 

empire. Besides, in these recent immigrations were Jews coming from Russia and 

Rumania. The significance ofthis is that these immigrants had the status of foreign 

nationals, able to buy land and settle on it. The fact that they were thought to be in 

preparation for reviving the ancient Jewish past, and their being protected by 

capitulations which could lead to even more intervention by the European powers, 

were main reasons for the Empire's doubts. What is more, the Ottoman government 

did not want to throw into danger the holy places in Jerusalem.24 

As a result, Sultan AbdUlhamid is known to issue a decree in 1882, which 

prohibited Jews coming from Russia, Bulgaria and Rumania from settling in Palestine. 

They were also prevented from settling as pilgrims, since the regulations allowed for 

first a month and later on three months for these immigrants to stay. They had to leave 

the country after that period. Again with regard to these immigrations, AbdUlhamid is 

known to return a memorandum in June 1891, by declaring that it would not be logical 

to accept these people to Palestine, when civilized European countries were rejecting 

and sending them away_ Besides it could also bring about the issue of a Jewish 

government in the future, so it would be best to send them directly to the United 

States.25 

However, this policy did not last long, and for humanitarian, political, as well 

as economic reasons, AbdUlhamid changed his attitude towards the Jews. First of all, 

the Jews of Palestine had always been loyal to the empire and they were not among the 

"communities-would-be-nations,,26. They did not necessarily pose a threat to the 

24 Farhi. David. "Documents on the Attitude of the Ottoman Government towards the Jewish 
Settlement in Palestine After the Revolution ofthe Young Turks". In, Ma'oz, Moshe. (1975). 190-1 
25 Farhi, David. (1975). 191-2 
26 Farhi, David. (1975). 190 
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empire and indeed these immigrants coming from Russia could be of much use. They 

were being persecuted from Russia, for which they had obviously a strong hatred. This 

could be beneficial, considering that they were enlisted in the army along with the 

Ottoman Jews, and could help the empire better defend itself against the Russians. 

Meanwhile, the Jewish immigrations continued, regardless of restrictions and 

by 1907, according to the estimates ofthe British Consul in Jerusalem the number of 

Jews in Palestine was 100,000 in a population of 400,000-500,000. It is necessary to 

note, however, that this increase in immigrations and thus the number of Jews, had not 

come about by its own. The empire's financial crisis ~nd Theodore Herzl's successful 

initiatives had been most influential. After several visits to Istanbul, Herzl was able to 

persuade AbdUlhamid to accept his offer, according to which Jews would be able to 

migrate to Palestine, upon the condition that Herzl, on behalf of the Zionist 

Movement, would pay the demanded sum to the hnperial Treasury. At the same time, 

Palestine would be granted a similar status as to that of Crete. While staying a regular 

vilayet, it would have a local assembly and a militia, special civil and penal codes, and 

also the right to use its own national language along with Turkish. Yet, the Jews would 

continue their unconditional loyalty to the Sultan?7 

The year 1908 and the Young Turk Revolution is also noteworthy for Jews 

living in Palestine. Similar to other subject people, Jews were also influenced by the 

freedom movements aU throughout the empire. Many well-known figures such as 

David Ben Gurion, Izhak Ben-Zvi, who were active Zionist youngsters, went to 

Istanbul to study and to later take part in Ottoman politics, so that they could achieve 

their aims. 28 Palestine was not to become a center of hostilities until the beginning of 

the 20th century. 

27 Farhi,David. (1975). 191-4 
2& Farhi, David. (1975). 197-8 



15 

"The conflict between Jews and Palestinian Arabs began in the late 
nineteenth and the early twentieth century, when Jews from all around the 
world began flocking ' back to their ancient biblical homeland in Palestine, 
driven by a modem Jewish nationalist ideology known as Zionism. The 
Zionists called for the ingathering of the Jews from around the world in 
Palestine and the creation there of a modem Jewish nation·state that would 
put on a par with all the other nations of the world. Most of the early 
Zionists either ignored the presence of the Arabs already living in Palestine 
or assumed they could either be bought off or would eventually submit to 
Jewish domination.',29 

Following World War I, the administrative control of Palestinian territory 

had been handed over to Great Britain, through a mandate of the League of 

Nations in 1922. At the end of World War II, however, Britain was struggling with 

internal problems and was no longer willing to deal with issues outside its borders. 

At the same time, due to increasing Jewish immigrations and escalating violence, 

Palestine, itself had turned out to be a region, the administration of which became to 

be regarded as an unsolvable question. As a result of massive immigration of 

European Jews, surviving World Wat n, "the Jewish population had increased from 

83,790 in 1922 to 554,329 in 1945, thus enabling the Zionists to make a formal bid 

for a Jewish state,,30. How this could happen can only be explained by Ben Gurion's 

enthusiasm for transferring the Palestinians so that there would be more territory left 

for the coming Jews. Already years before World War n, he had made his goal 

clear. ill his diary, he wrote in 1938: " , We shall propose to Iraq 10 million 

Palestinian pounds for the transfer of one hundred thousand Arab families from 

Palestine to Iraq.",31 As Benny Moris argues, the World War II and the Nazi 

29 Friedman, Thomas L. (1989). From Beirut to Jerusalem. New York: Anchor Books. 14 
30 Kiri~c;:i, Kemal. (1986). The PLO and World Politics. London: Francis Pinter. 4 
31 Morris, Benny. Revisiting the Palestinian Exodus of 1948. In, Eugene L. Rogan and A vi Shlaim. 
(Ed). (2001). The War for Palestine- Rewriting the History of 1948. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 45 
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persecution of the Jews, did not lessen, but rather increased his enthusiasm to create 

more empty land in Palestine to settle Jewish immigrants. He also adds that, 

"the spectacle of Nazi exploitation of German minorities in Central and East 
Europe to subvert opposing regimes acted as a spur to Zionist thinking about 
how the perspective Jewish state must rid itself, ab initio, of its prospective 
subversive Arab minority; and the war itself provided precedents and models 
of actual ethnic transfers that served to rationalize the demographic and 
geopolitical situation in various nation states.,,32 

·Meanwhile, the Arabs of Palestine were attacking both the Jewish 

settlements, as well as the British army units, in order to stop the creation of a 

Jewish homeland in Palestine.33 It is indeed not hard to understand the p~;ychology 

behind their attacks. It was a horrifying experience, "when 780,000 Palestinians, 

literally two-thirds of the country's population were driven out by Zionist troops and 

design.,,34 As a result of such developments, the British government :first turned over 

the problem to the United Nations Inquiry Committee in 1946, which resulted in the 

internationalization of the problem. When the committee was unable to find a 

solution, Great Britain made an announcement on 18 February 1947 that it could 

neither accept the schemes proposed by each side, nor could come up with a 

solution itself. That is why, the Question of Palestine was submitted to the judgment 

ofthe United Nations.35 

To be able to understand the basics and make sound analyses of the future 

developments with regard to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, one should study in 

great detail the short period between the establishment of the United Nations Special, 

32 Moms, Benny. (2001). 45 
33 Friedman, Thomas L. (1989). From Beirut to Jerusalem. New York: Anchor Books. xii. 
34 Said, Edward W. Afterword: the consequence of1948. In Eugene L.Rogan, and Avi Shlaim. 
(Eds). (2001). The War for Palestine- Rewriting the History of 1948. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 206 
35 Aras, BUIent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 5-6 
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Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) and the adoption of the UN Resolution for the 

partition of Palestine. 

First of all, the Jews were represented by the Jewish Agency, where as it was 

the Arab Higher Committee, which spoke in the name of the Palestinians. This 

representation by non-governmental organizations, was first in the history of the 

United Nations. The short period, during which UNSCOP visited Palestine, Syria, 

Lebanon and Transjordan in order to investigate all the questions and problems 

related to Palestine thoroughly, is incredibly significant for the evolution ofthe . 

conflict. The fact that power politics had become the central element of international 

relations in the aftermath of the Second World War, deeply affected the perceptions 

and attitude of the Palestinians and Israelis towards the immediate resolution of the 

crisis.36 

The Special Committe on Palestine was made up of 11 member states and it 

had complete power, found appropriate by the UN General Assembly, to submit 

proposals, which it saw as appropriate for the solution ofthe conflict. That is why, it 

was really crucial for both sides to cooperate with the Committee, so that their 

interests and rights would be protected in the best way. It is utterly necessary to look 

at the positions and attitude of both the Jews and the Palestinians during that period, 

which I believe is key to further evolution of the conflict and the recent situation. 

When one asks how the Jews came to be so strong, diplomatically and how and why 

the Palestinians turned out to show a rejectionist attitude often throughout the 

conflict, it is important to go back in time and examine the initial phase?7 

At that point Jews were defmitely more advantageous for two main reasons. 

First of all there was a strong Jewish lobby, the activities of which were highly 

36 Aras, Billent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 5-7 
37 Aras, Billent. (1989). 7-8 
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effective. The Zionist efforts for the mobilization of support were mostly directed 

towards the American government and the American Jewry. Through resolutions in 

the American Congress. 

"the question of a Jewish Palestine became an important item on the agendas 
of the Presidential election campaigns of both Democrats and Republicans. 
Election campaigns and growing public awareness about the Holocaust were 
successfully used by Jewish politicians to strengthen links between the 
solution to the Jewish refugee problem and the establishment of a Jewish 
Commonwealth in Palestine:,38 

Secondly, the fact that Palestinians rejected cooperation and that they were 

not very strong diplomatically, helped the Jews a iot in achieving their demands.39 

"According to an Arab scholar, 

'The internationalization ofthe Palestine problem placed the Palestinian 
Arab community at a distinct political disadvantage. Lacking adequate 
organization, inexperienced in the by-ways of mid-twentieth-century 
diplomacy, wanting the necessary apparatus with which to wage a 
diplomatic offensive. unskilled in the techniques of propaganda. devoid of 
the unequivocal support of a Major Power or the staunch advocacy of a 
powerful constituency therein. the Palestinian Arabs were in no position to 
mount an effective campaign in international forums. ",40 

When the Arab Higher Committee did not participate in the deliberations of 

the UNSCOP, the Palestinians, in result, failed to defend their principle natural 

rights. They could not convince the international community to do further 

investigation related to their natural rights. The right of self-determination was also 

de-facto rejected by the international community. Eventhough the principle of self-

determination had been internationally recognized after the end of WWI, it was 

defmiteiy not applied to Palestine. The obvious reason was that the international 

community wanted to create a Jewish National Home, which together with a 'sui 

38 Kiri~yi, Kemal. (1986). The PLO and World Politics. London: Francis Pinter. 3 
39 Aras, Billent. (1989). 6-9 
40 Aras, Bulent. (1989). 6-7 
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generis' Mandate for Palestine was contradictory with the principle of self~ 

determination.41 

Finally on November·29,1947, the UN General Assembly approved the 

partition plan for Palestine, proposed by the Special Committee. According to the 

plan the British mandate was being terminated. After a short transitional period, 

there would be an Arab state and a Jewish state, making up the independent, federal 

state ofPaiestine, the capital of which would be internationalized Jerusalem. The 

Jewish state would consist of the Negev Desert and the coastal area between Tel 

Aviv and Haifa and some parts of the northern Galilee; the Palestinian state would 

include the West Bank, the Gaza District, Jaffa and the Arab parts of the Galilee.42 

Both states, which would not be established later than 1 October 1948, would be in 

an economic union with Jerusalem. While the Jewish Agency accepted the plan, the 

Arabs totally refused it and claimed they would not be bound by it. The Palestinian 

Arabs and the surrounding Arab states, "felt that Palestine was all theirs, that the 

Jews were a foreign implant foisted upon them, and that they had the strength to 

drive them OUt.,,43 In the immediate aftermath of this development, Palestine 

became a place of escalating violence and chaos, as the British forces withdrew 

from the region. It should be noted that on the very day the British mandate was 

rescinded, on 14 May 1948, the State ofIsrael was declared by the Jewish Agency44. 

One day after the declaration of the Israeli state, the Palestinians, supported 

by the armies of Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Syria, Iraq and Egypt, launched a 

war against the Jews, with the aim of controlling all of western Palestine.45 The fact 

41 Aras, Billent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 7-8 
42 Friedman, Thomas L. (1989). From Beirut to Jerusalem. New York: Anchor Books. 14 
43 Friedman, Thomas L. (1989). 15 
44 Aras, Biilent. (1998). 9-10 
45 Friedman, Thomas L. (1989). 15 
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that Arabs regarded the Partition Resolution as illegal and resisted it through 

military struggle against the Israelis, who were also ready to respond to the 

challenge militarily, ended up in a way highly detrimental for the Arab side. In the 

aftermath of the 1948 War and the signing of the armistice, the Arabs had not only 

been unsuccessful in getting in the way of the partition of Palestine, but they also 

had to face the establishment ofthe Israeli state. The latter was particularly 

damaging because the Jewish state was 21 percent larger than the one conceived of 

in the partition plan and almost half a million of Palestinian Arabs were displaced.46 

Thus the Palestinian Arabs fell into the position of a minority, even though they had 

been the majority in Palestine.47 

Their situation became even more dramatic when Egypt and Jordan took the 

administrations of the Gaza Strip and the West Bank, respectively, right after the 

war. The Question of Palestine, turned out to be a main concern on the agenda ofthe 

United Nations, which tried to recognize and guarantee the rights of the Palestinian 

people. Though it mostly tried to find a territorial solution to the question, the fact 

that Israel expanded beyond lands, previously assigned by the plan, seriously 

hampered the UN efforts.48 At the end of armistice treaties with Egypt, Lebanon and 

Jordan, Israel came to control 77% of Palestine, that was previously under British 

mandate, the consequence of which was 726,000 Palestinian refugees that had to 

live in the West Bank and Gaza, from then on.49 

After Resolution 181 (the Partition Resolution) the UN passed Resolution 

194, as a result of which a Conciliation Commission, consisting of the United 

States, France and Turkey was formed. Among many things, the resolution 

46 Kiri~i, Kemal. (1986). The PLO and World Politics. London: Francis Pinter. 5 
47 Aras, Biilent. (1998). 10 
48 Aras, Biilent. (1998). II 
49 0zmen, Siileyman. (2002). Ortadogu'da Etnik. nini <;ab§malar ve IsraiL (Ethnic and Religious 
Conflicts in the Middle East and Israel). Istanbul: IQ KUltiirsanat Yaymclhk. 72 
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requested the Security Council to take steps to enable the quick demilitarization of 

Jerusalem and also stated that the refugees could either return to their homes if they 

wished, or they would be paid compensation for their property if they chose not to 

return.50 

Israel, being more concerned about the territorial aspect of the problem, and 

determined to keep the territories that it had occupied during the war, made a 

declaration saying that it recognized the UN resolutions 181 and 194 without any 

reservations. As a result of these assurances, Israel became a member to the United 

Nations on 11 May 1949, during when none ofthe Arab states had accepted these 

resolutions. Concerning the territories, the Palestinians had an all or nothing 

attitude. Besides, for them the issue of the return of refugees had more priority. 51 

However, the Question of Palestine seemed to be in the status of just a 

refugee problem at the international level. Even though several resolutions including 

the one, which admitted Israel to the UN, were supportive of the right ofrefugees to 

return, it looked as if the question was losing its political nature. "This was 

particularly evident in the growing number of resolutions of a 'technical and 

humanitarian' nature pointing to the plight of refugees and noting the need to offer 

them technical and financial assistance.,,52 

At the end of the 1940s, what had started as a rivalry between the 

Palestinians and the Israelis for land, resources and control over land, turned out to 

be a major victory for Israel. The result was the disintegration of a society, which 

had been displaced and had dispersed to Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon and other 

Arab countries, being denied a national homeland and the right to self-determination 

50 Aras, BUlent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 12 
51 Aras, Billent. (1998). 12-3 
52 Kiriwi, KemaI. (1986). The PLO and World Politics. London: Francis Pinter. 6 
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to run their own affairs. From then on, the Palestinian population or the diaspora, 

started their political resistance in those countries. 53 

53 BerberogIu, Berch. (1999). Turmoil in the Middle East. Albany, NY: State University of New 
York Press. 96--8 
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2. Evolution 

In the beginning of the 1950s, it became clearer that the Palestinian Question 

was pushed aside as a rather minor problem on the world agenda. Just when the 

Arab delegations were trying to create a medium to discuss the political aspects of 

the problem, the Secretary-General of the UN General Assembly did not include the 

question in the provisional agenda. This was an apparent sign that the Question of 

Palestine was no longer an independent issue on the international agenda, but rather 

a trivial issue behind articles related to the refugees of the Middle East.54 

It has been argued that during the 1950s, neither the United Nations, nor the 

sides worked hard enough t~ reach a peace deal. What is more, the Suez Crisis in 

1956, though it did not have a direct influence on the conflict, "far from refocusing 

attention on the Palestinians, served only to divert attention from them.',ss Also 

referred to as the Second Arab-Israeli War, the Suez crisis was a joint attack by 

IsraeL Britain and France as a response to Egypt's nationalization of the Suez Canal, 

on 29 October, 1956. While the Israeli economy was seriously disturbed with the 

closing of the Suez Canal to Israeli shipping and by the blockade of the Gulf of 

Aqaba, Israeli leaders were also under pressure the Arab threats, and the Fedayeen 

incursions into IsraeL since the buffer between Egypt and Israel had been destroyed 

with the departure of British troops from the region. At the same time Nasser's 

aggressiveness made both the British and the French, highly concerned, as they had 

imperialist interests in the region.56 At the end of the war, Israel had occupied most 

of the Sina Penmsula;however, due to first the Soviet calls, and later the 

54 Kiriwi, Kemal. (1986). The PLO and World PQlitics. London: Francis Pinter. 7 
55 Aras, Billent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 13 . 
56 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). Arab-Israeli Conflict. New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 
128-9 
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"diplomatic pressure from the U.S"S7 and the UN urges for armistice, the war finally 

ended on 7 November 1956. Israel withdrew from both the Sinai and the Gaza 

Strip.58 

It was obvious at the end of the crisis, that the French and the British were 

seriously discredited and the Soviet Union, along with the United States increased 

their prestige, becoming the key superpower actors in the region. 59 

In the following years it was mainly the incursions and guerilla attacks of al-

Fatah from mostly Syria that infuriated Israel and caused the events leading to the 

1967 War.60 The war started with the Israeli response on 5 June, to the bombings on 

its territory directed from Syria. It took only six days during which, the Israelis 

destroyed the Egyptian airforce fIrst, and continued with capturing the Egyptian 

Sinai, the Jordanian West Bank, and the Syrian Golan Heights.61 When it finally 

came to a halt on lO June with the diplomatic initiatives of the UN, Israel had 

occupied the Sinai Peninsula, the Gaza Strip, the West Bank, East Jerusalem and the 

Golan Heights from Syria, thus quadrupling its territory.62 On 28 January 1967, 

Knesset had declared Jerusalem the capital ofIsraeI and had illegally started 

expanding it. The major goal was to make Jerusalem completely 'Jewish'; to have 

total control over the Old City and to spread to the Arab regions of Jerusalem.63 

The first consequence of the war was that it was a major defeat and disaster 

for the Arabs and the Palestinians, since Israel had occupied territories in Egypt, 

Syria and also what was left of Palestine. At the same time, however, it led to a 

57 Bickerton. Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). 132 . 
58 0zmen, SUleyman. (2002). Ortadogu'da Etnik. Dini CatlsmaIar ve Israil. Istanbul: IQ 
Kiiltiirsanat Yaymctltk. 205 
59 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). 139. 
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mass exodus of the Palestinians, which caused an increase in their national 

consciousness: 

"Palestinian nationalism as an idea, and the political organizations based on 
this sentiment, were presented with the war ... the old slogan that Arab unity 
was the road to the liberation of Palestine was reversed to read that 'the 
liberation of Palestine would be the path to Arab unity",.64 

The second major outcome and perhaps the most significant development for 

the future ofthe Palestinian Question was the international response, mainly the UN 

Security Council Resolution 242. The resolution called for the 

''withdrawal ofIsrael armed forces from territories occupied in the recent 
conflict; termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for 
and acknowledgment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political 
independence of every State in the area and their right to live in peace within 
secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force" .65 

However neither Israel, nor Egypt and Syria recognized the Resolution. 

Israel was refusing to withdraw from the territories it had occupied and Syria and 

Egypt were not willing even to indirectly recognize Israe1.66 The PLO on the other 

hand, was critical of Resolution 242, believing that it had reduced the question to 

merely a problem ofrefugees.67 

Even though the war was a complete military defeat for the Arabs, it still had 

paved the way for the Declaration ofthe State of Palestine in 1988, by bringing out 

the concept of' Palestinian lands under occupation'. According to an argument, if 

the West Bank, East Jerusalem or the Gaza had been under the sovereignty of the 

Arab states today, the declaration of the state would in no way be possible.68 

64 Ares, BUlent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 14 
65 United Nations Security Council Resolution 242 of22 November 1967. Retreived on December 
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The final and perhaps a more immediate outcome of the war was the growth 

in militancy among the Palestinians, especially during the late 1960s and the 1970s. 

It has been asserted that, 

"Clandestine guerilla activity (including bombings, hijacking of planes, 
political kidnappings, and secret military operations) led by splinter groups 
of the PLO and other radical Palestinian organizations came to defme the 
nature and scope of the Palestinian armed resistance in the period following 
the Six-Day War.'-ti9 

Still, the turning point for the Palestinians was after the 1973 Arab-Israeli 

War. Long before the war started, there emerged tensions between the Palestinian 

refugees and the Jordanian authorities, who were becoming increasingly disturbed 

with the existence of these refugees. The quarrels turned into armed struggle, which 

then led to civil war in Jordan in 1970. The major outcome of the war for the 

Palestinians was the forced withdrawal of all Palestinian organizations from Jordan 

in July 1971. Thus, the PLO and other Palestinian groups moved to Lebanon, from 

where they continued their guerilla attacks on Israeli tragets.70 

The 1973 War was initiated with the Egyptian tanks crossing the Suez 

Canal, while simultaneously the Syrian army stormed into the Golan Heights. It is 

claimed, though, that political maneuvers were key to the Egyptian actions, rather 

than military purposes. According to one argument, the basic reason why Egypt 

tried to liberate the Sinai, was to be able to exert pressure on the main powers to 

convince Israel to come to terms with the UN Resolution 242, and thus to withdraw 

from the territories it had occupied during the 1967 War. The October War was 

69 Berberoglu, Berch. (1999). Turmoil in the Middle East. Albany, NY: State University of New 
York Press. 100 
70 Aras, Billent. (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York:: Nova Science 
Publishers. 18 
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again a military defeat for the Arabs, when Israel was quick to mobilize and could 

drive the Arab troops back.71 

Perhaps the most noteworthy impact of the war, though not immediate and 

direct, was its opening the way for the recognition of the Palestinians at the 

international level. The United Nations adopted Resolution 338, which called for the 

sides to halt all their military activities and insist they implement Resolution 242.72 

At the start of the 1980s came the Lebanese Civil War. First the siege of 

West Beirut and later the Israeli assault in Lebanon was the Israeli response to the 

PLO's shelling ofIsraeli villages from Lebanon. While Israel claimed it would 

move troops to the security zone in order to prevent PLO shellings, in the fIrst place, 

it later extended its military operation, causing incredible destruction with the use of 

napalm and scatter bombs. when it started cooperating with the Christian Phalangist 

militias, terrible massacres of the Palestinians in the Sabra and Shatilla refugee 

camps took place. Israel, was finally successful in expelling the PLO from West 

Beirut and destroying its camps in southern Lebano~ yet it had taken place at the 

cost of the death of innocent civillians. Major consequences of the war were direct 

Syrian intervention in Lebanese affairs and the rise of fundamentalist Islamic groups 

such as Iran-backed Hizbullah in Lebanon, which continued the resistance to Israeli 

incursions.73 

71 Berberoglu, Berch. (1999). Turmoil in the Middle East. Albany, NY: State University of New 
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A major result of the Suez War was that the Palestinians came to see their 

struggle in a rather distinct way after this incident. They were not very organized, 

yet, the Suez War happened to create the first glimpses of Palestinian national 

identity. While there were small groups of Palestinians that were fighting against . 

Israel in a rather unorganized manner in the 1950s, in 1964 the Palestine 

Liberation Organization was formed mainly to prevent the deeds of these 

irresponsible, local groups and to unite them under a single unit, which would train 

and equip them. 74 

One of the most essential developments with regard to the Palestinian 

Question and the Arab-Israeli conflict, is no doubt the emergence of the PLO in 

1964. At the first Arab summit meeting in Cairo in 1964, 

''the Palestinians were called upon to assume the role ofliberating their 
homeland. At a later meeting King Hussein of Jordan convened a Palestine 
National Council of about 400 Palestinians in Jerusalem. This meeting 
established the Palestine Liberation Organization and provided for the 
formation of Palestine Liberation Army (PLA).,,7s 

It is also necessary to note that at the time of its creation, it was argued that 

the PLO was just an instrument of the Arab states, since it was dependent on 

budgetary aid and direction from those outside its ranks. Also important is the fact 

that among many different groups under the PLO, al-Fatah emerged as the main 

Palestfuian Organization, with Arafat as its Ieader.76 
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It is held that starting with the early 1970s, the Palestinian Question was no 

longer regarded as solely a refugee issue.77 As Kemal Kiri~yi suggests, during the 

period between the 1967 and, 1973 Wars, there was considerable change in the 

attitude of the international community towards the Palestinian Question, which 

became a subject of attention especially at the United Nations. This was believed to 

be due to the debates, discussions of alternate opinions at the General Assembly that 

the Palestinian cause finally found increasing support, which revealed itself with the 

passing ofthe Resolutions at the time: 

"At the 25th Session the Assembly, in Resolution 2672 C (XXV) of8 
December 1970, expanded the 'inalienable rights' of the Palestinian people 
to include the right to self-determination and in Resolution 2628 (XXV) of 4 
November 1970 declared the need to respect the rights of the Palestinian 
people in establishing a just and lasting peace in the Middle East.,,78 

However, more important than that was the General Assembly Resolution 

3210 (XXIX) which was adopted on 14 October 1974, the content of which had 

been proposed to the Assembly by 56 member states.79 According to this 

resolution, 

"The General Assembly, 
Considering that the Palestinian People is the principal party to the question 
of Palestine, 
Invites the Palestine Liberation Organization, the representative of the 
Palestinian people to participate in the deliberations of the General 
Assembly on the question of Palestine in plenary meetings."so 

As a consequence ofthis development, the PLO was being granted an 

'observer status' by the United Nations in November 1974. With this status the PLO 

was invited to join the sessions of the General Assembly and the international 

conventions under the GA's supervision. This recognition was highly influential in 
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shaping Arafat's attitude as well. In the immediate aftermath of the recognition, 

Arafat seemed quite inclined to the idea of a Geneva Conference to talk peace and 

reach settlement through negotiations.8! 

While the UN General Secretary was mentioning the possibility of a 

Palestinian state limited with the West Bank and the Gaza, the United States, in a 

Soviet-American joint declaration, used for the first time the concept of the 

'legitimate rights of the Palestinians' on 1 October 1977.82 

The change in the attitude of the international community became even more 

evident with the UN Resolution, in the following year. On 10 November 1975, the 

United Nations General Assembly passed a resolution describing Zionism as a form 

of racism and racial discrimination.83 

The fITst half of the 1970s is also very important with regard to the support 

for Palestinians at the Arab level. The first time there was decisive and complete 

support for the PLO, as well as the political rights of the Palestinians was at the 

Algiers Arab Summit in November 1973. However, it was in 1974 at the Rabat 

Summit that Arab govennnents, including Jordan which had previously put 

reservations in Algiers, adopted a resolution which officially confirmed their 

support. The resolution accepted the right ofthe Palestinian people to return to their 

homeland and their right to establish their own independent authority in all liberated 

territories.84 

It is also noted that during this period, the PLO efficiently consolidated its 

authority in the refugee camps in Lebanon and Jordan and the Palestinians of the 
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West Bank: and the Gaza Strip became more conscious of their national identity, 

supporting the PLO in greater numbers each day. According to the argument, by 

1976 the Palestinians had accepted the PLO as their representative, thus providing 

their support in its efforts for the establishment of a Palestinian state. 85 

One of the most significant development of the 1970s with regard to the 

Arab-Israeli conflict is without doubt the Camp David Accords in 1978 and the 

peace agreement between Egypt and Israel. During the talks between Egyptian 

President Anwar Sadat, U.S. President Jimmy Carter and the Likud leader 

Menachim Begin, the sides reached agreement on such issues as the return of Sinai 

to Egypt, the signing of a peace treaty·between Egypt and Israel, the right to 

autonomy of the Palestinians living in the West Bank and Gaza and the obligation to 

grant independence following a five-year transitional period. There was however, no 

talk: of the status of Jerusalem, since it was a highly sensitive subject. 86 

In the end Israel and Egypt signed a peace treaty on 26 March 1979 and 

Israel slowly started pulling out from the Sinai. However, the Camp David Accords 

had no effect at all in even providing a sound framework for the resolution of the 

Palestinian Question. First of alL neither the Palestinians and the PLO, nor Jordan 

were included in the talks, which was a m~or mistake, because it had already been 

accepted at the intemationallevel that the PLO was the only legitimate 

representative of the Palestinian people. This is basically why Camp David was not 

regarded as valid either by Arab governments or by the UN. 87 

Secondly, the Accords proposed a three-stage pIan for the future of the West 

Bank and the Gaza. First, Israel would withdraw from the territories, later a self-
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governing body would be elected and finally, with the administrative council 

established, a five year transitional period would begin. The major problem with this 

plan was that the plan never pro ceded to the final stage. What is more, there was no 

clarity as to what was meant by 'full autonomy' and as to when the fmal status of 

territories would be discussed in the future.88 That is why, it would not be wrong to 

regard the Camp David Accords as a failure to provide a sound solution to the 

Palestinian Question, which in return "blocked the development of a comprehensive 

peace plan for the Middle East"s9. 

The fact that the Palestinians subsequently wanted to take matters into their 

own hands, was a key factor behind the futifada. It is certain that the Palestinians in 

the occupied territories, who started the futifada, were disappointed by both the 

leaders of the Arab states, as well as their own Palestinian leadership. The common 

feeling was that, "while everyone was willing to pay lip service to the cause, only a 

very few people were willing to do anything about it.,,90 "They damn Israel's post-

1967 occupation of East Jerusalem, the West Bank and Gaza, but for all their words, 

warnings and crocodile tears, Arab governments have done notoriously little to end 

that occupation and advance a Middle East peace.,,91 The gap between the rhetoric 

and the action of the Arab states had become visible in the 1980s. The Lebanon War 

in 1982 was a proof ofthis and later the Intifada had proven that Arabs were highly 

passive. Unlike the westerners who strongly believed that Arab states were 

passionately supporting the Palestinian cause, it was a common opinion among the 

Palestinian people that "virtually every Arab state has stabbed them in the back at 
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one point or another ... A PLO intelligence chief estimated that the Arab states were 

responsible for slaying three quarters of the Palestinians killed in the struggie.,,92 

While the feeling that injustice has been done to the Palestinians, continues 

to be a major part ofthe collective psychology of these people, it is not difficult to 

understand why they may have become infuriated with their leaders, who seem to 

ignore past experiences. Many are most disturbed by the leaders' " supernally gifted 

power offorgetting,,93: 

"When one of them was asked recently what he felt about Ariel Sharon's 
accession to Israel's Foreign Ministry, given that he was responsible for the 
shedding of so much Palestinian blood, this lea4er said blithely, we are 
prepared to forget history.,,94 

In the outbreak ofthe Intifada, one has to give credit to the "growth of a 

younger Palestinian generation that was more militant, better educated and less 

compliant than the older generation. ,,95 They had experienced more suffering and 

had gone through harder living conditions than their parents. It is known that 

"In the 1960s and 19708, the Israelis had increased the standard of living in 
the territories, albeit not without Arab opposition to supporting taxation. 
Things changed however, when the Likud came to power and started its 
extensive settlement program. The socioeconomic discrimination that 
accompanied the ambitious settlement process- land seizures, 
disproportionate water restrictions on Arab business,,96 

have all coincided with the growth of such an educated and more militant younger 

generation of Palestinians. What is more, Israel's success in Lebanon was the most 
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apparent reason behind the provocation of the population in the occupied territories 

to be actively involved in the struggle. Considering that this younger generation of 

Palestinians were already disappointed with their parents' passivity and dependence 

on the PLO, it was not difficult to understand the reasoning behind the emergence of 

such a local resistance.97 

It is a commonly held opinion that the harsh and violent reaction of the 

Israeli armed forces towards the unarmed Palestinian civilians, created a wave of 

sympathy for Arabs among the pub lic in Western Europe. In March 1988, for 

instance, the European Community adopted a Resolution which was highly critical 

of the Israeli reaction and policies in the Intifada and twelve states voted against 

trade agreements with IsraeL98 

Probably the most central date for the future of the Palestinian-Israeli 

conflict, was 15 November, 1988 when ''the Palestinian National Council accepted, 

specifically the UN Resolution 242 (which included an implied, but not explicit 

recognition of Israel), renounced terrorism, called for peaceful coexistance in a 

durable and lasting peace, and declared an independent Palestinian state.,,99 As a 

consequence of Arafat's assurances of peace and his speech before the UN, at a 

meeting in Geneva in 1988, the United States finally recognized the PLO, pointing 

out that the PLO had met its conditions for a dialogue.loo 
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3.Breakthrough: The Madrid Conference and the Olso Accords 

First and foremost, it is necessary to briefly explore the relations and 

perceptions in the region, on the way to the peace conference. 

At that point in time, the Soviet Union was unwilling to play the role of the 

patron of radical states and be actively involved in the region, which left the United 

States as the only power in the region. Also important was the fact that, there was a 

notable change in the American attitude toward Israel after the end of the Gulf War. 

During the war, direct contacts between the countries were less frequent and the· 

U.S. pushed Israel to be more cooperative and responsive to the peace initiatives of 

the PLO. After the war, however, the U.S. was highly supportive ofIsrael, by 

providing it with $13 billion in aid, which was for both its damages in the war and 

also loan guarantees in order to help the settlement of Jewish immigrants from the 

Soviet Union. Israel, in return, was hopeful that the U.S. would put more pressure 

on the Arabs to be less hostile toward Israel. Arabs, on the other hand, thought that 

as a reward for their cooperation, the U.S. would work to convince Israel to give 

land for peace and allow for the right of self-determination for the Palestinian 

people. WI 

Considering the duration and the complexity of the Arab-Israeli conflict, one 

canno't help but wonder how such a serious process of peace could start between the 

Arabs and Israelis, who mostly viewed each other with fear and suspicion. Before 

discussing why the Madrid Conference stands out as such a significant event in the 

history of Arab-Israeli and Palestinian-Israeli relations, the key factors that led to 

this process should be shortly summarized. 
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According to one thought,. the key mctor was the exhaustion of the Arab 

elites in their efforts to eliminate Israel. The successive wars fought with Israel (in 

1948, 1956, 1967, 1973), all of which turned out to be detrimental to the Arab sides, 

made it clear that it was rather useless to try to eradicate Israel by war. Taking into 

account its conventional superiority, and increasing military strength, especially 

with its strategic cooperation with Turkey, the Arab governments came to believe 

that fighting a war was perhaps not the best option in countering Israel. 102 What is 

more, the Gulf War and Iraq's failure convinced even the radical Arabs that perhaps 

a military solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict was not attainable. 103 

Secondly, the decrease in PLO's power as the key proponent of the 

Palestinian national movement, deeply affected the evolution ofthe peace process. 

In the first place, its being forced to evacuate Lebanon in 1982 was a major loss of 

prestige. On the other hand, there emerged a new group, 'the insiders', which took 

the leading role in the movement, by starting the 1988 Intifada in the occupied 

territories. It has been asserted that with their more realistic objectives and more 

moderate attitude, they have been influential in changing the course of the 

Palestinian national movement. For instance, ''they were instrumental in pushing the 

PLO away from its maximalist platform, which did not recognise Israel, into 

adopting a two-state formula.,,104 

Thirdly, events took place in the 1980s and the early 1990s which persuaded 

Middle Eastern states like Egypt and Jordan, that there were bigger threats in the 

region than Israel. The Islamic revolution in Iran in 1979, then the first Gulf War 

between Iran and Iraq, which lasted from 1980 to 1988 and finally the Iraqi 
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annexation of Kuwait made the Gulf states and Jordan start seeing "Israel as a 

balancing force in the region, particularly against hegemonic ambitions,,105. The fact 

that even Syria was on the side ofIsrael during the war, made it evident that ''the 

Gulf War shattered the myth of pan-Arab unity,,106. 

It should also be noted that "power politics led Arab political elites to accept 

gradually Israel as a fait accompli. A strong Israel is a prerequisite for the peace 

process. Weakening it harms the peace process.,,}07 

Finally, the Arabs and the Palestinians were well aware of how the Palestine 

issue was being put aside on the world scene. In addition to the Gulf War, the break 

up of Yugoslavia, followed by the crisis in Bosnia and also the conflict between 

Azerbaijan and Armenia, naturally diverted attention from the situation in the 

occupied territories. lOS ''The weakness of the Palestinians was so apparent that they 

were expected to respond positively to any serious diplomatic overtures."I09 It was 

in such an atmosphere that the Arabs found themselves at meetings in Madrid. 

It is also interesting how Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir had accepted going 

to Madrid, while initially in his speech to the Knesset after the start of the war" he 

had categorically ruled out Israeli participation in any postwar international 

conference on a comprehensive peace settlement.,,110 

On the part ofIsraeI, there was first of all a "growing social weariness with 

war ... , little appetite to police the Palestinian inhabited areas and no attraction of the 
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notion of a 'Greater Israel.",lll Secondly. the end of the Cold War era had been 

favourable for Israel, since the Arabs would no longer have the support ofthe Soviet 

Union. What is more, "the discrediting ofthe PLO and the Palestinians during the 

Gulf War, certainly made them more amenable to compromise as a way of retaining 

their visibility and viability in an unenviable situation.,,1l2 Besides, Israel was in a 

close alliance with the United States, which was the major global power in the post-

Cold War era. All these developments meant that the Arab states were highly 

limited in both their military and also diplomatic options. In a way they had to be 

more active to the American preferences, which naturally included acceptance of the 

Israeli state. l13 

At the same time, however, there had emerged such a situation after the Gulf 

War that, "Shamir's power to say 'no' to the US had diminished sharply ... and his 

resistance to US demands were very low at the time.,,114 This was mostly due to the 

fact that the United States had defended Israel during the war and some billion 

dollars of loan guarantees and serious American aid to make up for the IsreaIi war 

1 b · d" sed 115 osses, were emg ISCUS • 

The central aim of the United States, which was the key player in initiating 

this process, was to establish a peaceful regional environment that would require 

minimum American interference. In amost aU the meetings the Arab states had 

been willing to see more US involvement, yet Washington was determined to play 

the role of just a convener, rather than a mediator. 1 
16 Besides as the then Prime 

III Inbar, Efraim. (2000, March-May). 3 
112 Bickerton, Ian J. and Carla L. Klausner. (1998). Arab-Israeli Conflict. New Jersey: Prentice 
Hall, Inc. 256 
113 Inbar, Efraim. 4 
114 Aras, Biilent (1998). Palestinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New York: Nova Science 
Publishers. 75 
115 Aras, Biilent. (1998). 75. 
116 Aras, Biilent. (1998). 77-9 



39 

Minister Yitzhak Shamir said, for Israel "all that mattered was that the talks were 

bilateral and direct and that the U.S. would not interfere.',ll7 

The Conference envisioned both bilateral and multilateral talks. The bilateral 

talks, which took UN Resolution 242 and 338 as the basis, were to be conducted 

between Israel and Syria, Israel and Lebanon and also between Israel and the joint 

Jordanian-Palestinian delegation. Previously, Shamir had strongly rejected the idea 

of the PLO being a party in the negotiations, and since it had lost prestige and 

strength after the war, the PLO had accepted the formation of a joint delegation with 

Jordan. It was hoped that at the end ofthese bilatenil talks, major issues including 

frrst of all the conditions for signing the peace treaties, the situation of the occupied 

territories, the future of the Palestinians and naturally the boundaries of the Israeli 

state, would be resolved. ll8 

At the same time, the multilateral talks were designed to discuss broader 

issues, such as economk development, water, environment, arms control, and 

refugees, which deeply affected the region. The discussions took place with the 

participation not only of the 11 Arab states, the Palestinians and Israel, but also 

delegations from European countries, Canada, the UN and Japan. I 19 Even though 

the major actors chose to boycott the discussions on many issues ( Israel on 

economic development and refugees, since Palestinians from outside the occupied 

territories had insisted on being present; Syria and Lebanon, were also determined 

to boycott until there was any progress in the bilateral talks), these multilateral talks 
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continued. There was very little agreement on many issues, but at least, these issues 

had been studied and discllSsed.120 

With regard to the bilateral talks, there was almost no progress on any of the 

issues. Most important of all the Palestinian delegation and the Israeli side had 

totally different positions, and each day, it seemed harder for them to reach 

consensus. The Israeli side could only go so far as to accept limited self-rule in the 

occupied territories, with having control of foreign affairs, security and of the 

territories itself. On the other hand, the Palestinians, despite their acceptance of . 

interim measures, wanted self-determination and a Palestinian state at the end of the 

process. l2l What is more, they were not really interested in much of what was being 

discussed during the multilateral talks. Their main goal was to conduct bilateral 

talks with the Israeli side in order to clarify the fmal status of the refugee issue, and 

that is why, they were most frustrated when Israel rejected dealing with this issue in 

a multilateral forum.122 

Despite the round of talks and negotiations, however, the parties could 

achieve no result and there was progress neither in the bilateral nor in the 

multilateral track. On the subject of the future of the Palestinians, the Israelis came 

up with a proposal in the forth round of bilateral talks, which gave the Palestinians 

limited authority on national, legal and security matters. In response, the 

Palestinians rejected the proposal, since it envisioned no autonomy and did not 

bring the Israeli occupation to an end. What they proposed instead was "more than 

an autonomy, and less than a state,,123 in James Baker's words. 
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Still, the process that started in Madrid is of utter significance. Beside having 

covened with the co-sponsoring ofboth the United States and the Soviet Union, the 

Conference is a mile stone, as the sides were engaged in face-to face talks for the 

f11'st time in the history of the conflict.124 Moreover, it was the "first time the 

Palestinians had put together documents, doctrines and tactics associated with their 

interests through legal terms,,125. 

With such deadlock in bilateral relations, how then was the Israeli-PLO 

Accord was made possible in 1993? Obviously there had been new developments in 

the region, which made both sides more willing to reach an agreement. 

On the Israeli side, the general elections in June 1992, is a key development. 

With Yitzhak Rabin as the head of the Labor-led coalition government, replacing 

Shamir, there appeared a new atmosphere in the peace process. There was not a 

radical shift in the Israeli position, but still, gestures made by Rabin were very 

important. "He freed more than 800 political prisoners, halted most settlement 

activity~ barred private Israeli building permits in the occupied territories, and 

reiterated the Labor party position ofland for peace."I26 

When the Clinton Administration came to power, the United States 

increased its involvement and the talks in Washington resumed from where it was 

left. Despite proposals by both sides, though, there still was no progress, which 

made the Israeli public critical of Rabin. According to one argument, Yitzhak Rabin 

had two alternatives at that point. He would either deal with Syria, which 

necessitated complete withdrawal from the Golan Heights and destruction of the 

Jewish settlements or he would directly get in contact with the PLO. Rabin naturally 
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chose the second alternative, because that required neither total withdrawal, nor any 

dismantling of the settlements.127 

Another argument maintains that, the 19908 had witnessed a new tactical 

shift in Israel. The leaders saw the need to integrate into the world system as a must 

and this was only possible by integration first, into the Middle East region. As a 

consequence of this goal, the three basic principles of the Israeli foreign policy - a 

refusal to talk with the PLO, denial of a Palestinian state and opposition to the idea 

of land for peace - had changed.128 

On the Palestinian side, there was much opposition to Israel and 

disappointment with the talks, due to lack of progress. For many, "Rabin's actions 

were mere 'window dressing. ",129 The chief development, which seriously affected 

the peace process was the deterioration of the economic condition of the 

Palestinians. This was both the result and the cause of the PLO's loss of credibility. 

As a consequence of Arafat's supportiveness of Sad dam Hussein during the Gulf 

War, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and the Gulf States cut their aids to the PLO, which in 

result faced a major decrease in revenues. Moreover, Israel's travel restrictions on 

the Palestinians, played an important role in the worsening ofthe economic 

condition of the Palestinians in the territories, since they lost their basic source of 

income as a result of the inability to go to their regular jobs in Israel. This [manciaI 

crisis was effective in Arafat's responding positively to the United States' demands 

for resuming the peace talks. However, there was an even more crucial factor along 

the road to peace, which was also a result of this financial crisis. Whiie the PLO 

started losing its strength and became identified by the word 'failure' as there was 
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no progress in the talks and no improvement in the condition of the Palestinians, 

more radical groups, the most important ofwhich was Hamas, started gaining 

influence. As they were consolidating their influence through the network of 

educational, social and economic institutions, within time they emerged as a major 

threat to the PLO leadership. As Hamas increased its violent attacks against Israel, it 

became a concern not only to the PLO but also to Israel, which had at first tolerated 

it as an alternative to the PLO in the occupied territories. Thus the fear of the 

growing impact of Ham as, was the main factor which contributed to the concessions 

on both sides and the continuation of the talks.130 

To sum up, the financial weakness, concerns ofHamas and also the internal 

disputes made the PLO more moderate. Though there was great disappointment in 

the world agenda when the negotiations were suspended, this was just a temporary 

situation for Arafatj who "in the name ofthe Palestinians, came onto a peace road 

. 131 
where there was no chance oftuming back." 

While the official talks in Washington kept going on without any sound 

achievements, a series of secret, direct talks between the Israeli and Palestinian 

officials took place in Norway until September, 1993, when the Declaration of 

Principles on Interim Self-Government for the Palestinians was signed. It is really 

important that both Rabin and Peres, as well as Arafat and the PLO representatives 

acted in a way which was unbelievable to the world and which resulted in a 

completely historic development. There was, for the first time, such an optimistic 

environment in which both sides craved for peace at the same time.132 
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Another major indication of the Oslo Accord was that the United States was 

losing its influence in the region and that it was no longer the only party that could 

play the role of intermediary. The fact that secret talks took place in Norway and it 

was Scandinavian diplomacy that was most effective in the signing of the Accord, 

also showed Israel's new preferences. It has been argued that this shift was in line 

with the changing realities in international politics, namely the shift from the 

Atlantic to the newly emerging regional blocs.133 

The Knesset, much before the signing of the accord, had repealed the law, 

that banned contacts with the PLO, which had, thus, made the contacts of 

individuals with the PLO representatives legal. Regardless of oppositions and 

criticisms from the opposing Likud Party, for Rabin ''the time has come to take a 

risk for peace."I34 Shimon Peres had also declared that, Israel wanted to live with 

the Palestinians in peace and had in no way a plan to rule over them. It was historic 

that Israel, for the first time in its history, recognized the PLO as the sole 

representative of the Palestinian people and accepted it as a negotiating partner.135 

By 1993, it had become apparent to the Israeli leaders that, ''the only Palestinian 

body which had the capability of running an interim agreement was the PLO. 

Additionally, the PLO was the only organization which was capable of controlling 

the situation in the occupied territories."I36 

Arafat, on the other hand, recognized the Israeli state, promised to bring an 

end to the violence and change the PLO charter, so that there would be no clause 

objectionable to Israel. He succeeded this, by ignoring the harsh criticisms within 
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the Fatah movement itself: and without being affected by the accusation of Ham as 

leaders. 137 

The Declaration, indeed, was drawing out the major issues and principles, 

which both sides had agreed to discuss and find solutions to in the near future. It 

envisioned a five-year interim period, during which a Palestinian self-governing 

authority would have jurisdiction in the West Bank and Gaza territory. Indeed, the 

Declaration of Principles was also called the Gaza-Jericho Accord. However, it was 

rather misleading because the transfer of authority was not limited to Gaza and 

Jericho only. The West Bank and Gaza would be regarded as a single territorial unit, 

the integrity of which would be preserved throughout the interim period.138 

The authority of the Palestinian Council would cover such areas as 

education, health, tourism, taxation and social welfare. There would also be 

negotiations, during this period, as to how the elections to choose the Palestinian 

National Council would be conducted; how economic cooperation, including the 

issues of water, electricity, industry would be achieved and also as to how Israeli 

withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and the Jericho area would be achieved quickly and 

in a well-planned manner.139 

"The Convening of the mutilateral Madrid Conference in 1991 and more so 

the signing of the Declaration of Principles in 1993 were regarded as signs of a new 

dawn in the region that would convert a perpetual conflict to peaceful 

coexistance",..140 Probably the most important outcome of this peace process was that 
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''the ice had been broken and the previous taboos ignored.,,141 It has been claimed 

that, after the initiation ofthe process with the Conference in Madrid, it was no 

longer a "zero-sum game,,142, but rather a phase in which the sides tried to adjust to 

each other about the issues which they would compromise. 

Furthermore, unlike the previous Israeli governments, which had been 

prepared and open to discussion concerning the rights of different religions to the 

holy places of Jerusalem, it was Rabin's government which for the first time, 

"expressed an explicit and unqualified readiness to put Jerusalem itself on the table. 

This is what the DOP did in making the city a subject for negotiations with the 

opening of final-status talks scheduled for May 1996.,,143 

On the other hand however, some argue that the peace process had begun in 

deception and self-deception, since 

"on the very day of the signing itself: Yasir Arafat broadcasted to the 
Palestinian people in Arabic that the peace accord to which he had affixed 
his name was nothing more than a first step in a longstanding plan for the 
'phased' elimination ofIsrael.,,144 

Moreover; the U.S. Aministration, in its secret private letters to Syria, Israel 

and the Palestinians assured each party that the United States would be supportive 

of 'its' position. It is no doubt that these assurances to the parties of the conflict 

were irreconcilable. Indeed, "they were white lies intended to get everyone 

together in the hope that differences would be ironed out at the negotiating 

table.,,145 

J4) Jaber, Kamel S. Abu. (2000, March~May). The Arab-Israeli Peace Process: A Critical 
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4. On the Road to Peace 

The talks, initiated by Bill Clinton in 2000, was a significant move to make 

peace between Arafat and Ehud Barak. In the proposals Clinton made, mainly 

Israel would withdraw from almost 96 percent ofthe West Bank and Gaza, and 

would also hand over a small part ofIsrael proper, in exchange for a small part of 

the West Bank it annexes. With regard to Jerusalem, Israel would have sovereignty 

over the Jewish areas, and the Palestinians over the Arab regions. At the same 

time, Temple Mount would be under Palestinian control, where as the Jews would 

have sovereignty over the Western WalL The refugees, on the other hand, would 

have a right to return, but only to the new Palestine, and not to Israel itself 146 

However, there was no successful bargaining or negotiation, during the 

talks, and Clinton's efforts at Camp David totally failed. One important thing may 

be Arafat's acceptance that there could be changes to the pre-1967 border and 

Israel could annex some West Bank land, only in exchange for equivalent land 

elsewhere. Still, his general negative attitude and unwillingness all throughout the 

talks was indeed, an early signal that the sides were not ready to discuss [mal 

status issues. Even though during the Oslo process, it was hoped that mutual trust 

would be built in the coming years, Camp David proved that the only thing built 

up in the last seven years had been frustration, ill-faith and recrimination.147 

One significant disagreement surfaced on one of the core issues: the right 

of return. Ehud Barak clearly dismissed UN Resolution 194, which asserts the 

position on the rights of the refugees. The Israeli argument has been once again 

affrrmed at Camp David. Israel could have no responsibility, because it was all the 

fault ofthe Arab armies, which had attacked Israel in 1948 and told the 

146 "Too bloody to ignore". The Economist. March 16th-22nd, 2002. 13 
147 "All the war is over". The Economist. April 13th-19th,2002. 25 



48 

Palestinians to leave their homes until Arabs won the war. Secondly, the PLO's 

recognition of UN Resolution 242 as the basis of negotiations, was in a way the 

proof that the PLO had accepted Israel's own position on the Right ofRetum. This 

was because the Resolution 242 adressed only the 1967 war and its aftennath, and 

had no reference to the 1948 war, which was the basis ofthe refugee problem.148 

It should also be noted that, interesting enough, the same Israeli state had 

recognized the Resolution 194, when it joined the United Nations. It had also 

accepted in the same year, in 1949, to the return of 100,000 refugees. However, 

after its admission to the United Nations, and thanks to the disinterest ofthe 

international community, which preferred to look the other way, Israel has neither 

kept its original position, nor its promises. 149 

The proposals made by Bill Clinton, seem to reflect ahnost completely the 

Israeli demands, while putting pressure solely on Arafat, for whom the demands 

were unaccetable. After all, what was demanded from the Palestinians was, 

"recognition of a mini-state in return for giving up on Jerusalem, and the refugees 

and the question of settlements." 150 What is more, Clinton's attitude, accusing 

Arafat for not being flexible enough is quite funny. And his strategy of threatening 

Arafat with cutting aid to and isolating the Palestinians151 is quite futile. First of 

al~ there is no way Arafat could be flexible, because the expectation was complete 

submission on the core final status issues; not one, but all ofthem. Israe~ on the 

other hand, was not making any concessions on its behalf, at all. In such a complex 

conflict, where such sensitive issues are being examined, agreement is possible, on 

the condition that both sides make concessions. 

148 Bishara, Marwan. (2002). PalestinelIsraeI: Peace or Apartheid. New York: Zed Books. 97 
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Secondly, Clinton's threats ofisolation and of cutting aid, do not seem to 

have been effective on the Palestinians at that point in time. Compared to the aid 

and support to the Israelis, American assistance to the Palestinians is nothing 

serious, with most of the economic aid coming from the European countries. 

Besides, by accepting the demands proposed at Camp David, Arafat could have 

more to risk, than just American isolation. Agreeing to the Israeli demands, would 

probably lead to further disappointment of the Palestinians with Arafat, which 

could then cause him lose his respect and already weak authority on his peop Ie. 

Considering the failure of the previous Camp David Summit, Taba Talks 

can be considered an important event, with regard to the fmal status issues. The 

Israelis and the Palestinians met in Taba, Egypt in January 2001, to discuss the 

major disputed subjects like territory, Jerusalem, refugees and security. This time 

around, neither the United States nor Arafat or Barak were participants. Senior 

Israeli and Palestinian delegations included Y ossi Beilin and Mahmoud Abbas, 

respectively, in their teams and as it turned out they were much more successful, 

in approaching an agreement, than Ehud Barak and Yasser Arafat. I52 Based on the 

notes that were prepared by the EU Special Representative to the Middle East 

Peace Process, Ambassador Moratinos, and his team after consultations with the 

Israeli and Palestinian sides, and which were first published in the Ha'aretz 

newspaper in 14 February, 2002, the talks seem to be quite a progress. Even 

though the paper is not official, the fact that both sides had acknowledged it as a 

reasonable description of the outcomes of the talks, makes it a possible source for 

grasping the basics of the Taba Talks. 153 It is definitely a noteworthy development, 

considering that both sides had mutually declared that they had never been closer 

152 "After the war is over". The Economist. April 13th-19th, 2002. 26 
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to reaching an agreement and thus, it was their common beliefthat remaining gaps 

could be bridged by the resumption of negotiations after the Israeli elections.154 

First of all, on the issue ofterritory it was accepted by both sides that in line 

with the UN Resolution 242, June 4, 1967 lines would be taken as the basis for 

borders between the Palestinian state and Israel. The Gaza Strip would be under 

Palestinian sovereignty and the Israelis would evacuate all the settlements. 

Besides, there would be safe passage between the north of Gaza and the Hebron 

district and also the West Bank and Gaza Strip would be territorially linked. There 

was, however, no agreement on under whose sovereignty this territorial link would 

be and on the timetable the settlements would be evacuated.155 

With regard to the West Bank, there was not as much agreement as there 

was on Gaza. It was significant that for the fIrst time, both sides presented maps of 

their own version of the West Bank, but when it came to discussing the Clinton 

proposal and parameters, which were taken as the basis, there were serious 

differences in how the sides interpreted them. For instance, according to the 

Israelis, the proposals made it possib Ie for annexation of settlement b locs. Yet, the 

Palestinians neither agreed on the existence of blocs in the parameters, nor 

accepted any proposals that gave way to annexations, stating that they would 

seriously harm the interests and needs of Palestinians, especially the ones residing 

in areas Israel wants to annex. What is more, the Israelis talked about further 

developments of settlements in the West Bank, which for the Palestinians, was 

totally unacceptable.156 

154 "Israeli-Palestinian Joint Statement- 27 January, 2001. Retrieved on 6 April, 2004 from 
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On yet another very important and conflictual issue, Jerusalem, there was 

agreement on the basics, even though certain arrangements were left unresolved 

for future discussions. In terms of sovereignty, the Palestinians would have control 

over the Arab neighborhoods and while the Israelis would control the Jewish 

sections, respectively. The idea of an Open City was approached favorably by 

both sides, but details of arrangements were not agreed on. Again, there was 

agreement in principle on that both sides would have control over their own 

respective holy sites, which included Israeli control over the Western Wall. The 

question ofHaram aI-ShariV Temple Mount was left unresolved, even though it 

was stated that parties were close to accepting Clinton's ideas on Palestinian 

sovereignty over the area.157 

There were also discussions with regard to the right ofreturn and 

compensation of refugees and also security arrangements during the Taba Talks. 

Even though there was hardly any solution, the reason why it can be considered a 

big progress is that, such critical issues were at least discussed between the sides. 

Until that time, these final status issues were always being postponed to a future 

date. 

The specific arrangements about refugees were still not agreed upon, but at 

least the sides had recognized the establishment of an International Commission 

and an International Fund to deal with compensation. The International 

Commission would consist of the Palestinian State, Israel, host countries, and 

members ofthe international community, including the United Nations, the World 

Bank, The European Union and the G8, along with other relevant international 

institutions. What is more the International Commission would have full and 

157 "The Taba Talks, 2001". Retrieved on 6 April, 2004 from 
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exclusive responsibility for implementing the resolution ofllie refugee issue in all 

its aspects. 158 Even though the Israelis had proposed a 36~month period for 

withdrawal from the West Bank and additional 36 months for withdrawal from the 

Jordan Valley, as opposed to the Palestinian demands of 18 months l59
, there was at 

least an agreement on the principle of Israeli withdrawal, which cannot be 

overlooked in such a hard-to-solve conflict as that between the Palestinians and the 

Israelis. 

The Taba talks proved that Arafat was right to reject the proposals made at 

Camp David, and that there could be better alternatives to Clinton's proposals. 

The refugee issue is probably the most important final status issue, because 

it symbolizes the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. In order to understand the roots of the 

conflict, one surely goes back and examines the emergence of the refugee problem, 

when "about 500,000 to 780,000 Palestinians were displaced during the 1948 Israeli 

War of independence, either because they fled Palestine or because they were forced 

out by the Israelis.,,160 Even though it constitues the basis of the problem, Israel, up 

until Camp David in 2000, rejected even to address the issue of the refugees. When 

it was brought to the negotiation table at Camp David, this time around, Israel 

claimed to have no Iega~ moral or political responsibility over the subject. Since 

then, it has come up with pretexts not to recognize the Right of Return, which, has 

been classified by the United Nations Resolution 194, as an inalienable right. 161 

While taking these concerns into consideration, however, one should not 

forget and take for granted the humanitarian side of the problem. Everything put 
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aside, the issue of refugees, the poor treatment they see, and the homole conditions 

under which they are striving to survive is no doubt a shameful page in the history 

of humankind. The Palestinian refugees in Lebanon, are probably the best example 

to this: 

"Almost 40,000 Palestinian refugees have had to endure not only the 
massacres of Sabra, Shatilla, Tell el Zaatar, Abay and elsewhere but have 
remained confined in hideous quarantine for almost two generations. They 
have no legal right to work in at least sixty occupations, they are not 
adequately covered by medical insurance, they can not travel and return, they 
are objects of suspicion and dislike.,,162 

Still today, the right of return of refugees constitutes a key part of the 

"Palestinians' negotiating mythology.,,163 It is an issue that is felt really strongly 

about, that some 700,000 refugees who either fled or were forced out of their 

homes during the 1948 war, return to their former homes in Israel proper. 

However, this claim is not taken very seriously among peacemakers during 

negotiations, and according to an argument, even the Palestinians themselves have 

come to the understanding that if they insist on the right of return, a peace deal is 

not likely. This was, for instance, the line of thinking during the talks initiated by 

Bill Clinton in 2000, because in case the refugees used their right to return to Israel 

proper, the Jewish majority would be lost, which no Israeli would accept.
l64 

In the spring of2002, the refugees in the west Bank, had probably their 

worst experience, and had to go through hardships as they had never gone through. 

When the Israeli tanks entered the West Bank, with the plan to reconquest, in order 

to root out terrorism, as they argued, there emerged an incredible humanitarian 

disaster. Along with countless deaths, there were refugees left homeless. There 

162 Said, Edward W. Afterword: the consequence of 1948. In Eugene L. Ro?an and Avi Shla~m. 
(Ed). (2001). The War for Palestine- Rewriting the History of 1948. Cambndge, UK: Cambndge 
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was food, water and medication shortages, while villages were cut offby army 

checkpoints or dirt walls. Besides, even the emergency aid, distributed by the 

UNRWA that was responsible for the welfare of Palestinian refugees, was 

hindered because ofthe Israeli army's sieges.165 

The reason why Jerusalem is another highly disputed issue is that it is a 

sacred city to Jews, Christians and Muslims alike. After Israel's annexation of East 

Jerusalem after the war in 1967, it became one of the key conflictual issues 

between the Palestinians and Israelis. Any agreement between the two sides, must 

definitely [rod a solution to Jerusalem. 

After the unilateral annexation of East Jerusalem, which is not recognized 

by international law, Israel has expanded its boundaries of East Jerusalem by 

annexations to the boundaries of West Jerusalem. In the years that followed, 

houses were built in the expropriated land and many Jewish settlements were 

established. In the meantime, as a result of the Israeli blockade of the city, 

Palestinians from the West Bank and Gaza were not allowed to enter the city and 

they were denied the right to residency in Jerusalem. However, according to the 

Fourth Geneva Convention, Israel had no right to transfer its population to these 

newly conquered territories and no right to prevent the access of Jerusalem's 

Palestinian residents. Regardless of international law, though, Israel has continued 

its illegal actions and that is why Jerusalem became one of the most disputed 

. f . t' 166 Issues 0 the final status negotta Ions. 

There have been many proposals, but the one that seemed most probable 

and that got closest to agreement was that discussed at Taba. In principle, unlike 

previously, when Israel claimed Jerusalem to be its undivided capital, this time 

165 "After the Assault". The Economist. April 27th-May 3rd, 2002. 41 
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Israel accepted that in the future, Jerusalem would be the capital of both Palestine, 

as well as Israel. While it is obviously "not in Israel's interest to have sovereignty 

over Moslem holy sites,,167, it is for sure that it is in Israel's interest to solve the 

issue of Jerusalem, because no government in the world, recognizes it as Israel's 

capital. There are no countries, except Costa Rica and EI Salvador, which have 

embassies in the city.i68 "In 1999, 149 countries to 1 voted in favor of a UN 

resolution that called Israel's decision to impose its laws and jurisdiction and 

administration in Jerusalem illegal and, therefore null and void,,169. 

According to one argument, as of March 2000, the peace process has 

shown a considerable improvement; however it cannot improve much further. 

"While the mere nature of politics (the pursuit of national interests) makes Israeli 

participation in interstate interactions easier, the religious and the cultural 

dimensions ofthe Arab-Israeli contlict are less amenable to quick change.,,170 

Not long after, the al-Aqsa intifada broke out in September 2000, starting 

again severe violence between the sides and bringing to an end any hopes for 

confidence building. It was triggered by Sharon's visit to AI-Aqsa Mosque, the 

"killing of Palestinians in the Haram aI-Sharif in Jerusalem,,171 and the excessive 

use of force by Israel, which followed. However it is claimed that it was Barak and 

not Sharon who was to be blamed for the outbreak ofthe second Intifada, since , 

Barak was the head of the government and he commanded the Army.in Indeed, the 

growing anger of the Palestinians, due mostly to the Israeli measures, increase in 

settlements and also to the disappointment with the Palestinian Authority and the 

167 Bishara, Marwan. (2002). Palestine/Israel: Peace; Qr Apartheid. New York: Zed Books. 109 
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failure of Camp David, was a key reason behind the initiation of the second 

Intifada. 173 

As argued, the intifada happened to result in a decline both in the economy 

and the international prestige of the Israelies, as well as the Palestinians174
• In the 

Israeli case, 

"the longer the Intifada lasted, the more Israel seemed to lose overall, as 
instability became a factor in its own political and economic life. The Israeli 
tourist industry was severely affected as long-term reservations were 
cancelled. The stock market suffered and Israeli companies trading on the 
New York Stock Exchange were badly hit. ,,175 

In the Palestinian case, the Israeli blockades as a result of the Intifada, 

mainly destroyed the already weak Palestinian economy_ 

"According to UN economists, it is this blockade, more than anything else, 
that has cost the Palestinian economy at least $2.4 billion since the Intifada 
broke out in September 2000, sending unemployment soaring to 35% in the 
West Bank and 50% in Gaza, and leaving 46% of all PaleStinians officially 
improverished. The 'closure', says just about every Palestinian, is the main 
reason why no ceasefrre will hold.,,176 . 

As seen unlike the Intifada in the 1980s, in this Intifada, which is armed, 

Palestinians not only suffered themselves, but they also destroyed normal life in 

Israel. When there are Palestinians, who are willing and ready to blow themselves 

up at any time, any place, Israelis are nothing but vulnerable in terms of security, 

because it is not possible for the army to catch every such Palestinian. In such a 

situation, more and more Israelis, were tipped to the right, favoring harsher 

policies against the Palestinians. 177 That is why, it may be argued that the intifada 

turned out to be "self-destructive,,178 . Many Palestinians, such as Mahmoud Abbas, 
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strongly criticized the intifada for the very same reason. Accordingly, the intifada, 

not only strengthened Sharon with his own people, but" its military and suicidal 

cast has strengthened ... has lost support in America and Europe, and destroyed the 

PA,,179, as well. Politically, it has also shattered the trust of the common Israeli. 

Majority ofIsraelis feel betrayed, thinking that they gave land to the Palestinians, 

who replied with violence. I80 

The Israelis, on the other hand, were sharply criticized by the international 

community, as a result of their reactions during the intifada. As early as October 

2000, the United Nations Human Rights Commission adopted a resolution, and 

condemned Israel for its disproportionate and indiscriminate use offorce agains 

Palestinian civilians. And upon the report by UNHRC Special Rapporteur, the 

Commission, this time, accused Israel of war crimes and crimes against 

humanity. lSI 

Encouraged by U.S' reaction against all sorts of anti-state political 

movements and violence everywhere in the world, Ariel Sharon had no hesitations 

to abide by the American strategy of crushing self-determination struggles, which 

in this case was the Palestinian struggle, led by Arafat, whom he regarded as 

Israel's Osama Bin Laden.182 

During the year Sharon has been Prime Minister, settlements continued full 

scale, with 34 being authorized. And Palestinians were oppressed and had to live 

. . h I' 183 under condItIons below t e poverty me. 
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At the same time there is strong rejectionism not only among the religious 

or secular political areas outside government circles, but also within the 

government circles. "The vote of 47-31 with 24 abstentions within the Israeli 

Knesset on the 13 December 1999, is not only a display of how divided Israeli 

society is, but sends powerful signals even sustenance to the rejectionist forces on 

the other side.,,184 

While on many occasions, it is a terrorist bomb or a suicide attack which 

destroys talks for agreement, it is also the Israeli assasinations and more often 

"raiding the heart of Palestinian territory',185 that ends efforts for peace. There is no 

question with regard to the interest ofthe terrorists, who try hard to maintain an 

atmosphere of horror and violence. Yet, it is quite confusing when it comes to the 

Israeli case. For example, the attempt to put an end to violence with the 

Bethlehem, Gaza first plan was initiated by the Israeli defence minister, Binyamin 

Ben-Elizer. According to the plan, Israel would begin loosening its control and 

ending its restrictions, frrst in Bethlehem and Gaza, and later in other areas if the 

plan worked. However, even though there was a decrease in violence as demanded 

from the Palestinians and though the plan succeeded in Bethlehem, Israel has twice 

drove in Palestinian territory by tanks, in two days. As can be seen, the plan 

initiated by an Israeli minister, was smashed again by Israeli leaders, prime 

minister Ariel Sharon and chief -of- staff General Moshe Yaalon.
186

Thus, no 

matter how confusing it may be, it looks as though some Israeli leaders, "also 

b . h' b t'" t"U17 doubt that a peaceful respite would e ill t err es illLeres . 
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In the words of a United Nations diplomat, trying to foster a political 

process, " , any viable state needs to control its borders and police, and meet its 

people's basic economic needs. By damaging these institutions and capacities, 

Israel prevents the Palestinians from managing their own affairs. It is a kind of 

state-building in reverse.',,188 

While the Palestinian terrorists continued their attacks on Israeli civilians, 

Israeli forces were not passive either. Believing that putting pressure on Arafat 

would make him curb terrorism, Israel laid siege to his headquarters in Ramallah 

and even imprisoned him in his office for a week.189 Indeed, this strategy backfIred 

because it made the Palestinians more angry and resort to even more violence. 

What Israel should have understood was that the Palestinians were already 

frustrated with Arafat's ceasefrre efforts, beginning to consider him as a betrayer to 

the cause. For instance, there was a big protest and civil unrest when "thousands of 

people stormed the gates ofa PA prison in Nablus, demanding the release of 

Hamas prisoners interned as part ofMr.Arafat's now futile ceasefrre.,,190 Thus, 

putting pressure on Arafat, who already seemed to lose his authority over people, 

was a rather meaningless act by the Israeli state. 

Unfortunately, since Ariel Sharon came to power Israeli policies got more 

. radical and violent. It is not surprising, of course, when one considers Sharon's 

declarations about Palestinians and the mood he wants his government to reflect. 

According to him, the Israelis "must cause them losses, casualties ... so that they 

understand they will gain nothing by terrorism ... must hit them, and hit them again 

and again, until they understand,,191. Israeli bombings, incursions and measures in 

188 "Building a Palestinian state, in reverse". The Economist. January 19th-25th, 2002. 37 
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refugee camps have come to such a point that even some Israelis have become 

terrified. After television pictures of arrested Palestinian men with their hands 

clasped, eyes blindfolded and army numbers stamped on their arms, an Israeli 

human-rights organization was quick to declare that the Israeli army had lost its 

moral limits. 192 

Ironically however, such policies do not make the Palestinians understand, 

but rather cause them to react in a harsher way and thus any prospect for a political 

solution impossible. The only logic behind Israel's intensification of military 

pressure seems to be to give way to Palestinian terrorism, so that Israel can have 

the pretext to increase its settlements and use even stricter measures for those 

Palestinians in the occupied areas, for security reasons. 

Other than Arab governments, even European governments, which accept 

that what Palestinians are engaged in is terrorism, do not accept Israel's right to 

military reply against the Palestinias. They also reject Sharon's plan to send the 

Israeli army back to the Palestinian areas in the West Bank, as a part of his war 

against terror, because Israel has already signed over that territory to Palestinian 

Authority under the Oslo Accords.193 But then again, Israel has no habit of 

complying with international law, considering the previous UN Resolutions, so it 

is no suprise when Israel invades territory, which is in opposition with an 

agreement it has signed. It is still sitting on land it occupied in 1967, and it is 

transforming much of the land with permanent settlement, which has been 

. dId 194 prohibited by international law on occuple an. 

What is more, Israel often breaks the rules of war, moving into the territory 

of war crimes. Mass killings in the Jenin refugee camp is one example which 
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shows that Israel is not good at observing humanitarian nonns. Of course, the 

Palestinian suicide bombings can not be claimed to be acts of war, either, because 

they are directly targeting civillians. Still, when an anny is reacting there is the 

alternative of holding back, if the line between civillians and combatants is 

blurred.
195 

Israel, however has preferred the other alternative of over-reacting, by 

"flattening people's homes, without waiting, as alleged in some cases, to warn the 

residents. ,,196 

When it comes to negotiations on final status issues and any proposal for 

peace, Israel has usually been the fIrst one to come up with objections. Because the 

Palestinians have often disrupted the peace process by terrorist attacks, especially 

in the recent years, it seems at the outset that they were the obstacles to any 

solution. Yet, when one examines the beginning of any peace process, it is obvious 

that Israel did not hesitate to come up with pretexts to delay the talks. 

Sharon's reaction, upon the United States' enthusiasm to immediately start 

the implementation of the Mitchell Report in 2001, is a good example. The 

Mitchell Commission recommended, after a ceasefrre, a cooling-off period, during 

which there would be a series of confIdence building measures so that the sides 

could quickly start negotiations, from where they had left. It was Ariel Sharon, 

who didn't lose any time in opposing to the confIdence building measures, which 

included a freeze on settlement expansion and also rejected the implications of 

fmal status talks. What is more, he has even come up with new procedures, as if 

Israel was not one of the sides to the conflict, but rather an intennediary. With a 

unilateral declaration, he demanded a week of calm on the Palestinian side, before 

the cooling-off period could start. Meanwhile, however, Israel would have the 

195 "Israel's 'war crime"'. The Economist April 20th-26th. 2002. 10 
196 "Israel's 'war crime"'. The EconomiSt. April 20th-26th. 2002. 10 
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right to defend itself and it would decide whether the Palestinians had calmed 

enough or not. 197 Again, in April, 2002, he promised in the Knesset to negotiate 

with the Palestinians, only if there was a responsible leadership instead of Arafat 

and also to seek a long-term interim agreement, not a fmal peace.198 

Similarly, Sharon has totally rejected the land for peace alternative. In 

september 2002, he stated that, "Oslo doesn't exist, Camp David doesn't exist, 

neither does Taba.,,199 

At this point, 

"international law is on the side of the Palestinians with respect to 
every major issue in contention: withdrawal from the territories occupied in 
1967, right of return of Palestinian refugees expelled or departed in 1948, 
sovereignty over Jerusalem, status of the settlements, both throughout the 
territories and within the expanded jurisdiction of Jerusalem. This 
assessment of Palestinian rights is a matter of a consensus among members 
of the United Nations, including such expert bodies as the Human Rights 
Commission, and among international law experts who are not closely tied to 
Israeli or American policy perspectives.,,2oo 

One of the major reasons why the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is still far 

from any solution is that, ''both sides have become deeply alienated from each other 

and advance maximalist demands from the opposition,,201. Even though there is talk 

of the beginning of a new era, during the Post-Cold War years in the 1990s, as 

Kemal Kiri~9i argues, unlike "some Arab governments which had chosen to develop 

some degree of cooperative relations with Israel, some had preferred to pursue a 

'cold' peace, which had given way to a cold war,,202. 

It seems that the military and political disaster the Arabs faced were a result 

of their ignorance about Israel, which, grew more and more due to both the military, 

197 "Powell, the pusher and prodder". The Economist. November 24th-30th, 2001. 12 
198" From here to Palestine". The Economist. April 13th-19th, 2002. 13 
199 "Crushing Palestine is no answer". The Economist. Septembe: 14th-20th, 2002. 11 . 
200 Faile, Richard. Foreword. In Marwan Bishara. (2002). Palestme/Israel: Peace or ApartheId. London: 

Zed Books. xvi. .. . . . 
201 Kiri~yi, KemaL (2002, winter). Internationalism vs. ParochIalI~ m ~e Era of GlobalIzatIOn: 
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as well as the rhetorical hostility against the Israeli state. According to the same 

argument, 

"The cult of the anny which implied that there were only military solutions 
to political problems was so prevalent that it overshadowed the action that 
successful military action had to derive from a motivated, bravely led, and 
politically integrated and educated force, and this could only issue from a 
citizens' society. Such a desideratum was never the case in the Arab world, 
and was rarely practiced or articulated. ,,203 

While the Palestinian Authority and Yasser Arafat has stated their 

willingness to renounce terror on many occasions in the past, suicide bombings 

and violence against the Israelis is still popular among the Palestinians, among 

whom the radical tactics of Ham as are becoming more favorable each day. It is 

debatable, of course, how willing the PA is to stop terrorist attacks and how much 

authority it has to establish order and rule among the majority of the Palestinians. 

Even if there is sincere will and effort, their tactics seem to be futile, in my 

opinion. 

It is a common belief among many secular Palestinians that Hamas can be 

better contained, if it turns into a political party, opposing Israel ideologically, 

instead offighting it militarily. As of2004, Yasser Arafat also seems favorable to 

accepting Hamas as a partner in the government. The general hope seems to be 

that, if a group like Hamas, which is very popular in Gaza, is included within the 

political structure, then the Palestinian Authority might have a better chance to 

assert control and stop suicide bombings.z°
4 

This is a rather naive way of thinking. 

First of all, Hamas is not likely to halt its fight and terrorist acts against the 

Israelis, once it becomes a political party and shares power. With such popularity, 

203 Said, Edward W. Afterword: the consequence of 1948. In Eugene L. Ro~an and Avi Sh1~m. 
(Ed). (2001). The War for Palestine- Rewriting the History of 1948. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press. 210 
204 "Might Ramas ever negotiate?". The Economist. April 10th-16th, 2004. 37 
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it is likely that it might even increase its authority in mobilizing the masses to take 

radical measures against the Jews. After all Hamas is a group that views the Israeli 

withdrawal from Gaza as a" victory for armed struggle,,205. So why give up 

violence, once. it is believed to lead to fruitful results. 

Arafat made a ceasefrre call for instance on December 16th, 2001 and even 

Fatah claimed its committment; yet it was Hamas which destroyed the ceasefire in 

January 2002 by killing Israeli soldiers in a Gaza town, across the Israeli border?06 

Still, however, it was Arafat who seemed, in the eyes of the international 

community, but especially the United States, to be unwilling to put an end to the 

terror. How much Arafat could play an active role to stop Palestinian armed 

violence is a matter of debate, because he has a serious dilemma. Ifhe bows, 

especially to American demands, and arrests and punishes terrorists, he will have 

to confront the Palestinian factions. Considering that not only his people, but also 

his own Fatah movement is no longer very supportive of him and more cooperative 

with Hamas, this is a serious concern. With such a confrontation, he could lose his 

authority. On the other hand, ifhe does not try and show his sincere efforts to stop 

the intifada, he risks his existence at the hands of Ariel Sharon, and he cannot 

expect any backing from the United States.z°
7 

Yet the disappointment with him and the increasing belief that every 

terrorist act took place with his consent, ifnot with his active support, was 

influential in shaping the Israeli attitude, along with the American policies. Even 

though it is impossible for Arafat's police force to stop every suicide bombing, still 

when he "calls for 'a million martyrs'to liberate Jerusalem, the martyrs know what 

205 "Might Hamas ever negotiate?". The Economist. April. 10th-16th, 2004. 37 
206 ''Building a Palestinian state, in reverse". The EconoIDlst January 19th-25th, 2002. 37 
207 "II h th I ' hearts" The Economist December 1st-7th, 2001. 41 amas as e peop e s· . 



65 

he means,,20&. He does not look like a leader keeping his promise to prevent attacks 

and stop violence. According to the argument, it was a result ofthis that the United 

States decided to give Sharon the free hand he needed to stop terror with intense 

military force.
209 

However, if previous U.S. policies towards the issue are 

considered, it is well known that the United States has never been very objective 

with regard to the Palestinian question and that it has most often been on good 

terms with the Israeli state. 

Another significant failure of Arafat and the Palestinian Authority is that 

they are not only approached with suspicion by the international community, but 

they have also lost the faith of their own people. This was mostly a result of" the 

leadership's incoherent 'strategy', which signals a ceasefrre to the West but adopts 

a largely hands-off attitude to the militias.,,210 According to Muhammed Dahlan, 

who resigned as the PA's chief of security in Gaza, in November 2001, there was 

no unity between the different Palestinian factions, and especially within the Fatah 

movement. In order to be successful, the Palestinian Authority had to agree with 

the factions on a common policy to follow. For instance when Arafat arrested 

members ofIslamic Jihad and the Popular Front of the Liberation of Palestine, 

after Palestinian assasination of Israeli minister, Rahavam Zeevi, it only seemed to 

be a gesture to the international community, which continually pressurized him to 

crack down on his militias. The arrests neither stopped the intifada, nor were 

welcomed by the Palestinian factions, all of which, including the Fatah condemned 

these arrests as detrimental to national uniVj.211 

208 "Sharon's War". The Economist. April 6th-12th, 2002. 11 
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According to another argument, Arafat's failure and weakness seems to 

stem from his efforts to "give a little bit of ground to everyone - the Americans, 

the Israelis, his own people,,212. While trying to do this, he has obviously lost the 

trust of all three of them? 13 Naturally, loss of authority followed it. 

For instance, there is much dissention in his Fatah movement. The al-Aqsa 

Brigades, the military wing ofFatah movement, which was first founded in the 

begining of the second intifada, as militias of self-defence, later became a highly 

autonomous military force. This was both a result ofIsraeli closures, that cut off 

each region from the other, as well as the Palestinian Authority, which collapsed as 

a central governing body. As it is, the brigades, take the responsibility of many 

bombings and terrorist attacks. With the feeling that they have started a new 

national movement, they often declare that they will not be bound by any of the 

decisions made by a leadership, including Arafat, which they see as defeated.214 

The worst thing now is that Palestinians seem to be more united than ever, 

with even the moderate ones expressing their admiration of suicide bombers. The 

reason behind this seems to be the hope that most of them still have. However, this 

hope is in armed struggle and fighting back as hard as they can, because there is 

strong beliefthat this will be the last bloodshed, last war. If they can resist a little 

longer, Israelis will have to give up.215 While this seems to be a rather naive hope, 

it also implies it is not very likely that Palestinians will give up terrorist measures. 

Regardless of progress, ''the Middle East is still living in a state of nature in 

which power is the defming factor for politics.',216 It is a unique geography, in that a 

regime like the Iraqi regime can endure defeat, while at the same time manage to 

212 "Adieu, Arafat?,'. The Economist. December 8th-14th, 2001. 11 
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stay in power. On the other hand, the peace process, for which global as well as 

regional powers have made investments, diminishes with losses to all the parties. 

There is probably no other region in the world, where there is so little progress and 

which "can remain in a state of prolonged conflict where original sins remain 

fi . ,,217 M hil ''tb nfl· h un orgrven. eanw e, e co let as not only done dreadful things to the 

two peoples concemed- reducing aspiring Palestinians to penury and sturdy Israelis 

to paranoia- but its tendencies stretch far and wide, distracting and distorting both 

public opinion and government policies.,,218 

As of2002, reaching peace and ending the conflict between the Palestinians and 

Israelis seemed harder than ever. With the intifada and the failure of the Camp David 

Talks, even the peace camp in Israel was shattered. As opposed to peaceniks like Y ossi 

Beilin, many Israelis on the left, also believe that a unilateral withdrawal from most of 

the Palestinian areas is unacceptable, since it would be a sign of weakness of the Israeli 

state?19 Besides, many Israelis were now beginning to advocate harsher measures fur 

security and seemed to be more and more supportive of Ariel Sharon each day, as 

terrorism in their cities continued and disillusion with Arafat grew?20 Still, it is not 

possible to ignore it and let it become one ofthe most complex conflicts of our time. In 

the words of Richard Falk:, 

" never has the quest for peace seemed more vital as both a moral and a political 
imperative. It is a moral imperative to emancipate both peoples from the daily ordeal 
of terrorist tactics, as well as to liberate the Palestinians as a captive people after 
decades of oppression and severe deprivation. It is a political imperative because the 
IsraelilPalestinian violence can at any point spiral out of control, engulfmg the region 
in bitter turmoil and severe civil strife, if not regional war on a large scale that might 

• c: ,,221 persIst .lor years. 
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According to an argument, especially the second part of the 1990s is 

characterized by confrontation and parochialism, against which internationalism 

should be advocated by the international community. In order for this 

transformation to take place, and in order for the emergence of a "pluralized public 

opinion, in which it would be possible to find constituencies that would support 

intemationalism,,222, there should develop fITst and foremost a democratic culture. In 

this context, as noted, the leverage of foreign powers is rather limited. It has been 

seen that the major advances in the resolution of the conflict have come to fruition, 

with the initiative of regional actors. Unless they are really willing and committed, 

there is little that a power like the United States can do. "It can playa positive role 

in compensating the parties for the risks taken, but it cannot impose a Pax 

Americana."Z23 

Until now the United States has not been very balanced in the sides of the 

conflict. There is significant Israeli-bias, in the American government, especially in 

Congress. Without doing something about this, the United States can not be, 

unfortunately, of much help in bringing about stability in the Middle East region, 

and it can defmitely not succeed in getting support from the Islamic world, in its 

fight against al_Qaida.224 

Yet again, there does not seem to be much point in criticizing the United 

States and repeating that it should also put pressure on Israel to change its tactics. It 

is obvious that neither the critics in Europe northose in the Arab world can change 

the American mind, in which, "it is Yasser Arafat, who condemns suicide bombings 

222 Kiri~yi, Kemal. (2002, winter). Intem.ationalis~ vs. Parochia1i~m in t~e Era of Globalization: 
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out of one side of his mouth while extolling 'our glorious intifada' out of the other, 

who is totally incorrigible.,,225 Until now, there has been little criticism ofISrael by 

the United States, which preferred to put the onus, especially on Arafat, to do more 

than he had done so far226, and George Bush's designation of Ariel Sharon as a man 

of peace227, is probably the final point. 

Europe, on the other hand, seems and hopefully will be, more balanced and 

willing to actively take part in the efforts to find a solution to the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict and will provide a better alternative as an intermediary 

diplomatic force.228 When the EU foreign ministers met in December 2001, they 

have also joined the United States, in putting the onus on Arafat, telling him that 

he had to dismantle terrorist networks of Ham as and Islamic Jihad, and to make a 

call to end the intifada. Yet, they have also gone on to call on Israel to stop its 

assasinations and sieges of Palestinian towns and to freeze settlement activity.229 

Later at a meeting, in February 2002, for instance, "the European Union's foreign 

ministers sharply criticised Israel's ostracism of Mr. Arafat. They also ciriticised 

America's general tacit approval of the way that Israel is countering violence, an 

approval that, in practice, is granting enormous latitude to Israel's gradual 

reconquest of Palestinian controlled land.'.230 

The European Union, especially' can play a very critiCal role in fostering 

democracy in the authoritarian regimes of the Middle East. Indeed, it has already 

become more involved in its efforts to find a sound solution to the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict. What should further be done is to look for plans and 

225 "Gaza isn't the end ofit". The Economist. April 24th-30th, 2004. 15 
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arrangements that would not only prevent the escalation of the crisis but which 

could efficiently resolve the key areas of dissent in the long-run. However, for the 

international community to have more influence and more say, there has to exist a 

leadership which will be willing and committed to bringing about a democratic 

culture.231 

On the other hand, there needs to be agreement and a united line ofthinking 

among the European powers. Without such unity, it is not possible to come up with 

a sound plan and until not it seemed to be a major setback. During the first months 

of2002, Israeli tanks were entering Palestinian towns and bombing Gaza city to 

destroy P A buildings and there was incredible chaos within the Palestinian towns as 

the Palestinians protested outside the prisons, demanding the release of Hamas and 

Islamic Jihad prisoners. It was then that countries such as France came up with 

different plans. However, they were not effectively put into effect, because there 

was no agreement among the European powers in terms of what was proposed. 

While France demanded that Israel withdraw from areas controlled by P A and 

declare an early recognition of a Palestinian state, Britian was more in line with the 

United States, insisting that before parties returned to talks, there should first be a 

ceasefrre,z32 

What is more, the resolution of the Arab-Israeli Conflict does not, 

unfortunately, guarantee peace in the region. In order to have complete stability in 

the region, all the problems, such as terrorism and the water issue, should be 
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acknowledged and solved. That is why, there is need ofa rather broader agenda for 

peace and cooperation in the Middle Easf33. 

The basis of the prob fern lies in the fact that there still exists no trust and 

belief in each other's committment to efforts for peace. Unfortunately, as time 

passes, there is no improvement in this aspect; both sides are still highly suspicious 

of each other and are looking for ulterior motives and plans behind what is seen and 

told by their partner. This lack of trust can best be observed in the philosophy of 

Israeli General Yaalon. The worst thing is he is not even considered a right-winger, 

like his predecessors and he still believes that, 

''the Palestinians pose a cancerous threat to Israel's very existence: they are 
not... fighting to end the occupations but to liquidate Israel itself. Israel, 
therefore, must go fur total victory. The Palestinians must be beaten in an 
unambiguous way that sears into their obstinate minds that they must never 

h· . I I . ,,234 try anyt mg agamst srae agam. 

It is normal that the Palestinians do not believe in the words and promises 

of Israelis,the actions of whom proved just how the Palestinians were right in their 

suspicions. According to a study by an Israeli human rights group, B'tslem, done 

in late 2002,"The West Bank settler population doubled in size during the seven-

year Oslo peace process, and the settlements' territorial reach has now been 

extended to cover 42% of the West Bank',235. 

During the recent years, Israel's basic argument has been that it is fighting 

and it has to fight back in order to establish security for the Jews and in order to 

stop terrorism. Yet, its actions have led us to doubt this aim, from time to time. 

The fact that it has invaded villages, occupied Palestinian Authority towns, 

blocked roads and left the Palestinians facing a revengeful, unaccountable 

233 Kohen. Sami. (1996, June-August). On the Future of the Middel East. [Electronic version]. 
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. 236 . thin hat occupymg army ,IS some g t people have become used to. Yet, during the 

reconquest of the West Bank in 2002, Israeli forces have ransacked ancient places, 

destroyed the oldest mosques in the cities, invaded the Palestinian Authority 

ministries in Ramallah, destroying maps, stealing money from the banks. 237 Not 

only that, but soldiers have also gone into the Ministry of Education. 'They took 

the hard drive from every computer and blasted open a safe, robbing it of around 

$10,000. The discs contain information on 650,000 teachers and student in 155 

West Bank schools. Some of the data is irreplaceable.'.238 As it is, it is hard to 

legitimize these acts with the pretext ofbuilding security. It looks more like a 

destru.ction, an erasing of hi story, so that no state can be established in the future. 

Under such a way of thinking, there is hardly any chance for compromise, 

without which a solution is impossible. This naturally diminishes the hope in 

people, and leads them to tum to radical measures and ultimately to terrorism. 

As things stand now, it is agreed by all parties, even Ariel Sharon that a 

Palestinian state has to come into existence at the end. Yet there are still questions 

that remain unaswered. "What should the borders ofthe new state be? What 

happens to the Jewish settlements that have been set up in the land the state must 

occupy? How can Jerusalem be shared as a joint capital? And what is the future of 

the Palestinian refugees?,,239 Besides in the last three years, Israel has mostly 

waged its war against Arafat and his Palestinian Authority. Believing that it was 

Arafat and his presidential guard were the main supporters of terrorist acts, Israel's 

major focus has been on eliminating Arafat, at least, making him lose his 

credibility, so that it is acceptable by the United States as well. This, however, 
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seems to bring no better results. First of all, Arafat has already lost contr04 while 

radical groups such as Hamas are increasing their popularity. Secondly, even if 

Arafat was totally eliminated out of the picture, his successors would most 

probably react more radically towards Israel's policies, no matter how democratic 

they can be, or how cohesive programmes they can come up with?40 

The argument that time has proven that it is really difficult for the sides to 

develop mutual trust seems to be very true. Confidence building measures have not 

worked, at alL There needs to be an immediate. leap to the final stage, where final 

status issues are negotiated. Besides, there definitely needs to be international 

presence, not as monitors, but as an armed force, to establish security in areas under 

its controL However, I'm not very comfortable with the idea that since the sides 

cannot agree on secure borders, the world powers- the United States, the United 

Nations, the European Union and Russia- should form the map and design the 

borders, for them.241 

It would be reasonable to say that, "The Palestinian Liberation Organisation 

(PLO) has been pushed bloodily from pillar to post, more by the Arabs than by 

Israel,,242. With a good examination of the past, it is easy to see that Arab countries 

have not liked and whole-heartedly supported the Palestinians, even though they 

have championed their cause. Other than Syria and Jordan, all the other Arab 

countries presented excuses not to accept the Palestinian refugees in 1948-49. It is a 

fair argument that they do not accept them as permanent citizens in their countries, 

but rather treat them as possible trouble makers. This was, in a way, proved during 

the second Gulf Crisis, when Iraq invaded Kuwait. When Arafat sided with Saddam, 

the Gulf states lost no time in expelling their Palestinian workers en masse. The 
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reason, why they do not like them, but still support their cause is simple. The 

Palestinian cause reminds them of their own defeat and humiliation by Israel, in the 

past. Still, they support the cause because the establishment of a Palestinian state is 

the only way, they can get rid ofthis memory. Besides, as long as Israel does not 

withdraw from the places it occupied, there increases dissent in the Arab world. 

More and more each day, radical Islamists and nationalists use this as a way to 

question their regimes and governments, accusing them of not being strong enough 

to liberate even a small part ofPalestine.243 

Considering all the experience, and all efforts for peace and negotiations, 

one sees that there is obvious difference between the Palestinians and the Israelis 

and a comparison ofleaders reflects this difference in the best way. ''Mr.Arafat blew 

his chances at the Camp David talks, but Mr Sharon would have avoided starting 

them,,244. As it is, it is a pity that the solution of the conflict depends on the 

agreement between these two characters. "Mr Sharon is a disaster because he does 

not accept the centralland-for-peace equation; Mr Arafat because he has lost control 

and drifts with the tide of events,,245. In sum, foreign policy decisions have been 

dominated by leaders' personal ambitions, enmities, inflexibilities, suspicions. 

To repeat Edward Said's comment on the Camp David peace process, 

besides the regulations with regard to such issues like territory, sovereignty, 

Jerusalem and the refugees, the real and most important issue is whether the 

Palestinians and Israelis will be able to put an end to this clash between them and 

whether they will be able to declare that they are putting the past behind them, as 

243 "It should have been so simple". The Economist. January 25th-31st, 2003. 23-4 
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trivial when today and the future is the Case.
246 It is this very comment that makes 

me rather pessimistic about the tum of events. As time passes, it seems that no 

matter how much effort is put on the table, how close the sides get to agreement., 

there will always be something that will disrupt the resolution ofthe conflict. With 

each passing day, the suspicion and hatred among the Israeli people and the 

Palestinians grows so much that, one cannot help but feel that even if the fmal status 

issues are resolved, there will not be peace between the sides. At this point., 

considering the amount ofrevenge people from both sides are filled with, it looks as 

though no agreement will ever satisfY the sides to come to terms with each other. 
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Chapter III: Turkish Foreign Policy Towards the 
Israeli-Palestinian Conflict 

1. Cold War Period: Attitude and Decisions with regard to the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict 

There have been basic traditions which have played a significant role in 

constituting the pillars of Turkish foreign policy. While they have shown themselves 

more strongly at certain periods in time, still their presence has always been felt in the 

case of Turkey's foreign policies and decisions. These are principles such as neutrality, 

non-interference in regional or global conflicts and the following of balanced politics 

with regard to her relations with other countries. 

Since the establishment of the Republic, Turkey's main goal has been to 

consolidate the nation, achieve socio-economic development while at the same time 

trying to gain acceptance in the West and be seen as a part of Europe. It is known 

that for most of the actors in the Turkish foreign policy making process, the 

principle, which Ataturk had declared in 1923, has always been a dominant theme. 

Accordingly, it was believed that, ''The West has always been prejudiced against the 

Turks ... but we Turks have always and consistently moved towards the West ... In 

order to be a civilised nation, there is no alternative. ,,247 

Regardless of these aspirations, though, Turkey, in general, has been in an 

effort to avoid foreign involvements and has acted real carefully not to be seen as 

pan-Turkic or expansionist.248 "Foreign adventures, spheres of influence, alliance 

247 Hale, William. (1992, october). Turkey, The Middle East and the Gulf Crisis. [Electronic 

Version]. International Affairs. 68, 4, 680 . .. . 
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systems, and ambitious international interests were all considered foolish, risky and 

even suicidal.,,249 

An exception to this neutrality may be the voting at the United Nations 

during the Partition plan for Palestine. When the UN General Assembly had met to 

vote on the partition plan, Turkey sided not with the United States and Soviet 

Union, but rather with the Arab states and rejected the partition of Palestine. This 

was mostly because of its support for the principle of self-determination, 

considering that Turkey itself had once fought against occupying forces and against 

such a treaty as Sevres. If one considers that the Arabs were the majority in mandate 

Palestine in 1947, constituting almost 60 percent of the whole population, self-

determination would naturally imply a unified, Arab-dominated Palestine. Instead, 

however, there emerged the Israeli state.250 

According to an argument, the voting process for the UN Partition Plan was 

a m~or tuming point for Turkey's Middle East policy_ First of all, Turkey did not 

have very close and deep relationships in the region until that time, since it was 

mostly concerned with her security in the new conjucture, which had emerged after 

the end of World War ll. However, from that point onwards, it became clear that 

Turkey would be in much closer interaction with the region. Secondly, for the first 

time in years, Turkey took a side during the voting session at the UN, leaving aside 

its traditional policy of avoiding interference in regional conflictS.25I 

"In the post-Second World War era, Turkey's political rulers decided to 
change tile course of Turkish foreign policy from neutrality to military and 
economic alliance with the Western world on the pretext ofStaIin's 
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territorial ambitions over ~arts of Turkish territory as contained in the Soviet 
memorandum of1946.',25 

It should also be noted that neutrality is regarded as the fITst characteristic of 

newly formed states. However, western orientation has probably been the most 

fundamental aspect of Turkish foreign policy, which was not only maintained but 

reinforced after the Second World War, during which Turkey acquired the role ofa 

devoted ally ofthe West.253 It is argued that, Turkey's new strategy found support 

from majority of the public and all the political parties, as it was concerned with the 

country's security and acceptance into the civilized Western world.254 

However, Turkey's joining Nato and becoming a partisan in the Cold War, was 

a part of the long-term plan to join the European Union and the West, besides being an 

immediate reaction to the Sovi~t threat. These aspirations for a Western-type 

modernization and becoming a part of Europe, was not a novelty, but a continuation of 

AtatUrk's program of socio-economic development. That is why, such developments 

in the course of Turkish foreign policy making had to be accepted and justified as 

exceptions to that traditional Turkish strategy.255 

It is obvious that despite prejudice of the Arabs and common stereotypes, 

such as the "'untrustworthy Arab and the uncivilized, backward Arab states governed 

by the Sheriat law,,256, that were dominant in the minds ofthe Turkish people, still 

the "'Turkish Republic maintained good relations with all the Arab states in 
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accordance with the 'peace at home, peace abroad' principle of Atatiirk' s foreign 

policy. ,,257 

It should also be noted that in the meantime, Turkey acted completely neutral in 

the war that broke out in 1948. It ''prevented arms shipments and travel to the area of 

conflict by some young Turkish Muslims who wanted to help the Palestinians and a few 

young Turkish Jews who volunteered to help the Israelis.,,258 At the same time, Turkey 

served with the United States and France in the Palestine Conciliation Commission, 

found by the United Nations in 1948, to help the Israelis and Arab states negotiate a 

settlement of the questions between them. In this way, it also had limited, but a direct 

experience in playing the role of a mediator in the Arab-Israeli conflict.159 It showed its 

neutrality also by means of always insisting that a solution should be found through 

" d d' . 260 negotIatIons an ISCUSSlons. 

Turkey has also been careful always to pursue balanced politics in its bilateral 

relations. Even though there were times of crises when these relations were not that 

pleasing, Turkey still tried to preserve its relations with a country no matter what A 

good example to this would be its relations with Israel, right after the Suez Canal Crisis. 

In the immediate a:ftennath of the war, the Turkish minister plenipotentiary 

to Tel Aviv was withdrawn, relations were downgraded to legation level and Israel 

was declared to be a threat to the peace and stability of the region. However, it is 

also argued that on the same day of the withdrawal, 20 November, 1956, the 

Turkish Ambassador to Tel Aviv, Istinyeli made a visit to the Israeli Foreign 

Ministry, declaring that Ankara's decision was just tactic politics and that it did not 

257 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (1993). The Palestinian Question In Turkish Foreign Policy From the 
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imply an anti-Israeli attitude.261 Similar to this, when the Baghdad Pact was 

established, the Democrat Party Government, in order to ease Israel's concerns, 

assured the Israeli government that the Pact would not affect bilateral relations?62 

Even after the 1967 War, when Turkey voted for the UN Resolution 242, which 

was supportive of the Palestinian cause and demanded that Israel withdraw from the 

territories it had occupied, it was careful in its rhetoric against Israel and abstained from 

condemning the Jewish state as the aggressor?63 

It became clear in the early 1980s, that Turkey had no intention of changing its 

foreign policy principles and that it was still fIrmly tied with the West, as long as it 

didn't lose its impartiality. Just as it had previously done, during the wars of 1967 and 

1973, Turkey remained neutral in the Lebanese war. It allowed for the use of the 

Incirlik base by American forces, but also made it clear that it could only be used for 

humanitarian reasons.264 

Turkey, consistently showed efforts not to disturb its relations with any country. 

The message that it wanted to give was that Turkey would never make a decision in 

favor of one country, or one side of the conflict, that would seriously damage its 

relations with another country or the other side/s of the conflict. Kenan Evren, for 

instance, took care to respond to the American concerns. By calling upon the leO 

members to readmit Egypt to membership, Evren was in a way showing U.S.' fears that 
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Turkey would encourage Arab extremism were invalid and that Turkey was aligning 

with the more moderate elements of the Arab worId.265 

Similarly, Turgut Ozal was careful not to alienate Israel during the 1980s, 

when Turkey had good relations with the Arab countries. He made it clear to the 

Arabs that Turkey had no intention of severing its relations with Israel. Just about a 

month before Kenan Evren's participation in the leO Summit in 1984, Ozal said in 

an interview with the Kuwaiti newspaper AI-Anba, that Turkey would maintain 

relations with Israe~ which would neither improve nor deteriorate; that Turkey had 

close relations with the United States, where there was a strong Jewish lobby. 

Besides, as Ozal argued, it was in a way good for the Islamic world that an Islamic 

country, such as Turkey, had an open window to the Western world?66 

During the 1980s, "in line with its policy of praising all sides in order to alienate 

none,,267, Turkey declared its support of both the Shamir Plan of May 1989, and 

Mubarak Plan, mostly to keep the peace process going, one way or the other.268 This 

way, Turkey was signalling that it was in full support of any peace effort, being equally 

favorable to proposals by both the Israeli, as well as the Arab side. 

It is seen that Turkey'S long term goal of being a strong ally of the United 

States has been effective, and even dominant during specific periods, in Turkey's 

foreign policy decisions, inluding those with regard to the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict. 

The first example to prove this would be Turkey's attitude towards the 

conflict in the late 1940s. It is stated that Turkish support for the Arabs continued if 

265 Gruen, George E. (1993, Annual). Turkey's Potential Contribution to Arab-Israeli Peace. 
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it was not contrary to her interests with the Western countries.269 For instance, when 

it voted, for the first time with the West in the United Nations in March 1948, for 

the creation of a reconciliation commission on Palestine, its relations with the Arab 

states were soured, because the act was clearly a sign of Turkey's strong alliance 

with the West, especially the United States?70 Due to its detennination to become a 

trusted partner of the West, Turkey was enticed into recognizing Israel in March 

1949. This was an obvious shift in policy, for which Turkey had recourse to the 

altered circumstances as a consequence of the military success of Israel during the 

1948 Arab-Israeli war.271 The recognition was fITst fonnalized with Turkey'S 

sending a charge d'affaires to Tel Aviv, in 1949, after the Arab-Israeli ceasefires. 

After this de facto recgonition, Turkey's elevation of her emmisary to the level of 

minister plenipotentiary in 1950 was considered as a de jure recognition. Later in 

1952, the two countries exchanged ambassadors.272 

Previously the policies of Turkish authorities were affected by those perceptions 

and attitude ofthe Turkish elite. It is argued that the "ruling Turkish elites had always 

assumed a sense of superiority in relations with the Jews ... The Jews in Turkey were 

unambiguously regarded by the Turks as being timid, passive and compliant.,,273 

However, as a counterargument, it should also be noted that the Turkish 

Representative to the Commission on Palestine, Huseyin Cahit Caglayan gil, had 

presented Ismet Inonu with a report in March 1949, during his visit to Israel. In that 
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report, he had emphasized that Israel's being a communist country hardly seemed 

possible and he insisted that Turkey immediately recongize Israel. 274 

Another example would be the Suez Crisis, one ofthe most critical events in the 

Middle East in the first half ofthe 1950s. As early as 1951, to the disappointment of the 

Arab States, especially Egypt, Turkey sided with the West in protest against Egypt's 

prevention of the passage ofIsraeli ships through the Suez Canal. Though Turkey's 

decision was prudent under international law, still this was a real blow to her relations 

with the Arab world. While Adn~n Menderes, during a visit to Washington, declared 

that it was time for the Arabs to recognize the Israeli state, President Nasser of Egypt, 

was not late in answering him by saying that Turkey was disliked in the Arab world?75 

As can be seen, Turkey's foreign policy decisions during the 1950s went 

through changes in line with the policies of Western, particularly American interests 

in and attitude towards the Middle East. Turkish-Israeli relations especially were, to 

a great extent, shaped by Turkey's relations with the West. According to one 

argument, though the 1962 Cuba crisis and the 1965 United Nations abandonment 

led to concern with regard to Turkey's relations with the West, it took this quite 

some time to affect Israeli-Turkish relations.276 A natural consequence of this was a 

rather ambiguous approach towards both sides of the Arab-Israeli conflict. As, "a 

Turkish commentator later observed, <the indecisiveness of Turkish diplomacy in 

this regard [ Arab-Israeli conflict) has aggravated Arab disenchantment. ,,,277 

Especially during the 1980s, Turkey's policy behaviour towards the Israelis 

and the Palestinians was mostly constituted in line with the Western attitude towards 
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Turkey. 'Turkey's economic, political and trans-societal relations with the Middle 

East were paralleled by an increase in military, political and economic relations with 

the US.',278 The major determinant leading to this was Turkey'S close cooperation 

with the United States in the 1980s, due to the increasing role Turkey had in the 

Middle East. The reasons as to why Turkey beca1I,le so important in the region are 

several. The Iran-Iraq war, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the revolution in 

Iran, which brought a revisionist regime, were the main developments in the 

beginning of this era279 
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Cyprus was probably the major internal incident that has become an 

effective determinant in Turkey's foreign policy decisions. It was significant, both 

in terms of the Turkish attitude towards Israel and the Palestinians, and also in terms 

of its decisions with regard to the specific crises in the Israeli-Palestinian contlict. 

It was for instance, one of the considerations in Turkey's recognition of 

Israel. It was not only for the American aid that Turkey seeked the support of the 

Jewish lobby in the United States. It was also to gain supporters in the Cyprus 

issue?SO 

Similarly, a key reason why Ankara had decided to recognize an 

independent Palestinian state, was its aspiration to strengthen the role ofFatah, the 

leader of which was Arafat, as opposed to those high-level Palestinians, who were 

Orthodox and who sympathized with the Greeks.281 Previously, the PLO had been 

supportive of the Greek Cypriot position that Turkish troops had no right to be on 

Cyprus. Besides it had not upheld the resolutions ofthe Islamic Conference of 

Foreign Ministers that was held in Istanbul in May 1976, and thus has proven that 

they were not supporting the Turkish side. This was a major reason why PLO had 

been able to open an office in Ankara, only in 1979, though Turkey had granted a 

verbal recognition already in 1975?82 

Later on, the incident in 1964, was a major blow for Turkey. ''The Cyprus 

crisis challenged the basic assumptions upon which Turkish defence foreign policy 

had been founded.',283 Turkey was most disappointed upon not receiving the support 

ofthe United States when it was considering intervention in Cyprus. The Johnson 
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Letter was a clear sign that, despite Turkey's complete loyalty to Washington, the 

friendship ofthe United States had major limitations and a committment to the 

Western camp was not necessarily a guarantee to secure Turkey's national 

interests.284 

By abstaining from the voting ofthe UN General Assembly'S decision on 18 

December, 1965, Syria, Egypt and Lebanon had given indirect support to the 

Turkish cause. The fact that direct support had also come from Muslim countries led 

to the reevaluation of Turkey's foreign policy principles by the Turkish General 

Assembly. During the debates at the Assembly, Turkish foreign policy was harshly 

criticized and the need to improve relations with the Third World and Muslim 

. . 11 h' d2~ countrIes was especla y emp aSlZe . 

In March 1965, in an article published in the Bulletin of the Turkish Ministry 

of Foreign Mfairs, a senior official from the Ministry of Foreign Mfairs, Ramit 

Batu, outlined the basic principles Turkey would pursue in her foreign policy from 

that time on?86 It was generally argued in the article that Turkish policy makers had 

carefully examined the mistakes and failures of foreign affairs decisions during 

Menderes' time and they had taken these lessons into consideration while instituting 

a new foreign policy. It was pointed out that, despite the decrease in the priority of 

the Soviet threat, Turkey was not completely ruling out the communist ideology as a 

threat. Besides, it would be as committed to an alliance with the West as the 

previous government had been. The most crucial argument, was probably with 

regard to Turkey's plans for the Middle East region. It was declared that according 
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to Turkey's new strategy Turkey could contribute to the peace ofthe region, only by 

avoiding interference in the relations between the Arabs and the West and also by 

making sure that its pro-Western alliance did not harm its good relations with the 

Arab states:87 What was basically proposed was that Turkey give up its attempt to 

play the leader of the Middle East, as it had done in the 1950s.288 

"The new policy was not meant to result in a shift toward the Arabs at the 

expense of Turkey' s connections with the West. It was rather intended to achieve 

the best of both worlds.',289 It can be said that Turkish foreign policy became a lot 

more cautious during the 1960s. The makers ofpolicy were clearly in an effort to 

stay neutral in the Arab-Israeli conflict, by refraining from any participation in pacts 

or by openly siding with either side. This policy became very clear upon the break 

up of war in 1967. The Demirel Government accepted neither the use of bases in 

Turkey, for aiding Israel, nor the military build-up atthe border with Syria. After 

the war, in both official declarations, as well as in its attitude in international 

forums, Turkey made it clear that it was strictly critical ofIsrael's occupation of 

lands by force. This, however, should not be regarded as a one-sided policy, by 

Turkey, in favor of the Arabs. In reality, Turkey was endorsing its original, 

traditional foreign policy principle and being equally distant to the sides ofthe 

Arab-Israeli conflict. As a proof to this, one can say that Turkey never questioned 

Israel's right of existance, and did not support the attitude; which declared Israel as 

the agressor. Moreover, it rejected the demands of the leO Summit in Rabat, in 

1969, that relations with Israel be completely suspended:
9o 
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Turkish foreign policy decisions were also deeply affected by key players, in 

this context, leaders in Turkish political life. Due to the influence of prominent figures 

such as Adnan Menderes and Turgut Ozal in the ruling party, the decisions made in 

foreign affairs came to reflect the unique ambitions and goals of these leaders. 

For instance, the conservative Democrat Party's association with the United 

States and Britain reached such an extent that, the party almost became a mouthpiece 

of Western interests in the Middle East.291 

Particularly two significant developments during the 1950s, deeply and 

adversely affected Turkey's relations with Israel. FirSt of all, with a rather different 

policy, the Menderes Government, unlike its predecessors, hoped to bring together 

the Arab states in a security framework, in an effort to bind them into a pro-Western 

and anti-communist alliance. For the Democrats, the threat from the Soviet Union 

was very real and they perceived it as a duty for Turkey, which was "the most 

important factor in the preservation of peace in the Near and Middle East, a bridge, 

both culturally and geographically, between the East and the West.',292 This policy 

of a stronger confrontation of communism and the establishment of a northern tier, 

was indeed advocated by the U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles. Adnan 

Menderes, enthusiastic about this 'new look' foreign policy review by Dulles, hoped 

to realize this policy with the Baghdad Pact of 1955. It was this development, 

particularly the inclusion of Iraq in the alliance, that led Turkey to make several 

compromises at the expense ofIsrael. At that point, it was of great significance that 

Turkey rejected to issue a declaration in support for Israel's sovereignty and 

terriotorial integrity. Moreover, with an addendum to the Pact, Turkey made it clear 
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that those articles, related to military assistance at times of crisis, would only be 

valid in the context ofthe problem ofPalestine?93 

Besides other factors, then Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit's personal goals and 

strategies had also been influential in the Turkish attitude towards the Palestinians, in 

the 1970s. "The Question of Palestine was an important tool for the mobilization of 

support from the Arabs ... and the newly emerging 'New Security Concept' of Prime 

Minister Ecevit aimed to strengthen the relations with the countries in the region,,294. It 

was also a result of this consideration that the PLO was permitted to open an office in 

Ankara and the head of the office was recognized with the rank of charge d'affaires. 

This way, Ecevit was showing how friendly Turkey was towards the Arabs?95 

No doubt, Turgut Ozal was another key figure, whose personality was 

strongly felt in Turkey's foreign policy decisions. When his Motherland Party, 

which had a rather Islamic outlook, came to power in 1983, ''the skepticism of 

certain circles in the West concerning Turkey's Western orientation increased.,,296 

However, OzaI wanted to combine the Turkish-Islamic synthesis with modernity. 

That is why, it could be quite wrong to think that his eagerness to reconcile Islamic 

values and nationalism was in any way in opposition with aspiring for Western 

ideals or a Western-oriented foreign policy. "He advocated the economic and 

political integration of Muslim countries into the world system, even if it was 

patently dominated by the USA and its allies. ,,297 He actually believed that the 
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connection with Islam would be beneficial as a foreign policy tool, for making 

Turkey a strong power in the region.',298 

He sought to enhance Turkey's role in the Middle East, believing that this 

would "gain the advantage ofa better bargain with the West, particUlarly with the 

European Economic Community.,,299 It was confirmed in a way that Ozal was 

careful not to change Turkey's identification as a part of both the Western and the 

Islamic world, when his government became the first Turkish government to apply 

for full membership to the EEC?OO According to the argument, the 1980s marked 

the beginning of Turkey's increased role and involvement in the international 

Islamic politics. President Kenan Evren was theftrst Turkish head of state to 

participate in an Islamic Conference, when he attended the ICO Summit in 

Casablanca in 1984. Upon being elected the President of the Islamic Standing 

Committee on Economic and Commercial Cooperation, he declared his content 

about Turkey's growing importance and prestige in the Islamic Conference 

Organization. Regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict, Evren was highly supportive of 

the Arab cause, in his declarations. According to him, the Arab states had to act in 

unity, to be able to defend the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and to be 

capable of defying the Israeli fait-accomplis with a sound and realistic counter 

strategy. 30l 

It was Ozae s strong belief that "Turkey would have to increase its 

involvement in regional politics and assume the role of peacemaker ... and it would 
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have to do more than it had to the preservation of peace in the region.',302 

Considering that he was supportive of the PLO, while at the same time maintaining 

ties with Israel, ()zal's policy seems quite consistent with those of his predecessors. 

Even though he was willing to take an active peace role in the region, he was still 

conscious of Turkey's 'bridge' role between the Middle East and the West and, thus 

he never tried to make Turkey a mediator.303 

In Turkey's recognition of the PLO as the only representative of the 

Palestinians, what was also effective was Turgut Ozal's broader goals. He was 

determined to see Turkey as a regional power in the Middle East and regarded this 

recognition as an important opportunity for the realization ofthis wish. 

Also noteworthy is that economics was at the core of international relations 

for Turgut Ozal. One of the main reasons why he was interested in the Middle East 

was that he hoped for an economic establishment, based on free trade and 

cooperation between the countries ofthe region. At the same time, he strongly 

believed that water could be a source of peace in the region. With his proposal to 

distribute Turkish waters, through pipelines to the Gulfregion, including Israel and 

Syria, he wished to contribute immensely to the creation of a peace environment in 

the Middle East. This proposal, however, was never realized, because it was highly 

costly and also since the Arab countries did not want to open Turkey's way in 

gaining such political weight in the region.304 It is suggested that in actuality, most 

ofOzal's plans for the Middle East did not materialize for several reasons. First of 

all, the enmities in the region, especially the Arab-Israeli conflict, were too strong 

302 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (1993). The Palestinian Question In Turkish Foreign Policy From the 
1950s to the 1990s. [Electronic Version]. International Journal of Middle East Studies. 25, 103 
303 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (1993). 103. 
304 Aral, Berdal. (2001, January). Dispensing with Tradition? Turkish Politics and International 
Society during the Ozal Decade, 1983-93. [Electronic Version]. Middle Eastern Studies. 37, (1), 
76 



92 

and deep to be solved by economic collaboration.. Secondly, the Middle Eastern 

countries were highly dependent on both the United States and the EEC countries to 

be able to form close economic links among themselves.305 

On the other hand, according to Turgut Ozal, Turkey's national interests not 

only in the Caucasus and Central Asia, but also in the Middle East, coincided with 

those of the United States. Besides, he believed that the U.S. could be really 

destructive against its enemies. That is why, it can be argued that, "Ozal conducted his 

policies on the basis of a pro-American bias. He was convinced that Turkey did not 

possess the necessary means and resources to pursue an independent strategy which 

could potentially hann U.S. interests".306 

Beside the Cyprus issue, Turkey's economic concerns and either short-term 

or long-term economic aims are probably the most important internal factor, shaping 

Turkey's reaction to developments in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 

As early as in the late 1940s, economics had started to be an important 

consideration in Turkey's decision making process. It is known that one ofthe 

rationales behind the recognition ofIsrael was Turkey's concerns about the highly-

influential Jewish community in the United States. Turkey was careful not to 

antagonize the American Jews, so that it could guarantee the American aid, to be 

received through the Marshall Plan.307 

It was probably in the 1970s that economics became one of the highest 

priority concerns of Turkish policy makers, due to the" oil crisis, following the 1973 

Arab-Israeli War. 
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"As the founding members of the OPEC such as Iraq, Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait replaced their pacifist policies to act against Israel and her supporters 
in October 1973, the price of oil increased from $5.12 to $ 11.65 per barrel 
almost instantly.,,308 

Even though Turkey was lucky in that it was exempted from the oil 

embargo, as a result of her balanced policy in the 1973 war, still the crisis had 

indirect effects, which led to an increase in Turkey's economic burden.309 In 

addition to the rise in oil prices, the need to benefit from the job opportunities in the 

rich Arab states, were serious concerns that led the Turkish governments to support 

and in return seek the support of the Arab states. It is maintained that the 

deteriorating economic conditions in Ankara was a key factor behind rapproachment 

with the Arabs. "In this respect, development of economic relations is very 

important in this period. The situation forced Turkey to act in the midst of opposing 

lines. Arabs vis-a-vis Israel and Secularism vis-a-vis Islamic principles.,,310 

The fact that 1970s is mentioned as the period, when Turkey was the closest 

to the Palestinians31l is mostly regarded by many as a shift in Turkish foreign 

policy, as a result of various, both domestic as well as external developments. 

According to the argument, the National Salvation Party, which was a partner in the 

coalition governments formed after 1973, had a limited role in the rapproachment 

between Turkey and the Islamic world.312 It was obvious that, economic concerns 

were the real pushing factor behind this policy. 

According to the supporters of this argument, what was considered to be a 

continuation of this policy showed itself clearly in the beginning of the 1980s. As a 
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protest at Israel's annexation of Jerusalem and its declaration making it the 

immutable capital ofIsrael in 1980313
, the Turkish Foreign Ministry made an 

announcement, saying that 

"Turkey has decided to limit its relations with Israel and to mutually reduce 
the level of representation ... because Israel would not retreat from its 
intransigent policy toward the Middle East conflict and the fait accompli that 
it wishes to create in connection with the legal status of Jerusalem.,,31 

Even though many states, including the United States were critical ofIsrael's 

Jerusalem law, which even the United Nations declared to be invalid, Ankara's 

decision was considered too excessive by the United States. It is argued that 

Washington was concerned about Turkey's action, fearing it could disturb the spirit 

of the Camp David Accords and that it would only benefit those extremist countries 

in the region. Turkey, however, was firm in its decision and withdrew all its 

diplomatic personel~ leaving only a second secretary, who would have the title of 

temporary charge d'affaires in Tel Aviv.315 

It was said in the Western press that this decision was a natural outcome of 

Turkey's growing economic dependence on the Arab world, and in a way this was a 

political concession at the expense of Turkey's ties with the West. It was also 

asserted that the, "Saudi assistance of +250 million was delivered to Turkey 

immediately after Turkey's downgrading of diplomatic relations with Israel.,,316 

According to a similar argument, the promised cheque of$75 million, was given to 

Turkey on the very same day that Ankara downgraded its relations with Israe1.317 
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Yet, despite the belief that the financial aid and oil from Saudi Arabia, which serve 

as important economic considerations, it would not be correct to explain the 

reasoning behind Turkey's December 1980 decision, solely by [mancial concerns. 

First of all the status of Jerusalem is an inseparable part of the Palestinian problem 

and also a really sensitive issue. It is most probable that Turkey, already having 

been supporting the Arab cause since the 1960s, felt the need to show similar 

support for the Arabs as a member of the Islamic Conference. What is more, if the 

decision had been made purely out of economic reasons and had been political 

concession, then Turkey would most probably break all its diplomatic relations with 

Israel, according to the demands of the Arab states.3l8 

It is interesting, however, that although Turkey was highly favourable 

towards the Palestinians, and particularly towards their cause in this conflict, its 

relations with the PLO were not that close until late in the 1970s. There was no PLO 

office in Turkey until 1979, even though Turkey had announced its permission, as 

early as 1976, at the Seventh Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers in IstanbuL319 

This delay, is explained by several reasons, among which Turkish 

perceptions ofthe Palestinian Liberation Organization was one of the most 

ifIuentiaL The Turkish government was suspicious of the PLO, believing that it 

aided the terrorist and secessionist groups, such as the Kurds. Indeed, it had every 

reason to think so, since the government had learnt that the Turkish militants were 

receiving training in PLO camps and that the PLO had been involved in various 

terrorist acts. Also highly noteworthy was that the PLO had not been on Turkey's 

side with regard to a very sensitive issue: Cyprus. It had always defended the Greek 
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Cypriots' position, claiming that Turkish troops had no right to be on Cyprus and 

that they should immedjately be withdrawn.32o 

It was [mallyon 5 October 1979 that, upon Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit's 

invitation, Yasser Arafat came to Turkey and the PLO opened its office in Ankara. 

Even though it is hard to change people's perceptions, completely, in one go, the 

Egyptian Embassy Affair had been influential in Turkey's decision to let the PLO 

open an office in Turkey. Due to its cooperation with Turkey, and its help, the 

Egyptian Embassy in Ankara had been rescued from four militants who were 

protesting the peace deal between Israel and Egypt, also demanding that Turkey 

cuts all ties with Egypt. 321 

The fact that Turkey abstained from voting on UN Resolution ES 911, which 

condemned Israel's annexation ofthe Golan Heights and declared that Israel wasn't 

a peace loving state.322
, was in a way a sign that old perceptions of and doubt about 

the Palestinians still existed. The PLO's link with terrorist organizations was 

influential in Turkey's abstention. Turkish authorities were already conscious of 

Kurdish and Armenian terrorists' being trained in the PLO camps. In addition, Israel 

was helpfuL by providing Turkey with information about the activities of these 

groups and by destroying the camp and killing the leader of the ASALA.323 

External factors, particularly the developments and politics at the international 

arena were also a major influence on Turkey, seriously affecting the way policy 

makers perceived their environment and conducted strategies and objectives. 

320 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (1993). The Palestinian Question In Turkish Foreign Policy From the 
1950s to the 1990s. [Electronic Version]. International Journal of Middle East Studies. 25, 98 
321 Ozcan, Gencer. In Faruk Sonmezoglu. (2001). TUrk D!§ PQlitikasmm Analizi. (Analysis of Turkish 
Foreign Policy). Ista..,bul: Der Yaymlan. 165 
3;U Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (1993). 102 
323 Aras, Biilent. (1998). PaIt',stinian Israeli Peace Process and Turkey. New Yorlc Nova Science 
Publishers. 125 



97 

In this context, the end of the Second World War was the beginning of a long 

era in which Turkish foreign policy decisions were made in consideration ofthe Soviet 

threat .324 In a bipolar world, where the United States and the Soviet Union were the key 

powers, around whom politics revolved, Turkey, with its yearning for westernization, 

was keenly on the side of the United States. Thus the most significant concern for those 

who planned Turkey's strategies and made decisions, was communist ideology and 

Soviet expansionism. 

Going back in time,to the aftermath ofthe Second World War, the changein 

Turkey's attitude towards Israel, and the growing importance attached to the 

relations with the Jewish State during the 1950s, can be explained by Israel's 

position during the Korean War. When the State ofIsrael was fIrst established there 

were quite a number ofleft-oriented parties in Israeli politics, which was a real 

concern for Turkey. It had serious doubts about the future political orientation of 

Israel. However, when Israel supported the UN position in Korea, as opposed to the 

neutrality of the Arab countriel25
, it was obvious that Israel also sided with the 

West, especially with the United States, in its fight against international 

Communism. This, naturally led to a relief in Turkish worries.326 Especially after 

the American backing ofIsrael, Turkey had no hesitation in recognizing the Jewish 

state. Despite criticisms made by the Arabs, Turkey became the first Muslim 

country to grant official recognition to Israel. In his declaration, then Turkish 

Foreign Minister Necmettin Sadak answered these criticisms by saying that, " The 
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state ofIstael is a fact. More than thirty countries have recognized it. Arab 

representatives, too, are talking to the Israeli representatives.,,327 

The developments in international politics have also been important in 

Turkey's changing foreign policy preferences during the 1960s. Basically there 

seemed to be a retreat in the threat of international communism. The early 1960s 

witnessed a period of detente between the Soviet Union and the United States. There 

was also an improvement in the Soviet relations with Arab countries. All of these 

developments made Turkey more relaxed in pursuing her diplomacy during this 

period. The filct that Turkish foreign policy in the Middle East was no longer going to 

be strictly dependent on its allignment with the West, became evident with the 

incidents during the second half of the 1960s.328 

Two other developments at the international level, played a leading role in 

stimulating Turkey's encouragement of the Palestinian cause. The first was the 

acceptance by the United States that Palestinians could also be represented at a 

Middle East Conference in 1977. The second was the joint declaration by the Soviet 

Union and the United States on 1 October, 1977, in which the U.S. used the phrase, 

, the legitimate rights ofthe Palestinians' for the frrst time.329 

One of the consistencies in Turkish foreign policy, with regard to the Israeli 

Palestinian conflict, has been that Turkey has always made its decisions in line with 

the relevant United Nations resolutions. Even during times of crises, when Turkey 

was in a dilemma, due to the interplay of various factors, not knowing how to 

decide and what reaction to show to specific events, it has most often acted in line 

with international law. 
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For instance, the dealings between Turkey and Israel were seriously 

handicapped when Israel attacked Egypt in 1956, during the Suez Canal war330 and 

invaded the Simli Peninsula. During a short period, after the Suez-Sinai crisis, 

Turkey faced a major dilemma. On the one hand, Iraq, one of its Baghdad Pact ally, 

insisted that Turkey breaks of its diplomatic relations with Israel and join the Arab 

countries in their boycott ofIsrael; on the other hand Britain, another Baghdad Pact 

ally, had taken sides with France and Israel in attacking Egypt. To complicate 

matters even more, the United States had been critical of and condemned the 

tripartite British-French-Israeli action. After long hours of debate, Turkey [mally 

decided to join the United States in its condemnation of Israel and calling for the 

withdrawal of the Israeli forces in the UN.33I On November 26, 1956 the Turkish 

Foreign Ministry, made its announcement regarding the issue. Accordingly, 

"The Turkish Government has always supported a solution of the 
Palestine problem within the framework of the resolutions of the UN 
General Assembly, and has made continuous efforts in this direction both 
inside and outisde the United Nations Organization. Noting with regret that 
this problem-which continues to be a very basic source of disorder and 
danger in the Near East- has not been solved so far, the Turkish Government 
has decided to recall its Minister in Tel Aviv, who will not return to his post 
until ajust and [mal solution of the Palestine question has been achieved.',332 

Like its predecessors, the Menderes Government has consistently declared 

Turkey'S sincere committment to the goals of the United Nations and its will to 

cooperate with the UN in achieving peace among nations of the world. The 

agreement with Pakistan, in this regard, was claimed to be just like the Athlantic 
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Pact, being totally in line with the high principles of the UN, trying to establish 

. d 333 secunty an peace. 

Turkey's reponse in the immediate aftermath of the 1967 Arab-Israeli war was 

again in accordance with the approach of the United Nations. It was not only 

supportive ofthe Arab case, but it also defended, in line with Resolution 242, Israel's 

obligation to withdraw from the territories it had occupied during this war.334 

When the foreign ministers of 14 Arab states met in an Islamic Conference 

in Rabat, Morocco in 1969, Turkey was among the states who participated in the 

organization, after the Demirel government closely consulted with the Turkish 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs and decided that this would be required on foreign 

policy grounds: Yet, this was only a de facto participation, since the Demirel 

Government had reservations with regard to Turkey's secular, constitutional 

characteristic and its foreign policy. Turkey participated because it considered this 

not as a religious, but rather a political conference which had, on its agenda, such 

issues like the status of Jerusalem and the fire at the al-Aqsa Mosque.335 What is 

more, even though the participant Arab states put pressure on Turkey during the 

meetings, so that Turkey would accept the Conference resolutions and severe its 

relations with Israel, Turkey never gave in to these pressures and maintained 

relations with the Jewish state.336 

"The Turkish delegate to the Rabat conference said that Turkey 
would approve, without reservation, criticizing Israel for not conforming 
with the United Nations resolutions, should the conference eventually decide 
on this, but added that Turkey would not go beyond criticism to 
condemnation,,337. 
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It should also be mentioned that even though Turkey seemed to be trying to 

improve her relations with her Arab neighbours and to bolster their cause, during the 

1960s, it was definitely not open and very clear about its support to the Palestinians. 

illdeed, this was mostly due to the fact that Turkey sticked to the decisions of the 

United Nations, and refrained from taking any other decision. For instance, the 

Turkish delegation did not sign the Final Communique of the Rabat Conference, since 

it advocated encouragement and aid to the Palestinian people in their fight for their 

national rights and independence. As the then Foreign Minister and the head of the 

delegation, Thsan Sabri <;aglayangil declared, Turkey could support the resolutions of 

the Conference only if they were compatible with the UN resolution Turkey had voted 

for. He also insisted that the Palestinian Question could only be discussed in the 

general context of human rights, not national rights338
• ill this case, there was no 

mention of the Palestinian people by name in the UN Resolution 242 and that is why, 

Turkey seems consistent in its policy, by not putting its signature under the Final 

Communique ofthe Rabat Conference.339 

The 1973 Arab-Israeli War, probably the chief event in the early 1970s, 

seems to have elucidated the shift in Turkish foreign policy in this decade Not only 

did Turkey not let the U.S. use Turkish military facilities to send aid to Israel, but it 

also permitted the Soviet Union to use its airspace, in order to resupply aircraft 

heading to Syria and Egypt.340 This is argued to be a defmite shift away from 

neutrality, to active political support to the Arabs in the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
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This might, however, also be regarded as a consistent policy for Turkey, 

considering that there was growing emphasis on the Palestinian issue and increasing 

sympathy for the Palestinians at the United Nations, as well. In 1974, the UN 

seemed to be highly supportive of the Palestinian cause, when it mentioned, for the 

frrst time on 22 November 1974, the right of the Palestinians to national 

independence and sovereignty and invited the PLO to the General Assembly and to 

conferences with an observer status.341 

Turkey, naturally, voted in favor of the UN resolutions and also supported 

any proposal in the General Assembly which invited the PLO to participate in the 

discussions of the UN. The reason why one can reckon this a change in traditional 

Turkish policy was that most ofthe Western countries either abstained from the 

voting procedure or voted against these proposals, simply due to the fact that none 

ofthem made a reference to the UN Resolution 242. The fact that Turkey gave full 

support to these proposals, which did not at all, refer to the right of the existence of 

the Israeli state, was a sign that the emphasis in Turkey had moved to the 

Palestinians. 342 Later in 1975, Turkey recognized the PLO as the sole legitimate 

representative of the Palestinian people and also voted in favor of the UN resolution 

which declared Zionism to be a type of racism.343 Even though these moves look 

like alterations in Turkish foreign policy at the outset, considering that Turkey has 

always moved with the international community and that not only the Arab League, 

but also the United Nations had recognized the PLO as the sole representative of the 

Palestinians, one can also say that there was continuity in Turkey's policy making in 

general. 
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Kenan Evren's participation in the ICO Summit in Casablanca in 1984, his 

declarations supportive of the Palestinian cause in the Arab-Israeli conflict was 

reported in the Western press, as an adjustment in Turkey's foreign policy. 

However, there was actually no sign and no declaration in Evren's speech, which 

would imply such a change. One of the things he had also mentioned was the 

moderate Fez Plan, that had been accepted in the Arab Summit in 1982. It should 

not be taken for granted, since the plan implicitly recognized Israel. What is more, 

Turkey's tradition of approving the final declarations of the Islamic Conferences 

with reservations, continued at the Casablanca summit.344 

It is held that relations between Turkey and Israel started to improve in 1986, 

when Turkey assigned Ekrem Glivendiren, a diplomat with a personal rank of 

ambassador and when the foreign ministers ofthe countries met at the United Nations. 

It should not be ignored, however, that there was no change in relations at the formal 

level. Though there was an increase in commercial ties and an expansion in tourism, 

Turgut Ozal's government was critical of "Israel's foreign policy, including the air 

raid on the PLO headquarters in Tunisia in October 1985.,,345 Cultural relations were 

not in good shape, especially after the Intifada broke out in 1987. Similar to the 

approach of the Western European countries, Turkey condemned the violent response 

of the Israelis to the Palestinian uprising in the occupied territories. It is ?rgued that 

this was totally in line with the approach of the European Community in its Venice 

Declaration in 1980?46 In March 1988, "The Turkish Grand National Assembly 

unanimously adopted a communique stating: We donounce the violent actions of the 
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Israelis against the Palestinians living in the occupied territories and the inhuman 

violation of Palestinians , human rights.',347 

Along with the developments in the domestic scene and the international 

arena, Turkey was also influenced by all the occurences and changes in the Middle 

East. This influence, naturally affected Turkey's relations with and attitude towards 

the sides of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 

No wonder that the year 1958 stands out as the high point ofpolitical 

cooperation with Israe~ regardless of the fact that diplomatic representation was stilI 

at legation level. At a time when Arab radicalism was at its height, when both 

"Jerusalem and Ankara were deeply concerned about Soviet-backed Communist and 

Nasserist subversion ofthe region,,348 and when the pro-Western Hashemite rule in 

Iraq was overthrown, Turkey was willing to seek a strategic relationship with Israel. 

In this regard, Israeli Prime Minister David Ben Gurion's visit to Ankara and offer 

of a secret project was very timely. The project, or the so-called Periphery Pact, was 

mainly a result ofIsrael's goal to formalize its extention of its relations to countries 

other than the Arab states, including Turkey as well as Ethiopia and Iran. The 

project foresaw secret cooperation in military, diplomacy and security areas349, and 

in a way, reflected the concerns over instability in Syria, Lebanon, Jordan and 

Iraq350. For the Turkish side, it was a sign of Turkey's distrust in and suspicion of 

the Arab states35
!, exacerbated by the latest regional developments. 

On the other hand, the emergence of an optimistic environment, made it 

easier for Turkey to have an even-ended policy in the region, during the late 1980s. 
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In 1988, the PLO announced the acceptance of UN Resolution 242, implicitly 

recognizing Israel and also renouncing terrorism and accepting the princip Ie of land 

for peace. Along with the international community, which happily welcomed this 

diplomatic development, Turkey immediately extended recognition to the state of 

Palestine, on the first day of its existence.352 

With this decision, Turkey was accepting the PLO as the only representative of 

the Palestinian people and also approving the right of the Palestinians to seIf-

determination. It should also be noted that the Intifada, which had significantly 

increased sympathy for the Palestinians, and created public pressure, was very 

influential in Turkey's making such a decision.353 

In conclusion, it could be said that during the cold war period, Turkey's 

relations with Arabs and her foreign policy in the Middle East have developed in the 

context of duality. This duality is an important result of Turkey's geopolitical position, 

as well as the Westernization policy that has been followed since the Ottoman period. 

Accordingly, oil, much needed economic aid and the Cyprus issue have been the three 

main factors which vitalized this duality and led Turkey to realize two foreign policy 

goals at the same time. One of the goals is to maintain relations with Israel, while the 

other is to support the Palestinian cause at any political platform and to enhance 

bilateral economic relations with the Arab states. It has been strongly emphasized that 

Turkey's poliy towards the Arab-Israeli conflict has mainly been formed in an effort to 

al 354 
create a balance between these two go s. 
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According to an argument, it was only during the 1970s that Turkey started 

openly favoring the Palestinian cause. The fact that it had avoided discussing 

Palestine at the 1969 Rabat Conference, is shown as a major proof of this. 

Nevertheless, I feel that Turkey had always regarded the Palestinian problem, 

particularly the refugees, both as a political and a humanitarian issue 355. There does 

not seem to be any doubt with regard to Turkey's support for the Palestinian cause, 

and the fact that it began openly favoring the cause during the 1970s, should not be 

misleading. This is rather the result of Turkey' s cautious foreign policy. After an 

analysis ofits cold-war foreign policy, especially with regard to the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict, it is most clear that Turkey has consistently acted along with the 

international community and refrained from making declarations and decisions 

which would be contradictory to the decisions of the United Nations and the 

international community. 

Obviously, there have been many factors, both internal and external, which 

have been critical during Turkey's decision making process. Until the 196080 cold-

war politics, fear of Soviet threat and the eagerness to be a strong ally ofthe United 

States had been dominant in Turkey's decisions, often leading to unbalanced 

relations with the sides of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict. It was only after the mid 

1960s, that Turkey began to construct its foreign policy with regard to the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict, along more balanced lines, again as a result both domestic, and 

also international developments. What is consistent among all these, is that Turkey's 

diplomatic relations with the Israelis and the Palestinians, and its attitude towards 

the conflict, have mostly been shaped, not only by the specific developments and 

355 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (1993). The Palestinian Question In Turkish Foreign Policy From the 
1950s to the 199Os. [Electronic Version]. International Journal of Middle East Studies. 25, 96 
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incidents in the conflict, itself: but rather by regional and international 

developments, and events, changes within Turkey. 

It is, without doubt, difficult to give an answer, fuced with the question, 

"what was Turkey's foreign policy with regard to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, 

during the cold-war years?" The difficulty stems from the fact that shifts in 

Turkey's relations with Israel, the Palestinians and the Arab governments, often 

confuse people's minds. Still, it can be said that Turkish support to the Palestinian 

cause has not been more or less than that of the international community. It has 

voted in favor of the United Nations resolutions with regard to the conflict. At the 

same time, it was careful to preserve its relations with all sides. Even during times 

of crises, when level of representation was downgraded, Turkey has always kept 

diplomatic relations with Israel, never completely cutting of ties, as demanded by 

the Arab governments from time to time. 
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2. Post-Cold War Period 

The fact that the world was experiencing the beginning of a new era, defmed by 

uncertainty, became apparent first and foremost by the dissolution of multiethnic 

socialist federations. On December 21, 1991, the Soviet Union formally came to an end 

with the signing of the Alma Ata Declaration and a year later, on April 27 , 1992, the 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia was declared, manifesting the disintegration of 

Yugoslavia.356 

The international system definitely got more complex in this era, as a 

consequence of the emergence of new states. All ofa sudden, there was a 

conspicuous increase in the number of different type of states, all with the capacity 

to interact with each other. It is said that globalization, as well as fragmentation are 

simultaneously suitable concepts, which characterize the new international system 

in the post-Cold War era.357 

An obvious change in the geostrategic plane, as a result ofthe end of 

bipolarity was naturally the emergence of the United states as the single, dominant 

superpower. It was expected that despite the relative development of powers like 

Japan and some leading European countries, which especially extend their military 

and security capabilities, the United States would be unchallenged in the global 

security system and that it would go on playing the central role. What is more, 

according to one hypothesis, the mid-range powers would [md more space to both 

manouever and also to extend their influence in this new era, as opposed to their 

rather minor and tixed roles in the bipolar environment of the Cold War years.358 

356 Kut, ~ule. ''The contours of Turkish foreign policy in the 199Os", p.1 and p.IS-footnote #1 in, in 
Rubin, Bary and Kemal Kiri~¢. Turkey in World Politics. Istanbul: Bogaziyi University Press, 2002 
357 Laos, Nicolas K. (1999, December-2000, February). International Security in the Post-Cold War 
Era. [Electronic Version]. Perceptions. N, 4, 2 of the article. 
358 Oni!}, Ziya. (1995, winter). Turkey in the post-Cold War era: In search of identity. [Electronic 
Version]. The Middle East Journal. 49, (1), 50 
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In the light of another thought, however, this new international system, 

would not enable one single state to dominate all the power in its own hands. There 

are six main geopolitical actors, simply the United States, EU, China, Japan, Russia 

and India, which have the capacity to alter the geopolitical image of the new 

world359 and this new order "obliges the United States, for the first time in its 

history, to found its foreign policy on the maintenance of balance-of-power 

arrangements, since the global security system of the post-Cold War era should be 

based on Nato, Russia, China, Japan and India.,,36o 

The end of the Cold War period and the demise of the Soviet Union had . 

major implications for the Middle East region, as well. While some Israelis were 

glad to welcome the changes in world power realities, hoping that the Arabs would 

be less likely to make war since the Soviet support had been withdrawn, others were 

concerned that the value of Israel as a strategic ally to the United States, would 

decrease due to the fact that the 'evil empire' was no longer a factor?61 

Following the end of an era, the major incident, which took not only the 

Middle East but also the world by suprise and which led to serious concern was the 

Iraqi annexation of Kuwait. To summarize the factors that led to the annexation, 

:frrst of all Saddam Hussein claimed historical territorial rights over Kuwait. 

Secondly, he did not have port facilities in the Gulf and he was in serious debt due 

to long years of fighting with Iran. What is more, he resented the Sabah family in 

K . who h 1, il' 1 362 UWaIt, IC l\.ept a PrIces ow. 

359 Laos, Nicolas K. (1999, December- 2000, February). International Security in the Post-Cold War 
Era. [Electronic Version]. Perceptions. N, 4, 1 
360 Laos Nicolas K. (1999, December- 2000, February). 6 
361 Bick~n, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). Arab Israeli Conflict. New Jersey: Prentice 
Hall. 249 
362 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). 250 
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Since it was the fear of Sad dam Hussein acquiring the control of over 40 

percent ofthe world's oil reserves, it did not take long for the international 

community to respond. Four days after the invasion, the UN Security Council 

adopted a trade embargo on Iraq and within weeks, a multinational naval force was 

in the Gulf to blockade Iraq. By November, using military force to remove Iraqi 

forces from Kuwait, appeared as a logical option to the Bush administration, since 

the economic sanction could take too long to solve the problem and could even 

strengthen Saddam Hussein. Until January 15,1991, which was the dateline for 

Iraqi withdrawal, set by the UN Security Council Resolution 678, efforts to end the 

crisis with diplomacy turned out to be rather futile. The talks between the United 

States and Iraq, broke down in December and the U.S. Secretary of State Baker and 

Tariq Aziz, the Iraqi foreign minister, failed to reach an agreement in Geneva. That 

is why, the coalition forces, led by the United States launched the 'Operation Desert 

Storm', as a result of which Kuwait was liberated on February 27 and a formal 

fi . d'· A ril 363 cease rre was slgne m p . 

What is most significant about this incident was that it was a confrrmation of 

the end of the Cold War in the Middle East. The fact that the Soviet Union 

supported the United Nations sanctions and approved the stationing of American 

forces in Saudi Arabia was a proof ofthe consensus between the United States and 

the Soviet Union on a number of issues such as the threats of potentially volatile 

regional conflicts. Moreover, Israel's claim that restricting the solution of the Arab-

Israeli conflict solely to the future of Palestinians, not including aU the Arab states, 

was verified.364 

363 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). Arab-Israeli Conflict. New Jersey: Prentice 

HaIl, Inc. 251 
364 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). 250 
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The Gulf Crisis definitely had high importance for Israe~ though "it played a 

very low-key role in the crisis, at the request of the United States,,365 The war, first 

of al~ increased Israel's security concerns. Even though it found itself capable of 

withstanding an Iraqi attack, still the risk: of war, with the possibility of chemical 

weapons being used was frightening. Secondly, Israel became more anxious now 

that its role as the main ally of the United States was undermined. Besides, there 

were signs that in the new post-Cold War era; the U.S. would consider Israel's 

failure to solve the issue of occupied territories as an obligation.366 

With regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict, the war in the Gulf obviously 

shifted the world's attention away from the Intifada and how Israel handled it. Even 

though there was no conspicuous change in the·way Arabs and Israelis perceived 

each other, there certainly was alteration in the balance of power in the conflict. It is 

said that while Israel was strengthened, the PLO's reputation was seriously damaged 

and Arafat's power base was weakened. This was a natural outcome of Arafat' s 

siding with and supporting Saddam Huseing during the war.367 Stil4 Saddam's 

trying to make a connection between his war and the cause of the Palestinians, 

created an impetus for the immediate future to find solutions to the future of the 

Palestinians.368 

365 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). 250-1 
366 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). 251 
361 "Be coherent, Dahlan tens arafat". The Economist. November 1 th_23

nt, 2001. 44 
368 Bickerton, Ian J. and Klausner, Carla L. (1998). 254-5 
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With the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and a change in the global balance of 

power there emerged one after the other, a series of conflicts, in different regions of 

the world. The world became eyewitness to crises in the Balkans and the Caucasus, 

which have emanated out of "pent-up ethnic and micro-nationalistic ambitions,,369, 

while at the same time the Middle East struggled with two successive Gulf wars. 

What was significant about these conflicts was that they had major commonalities. 

"They erupted in Turkey's own neighborhood; they had no direct cause-and effect 

relationship with Turkey; yet they almost invariably had a negative impact on 

US.,,:370 

In such an international and regional environment "'Turkey has transformed 

its foreign policy and self-image more thoroughly than any noncommunist country 

in the post-Cold War era.',371 With the collapse of the Eastern bloc and the 

communist system, Ankara became increasingly worried that the drastic changes 

that took place, implied a decrease in the geostrategic value that Turkey had enjoyed 

as an ally ofthe West and a crucial part of the Nato alliance during the Cold War 

years.372 Indeed, these fears seemed to be justified in the immediate aftermath of the 

end of the Cold War, since there was also debate in the United States with regard to 

whether Turkey could be as important for the United States in the future, as it had 

been for Nato during the Cold War years. In this atmosphere, 

"In the absence of a Soviet threat, problematic issues relating to human 
rights, Cyprus, and the Caucasus became more prominent on Washington's 
agenda America's traditionally strong military relationship to Turkey was 
called into question, economic and military assistance programs were 

369 Unaydm, Solmaz. (2002, winter). Turkey's Policy Toward the Middle East and the Question of 
Iraq. Turkish Policy Quarterly. 32 
370 Unaydm, Solmaz. (2002, winter). 35 
371 Rubin, Barry. (2002). A transformed international role. In Barry Rubin and Kemal Kiri§9i. 
Turkey in World Politics. Istanbul: Bogazi'li University Press. 1 
372 Oni§, Ziya. (1995, winter). Turkey in the post-Cold War era: In search of identity. [Electronic 
Version]. The Middle EastJoumal. 49, (1). 49 
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reduced and eventually zeroed out, and even cash purchases of arms and 
equipment became subject to congressional holds.',373 

However, in a short period of time, it was seen that even though the Cold 

War was behind, there were still threats and challenges such as terrorism and the 

spread of weapons of mass destruction. In facing these threats, Turkey was not on 

the Southern Flank, as sometimes codenamed in the Nato alliance, but rather on 

the front line and Nato needed Turkey's cooperation for mutual defence.374 What is 

more, the emergence of both new states neighbouring the country, as well as ethnic 

conflicts brought about a totally new agenda and "in this situation Turkish foreign 

policy required a new strategy, identity and set of goals.',375 

Besides, 

"Ozal did not at all think that Turkey's geopolitical and strategic 
significance for the Western world diminished with the coming to an end of 
the Cold War. He instead saw the emergence ofa Turkic world and the 
developments in the Balkans as an opportunity to expand the Turkish 
influence in international politics. According to Ozal, as a remnant of an 
empire, Turkey was bound to show close interest in territories formerly ruled 
by the Ottoman Empire. This meant that Atatiirk's motto peace at home, 
peace in the world, which precluded active involvement outside Turkey's 
borders, could no more be a valid principle of Turkish foreign policy.,,376 

For this reason, its major occupation became, finding a new role which 

would both be within the Western strategy and also ensure Turkey's continued 

importance. When the map of Eurasia was redrawn with Soviet Union's 

dismantling, the most logical option for Turkey was to present itself as a bridge 

373 Parris, Mark R. (2003, spring). Starting Over: US-Turkish Relations in the Post-Iraq War Era. 
ThrlQsh Policy Quarterly. 6 
374 Robertson, George. (2002, winter). Nato and the New Threats. TUrkish Policy Quarterly. 6 
375 Kut ~ule. The contours of Turkish foreign policy in the 1990s. In Barry Rubin and Kemal 
Kiri~yi: (2002). Turkey in World Politics. Istanbul: Boga.zi9i University Press. 7 
376 Aral, Berdal. (2001, January). Dispensing with Tradition? Turkish Politics an.d International 
Soiety during the Ozal Decade, 1983-93. [Electronic Version}. Middle Eastern Studies. 37, (I), 78 
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between the West and the Caucasus and the TurIdc republics of the former Soviet 

Union.311 

Beside the main geopolitical actors such as the United States, China or 

Russia, there were states, which could not change the geopolitical image of the new 

era, but had high significance due to their geographical position and the impact they 

could have on the actions of the main geopolitical actors. Along with Israel, 

Ukraine, Azerbaijan and South Korea, Turkey was also among these states.318 

Regardless ofits domestic problems, Turkey was essential as a stabilizing actor in 

the Black Sea and in terms of balancing Russia's influence in the Caucasus, not to 

mention its important services within Nato. What is more, it could also playa key 

role in countering tetTOrism and Islamic fundamentalism through bilateral 

cooperation with Israe1.319 

Even though there was fear of insecurity and isolation along with economic 

benefits that were rather uncertain, it would not be wrong to say that there were 

significant changes brought about by the new era, which had crucial implications for 

Turkey. 

First of alI, the integration of former Soviet republics and Eastern Europe in 

the global economy implied long-term trade and investment opportunities for 

Turkey. Secondly, Turkey's domestic polity was seriously affected. With 

communism collapsed and no longer a Soviet security threat, the process of 

democratization in Turkey would be enhanced. The major reason was that, 

ideological differences were mostly eliminated and the major political parties, in 

terms of their policies, had converged. Especially with regard to economic issues 

377 Stone, Leonard A. (2001, June--July). Turkish Foreign Policy: Four Pillars of Tradition. 
fElectronic Version]. Perceptions. VI. 2, 6 ofthe article 
}7i Laos, Nicolas K. (1999, December- 2000, February). International Security in the Post-Cold War 
Era. [Electronic Version]. Perceptions. lV, 4, 4 
379 Laos, Nicolas K. (1999, December- 2000, February). 4 
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such as the domains of the state and the market, the disagreement between the left-

of-center social democratic and right-of-center conservative parties had, to a large 

extent, died OUt.
380 

Secondly, in two years time, the number ofTurkey's neighbors doubled. 

While it formerly had land borders with Greece, Bulgaria, the Soviet Union, Syria, 

Iraq and Iran, with the end ofthe cold war, the number of its neighbors rose to 

twelve with the addition of Romania, Ukraine, the Russian Federation, Azerbaijan, 

Armenia, Georgia and Cyprus. According to Sule Kut, Turkey enjoyed good 

relations with many of these states. With the exception of former neighbours 

Greece, Iran, Iraq and Syria, Turkey had bilateral problems only with Armenia, 

among the newly independent states. While links with Albania, Romania and 

Bulgaria improved significantly, favourable ties were established with the 

independent Central Asian Republics (Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, 

Kyrgyzstan), four states of former Yugoslavia, as well as with Ukraine, Moldova, 

Azerbaijan. In this regard, it would not be wrong to claim that Turkey became a 

diplomatically active country in the post-Cold War era.381 

The reason why Turkey's policy in this era became relatively more active, is 

because it could not escape involvement in the solution of conflicts and crises, in the 

emergence of which, it had no role. Leaders from probably all these new states, such 

as Ukraine, Georgia, or Bosma-Herzegovina, visited Turkey, seeking its SUpport.382 

What is more as believed by Turgut (hal, the end of the Cold War and the 

dismantling of the Soviet bloc, turned Turkey into a model for a vast region from 

the Adriatic to Central Asia. The emergence of the new Central Asian republics, that 

380 Oni§, Ziya. (1995, winter). Turkey in the post-Cold War era: In search of identity. [Electronic 
Version]. The Middle East JournaL 49, (1), 49 
381 Kut, ~ule. The contours of Turkish foreign policy in the 19908. In Barry Rubin and Kemal 
Kiri§yi. (2002). Turkey in World Politics. Istanbul: Bogaziyi University Press. 10-11 
3&2 Kut, ~ule. In Barry Rubin and Kemal Kiri~yi. (2002). 8 
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share a common religious, cultural and linguistic heritage with Turkey, is thought to 

be a confinnation that Turkey has a broader identity, which obviously extends 

beyond just a European one. As seen in the beginning of this new era, Turkey did 

not consider this as a weakness or a disadvantage, but rather as an asset. 383 "The 

principle objective of Turkish foreign policy towards the Central Asian republics 

can be conceived of as helping these countries to become secular democracies and 

progress towards a market economy.,,384 

However, these republics had serious economic problems and Turkey did not 

have the necessary "fmanciaI muscle to invest substantially in these republics,,385 

and thus was unable to satisfY their foreign investment needs. Consequently, 0zal 

was well aware that Turkey, by itself, could not be able to solve the problems of 

these states. For this purpose, he tried to make Turkey a channel for Western and 

Japanese investments in the exploration, production and distribution of oil and gas 

of these repUblics. Even though it managed to allocate one billion dollars of aid and 

trade credits to them, still Turkey was not very successful in providing much 

economic assistance to the Turkic repub lics during 0zal' s presidency.386 

On the other hand, 0zal shifted his attention to international economic 

cooperation, in order to make up for Turkey's lack of material resources. Within this 

context, he played a vital role in invigorating the Economic Cooperation 

Organization. Membership of the organization, which was first formed between 

Turkey, Pakistan and Iran, was extended to five Turkic republics: Kyrgyzstan, 

Tajikistan, Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan in February 1992. The major 

383 bni~, Ziya. (1995, winter). Turkey in the post-Cold War era: In search ofidentity. [Electronic 
Version]. TheMiddleEastJoumal. 49, (1), 49 
384 Stone, Leonard A. (2001, June-July). Turkish Foreign Policy: Four Pillars of Tradition. 
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385 Stone, Leonard A. (2001, June-July). 5 
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goal of this establishment was to coordinate transportation and communications, 

loosen customs tariffs and create ajoint investment bank between the member 

states. The Western world was also approving of such an establishment, in which 

Turkey tightened its relations with the Turkic Republics, which in this way, would 

not easily be opened to Islamic influence from Iran.387 

One major difficulty for Turkey, with regard to its foreign policy toward 

Central Asia, was to maintain the precarious balance. While it tried to create special 

relations with these republics, that would grant it a preferential position in their 

foreign relations, it also tried to assure Russia that it had no pan-Turkic intentions, 

or a desire for regional leadership. This proved almost impossible and Turkish 

leaders, especially in their declarations, could not prevent ambiguities and being 

misinterpreted?88 On his visit to Central Asian states in April 1992, Si11eyman 

Denrirel, for instance, "declared that Turkey had no intention of patronizing the new 

republics, but at the same time he spoke of the possibility of establishing an 

association of a sovereign Turkic world,,389, as if to confirm Russian fears that 

Turkey wanted to replace Russian influence in the region. It is also argued that 

despite the broad sympathy of Turks for the peoples of the Muslim republics of 

Central Asia, the idea of a pan-Turkish union was just a dream for only a group of 

ultra-nationalist politicians. 390 

There should also be note of how Turkey's role and attitude in this new era 

was perceived by the Arabs. According to an Arab observer, with the end of the 

Cold War, which removed the threat from the Soviet Union and which opened up 

387 Aral, Berdal. (2001, January). Dispensing with Tradition? Turkish Politics and International 
Society during the Ozal Decade. 1983~93. [Electronic Version]. Middle Eastern Studi<:;s. 37, (1), 
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new vistas in Central Asia, "Turkey was like someone who woke up in the morning 

and found a big treasure beside his bed.',391 However, Turkey's relations with 

especially the Muslim republics of Central Asia were watched with suspicion by the 

Arab states. For some, Turkey's new policy was described as 'new Ottomanism' 

and for others, it was 'new Turkish imperialism'. It was feared that when Turkey 

opened up to Central Asia, there would form two blocs, namely the Turkish world 

as against the Arab world, which would lead to rivalry between the two and thus 

upset the balance of the region?92 

However, when the outcomes of Turkish initiatives, in the long run are 

examined, it is noticed that Arabs had no need to worry. In spite of0zal's fervor, 

relations with the Turkic republics did not tum out to be as gainful as expected. 

This might be explained by Turgut 0zal's excessive pragmatism, over optimism 

and his lack of understanding of the true nature and experience of these Turkic 

republics. The fact that Ozal, ''was part of a political establishment which viewed 

the Turkic republics as a homogenous whole which needed the helping hand of 

Turkey as the 'big brother",393 and that he did not try to understand and take into 

consideration at all, ''the distinct histories, ethnic and cultural characteristics, 

political traditions, collective aspirations,,394 of these republics, are possible 

reasons why Turkey failed to come up with a practical strategy and ended up with 

disappointment in its relations. 

While it is true that Turkey did not succeed in achieving some of its goals, it 

still had the will and the opportunity to take advantage of the new environment, by 

391 Bengio, Ofra and Gencer Ozcan. (2000, March-May). Changing Relations: Turkish-Israeli-Arab 
Triangle. [Electronic Version]. Perceptions. V, 1, 2 
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being more active beyond its borders. In this regard, 'furkey's efforts, in general, are 

considered pretty successfue95 

The Black Sea Economic Cooperation Scheme, Turkey's "first active foreign 

policy initiative,,396 was a highly crucial step towards regional economic 

cooperation development during this era. It is believed that, "the pursuit of regional 

cooperation initiatives has emerged as an important foreign policy trend across 

southern Europe and Turkey has made a substantial contribution to this trend,,397 

with this project. The origins of the scheme, the formal agreement of which was 

final1y signed in 1992, go back to 1990 and Turkey has been pivotal in coming up 

with the idea and the necessary steps towards implementation. It is also noteworthy 

in that, the initiative was "a sign of Turkey's new activism and its involvement in 

additional regions.,,398 The BSEC, which included Armenia, Azerbaijan, Russia, 

Romania, Moldova, Georgia, Bulgaria, Greece; Turkey and Ukraine, is a rather 

loose agreement unlike the European Union, which required fun political and 

economic union among its members. The flexibility of this arrangement provided 

such an environment that the participant states could closely cooperate both among 

themselves, and also develop bilateral and multilateral relations with non-member 

stateS.399 

The basic goal behind the BSEC, particularly for Turkey was to open up a 

formerly closed market and establish a free~trade area Also among the initial 

priorities were improving communications and infrastructure, as well as fostering 

395 Kut, ~ule. The contours of Turkish foreign policy in the 1990s. In Barry Rubin and Kemal 
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administrative reforms which would further commercial relations.40o However, upon 

a more thorough examination, it can be seen that the benefIts of the organization can 

go well beyond economic gains. "A leading architect of the Black Sea Project 

regards it as perhaps Turkey's fIrst independent regional initiative in fIfty years, and 

one with potentially important security, as well as economic and political 

consequences.'0401 While it was not dependent on Turkey'S relations with the United 

States or relations in Europe, some believed that it could raise Turkey's value in the 

eyes of its Western partners, if it proved successful. According to Turkish officials, 

the project also had the ability to improve further Turkish prospects for membership 

into the EC.402 

With regard to the Middle East, the Gulf Crisis was the key incident that 

signalled the novelties in Turkish foreign policy making in the new era When Iraq 

invaded Kuwait on 2 August 1990, it was expected that Turkey would issue some 

kind of a condemnation of Iraq. Since the act was an occupation of territory by 

force, it would be completely out of question for a country like Turkey, which has 

always advocated the maintanence of the territorial integrity of states, to do 

anything but condemn the Iraqi invasion. The only thing that was unclear in the 

early days, was whether Turkey would take an effective action to alter the situation 

In the immediate aftermath of the incident, it looked like Turkey would 

pursue its traditional neutral position, perceiving the war as a purely inter-Arab 

conflict. This was made clear by the fact that the National Security Council had met 
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on 3August, and it was reported on the following day that Turkey had no intention 

to close the Kirkuk-Yumurtalik pipeline and was not considering to take any action 

against Iraq at that point.404 

Only on 8 August, it was announced by the government that the pipeline 

would be closed and the commercial links with Iraq would be suspended. The 

decision, was most probably taken unilaterally by Turgut Ozal, without necessarily 

consulting his cabinet beforehand. Unlike Ozal, the parliament, foreign ministry and 

the public seemed strongly against risking involvement in the war, which would 

clash with Turkey'S traditional principle ofneutrality.40s 

Still though, after long debates and regardless of conflicting opinion, the bill, 

which allowed for the sending of Turkish troops abroad and receiving foreign troops 

on Turkish soil, was passed in the Parliament on 5 September. It was not, however a 

declaration of war and even though the government gained war powers, the battle in 

the parliament made it clear that there was strong opposition to active and direct 

involvement in Iraq. It should also be noted that Saddam's rejection to evacuate 

Kuwait and the strength and unity in the international opposition to him, resulting in 

the Security Council Resolution 661, were important factors behind Ozal's 

determination and will to move together with the coalition powers and the decision 

of embargo on Iraq.406 

The role of key figures, such as leaders, as an important factor in the foreign 

policy making process, as mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, can well be 

seen during specifically this period. Turgut Ozal's weight in foreign policy 

decisions was conspicuous even when he was elected the President. The Gulf Crisis, 
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is perhaps the best proof of this. His pro...American stance, pragmatism and 

willingness to exploit external events to Turkey's advantage, can easily be realized. 

with an analysis of the Gulf conflict. 407 The resignation of both Mesut Y tlmaz and 

later Ali Bozer, as his foreign ministers are valid examples to Turgut ()zal's 

increasing interference in the foreign policy making process. While Mesut ytlmaz 

had 

"left the government apparently in protest at constant interference by the 
president in the work of his ministry, ... Ali Bozer had departed since he 
resented the fact that <>zal had virtually cut him out of conversations with 
President Bush when they had both visited Washington in September.'.40

8 

Considering that "even before the outbreak ofthe Gulf War, Ozal had told 

CNN that the USA commander in incirlik could have used the air base whenever 

he wanted',409, it is not surprising that Turgut Ozal was never critical of and that he 

never raised any objections to the motives and actions of the United States during 

the conflict. ''The legality and legitimacy of these decisions, to him, were 

unquestionable.'.410 It was Ozal's firm beliefthat as a regional power, it was a must 

for Turkey to be actively involved in this conflict. As he said, right after the 

ceasfire in the GuU: 

"Turkey should leave its former passive and hesitant policies and engage in 
an active foreign policy. The reason for my call is because we are a powerful 
country in the region ..• and I prefer to pursue a more dynamic policy for my 
country.'.4l1 

What is more, this was a profound opportunity to convince both Europe and 

the United States that Turkey was an essential part of the Western world and its 

407 Aral, Berdal. (2001, January). Dispensing with Tradition? Turkish Politics and International 
Society during the Ozal Decade, 1983-93. [Electronic version]. Middle Eastern Studies. 37, (1), 
78 
408 Hale, WitHam. (1992, OctOber). Turkey, The Middle East and the Gulf Crisis. [Electronic 
version]. International Affairs. 68, 4, 685-6 
409 Aral, Berdal. (2001, January). 79 
410 Aral, Berdal. (2001, January). 79 
411 Hale, William. (1992, October). 691 
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security and strategic concerns. 6zaI was also anxious that in case of a deterioration 

in Turkey's role in the region, Turkish national interests would be seriously harmed. 

In such a situation, for instance, the United States could well be manipulated by 

strong lobbies ofthe Greeks and Annenians, who could pursuade American 

administration to make decisions or the Senate to vote for bills, counter to Turkey's 

interests.412 

Arab concerns of Turkey's ambitions in the region were once again revealed 

with the Gulf War and the situation in northern Iraq. Even though some Arab 

countries had also participated in the anti-Iraqi alliance, it was Turkey, which had 

been blamed for being a tool, the Trojan horse of the United States and Zionism, in 

the region. Indeed, it was claimed to be the U.S.' new policeman in the Middle East, 

since it had repleaced the Israeli state, which had lost its power as a result of the 

GulfWar.413 

However, according to another argument, it would be rather misleading to 

talk: about Turkey's activism in the Gulf Crisis, as a shift towards a more active 

foreign policy. When the international and regional situation of the day is 

considered, any Turkish government would probably have acted the same way. 

What this war exposed indeed, was Turkey's "support for multilateralism, and 

internationally sanctioned military intervention in conflicts, where Turkey was not 

directly involved.'.414 

In sum, since the end of the Cold War Turkey has become a far more active 

country. It played a central role in the 1991 Gulf War and for the fIrst time, it really 
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became a prominent player in the Middle East. The crises in Bosnia and Kosovo 

made Turkey a key actor also in the boiling Southeastern Europe, as well.415 

"In the Balkan, Black Sea, Caucasus and Central Asian areas, Turkey tried 
to influence and even direct developments following the collapse of 
communist states. It used not only its geopolitical position but also its 
historical and cultural ties with the newly independent states to play this 
role. This new type of activity was not seen as an alternative to engagement 
with the West. On the contrary, Ankara carefully stressed that its special 
relations with former Soviet and Yugoslav republics would in fact prove 
Turkey to be more valuable to the West.',416 

Still, it should be noted that there were no changes in the basic, traditional 

principles of Turkish foreign policy. Turkey still had the same priorities and 

continued to construct its policies with the intention of preserving the status-quo. 

What had changed, indeed, were the political environment and relationships 

outside Turkey. Similarly, the mentioned conflicts and instability in Turkey's 

surrounding regions had not been created by Turkey.417 

415 Rubin. Barry. A transformed international role. In Barry Rubin and Kemal Kiri§9i. Turkey in 
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"In Turkey's relations with its neighbours in the Middle East, the region 
where Turkey perceives its highest security threat, foreign support for 
separatist terrorism constituted the primary issue. The connection between 
domestic threats and such issues as water availability with Syria, Islamic 
fundamentalism with Iran and Turkish involvement in northern Iraq again 
increased the mixing of domestic and foreign policy4lS. 

Relations with Israel during the post-cold war period~ had been developed, 

mainly along these lines of concerns. 

Before going on with the discussion of how Turkey and Israel not only 

mamtained but further improved their relations in this period, it is crucial to draw a 

general picture of the commonalities and similar characteristics, which make the 

two countries "natural partners, as Daniel Pipes notes.,,419 

The basic characteristic they share is that, both Turkey and Israel are non-

Arab, Western-oriented and democratic countries in an Arab·dominated region, 

where they continually perceive a threat and fear terrorism, and thus maintain large 

militaries. Secondly, both Israel and Turkey share this psychological bond, which 

might be called ''the sense of otherness,,42o. Both countries feel alienated from the 

Arab world, which has been the most important element in the establishment of their 

national identities, because the relations in the Middle Eastern region are mostly 

shaped by this distinction between Arab and non-Arab. While Turkey can be 

considered as a geographical marginality, Israel is definitely a politically marginal 

state in the region. On the other hand, neither Israel nor Turkey is totally an insider 

in the European state system. Even though both countries are highly devoted to 

western ideals and seek to be a part of the European state system, they also have 
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their native and unique cultural, political and social values which are neither 

European nor Middle Eastern. 421 

The era starting with the end of the cold war and a totally new international 

environment has been witness to an increasing rapproachment between Turkey and 

Israel. This has been presented as the ''the newest and at the same time the most 

controversial aspect of Turkish foreign policy in the post-Cold War Middle 

East.',42~ rapproachment and developing relations between the two countries 

have taken shape throughout the years. The immediate aftermath of the Gulf War 

and the mid 1990s definitely stand as two different periods in terms of these 

relations. It is obviously an outcome of distinct developments and concerns, which 

shaped Turkish foreign policy decisions. In the first part of the 1990s, Turkey was 

mostly, and naturally affected by the emergence of a new environment and changes 

in both the international and regional systems. Throughout this era, relations with 

Israel kept improving, which, however, was only seen in economic, cultural and 

technical areas. In the second half ofthe 1990s, however, there was a new trend in 

Turkish-Israeli relations. With the increasing role of the military elite, along with 

the political decision makers, in foreign policy decisions, and with the perception of 

new security threats, Turkey's po licy has turned out to be highly affected by 

political and security considerations. As a result, there was more and more emphasis 

on the security cooperation between Israel and Turkey, which had not been so 

fervently advocated during the first part ofthe post-Cold War era.423 

First of all, the improvement in Turkish-Israeli relations had already started 

during the late 1980s. Even though Ankara had never, even when it was most pro-
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Arab and despite pressures from the Arab governments, completely broken its 

relations with Israel, the real and obvious development in relations had begun in 

mid-1980s. From 1985 onwards, high ranking diplomats had been assigned by both 

countries and closer commercial ties and development in tourism had been realized. 

It was OzaI's strong belief that, maintaining relations with Israel was a practical 

necessity along with connections with the Arab countries, in order to have a role in 

the solution of the problems of the Middle EaSt. 424 

It was especially the political developments in Eastern Europe in the late 

1980s, which indirectly~ led Turkey to reconsider itS relations with Israel. With 

sudden changes in their positions the governments, which had previously avoided 

Israel, such as Poland, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, all established full 

diplomatic relations with Israel. What was even more a surprise for Turkey was that 

Greece, which had always been soothing towards the Arabs, "as a way of 

forestalling a Muslim consensus behind Turkey over the Cyprus problem,,425, raised 

its diplomatic ties to full relations. Thus, already in late 1980s Turkey had started 

considering to restore its relations with Israel to full ambassadorial status, as it was 

concerned that the improvement of relations between Israel and her main rivals, 

Greece and Bulgaria, could tum out to be to the disadvantage of the Turks.426 

In 1986, Turkey and Israel decided to raise the level oftheir diplomatic 

representatives in Ankara and Tel Aviv. For this purpose, they exchanged two 

senior diplomatic representatives, who were to be called Charge d'Affaires, not 

using their ranks. The significance of this exchange is that, it started a process 

during which relations normalized. There was especially development in economic 

and commercial spheres. With more Israeli tourists discovering Turkey, Turkish 

424 Altum§ik. Meliha. (2000, April). 174 
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Airlines became, after Israel National Airlines, the second biggest carrier of Israel. 

Moreover, in this very period, total trade, with the exclusion of tourism, increased 

from 20 million dollars to 100 million dollars in 1992.427 

Still, the environment after the end of the Cold War has been much more 

suitable for an increasing development of relations. Turkey was in full support of 

the peace process that began with the Madrid Conference, and hoped to encourage 

Israel that, in case of an agreement with the Palestinians, Israel would normalize and 

develop its relations not only with Turkey but with many other countries such as 

USSR, and other Warsaw Pact countries, which had severed their relations with 

Israe1.428 In conclusion, ''the two countries entered into a more public and mote 

intense period of co-operation following Israel's agreement with the PLO in 1993 

and after Turkey's pro-American involvement in the Gulf CrisiS.'0429 

The emergence of a peace environment with the initiation of the Madrid 

Conference was a significant development that also indirectly paved the way for 

rapproachment between the two countries. It was a great relief for Turkey, which 

had for long years tried hard to balance its relations with Israel and the Arab 

countries, that finally the foundations for peace between the sides had been laid. The 

belief was that the balance politics, which it had pursued during the Cold War years, 

had been effective in the formation of a phase of diplomacy and dialogue between 

the two sides and that for the first time Turkey had really got a chance to contribute 

both to the peace of the region, as well as to its own future security.430 While the 
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Arabs themselves were normalizing their relations with Israel at the time, it would 

have been unreasonable for Turkey to not do the same thing. What is more, ''the 

peace process had made such relations acceptable and thus public" 431, because the 

"Turkish officials had become immune from domestic Islamic reaction and 
fierce Arab criticism. Stating that there was no need to be 'more Arab than 
the Arabs', the Turkish officials gained the luxury of constructing their 
policies without the restrictions of popular demands.'>432 

One month after the initiation ofthe Madrid Peace Conference, diplomatic 

relations between Turkey and Israel were upgraded to ambassadorial level. 

However, it was also obvious that Turkey still contiimed her traditional policy of 

caution and balance. It upgraded its diplomatic relations to ambassadorial level with 

both Israel and the PLO at the same time. Secondly, Hikmet Cetin, the foreign 

minister at the time, cancelled its visit to Israel in July 1993, when the Israeli forces 

attacked southern Lebanon.433 

Right after the diplomatic relations were upgraded, important developments 

took place. First of all, Turkish Minister ofToursim, Abdulkadir Ates made a visit 

to Israel in June 1992, becoming the first Turkish minister visiting the country since 

the last 27 years. After this visit, during which an agreement on tourism had been 

signed, the two countries initiated the mechanism of political cooperation in 

September 1992. The goal behind this initiation was to use the potential for 

cooperation, which had arisen out of the peace process and the two countries' 

Western and democratic orientation, in order to prevent common threats such as 

terrorism; fundamental Islamic movements and the weapons of mass destruction. 

Especially after the Israeli-PLO Declaration of Principles, Turkish foreign minister 
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Hikmet <;etin made a visit to Israel in November 1993, becoming the highest 

ranking Turkish official to visit Israel, since its creation in 1948. This visit was 

probably the most significant turning point in the history of Turkish-Israeli relations, 

not only due to the framework agreements signed on economic cooperation, tourism 

and educational exchange programs, but also because relations kept improving in 

many other areas, from then on.434 

The visit of an Israeli delegation headed by the Defence Ministry Director, 

General David Ivry to Ankara in 1993 was the next meaningful development, since 

it had been planned to pave the way for military cooperation.435 This era of 

'reticence', which had started with the Madrid Conference, ended with the visit of 

Hikmet <;etin to Israel on 13-15 November 1993.436 

Moreover, general disappointment and dissatisfaction with the Arab 

governments since the Cold War years made Turkey more inclined to develop 

bilateral relations with Israe1.437 During the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, Turkey had 

not been able to find the support it hoped for, from the Arab governments with 

regard to Turkey's foreign policy problems such as Cyprus. Besides, due to such 

issues such as the use of the waters ofthe Euphrates and Tigris and the Kurdish 

problem, Turkey's relations with her Middle Eastern neighbours, especially with 

Syria, had been seriously strained. The only consequence of Turkey's pro-Arab 

policy was the improvement in economic ties and that was unfortunately limited 

only to the oil producing states of the region. Even that could not prevent the 

decrease in the attractiveness of Turkish businesses in the region as oil revenues 
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started to decline during the mid_1980s.438 "The percentage of Turkey' s exports to 

the Middle East dropped from 27 per cent in 1987 to 14 per cent in 1993. Imports, 

on the other hand, decreased from 19 per cent to 11 per cent in the same period. ,,439 

Asa result, during this first half of the 19908, diplomatic relations were 

upgraded to atnbassadoriallevel and there were frequent high level visits between 

Israel and Turkey. What is more, the volume oftrade increased exceptionally 

between 1992 and 1994 along with flourishing cultural and educational relations. 

However, Turkish diplomatic and military sources were denying the existence of 

strategic cooperation, "declaring that Turkish-Israeli relations did not involve 

anything of a military nature and that Turkey is careful to balance its relations with 

Israel and the Arab world.',440 

The real change in Turkish-Israeli relations took place in 1994, starting first 

with Prime Minister <;iIler's visit to Israel. The event stands out as highly 

noteworthy not only for being the fIrst visit by a Turkish Prime Minister to Israe~ 

but also due to the signing of cooperation agreements m the fields of 

telecommunications, postal services and the fight against drug trafficking. The visit 

was at the same time a big gesture, pleasing the Israelis, because Tansu <;iller had 

also openly praised Zionism, by even comparing Ben-Gurion and AtatUrk. 441 

The fact that Ankara showed a different approach by not refraining from openly 

increasing its political and strategic ties with Israel, has both domestic and external 

reasons, which are highly related. 
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It was apparent that the peace environment which had been created with the 

Madrid Peace Conference did not last long and that the Middle East region was left 

with many unsolved problems, some of which posed a threat to Turkey's territorial 

integrity and security. The Kurdish Question and later Islamic fundamentalism 

became the two core issues that affected Turkish foreign policy decisions during 

the second half ofthe 1990s and within this context the Turkish elite put emphasis 

on relations with two neighbours: Syria and Iraq, both of which were related to the 

Kurdish issue. Thus, it might be implied that Turkey's strategic priority shifted to 

the Middle East during this period. On the other hand, Tansu <;iller's more 

hawkish attitude towards the PKK and the increasing role of the military 

establishment in the policy making process were two catalyzers for the 

development of close ties with Israel. The development was particularly in security 

issues, because the struggle with internal threats, securing the regime and 

protecting Turkey's territorial integrity had become the major concerns of the 

foreign policy makers.442 

In 1994, two agreements, which need to be pointed out with regard to the 

overall military cooperation, were signed. There was ftrst of all an Agreement on 

Security and Secrecy in May 1994, according to which security information should 

not be transferred to third parties. Secondly, there was the Memorandum on Mutual 

Understanding and Co-operation in November 1994, the aim of which was 

countering terrorism.443 

442 Altum~tk, Meliha. (2000, April). The Turkish-Israeli Rapproachment in the post-Cold War era. 
[Electronic version]. Middle Eastern Studies. 36, 82), 176-7 
443 BeI1gio, Ofra and Gencer Ozcan. (2000, March-May). Changing Relations: Turkish-Israeli-Arab 
Triangle. [Electronic version]. Perceptions. V, 1, 5 ofthe article. 



l33 

Before going on to a discussion of how and why Turkish-Israeli relations 

developed so significantly, it is necessary to analyze the regional atmosphere and 

Turkey's relations with Iraq, Syria and Iran during that period. 

The fact that the future of Iraq was left unresolved after the Gulf War, was a 

m.gor concern for Turkey, since there was a power vacuum in northern Iraq, :from 

where, Turkey feared, the PKK would launch its cross-border attacks to Turkey. 

Besides, the ideas of disintegration and the formation of an independent Kurdish 

State, were totally unacceptable for Turkey. Increasingly during the mid-l 990s, 

Turkey engaged in launching large-scale incursions to the Kurdish part of northern 

Iraq, in order to weaken the power and end the activities ofthe PKK. On the other 

hand, Turkey was highly discontent about economic losses due to Iraq's ambiguous 

condition. That is why the central point of Turkish foreign policy towards the Iraqi 

issue became the reestablishment ofJraq's territorial integrity; however, Turkey's 

formulation and implementation of policy toward Iraq was really hard and it lad left 

little room for manoeuvre, since both the United States and Israel were content with 

the status-quo in Iraq, even if they did not openly give support to the Kurdish 

nationalists.444 

At the same time, Turkish-Syrian relations were deteriorating since the elites 

linked the Kurdish issue with Syria, whom they believed aided PKK' s terrorist acts 

against Turkey. There was also an additional concern that the United States was 

particularly accomodating towards Syria.; since it wanted to conclude peace at the 

end of Syrian-Israeli negotiations. Turkey was fearful that in case of a peace deal, 

Syria would become more aggressive, due to the relief of its overriding engagement 

with Israel and ofhaving to redeploy part of its troops to its Iraqi, as well as Turkish 
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borders. Turkey was also worried that the water problem with Syria could become a 

bargaining point in Syrian-Israeli talkS.445 

There were specific events during this period, which made Ankara highly 

alarmed and at unease. First of an, Hatay was already a sensitive issue between the 

two countries, since Syria, even though only in rhetoric, challenged the legitimacy 

ofHatay by never accepting its accession to Turkey in 1936. In 1995, there were an 

increasing number of reports which showed PKK's incursions in this province. 

Secondly, Syria was continuously, in this period, trying to internationalize the water 

issue and to bring it to the attention of the Arab world. It might have worked, since 

the Arab summit in Damascus in December 1995, criticized Turkey's attitude 

towards the water issue.446 Finally, there was growing concern among Turkish elites 

with regard to the developing relations between Greece and Syria 

"In 1995, it was reported that Greece and Syria signed an agreement in 
which Syria agreed to allow Greek aircraft to use Syrian air bases in case of 
conflict with Turkey ... In June 1996 there were growing tensions on the 
Turkish~Syrian border. Responding to the news that up to 40,000 Syrian 
troops were being moved towards the border, a state minister told the press 
that if they (Syrians) go too far, they will get a slap.,,447 

Another point of concern for the Turkish Government was the establishment 

of close ties between Syria and Iran, because Turkish authorities were also accusing 

the Iranian state for providing shelter for the PKK militants. Even though this was 

denied by the Iranian government, Turkish worries nonetheless continued and there 

were even rumors that Ciller Government would attack and destroy the PKK bases 

in Iran in May 1996.448 
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The change of goverment in June of 1996 brought questions to many 

people's minds especially with regard to Turkish foreign policy. Even though 

Necmettin Erbakan was the Prime Minister, his Refah Party had to make coalition 

with the True Path Party in order to form the new government (Refah-Y 01), still the 

Islamic orientation ofRefah was well-known by many, who were most concerned 

about howthis orientation would affect Turkey's relations with other states and thus 

its position in the international arena.449 

It has been seen, first of all, that due to the different aspirations and policies 

of the two parties, there have been ambiguities and fickleness in Turkish foreign 

policy during this period.45o As well as differences of approach to many issues, the 

Refahyol Government also showed similarities in its policies to those of previous 

governments of both the Cold-War and post-Cold war period.451 

In many aspects, principles of traditional Turkish policy such as a balanced 

approach to foreign relations, continuing close ties with the West as a Nato member 

and aspiring for a full-membership to European Union, while trying to develop 

multilateral relations with many states, endured. This was not necessarily because 

Erbakan and his team did not want to change anything, but rather because Refah 

was not the only party in power. As Oguzhan Asilmrk, the Secretary General of the 

party had stated, their position~ as a coalition partner was not suitable for 

implementing the programs they had in mind.452 

For instance, Necmettin Erbakan, even though he was strictly critical of 

Turkey's relations with Israel before coming to power, was not able to change the 
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course of relations. What is more, there was even more consolidation of relations 

when the agreement for military and defence cooperation was signed. Another issue, 

which Refah had opposed beforehand, was the close ties with the United States and 

Western governments during the Gulf War and especially the Operation Provide 

Comfort. Ironically, however, Refahyol Government, shortly after coming to power, 

has renewed the mandate of the Operation Provide Comfort TI. The only difference 

it showed from previous governments was that, it brought the issue to the agenda of 

the Turkish Grand National Assembly for the first time.453 

In terms of its approach to certain issues both in domestic, as well as foreign 

policy, The Refahyol period shows commonalities with the Ozal Era, both when 

Turgut Ozal was Prime Minister and President. Both leaders criticised the foreign 

affairs bureaucracy for not being active enough and for not taking brave initiatives, 

as necessitated by the new post-cold war conditions. Similarly, neither refrained 

from acting independently, bypassing the bureaucracy and thus antagonising the 

armed forces~ In addition, both tried to develop relations with the Islamic countries, 

not only to benefit from the economic gains, but also to strengthen its position in the 

international scene, including its relations with the West.454 

Despite these similarities, the foreign policy during Refahyol Government 

also showed sharp differences with the former Turkish governments. Even though 

its official rhetoric seemed to be in line with Turkey's traditional policy, The Refah 

Party did not refrain from taking some bold measures as well. The most significant 

characteristic of their ideology, manifesting itselfin foreign policy, was the party's 

efforts to contribute to the unification of the Ummah. The major goal was to 

develop as close ties with the Islamic world as possible, while at the same time 
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opposing Israel and the American hegemony in world politics. In confonnity with 

this policy, Erbakan's fIrSt foreign visit was to Iran, during which he announced his 

initiative for a defence cooperation agreement with Iran. The first foreign visit he 

received was the Syrian ambassador to Turkey. "After the visit, Erbakan declared to 

the press that he did not believe that Syria supported the PKK and he dismissed 

these accusations and called them propaganda by the West.'.455 Beside visiting states 

like Pakistan, Libya, Sudan, Egypt and Nigeria, Erhakan also made contacts with 

some radical leaders ofthe Islamic world. Among these were the leaders of the 

Muslim Brotherhood, the Kurdish leader of the Islamic Kurdistan of Iraq, who was 

hoped to help Turkey, by convincing such countries like Syria and Iraq to end their 

support of the activities of the terrorist groups against Turkey. What is more, Rasit 

el Gannu~i of Tunisia was reported to have been given fmancial assistance from the 

special fund of the Prime Minister's Office. As is typical offundamentaIist 

ideology, Refah Party's actions undermined the national interests of the state for the 

sake of a transnational solidarityofMuslim believers.456 

Even though the Refah Party seems to have commonalities with the Ozal 

Government in terms of taking unprecedented steps that were not necessarily 

backed by the Council of Ministers and by trying to improve relations with the 

Muslim states, still there were significant ideological differences behind these 

actions. While Turgut Ozal, for instance, criticised the Foreign Affairs bureaucrats 

for not being active enough, Erbakan was complaining about the fact that the 

Turkish diplomatic cadre, with its Western .type of education, did not represent the 

Islamic traditions of the Turkish people. " A Refah Party parliamentarian urged the 
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[Electronic version]. Middle Eastern Studies. 36, (2), 179 
456Aykan, Mahmt Bali. (2000/01, Annual). Refahyol Policy toward the Islamic World and Turkish 
Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War Era; Continuity. Change and Implications for the Present and 
the Future. Turkish Review of Middle East Studies. 11, 85 
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Turkish diplomats appointed to Germany to engage in intimate contact with Nurcus 

and SUleymanclS (Muslim Brotherhoods).457 

As mentioned previously, Turkey's foreign policy decisions during this 

period were increasingly being formed by the Turkish military and elite's fears and 

perceptions of threat As a result ofthis security-based foreign policy in the Middle 

East, the relative weight of actors in the policy making and implementation process 

changed, with the military becoming highly prominent by means of interventions 

through the National Security Counci1.458 

In 1997, there emerged a new concept,which the Turkish public came to hear 

for the first time: national military strategic concept. It was heard during the 

briefings given by the joint chiefs of staff to different segments of the elite such as 

academicians, journalists and representatives of civil society organizations. It was in 

a way a consequence of these briefmgs that developing close ties with Israel became 

so crucial for policy makers and that it drew so much support from a broad segment 

of Turkey's body politic, including, as far as the parties concerned, the Democratic 

Left Party on the one hand and the National Action Party on the other. The national 

military strategic concept defined two major internal threats for Turkey: Islamic 

fundamentalism and irredentism, which, as argued, were mostly fed by Iran and 

Syria respectively. The military and the other policy makers counted on establishing 

a close strategic cooperation with Israel, which they assumed, could work efficiently 

in solving Turkey'S problems in this region, by being a deterrence to the countries 

mentioned.459 It was in a way a foreign policy result ofthe restlesness of the Turkish 

Armed forces and its discontent with the RefahyoI policies, that Turkey's relations 

457 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. ~2000/01, Annual). 86-7 
458 Altum~lk, Meliha. (2000, April). The Turkish-Israeli Rapproachment in the post-Cold War era". 
[Electronic version]. Middle Eastern Studies. 36, (2), 177-8 
459 Altum~lk, Meliha. (2000, April). 178 
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with Israel reached new heights. "According to Turkish military commanders, the 

danger came from both secessionist terror and Islamic fundamentalist activities 

directly encouraged and participated in by the Refah party.',460 

What is more, Turkey's desire to obtain technology and military hardware 

came at a time when the Western allies were most critical of Turkey for its human 

rights violations and when Turkey's relations with Greece were rather poor. 

"In 1995 the U.S. Congress gave the first signals of an arms embargo. 
Ankara applied to several European states for modernization ofits F-4s but 
was turned down. Israel, on the other hand, was a manufacturer of top 
grade missiles, tanks, and aircraft, used the same US technology and 
standards and most importantly, was happy to sell without such 
scrutiny.',461 

Both countries had also economic issues on their agenda. While Israel 

wanted to penetrate Central Asia by means of Turkey, Turkey seeked Israeli support 

for getting U.S. backing for the routing of oil pipelines from the Caspian Sea to the 

port ofIskenderun.462 

Besides, the change of government in Israel was influential in paving the 

way for stronger cooperation in security issues between the two countries. Unlike 

Itzhak Rabin and Shimon Peres, Netanyahu openly stated that the PICK was a 

terrorist organization and that Israel did not give support to the establishment of an 

independent Kurdish State.463 

In sum, the Refah party, despite the anti-Western and anti-Israeli rhetoric it 

used in the past, could not help but watch the intensification and development in 

Turkish-Israeli relations. First of all, an agreement on Defence Industry Co-

4IiOAykan, Mabtnut Bali. (2000/01, Annual). Refahyol Policy1oward the Islamic World and Turkish 
Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War Era: Continuity, Change and Implications for the Present and 
the Future. Turkish Review of Middle East Studies. 11, 96 
461 Altunt~lk, Meliha. (2000, April). The Turkish-Israeli Rapproachment in the post-Cold War era. 
ffilectronic version]. Middle Eastern Studies. 36, (2), 178 

2 Anoogan, Deniz DIke. (2000/01. Annual). The Role fo Turkish-Israeli Alliance for Maintaining 
Security in the Middle East. Turkish Review of Middle East Studies. 11, 143 
463 Altum~ak, Meliha. (2000, April). 178 
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operation, which had been previously initiated during the True Path coalition 

government, was completed in August 1996 and Turkey held joint military 

exercises, upgrading the level of its military cooperation with Israel.464 This 

agreement "provided the framework for the two 'upgrading deals' signed in 1997 

and 1998, for the modernization of Turkish F 4s and F _5S.,,465 

According to an argument, this strategic allignment with Israel has been the 

manifestation of Turkey's major aim in the 1990s, which was generating a new role 

in the Middle East. Some Arab countries viewed this development as Turkey's 

second betrayal of the Arabs in the last fifty years. After the recognition of the 

Israeli state in 1949, this was the second time when Turkey acted in a totally anti­

Arab way.466 It was interpreted as ''the partnership between the old oppressor and 

the modem usurper.',467 

The Turkish-Israeli Free Trade Agreement was finally ratified by the 

Turkish Grand National Assembly in April 1997. It was also in April thai; the Israeli 

Foreign Minister David Levy visited Ankara, while the Middle East Peace Process 

had come to a halt, because of the decision of the Israeli government to etablish new 

Jewish settlements in East Jerusalem. Finally, ill May 1997; Turan Tayan, 

Refahyol's Defence Minister, made a visit to Israel, during which Israel andTurkey 

became ready to sign agreements on several areas. Among these were, Israel's 

modernization of Turkey's F-5 planes at a cost of$300 million; Turkey's purchase 

of Arrow missile defence system from Israel and also the making of joint plans by 

the two countries, in order to create a joint strategy against terrorist groups backed 

by Syria and Iran. In a most paradoxical way, as can be seen from these 

464 Altum~tk, Meliha. (2000, April). 178 
465 Bengio, Ofra and Gencer Ozcan. (2000, March-May). Changing Relations: Turkish-Israeli-Arab 
Triangle. [Electronic version]. Perceptions. V, 1, 5 
466 Bengio, Ofra and Gencer Ozcan. (2000, March-May). 1 
467 Bengio, Ofra and Gencer Ozcan. (2000, March-May). 3 
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developments. the strategic part of Turkish-Israeli relations has been strengthened 

during the Refah Party dominated Refahyol coalition government.468 From time to 

time the military sources made comments on the strategic implications of close 

cooperation with Israel. According to those comments, ''we are surrounded on all 

sides by trouble. We are in the hot seat. It is critical for us to jump outside this circle 

of chaos and find friends in the region. Israel was the perfect choice.'.469 

At the same time, water became an important tool for cooperation between 

Turkey and Israel in the late 1990s. The importance of control of water in the 

context ofIsrael's national security doctrine had been made public in a declaration 

by the Israeli Ministry of Agriculture in 1990. It was stated that, "it is difficult to 

conceive of any political solution consistent with Israel's survival that does not 

involve complete continued Israeli control of water and sewage systems.'.470 The 

memorandum signed by Turkey and Israel in July 1999, was a significant sign of the 

hydrological cooperation aspect ofthe warm relations between the two countries. 

With this memorandum, which had been initiated by the then-Turkish President 

SUleyman Demirel's offer to supply Israel with the water from the Manavgat River, 

it was clear that Turkey was committed to providing the Israeli state with 50 million 

cubic meters of water per yeal71
• However, there was not a fonnally signed [mal 

agreement until October 2002, mostly due to Israers doubts, resulting from fears of 

dependence on extraenous water sources and misreading of the importance Ankara 

attached to the water issue. As a consequence of this delay, 

"over a six-month period in 2000, Israel lost upwards of$5 billion in 
defense contracts with Turkey- including tenders for advanced attack 

468 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (2000/01, Annual). Refahyol Policy toward the Islamic World and Turkish 
Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War Era: Continuity, Change and Implications for the Present and 
the Future. Turkish Review of Middle East Studies. 11, 96-7 
469 Bengio, Ofra and Gencer Ozcan. (2000, March-May). 5 
470 Bennan, llan. (2002. winter). Water and Turkish Security. Turkish Policy QurterIy. 47 
471 Berman, llan. (2002, winter). 47 
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helicopters and a lucrative $1 billion tank: modernization and upgrade 
program~ in a clear manifestation of Turkish di~leasure over the stalled 
hydrological talks between the two countries.',4 

On the other hand, as of2002, the implementation of the final accord, 

according to which Israel would purchase 50 million cubic meters of water from 

Turkey, was still up in the air, due to the difficulties of agreement on both the price 

and the means of delivery of the water.473 

Unlike the deteriorating relations ofIsrael with both Egypt and Jordan, the 

two Arab countries which had the most peaceful and intensive bilateral relations 

with Israel, there was no change in Turkey's relations with the Israeli state after the 

second Intifada. While "Egypt withdrew her veteran ambassador to Israel and 

Jordan decided to defer sending her intended ambassador to Israel',474, Turkey 

sustained its economic, cultural and tourist ties with the Jewish state. 

To be mote specific, Turkey offered Israel an irrigation project in Southeast 

Anato lia and it was still committed to providing her with water from the Manavgat 

river during the Intifada. At the same time, Israeli state still enjoyed the benefits of 

the contract signed in 1996 to upgrade Turkish F-15 planes; the volume of trade was 

continually increasing, reaching a level of$1.2 billion in 2002 and the Israeli 

companies began investing in joint ventures in Turkel75
• 

In general, "post-Cold War Turkish foreign policy can be outlined as a 

pragmatic policy that supports the international community's consensus positions,. 

advocates multilateral cooperation and remains cautious ... Turkey's principle 

472 Berman, llan. (2002, winter). 47 
473 Berman, nan. (2002, winter). 48 
474 Liel, Alon. (2003, summer). The Middle East After Saddam and Arafat. Turkish Policy 
Quarterly. 44 
475 Liel, Alon. (2003, summer). 45 



143 

orientation is still toward the West and Europe and an alliance with the United 

States.',476 

With regard to the Middle East, during the post-Cold War period, as Turkish 

statesmen have declared and emphasized from time to time, Turkey's traditional 

policy of 'balance', stood in the way of making an active contribution to the Middle 

East peace. Being aware of the necessity of preserving the status-quo and balance in 

its relations with the countries of the region, Turkey always tried to refrain from 

playing the role of a mediator at any side and facet of the Arab-Israeli conflict.477 

Even though it may not have been mentioned in Turkish official discourse, it 

is of great significance to note that Turkish experience in and policy toward the 

Middle East during the Menderes Era has been an important factor shaping Turkish 

statesmen's ideas of what kind of an attitude to display in policies regarding the 

Middle East region, during the post-Cold War period. It was seen that Menderes 

Government's efforts to play the role ofleader and to be active in shaping the 

developments in the region, the outcome of which was the Baghdad Pact, had been 

concluded with rather upsetting results in terms of Turkish national interests. First 

of all, Soviet influence in the region, notwithstanding expectations, had significantly 

increased. Secondly, it had resulted in Turkey's alienation by the countries of the 

region, at a time when it was seriously in need of international support. Thus, this 

experience had been a good sign that there were limits to how much Turkey could 

shape the foreign policy behaviour of the Middle Eastern countries and these 

limitations clarified how active Turkey could be in its policies toward the region. 

Unless it took these into consideration, there would emerge a great deal of suspicion 

476 Kut, ~ule. The contours of Turkish foreign policy in the 1990s. In, Barry Rubin and Kemal 
Kiri~~. (2002). Turkey in World Politics. Istanbul: Bogazi~i University Press. 14-5 
477 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (2000). S$k Savas SOmasl Donemi Qrtadogu'sypda ilirkiye'nin israWe 
Karol Politikasl 1991-1998. (Turkish Policy Against Israel in the Post-Cold War Era Middle East 
1991-1998). Istanbul: Yeditepe Universitesi Yayrnlan. 2 



144 

and enmity among these countries towards Turkey, which could further be the target 

f . W· .c: • h . 478 o antt- estern mrces ill t e regIOn. 

Until the 1990s, the basic principles of Turkish foreign policy toward the 

Middle East has been neutrality in the conflicts among the regional powers, 

pursuing a rather low fucus policy toward Israel and emphasis on developing 

relations with the Western powers. At the same time, Turkey always gave support to 

the Palestinian cause, demanding Israel's withdrawal from the occupied Arab 

territories.479 

Especially starting in the 1990s, Turkey has been an advocate of the Middle 

East Peace Process, since as an official from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has 

declared, Turkey "as a facilitator, has tried to eliminate any mutual 

misunderstanding, promote an atmosphere of confidence and help the Israelis and 

the Palestinians maintain their channels of diaologue,,48o. Due to the fact that we 

have good relations with both sides, ''we have tried to contribute to be a defusing 

factor in circumstances that could lead to escalation.,,481 

For instance, the former President Siileyman Demirel has participated as a 

member in the Mitchell Committee and contributed to the Committee report, 

released in Apri12001, which proposed the major steps to be taken, in order to break 

the deadlock and start the negotiations between the sides.482 The main objectives 

were, ending the violence, rebuilding confidence between the sides, and resuming 

478 Aykan, Mahmut Bali. (2000). Soguk Sav8Jl Somasl Donemi Ortadogu'sunda Tiirkiye'nin israil'e 
Karol Politikasl 1991-1998. (Turkish Policy Against Israel in the Post-Cold War Era Middle East 
1991-1998). Istanbul: Yeditepe Universitesi Yaymlan. 2 
479 Giirkan, Ihsan. (2000/01, Annual). Present Situation as of October 2000 in the West Bank and 
Gaza Strip: Causes, Expectations, Possibilities and Hopes. Turkish Review of Middle East Studies. 
11, 58 
480 Unaydm, Solmaz. (2002, winter). Turkey's Policy Toward the Middle East and the Question of 
Iraq. Turkish Policy Quar1:t<rly. 35 
481 Morah, Turan. (2002, winter). Turkey's Security Perspectives and Perceptions. Turkish Policy 
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482 Unaydm, Solmaz. (2002, winter). 35 
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the negotiations.483 What is more, Turkish observers continued to serve as part of 

the Temporary International Presence in Hebron. regardless of the fact that a 

Turkish officer had been murdered in a terrorist attack484
• 

With the initiation of the second Intifada, attacks by both sides, violence 

and human losses became the norm in the West Bank and Gaza. As to Turkey, 

Ankara's policy has been to pursuade both sides to stop acts of violence and to start 

the negotiation process again. "Concurrently, Turkey maintained her policy to 

sustain her multilateral relations, without being taken by provocations in the belief 

that it is the best course of action in the present sitmltion.'>485 

However, it seems that, despite arguments with regard to Turkey's new 

activism in the post-cold war era, Turkish foreign policy, specifically with regard to 

the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, has not been more active during this period, 

compared to that in the cold war era. Turkey has always been in favor of peace, as 

stated in the declarations of senior officials. It has always supported the Palestinian 

cause at international platforms, but this support has not gone beyond declarations 

and voting for the UN resolutions, favoring the Palestinian cause. What is more, 

Turkey has not taken initiatives on its own, to bring the sides together, so that they 

could resume negotiations. Neither has it come up with original proposals for 

solving the conflict and bringing about peace. Thus, similar to its position iIi the 

cold war period, Turkey has never tried to play the role of a mediator in the IsraeIi-

Palestinian peace process in the 1990s. 

When, for example, Turkey did not take part in the Shann aI-Sheikh Summit 

which took place with the participation of President Clinton, King Abdullah II, 

483 What was the Shann EI-Sheikh Fact-Finding Commission led by fonner US Senator George 
Mitchell?" Retrieved 6 April 2004. from 
http://www .palestinefacts.org/pC 1991 to_now _ alaqsa _ mitcheU.php 
484 Unaydm. Solmaz. (2002. winter). 35 
485 Berman, llan. (2002, winter). Water and Turkish Security. Turkish Policy Qurterly. 48 
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President HusnU Mubarek, Kofi Annan and Javier Solana, it was claimed that, 

"Turkey's participation would also be appropriate, for her being the most powerful 

and influential arbiter, balancing regional state and contributor to the Peace 

ProcesS".486 Still, PM Ecevit believed that Turkey would be most beneficial in 

bilateral talks and head to head consultation, rather than in such large-scale 

multilateral meetings.487 Still, though, Turkey has not been able to play an active 

role and has, unfortunately, not been much beneficial during the peace process. 

It has been seen that Turkey was a m~or actor in the Middle East politics 

since the beginning ofthe 1990s, but this involvement was most of the time based 

on Turkey's security concerns and threat perceptions from the region.488 

fu the cold~war era, fear ofCornmunism, threat from the Soviet Union in 

short, the politics of the bipolar world had been an important factor shaping Turkish 

foreign policy. fu a similar fashion, threat perceptions have been the dominant factor 

during times of decision making. However, this time, during the 1990s, security 

concerns mostly focused on possible threats within Turkey, such as PKK terror and 

Islamic fundamentalism, and also on threats from the Middle East region, especially 

from Syria and Iran, which were believed to aid the PKK and the fundamentalist 

Islamists. 

It was as a result of this that, relations with Israel, on so many areas 

improved immensely during the 1990s, as opposed to bilateral relations in the cold 

war years. Regardless ofthis rapproachment, Turkey does not seem to have changed 

486 Bennan, llan. (2002, winter). Water and Turkish Security. Tyrkish Policy Q!lrterly. 48 
487 Glirkan, Ihsan. (2000/01, Annual). Present Situation as of October 2000 in the West Bank and 
Gaza Strip: Causes, Expectations, Possibilities and Hopes. Turkish Review of Middle East Studies. 
11, 58 
488 Altum~lk, Meliha Benli. (2001, June-July). The Breakdown ofthe Post-Gulf War Middle East 
Order? [Electronic version]. Perct;ptions. VI, 2, 6 
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its attitude and decisions with regard to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This is most 

obvious from its voting patterns at the United Nations. 

Between 1992 and 2000, in some 179 UN General Assembly Resolutions 

with regard to the peace process, Turkey has voted 170 times with the Arab 

m~ority. The exceptions were mostly related to issues such as compensation and 

the right of peoples to self..determination, which is quite normal considering Turkish 

sensitivities with regard to Armenian, but especially Kurdish claims. Even during 

times of crisis with Syria, it still did not refrain from voting for UN GA resolutions, 

calling for Israeli withdrawal from the Golan to the 1967 line. Again in October, 

2000, it voted for the UN GA resolution which condemned Israeli forces for using 

.' 

excessive force against the Palestinians and the Jewish settlers, for involving in 

illegal acts of violence against the Palestinians.489 

Thus, it is clear that Turkey improved its relations and cooperation with 

Israel. independent from its general policy toward the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict. It 

is argued that along with Turkey, Israeli officials have also acted the same way, 

ruling out public support for Turkey; with regard to the Kurdish issue. As Turkey 

continued supporting the Palestinian cause, Israel refrained from labeling the PKK, 

as a terrorist organization and from defending Turkey's policies towards its 

Kurds.49D 

In sum, considering the declarations and policies made by the presidents, 

foreign ministers, prime ministers and the military, it is obvious that the basic 

change in the post-cold war era has been in Turkey'S relations with Israel. However, 

with regard to Turkish foreign policy towards the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, there 

489 Makovsky, Alan. "Turkish-Israeli Ties in the Context of Israeli-Arab Tension". Washington Institute. 
for Near East Policy. Policy Watch. No:502. November 10, 2000. Retrieved from, 
http://www.washingtoninstitute.org! 
49GMakovsky, Alan. (November 10,2000). 
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seems to be continuity in the 1990s. Turkey continued to support the Palestinian 

cause, in a similar fashion, at international platforms, but the much-disputed conflict 

and the peace process never became a high priority issue on the agenda of foreign 

policy makers. Domestic politics has always been more dominant than regional 

developments and changes in the international syste~ in influencing Turkey's 

foreign policy decisions with reafrd to the Middle East. In a similar fashion, 

Kemalist identity and the role of the foreign policy establishment and the military 

elite have been more strongly felt in policies than the attitude ofthe conservative 

and Islamist elite. 

When it comes to the public perceptions of the Palestinian question, it seems 

that unlike policy makers, who consciously chose to ignore the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict, a large majority ofthe Turkish people have always followed the 

developments in the peace process, and supported the Palestinians in their hearts. 

For them, the basis of the question is the status of Jerusalem and who will get to 

control the holy sites.491 

Even though the majority ofthe Turkish people will support the Palestinians 

when asked, it is dubious how much interest people have with regard to 

developments in the peace process, during the recent years. Though it is really sad, 

it seems that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is both a very important, as well as a 

very standard issue. It has been important because, for long years it had been a 

sensitive issue for the Turkish public, who have closely followed the developments 

in the conflict. At the same time, however, it is trivial since the conflict, not having 

been solved since years, has become almost everyday and routine.492 As it is the 

case for a common Turkish citizen, this also applies to our leaders and policy 

491 Aras, Bulent. (5 April, 2002). "Filistin Sorunu ve Turkiye". (palestinian Question and Turkey). 
Zaman. Retrieved from, ht;t;p:llwww.zaman.com.trf2002/04105/yorumlar/ 
492 <;ubuk~u, Mete. (2002). Bizim Filistin. (Our Palestine). Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari. 31 
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makers. When the issue of the Palestinian question is brought up, when we are made 

to watch it, read and talk: about it, it is a subject we feel most strongly about and 

which we are highly sensitive to. Still, it seems that we usually tend to push it aside 

and indulge ourselves with issues we find more important to talk: about. The 

duration of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict seems to have made it, unfortunately, 

trivial in the eyes ofthe people. 
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Chapter IV: CONCLUSION 

It has been decades since the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been waiting to 

be solved. The disorganization, lack: of knowledge of diplomatic tricks, and a 

leader who has been most obstinate and has lost the respect and faith of both his 

own people and of the international community, has left the Palestinians at a rather 

disavantageous position, and led them towards more radical measures. On the 

other hand, Israel's insistence on bypassing international law, rejectionist attitude 

at peace talks and unique ambitions of leaders, mostly backed by the United States, 

have turned the Palestinian Question into the most complex and hard-to-solve 

conflicts of our time. Arab countries have not done anything more than paying lip 

service to the Palestinian cause and cursing the Israeli state, either. In a short time, 

however, they will have to understand the urgency of the problem, because 

increasingly populations of these countries are being radicalized and starting to 

protest at their governments for not trying hard enough to liberate Palestine. Since 

this has turned out to be a problem, disturbing their domestic affairs, Arab 

countries will, sooner or later, have to face with it. 

Until now, Turkish foreign policy has been dominated by the bureacracy 

and the military elite, who have acted in line with traditionally established 

principles, such as non-interference in regional conflicts and made decisions 

mostly reflecting their security concerns. However, if Turkey' s so eager with the 

democratization process, it also has to reconsider tendencies and attitude in the 

realm of foreign policy. In a democratic country, public sensitivities and societal 

demands have to be taken into account and at some level, they have to be 

integrated in the decision making process. The Palestinian question, has been the 
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major foreign policy issue, where the society and the state have been most at odds 

with. Turkish people's interest in the IsraeliMPalestinian conflict, sensitivities about 

the status of Jerusalem have unfortunately not been influential on Turkey's 

previous policies with regard to the conflict. This will hopefully change in the near 

future, and Turkey will no longer be so distant to the problem. It is also a necessity 

to root out the opinion that Turkey cannot take an independent action, due to its 

being almost a puppet in the U.S.-Israel axis. 

At the moment, Turkey has a great advantage, which it should make use of 

without losing any time. The relations with Israel have improved immensely 

during the last years. Despite the recent attitude ofTayyip Erdogan's government 

towards Israel and its criticisms of Israeli actions towards the Palestinians, it seems 

to be a very low possibility that Turkey's relations with Israel will go back to how 

they were during the cold war years. Both Israel, as well as Turkey are too 

important for each other in a region like the Middle East The signing of 

agreements with regard to water and energy plants, in the spring of2004, is indeed 

a major proof. Thus, it seems highly unlikely that they will put this established 

friendship into risk 

At the same time, the Palestinians look forward to Turkey's active 

involvement in the solution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Arafat has more than 

once declared his belief in Turkey and stated his hope that Turkey will fmally 

show more efforts in bringing the sides together towards reconciliation and peace 

Considering how American and other initiatives for solving the conflict 

have been somewhat futile until now; and assessing Turkey's good relations with 

both sides, knowledge about the dynamics of the region, it would not be 
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It seems to be time for Turkish elites and policy makers to stop pushing this 

issue aside, and actually become committed to healing this, perhaps the biggest 

trauma of international politics. 

The fmdings and analyses in this thesis also bring to mind other important 

questions, which can lead to further research, the key issues of which may be 

subjects for future studies. The frrst among these would probably be the role of 

outside powers in the Israeli-Palestinian contlict. In this thesis, the main focus has 

been on the Palestinians, the Israelis and to a lesser extent the Arab governments. 

Through detailed research and analysis, I have tried to come up with answers as to 

why the Israelis and the-Palestinians had failed to solve their contlict; what 

mistakes they had done, and what opportunities they had missed. 

It is no doubt, however, that actors such as the United States, the United 

Nations and the European Union had been influential over the fact that there is still 

no resolution of the contlict. First of aU, there has to be careful analysis of U.S. ' 

foreign policy with regard to the conflict, considering that it is the main country 

behind most of the initiatives for agreements, bringing the sides together and 

making proposals. For this reason, America's relations with the Israeli state, the 

role ofthe Jewish lobby in affecting the decisions of the United States must be the 

frrst issue to be examined. Next, would be an evaluation ofU,S. initiated peace 

plans, with their important aspects, as well as failures. 

Besides the United States, the United Nations and the European countries 

are also players in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It is important that all the UN 

Resolutions regarding the contlict should be carefully analyzed, and if there are 

any, the vague sections should be pointed out. This is significant, because in most 

of the peace talks, there are references to these resolutions. To what extent these 



154 

resolutions could be implemented or not and why, is the main question that should 

be asked and answered. 

Last, but not the least, the study should also examine the peace plans 

proposed by the European powers. The attitude ofthe European countries in 

reaction to specific events, and their relations with Israel and the Palestinians could 

be evaluated in comparison to that ofthe United States. How objective they have 

been, what different proposals they have come up with to solve the conflict, and 

whether they have been willing enough or not in the resolution of this issue, would 

be the main questions to be investigated in this section. 
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