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This thesis scrutinizes the reaction of Turt@yards the emergence of the Turkic
Republics in the Post-Cold War Period. In doing tiidoes seek not only to give an
account of Turkish foreign policy towards the TarKepublics, but also to illustrate
the reactions of the Turkish public opinion, espigiof the Turkish nationalists and
the impact of this reaction on the foreign poliggada of Turkey. In this regard, this
study departs from a classical foreign policy asalyperspective since it takes the
domestic politics issues such as national ideatity common culture into a foreign
policy analysis. By making such an analysis, thislg has found out that, Turkey’s
enthusiastic interest in the emergence of the TURi@publics was stemmed from
some historical and conjunctural reasons. Thesonsded Turkey to pursue an
active policy towards the region in a way surpagds potential. On the other hand,
the Turkic republics, with the exception of Azejbaiduring the initial years of its
independence, did not respond Turkey’s enthusidghessame degree. Turkey’'s
failure to see the region as a monolithic bloc &lismlered the development of
cooperation. In short, Turkey’s misperceptions pregd Turkey from becoming
influential in the politics of Central Asia as itagicted at the beginning. At the end
of the decade, neither Turkey was the leader oTtlrkic World nor was the Turkic
world was a region having a vital significance Tarkish foreign policy.



Bogazici Universitesi Atatlrilkeleri veinkilap Tarihi Enstitlisi’'nde Yuksek Lisans
derecesi icin Huseyin Sert tarafindan Haziran 284 @slim edilen tezin 6zeti

Baslik: Adriyatik’'ten Cin Seddine Turk Dunyasi Biincesi: 1990’larda Turkiye ve
Turki Cumhuriyetler ArasindaKliskiler

Bu tez, Sguk Sava Sonrasi donemde Turki cumhuriyetlerin ortaya ci&ma
Tarkiye'nin gosterdii ilgiyi incelemektedir. Bunu yaparken, sadece Turk
cumhuriyetlere yonelik Turk gipolitikasinin bir incelemesi vermek amaclanmgmi
bunun yaninda Turk kamuoyunun 6zellikle Turk meligilerinin ilgisi ve bu ilginin
Tarkiye'nin di politika giindemine etkisi aciklanmasi amaclagtmiBu bakimdan
bu calgma bilinen d§ politika calsmalarindan, milli kimlik ortak kultr gibi
konulara yer vermesi bakimindan ayrilmaktadir. Balizin sonunda, bu ¢aima
Tarkiye'nin Turki cumhuriyetlerin ortaya ¢na gosterdii coskulu ilginin bazi
tarihsel ve donemsel sebeplerden kaynakfandortaya koymstur. Bu sebepler
Turkiye'nin bdlgede potansiyelinsacak bir bicimde aktif politikalara yonelmesine
neden olmstur. Ote yandan, amsizlginin ilk yillarindaki Azerbaycan haric Turki
cumhuriyetler Turkiye'nin bu g&usuna ayni oranda cevap vermediler. Turkiye’nin
bdlgeyi yekpare bir yapi olarak gérmesi glaiiili ginin gelismesine engel olmtur.
Kisaca, Turkiye’nin yanyialgilamalari Turkiye'nin Orta Asya siyasetinde
baslangicta tahmin eii derecede etkin olmasini engellgtimi On yilin sonunda, ne
Tarkiye Turk danyasinin lideriydi ne de Turk duny&agrk ds politikasi icin hayati
oneme sahip bir bolgeydi.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, during the Justice and Deretnt Party (JDP) governments,
Turkish foreign policy has been pursued by a sona¢tiferent perspective from
that of the traditional premises of Turkish Foreiicy. The JDP, as Opstated,
“put greater emphasis on the use of soft powerdmveloping friendly relations with
all Turkey’s neighbors... One significant policytiative has been targeting zero
problems with Turkey’s neighbors, signaling a deermfrom the classical fixed
positions of Turkish foreign policy.

This policy, conceptualized as the strategjmtldeloctrine, is predicated on
geographically and historical depth. Turkey, asslt of its historical legacy of the
Ottoman Empire possesses great geographical déyitording to Davutlu,

“...this geographical depth places Turkey righthat center of many geopolitical
areas of influence” and thus, the strategic deptirithe calls for an activist
engagement with all regional systems in the Turkeggighborhood.

The above-mentioned perspective did not conte the agenda of Turkish
foreign policy during the JDP period. This perspestunder the name of neo-
Ottomanism, became a trend in Turkish policy dutheyOzal period (1983-1993).
According to this policy, developing good relatiomsh Turkey’s near geography on
the basis of existing historical, cultural ties @hek to economic concerns became a

major objective for Turkey. The Balkans, Centrala®dsnd the Middle East came

! Ziya Oni andSuhnaz Yilmaz, “Between Europeanization and EuraAisim: Foreign
Policy Activism in Turkey during the AKP EraTurkish Studie40, no.1 (Spring 2009), p. 9

2 Alexander Murinson, “The Strategic Depth Doctrafelurkish Foreign Policy,Middle
Eastern Studied2, no. 6 (November 2006), pp. 947 — 948.

3 Ibid., p. 948.



forward in order to pursue of this policy. This&gufocuses on one of these trends:
Turkey’s reaction towards the emergence of the iEugpublics during the 1990s,
expressed with the phrase of “Turkish World fronriatic to the Wall of China®
This case is crucial in order to understand Turketive foreign policy initiatives
in the last three decades for two reasons. HrstTurkic world was of great
significance for the formation Turkish national mti¢y and a relationship with these
republics on the basis of cultural closeness wagght to be a feasible objective.
Secondly, these republics with their economic pidénffered a wide range of
cooperation opportunities for Turkey.

The Soviet Union disintegrated in Decemberl1®® a peaceful way and the
Cold war ended. It was a phenomenon that led toymaw events in world politics.
This phenomenon and the related events followithgat direct impacts on not only
the foreign policies of many states, but also @irttilomestic politics. Turkey, which
was already in a transformation process, was negim. As a committed ally of
the Western Bloc during the Cold war, the end o ibng-standing international
crisis was welcomed in Turkey. Furthermore, thenevéhat followed the end of the
Cold war presented new opportunities and challefageBurkish foreign policy.
Among these, the emergence of the Turkic repullmsid be the one that most
intensely attracted the attention of the Turkishlguopinion and the Turkish state
elite.

Even though it coincided with a busy agenda,e@mergence of the Turkic
republics found considerable interest in the Turkgablic opinion, especially in the

first days of the independence. This was not albssénterest. Rather, it relied on

* There are numerous claims on the invention ofghimse. Hasan Celal Giizel, an ex-
Minister of State in Turkey, claimed that he wag finst person to use this phrase. Hasan Celal IGlze
“21. Asir Turk Asri Olacaktir,Yeni Turkiyel, no. 3 (March 1995), p. 18. There are also vithas
Henry Kissinger was the innovator of this sloganwedver, this phrase had gained popularity when
Sileyman Demirel, Prime Minister of The Time, uidd a speech in 1992. Murinson, p. 953.



numerous historical and actual roots at that tifie Turkic world and Central
Asian region were used in the national identityrfation during the Republican eta.
On the other hand, the political agenda of the iimEurkey at that time was filled
with various problematic issues. The idea of figdom “re-meeting” with it brothers,
seemed to be interesting to Turkish public opiniypart from the general optimistic
atmosphere in the Turkish public opinion, the tuees, Turkish nationalists and the
Turkish state elite showed a special interesténTiarkic republics. These sides had
their own reasons for being considerably eageotperate with the region. Their
common point was to be influential on the above-ioaed interest of the Turkish
public opinion in the region. For Turkish natiosat, the notion of Caucasian of and
Central Asian Turks carried a unique meaning. $ermse, it was the most important
founding element of Turkish nationalism at both itngividual and ideational levél.
The Turkish state elite were also legitimate irirtpeints. The perspective of
nationalism that saw the Central Asian Turks as'dneestors” of the Turks in
Anatolia was a product of the state ideology. Fthenforeign policy perspective,
there was a legitimate ground for embracing thei€uepublics. Turkey'’s strategic
importance stemming from the security concernfhiefwestern alliance seemed to
have evaporated due to the end of the Cold"Varch a gap should have been filled

immediately. On the other hand, the deteriorateigtrons with the European

® For the role of Central Asia in Turkish Nationdehtity Formation Process, SBésra
Ersanli /ktidar ve Tarih: Tiirkiye’de Resmi Tarih Tezinin @imu (istanbuliletisim, 2002), pp. 253
-264.

® The prominent figures of Turkish nationalism, sashYusuf Akgura, Zeki Velidi Togan or
Sadri Maksudi Arsal, were immigrants from Russiaud, their reactionary attitude towards Russia
and the impact of the ideologic diversion betweeark&y and the Soviet Union caused a strong anti-
Russian veil for Turkish nationalism. Gin Soys&usya Kokenli Aydinlarin Cumhuriyet Dénemi
Turk Milliyetgili ginin Insasina Katkilari,” ilModern Tirkiye'de Siyasi Bunce: Milliyetcilik, ed.
Tanil Bora and Murat Giiltekingifgtanbulletisim, 2001), pp. 483 — 505.

" Turkey, during the Cold War Period, attached gségtificance to its position of “Forefront
Country.”



Economic Community and the new “active foreign pglitrend of the made the
emergence of the Turkic republics welcomed. Thpartdrom the above-mentioned
general aim, this thesis analyzes Turkey’s readb@rards the emergence of the
Turkic republics on the basis of the relationshepween Turkish national identity
formation and Turkish foreign policy.

Contrary to the initial optimistic atmosphefeyrkey was far from establishing a
successful sense of cooperation with the Turkialéps during the rest of the
decade. In this thesis, also a comprehensive asalithis disappointment (or
failure in a more precise manner) is made by camsid the political, economic and
cultural causes in both Turkey and the Turkic réjgsbln other words, even though
this study mainly focuses on the reaction and egteas of Turkey, also the
political, cultural and historical structures oéthurkic republics are discussed
briefly in order to make a better analysis of thigufe of the initial euphoria.

The emergence of the Turkic republics andd¢agtion to this phenomenon has
been subject to numerous studies, especially in#96s® Among these studies,
Turkey’s relations with the Turkic republics alseldha crucial place. However,
many of these studies lack a specific context heg to not go further from being
chronological analyze. Most of these studies exartfie issue as a study on
international relations. There are only a limiteshtber of studies that have taken

domestic factors into consideration in examiningkéy's reaction to the emergence

8 For some of them, Patricia M. Carley, “Turkey @ehtral Asia: Reality Comes
Calling,” in Regional Power Rivalries in the New Eurasia: RusSiarkey and Iran(Armonk, New
York: M.E. Sharpe, 1995pp. 169- 201. Graham E. Fuller and
lan O. Lesser, edsTurkey's New Geopolitics: From the Balkans to Wes@hina
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1993), pp.37-98. Heinarker, “Will Central Asia Become Turkey's
Sphere of Influence?Perceptionsl (March-May 1996), pp. 1-6. Philip Robins, “BetmeSentiment
and Self-interest: Turkey’s Policy toward Azerbaignd the Central Asian Statebjiddle East
Journal47, no.4 (Autumn 1993), pp.593-610. Sabri SayanyKey, the Caucasus and Central Asia,”
in The New Geopolitics of Central Asia and Its Borded, ed Ali Banuazizi and Myron Weiner
(Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press94p pp. 197-216. Gareth, M. Winrorkey in
Post-Soviet Central Asi@ondon: The Royal Institute of International Affg 1995).



of the Turkish republics. These studies easily rdathe initial euphoria period the
Pan-Turkist tendency. These simplistic and categbeapproaches prevented a
wholesale healthy analysis. This thesis attempg®tbeyond this viewpoint. Rather
than illustrating the events case by case sepgratebntext specific to this study
will be established and the related events willliseussed in this context.

Another problem observed in most of the stsidigout Turkey’s relations with
the Turkic republics is that these studies limértiselves to a opportunities and
challenges context and make a chronological acaofugsents as mentioned above.
This thesis deconstructs the views that what “ofpypaty” and what “challenge”
really meant in the case of relations with the Tarkpublics. Thus, this presents an
original cooperation.

In making this analysis, asking the true goestis of great significance with
regard to this field of study. Moreover, beforeiagkthe questions, it is useful to
illustrate the provisional claim made here abogtitfitial optimistic response in the
Turkish public opinion towards the emergence ofthekic republics. This thesis
mainly states that the enthusiastic atmospheieeifferent sides of Turkish public
opinion towards the emergence of the Turkic remshiust be explained mainly by
keeping the conjuncture in mind. Turkish natiormali®n the other hand, constitutes
an exception to this claim since such a phenomermarid hold a considerable
portion in their agenda whenever it would have lesygiol. However, for the Turkish
state elite and the public opinion in Turkey, tlhaditions of the time were the
motivation in terms of the interest shown in thecegence of the so-called Turkic
world.

At this point, the first question can be podafthat were the motivations of the

public opinion and the Turkish state elite, Turkisheign policy in specific,



regarding the emergence of the Turkic republicgmRihe perspective of Turkish
foreign policy, were the Turkic republics thougbtiave the potential of a strong
sense of economic and political cooperation, or tlvasnitial interest only a
temporary phenomenon for reasons such as the dgsarihe international
conjuncture and the loss of momentum in Turkey'srall relations with the West?
The way to analyze this problematic will be givarthe final part of this chapter.

In searching for the real motives behind Tahioreign policy’s initial interest in
the region, discussing the general trends in Thriaseign policy will be helpful and
will lead to new questions. As is known, during thie 1980s and early 1990s,
namely in the Ozal period, Turkish foreign policyking processes showed a
fragmented character. Contrary to the conservatisé/Nestern foreign policy trend
of the bureaucracy, Ozal was in favor of more fa&&tpolicies in Turkey’s near
geography. This policy was visible in many of lpgsches and among the pro-Ozal
journalists in the Turkish media, what will be exaed in this study.

In practice, this policy found direct reflection the case of relations with the
Middle East. In this aspect, we need to ask whedtiemterest in the Turkic
republics was a part of this policy or would Turlshow the same interest in the
region in any circumstances regardless of the gétrends of its foreign policy at
that time? This will be another concern of thigdstu

The emergence of the Turkic republics, amohgrmparts in the Turkish public
opinion, was welcomed most enthusiastically byTtheish nationalists. Pan-
Turkism, with some exceptions was never able tofeca dominant political trend
in Turkey. However, as mentioned earlier the notbthe captive Turkic world in
Central Asia was a constituting element of Turlkaghionalism. Thus, the above-

mentioned enthusiasm may seem an inevitable phemmmelowever, this event



caused not only an atmosphere of enthusiasm amarkgsh nationalists, but also it
has been used as an instrument in terms of gagnownd in domestic politics. For
Turkish nationalism, the emergence of the Turkiclvavas the proof of historical
rightness and the greatest portion of the emotiandlpolitical “pie” should be
obtained by Turkish nationalists at any level.His point, the question is posed:
“How did the above-mentioned role of outside Turk3urkish nationalism affect
the attitude of the Turkish nationalists.

Turkey’s relations with the Turkic republicginded various elements that make
the examination of each of these elements in datapossible. Such an attempt is
beyond the scope of this study. The foreign patityurkey in Central Asia and the
responses of the Turkic republics and the thirdsglch as Russia or Iran will be
illustrated. However, each of these events wilubed as instruments to understand
the changing perceptions and expectations in Tuidegrds the Turkic world. In
short, this thesis aims to be a foreign policy gsial

Apart from its content, this thesis has ottmrtextual limitations. It is limited to
the first decade of relations. In these ten ydhgsjnitial optimistic period in terms
of perceptions and exceptions will constitute tr@@mtoncern of this study. The
existence of such euphoric period is accepted bylyall the authors focused on
this issue, but there is not a consensus on theretendays of passage from an
optimistic atmosphere to a more realistic view.sTthiesis will accept the three years
after the declaration after the declaration of petelence by the Turkic republics
and this period will be mainly discussed. The esémthe rest of the 1990s will be
illustrated in order to clarify the end of the opistic atmosphere in the euphoria

period.



During the 1990s, more or less, the Turkic bdjps in Central Asia occupied a
place in the Turkish public opinion. However, i tlast decade, this interest has
gradually decreased. On the other hand, there wagesignificant difference
between the foreign policy making styles of thed®¥8nd the 2000s. During the
1990s there was considerable attention on idehtiged foreign policy analysis.
This was because the facts of international pslitiged the scholars to behave so.
However, in the last ten years, with the strongaotwf the September 11 attacks,
international politics have been begun to be amalym terms of “national security”
concerns similar to the conditions of the Cold peariod. It is true that the issue of
cultural differences maintained their prominencéhim discussions over foreign
policy, but identical and ideational differencesrg/being subordinated to the
security issue contrary to their central positiothe 1990s. Thus, it can be
concluded that the 2000s in international politioastitute a different position the
1990s. On the other hand, as mentioned above,ghedl Asian region did not
attract great. Due to these reasons, this thesis ot consider the last ten years and
focuses on the relations between Turkey and thkid@ vepublics during the 1990s
and mainly the first half of the decade since we & make the analysis of the initial
optimistic perceptions and exceptions rather tlagive a broad chronological
account.

As mentioned earlier, this thesis limits itdela foreign policy analysis.
However, it is not limited to the traditional preses of that analysis. Rather than that
an inter-disciplinary account will be given. By@nating as a foreign policy
analysis, it will be claimed that not only the geaigrinciples of rationality and
profit maximization, but also notions such as tlsdmical background, identity

formation and political and economic facts of timeet may play significant roles in



the way that states construct their foreign padiciehe examination of these factors
makes this study an interdisciplinary approachudk@y’s attitude towards the
Turkic republics in the 1990s.

Apart from the introduction and conclusionemtthis thesis has four chapters
each of them with a specific context to crystallize big picture. In the second
chapter, a theoretical basis for our thesis wilcbestructed. In doing this, a
legitimacy ground will be sought from the interaial relations theories to this
study. In this theoretical chapter, the generalgiples of the Realist and the neo-
Realist paradigms which have been the dominantagpes to the study of
international politics and foreign policy analysigl be challenged for over its
emphasis on the unitary and rationalistic rolehef $tate in international politics.
Instead of this, it will be claimed that the aimpobfit maximization and national
security as well as ideational factors such a®natiidentity, culture or perceptions
can play roles in a state’s foreign policy. At gred of the chapter, the theoretical
claims illustrated in this chapter about the relasi between Turkey and the Turkic
republics in the 1990s will be adopted briefly.

The third chapter illustrates the conjunctinatkground that increased the volume
of enthusiasm in the public opinion and the eageroé the Turkish state elite in
terms of cooperating with the Turkic republicsthis regard, with the
transformation of Turkish nationalism from a mongdo-Islamist line to a more
Turkist ideology in the 1980s and 1990s will becdssed. The change process in
Turkey both in political and economic life andiitgpacts on the foreign policy
making style will also be discussed. In this perit@ proponents of nationalism in
Turkey gained variety and the traditional Turkisheign policy making process

began to be questioned even at the highest leastly. a comparative analysis of



these two processes will be made in order to anduether they had increased the
enthusiastic atmosphere at the beginning of th@4.89 not.

The fourth chapter constitutes the main bddye thesis. In this chapter,
Turkey'’s perception of the Turkic world will be eraned. In doing this, an
analytical distinction between the different pegant this process will be. The first
period will be called as the euphoria period, whiklstrates the most enthusiastic
atmosphere towards the “new geography” Turkey arploin order to understand
this enthusiasm, its motives will also be givene Tither periods will deal with the
realization of limits as a transition period pagsvith significant disappointments
and the routinization of the relations as a normaailon process. The euphoria period,
as mentioned above, will be the main axis of tleisqul and the following periods
will be presented as an outcome of the first peridaese periods deal not only with
the course of Turkish foreign policy’s route in tlegjion, it also illustrates the
enthusiasm, perceptions and the disappointmenfar&ish nationalism and their
response to the state elite in this process.

The fourth chapter deals with the course of@ations whereas the fifth chapter
gives an epilogue of what has happened in termsadpolitik. This chapter will be
used to clarify the lack of ground of the initigdtomism among the Turkish state
elite and the Turkish nationalists. In doing thie developments in political,
economic and cultural relations will be categorizedrder to illustrate which
factors really dominated the relations contrarthinitial expectations about the
possible determining role of ethnic, cultural amstdrical ties.

To sum up, this thesis examines the initispamse of Turkey with different
elements of the public opinion towards the emergeariche Turkic republics and the

relations with them during the 1990s as a wholek&sping in mind that this issue

10



has been discussed in different contexts previonsiy approaches to this
phenomenon will be introduced. First, it will beesised that the conditions of the
time played a prominent role in the emergence @fititial euphoric atmosphere
rather than the existence of a structural Pan-sutkndency in the public opinion.
In other words, Turkey’s pro-Western foreign polpmsrspective had been damaged
due to events such as the end of the Cold Wargowral conflicts effecting Turkish
and Muslim communities around Turkey. Second, ahated to the first claim, it

will be proposed that there is mutual interactietween the domestic politics and
the foreign policy and an emphasis will be put o telationship between national
identity and foreign policy formation. Third, stermg from the fact that Turkey’s
initial optimism resulted in a huge disappointmehis phenomenon, in some sense,
was due to the political, cultural and economiditiea of the Turkic republics along

with Turkey’s unsatisfactory potential to take teadership in the region.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: NATIONAL IDENTITY- FOREIGN P®LICY
RELATIONSHIP REVISITED

Defining a concrete theoretical frameworkffmeign policy decision-making
processes has been one of the most controvers@lgsdiions in the discipline of
international relations. With the increasing impaicglobalization and with the new
world order that has emerged since the end ofdltewear, various new concepts
have been coined in studies on foreign policy wineke such efforts much more
complicated. As Rosenau argues, “... Foreign pobcy bridging discipline. (...) It
takes as its focus of study the bridges that whpétems called states build to link
themselves and their subsystems to the even mooegrassing international
systems which they are a pattThis chapter discusses the methodological and
conceptual background of foreign policy making-@sses in order to observe the
existence of some non-tangible factors such agitgemnd perceptions which both
shape and are shaped by the foreign policy-makiogasses.

In this regard, this chapter argues that treerns of national security and profit
maximization as well as the notion of identity,ioagl identity and interactions play
certain roles while states construct their forggficy perspectives. Finally, the idea
of constructivist international relations theoryhieh accepts the existence of identity
in international relations but sees the notiordefiity (i.e., national, religious or
cultural identity) as a constant monolithic entityl be examined. Rather it is
claimed that once a national identity in a coumrgonstructed, it may show a

fragmented character and this may lead to contestabver identity constitution and

® James Rosenau, “Introduction: New Directions aaduRrent Questions in the Comparative
Study of Foreign Policy,” ilNew Directions in the Study of Foreign Policy, €darles F. Hermann,
Charles W., Kegley Jr and James N. Rosenau (BoAttem and Unvin, 1987), pp. 5- 6.
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reproduction which can find reflections in the fgrepolicy making processes in
many cases.

In the final part of this chapter, the thematdata which will be obtained from
this chapter will be sought to use to understardbtives behind the Turkish
foreign policy behavior towards the emergence effthrkic republics in the post-
cold war period.

Before beginning the discussion, it will befus to define what foreign policy is
and what it is for. In the broadest sense, for@igiicy can be conceptualized as a
state’s wholesale behaviors and policies toward®ther states in the international
system by using their authorized institutions agpgresentative¥. This may seem a
conservative conceptualization but given the faat states are still the primary
actors in the foreign policy-making processes alitg the reality of losing their,
dominance, such a conceptualization can still Bessd as valid. Furthermore, the
role of the state in the foreign policy-making pgeses is generally beyond the scope
of this thesis. This is because we are not seagdbinthe answer of the question
“Who determines the foreign policy?” but are invgsting the tangible and
intangible elements which may become influenticd state’s foreign policy.

In the international relations discipline,dan policy differs from international
politics with its concentration on the behaviordstate rather than the dynamics of
the international systef.In terms of political science, from a realist dsieb-realist
point of view, foreign policy differs from domestiolitics due to its concentration

on issues of high politics such as national segisgues and the basic values of a

19 M. Fatih Tayfur, “Ds Politika,” in Devlet ve Otesi: Uluslararagliskilerde Temel
Kavramlar, ed. Atila Eralp {stanbuliletisim, 2005), p. 73.

Y bid., p. 74.
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state*? From this point of view, foreign policy can be essed as a field independent
from the issues and quarrels of domestic polititserms of international relations
theory, the above-said positioning seems suitdhiethe idea that foreign policy is a
field which is independent from domestic politicahcerns is a quite questionable
projection which has been subject to some studies.

Kenneth Waltz makes a division between expiana of international relations
as the “systemic (international level) explanatiand domestic explanation¥’”
Domestic explanations, for Moravcsik, “look to theciety, culture, and political
institutions of individual nation-states; and indival-level explanations look to the
personal or psychological characteristics of indlixil statesmen-* According to
this view, “state behavior does not respond tanternational system; it constitutes
it. Faced with common challenges, states may reagtdifferently.”™ According to
the domestic explanations, factors such as statetste, the ideology of a regime,
opposition movements and regime change, and irtstaaility can be major
concerns in foreign policy making proces&es.

Among these explanations, two of them come #odWor the purpose of this
study. Katzenstein argues that the foreign policy state is the product of the

political and economic structutéForeign economic policy can be determined by a

2bid., p. 75.

13 Kenneth WaltzTheory of International PoliticéBerkeley: UCLA Press, 1979) , pp. 19 —
78.

14 Andrew Moravcsik, “Introduction: Integrating Intextional and Domestic Theories of
Interational Bargaining,” imouble-Edged Diplomacy: International BargainingdaBomestic
Politics, ed.Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson and Robert BhaPu(Berkeley: UCLA Press,
1993), p. 5.

% |bid., p. 5.

'8 Hakan Tarkan Kosebalaban, “Contested Nationaltigeand Foreign Policy: The Case of
Japan and Turkey” (Ph.D. diss., University of Ut2007), pp. 20 — 21.
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coalition between the state and the private sé€tdioreover, adds Katzenstein,
“...change in foreign economic policy partly resudtom conflict in domestic
politics.”® The second one is Snyder’s “Myths of Empire” thesiccording to this
view, pro-imperial views in domestic politics maatl to a different understanding
in foreign policy?°

After clarifying the context of foreign poli@nalysis, it will be useful to illustrate
its historical evolution. Such an effort will revehe tremendous widening of the
context of the foreign policy analysis paralletihe developments in world politics.
Furthermore, such an effort will provide satisfagtevidence that a comprehensive
analysis can’t be made without a traditional uniderding of foreign policy
understanding and will crystallize the need infedhnew concepts to the discipline.

It will allow us to understand what we are opposimgrder to reach “our” truth.

Realist International Relations Theory and the i@uhl Foreign Policy Approach

Realist paradigm dominated the internatioaktrons discipline for more than a

half century. Among numerous factors, its powemstenainly due to its influence

among the American international relations schétansd its flexibility?? Due to

" peter Katzenstein, “Domestic Structures and Sjieseof Foreign Economic Policy,”
International Organizatior8l, no. 4 (1977), p. 879.

18 |bid.
¥ bid., p. 917.

2 Jack Snydemyths of Empire: Domestic Politics and InternatibAanbition (New York:
Ithaca, 1991), pp. 6 — 9.

2L For such a view, see Stanley Hoffman, “An AmeriGatial Science: International
Relations, Daedalusl06, no.3 (Spring 1977), pp. 41 — 60.

2 For Richard Ashley, Realism gains its strengthrfiits variety what he categorizes as

technical and practical Realism. See Richard AsliRglitical Realism and Human Interests,”
International Studies Quarter®5, no.2 (June 1981), pp. 211 — 226.
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these reasons, the premises of re#tigirnational relations theory also dominated
the foreign policy studies for decades.

Realist international relations theory basjcatgues that international politics are
ruled by objective laws which lie in human natune ghe international system is an
anarchy where states are unitary and rational agtho seek survival, security and
profit maximization and act free from any moral sioleration?®> These basic
projections of Realidinternational relations theory gave the directioth®
Traditional Foreign Policy Approach.

According to the Traditionalist approach, assare the only actors in the foreign
policy-making processeéé.The main motive of a state is to gain the maxinpuofit
relying on its power. Thus, states should follova@gonal foreign policy trend
proportionally to their power. Power is the mainantive and foreign policy-making
processes are limited to the power struggles arttemgtate$® in such a
circumstance, the context of foreign policy is bieai only to the issues of military
and security issues. Low politics should be betltiiredscope of foreign policy
analysis.

Realist international relations theory gaipedminence during the most intense
years of the cold war Period. Thus, its overemphasithe security and survival
issues in the foreign policy analysis may seenrable. However, the following
years revealed that a comprehensive and consfstemgn policy analysis can not be
made by excluding all other factors except secisgyes. The criticisms of the

simplistic foreign policy perspective of the Traglitalist Approach gave way to the

% Tayyar Ari,Uluslararasiligkiler Teorileri, Catyma, Hegemonydibirli gi (istanbul: Alfa,
2006), pp. 182 -187.

4 Steve Smith, “Theories of Foreign Policy: A Histail Overview,”Review of International
Studiesl2, no. 1 (1986), p. 15.

% See Hans J. MorgenthaRplitics among Nations: The Struggle for Power &whce
(New York: Knopf, 1960), pp. 1 — 615.
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emergence of a new foreign policy analysis whichttethe enrichment of the

discipline.

Behaviorist School and the Decision Making Approach

The first criticism of the predominance of fRealist paradigm in the
international relations discipline came from thénBe@oral School, which also had a
reflection on the studies of foreign policy anadystirst and foremost, it must be
noted that Behaviorism did not criticize Traditibi@ernational relations theories
over their doctriné® The power of Behaviorism lay behind its methodilal
innovation.

The contribution of the Behaviorist approagltite study of foreign policy
analysis was the Decision Making Approach to Fargiglicy Analysis. According
to this approach, foreign policy was limited toesiss of decisions made by the
foreign policy makers. The rationality of stateamsactor in the international system
protects its prominence in the Decision Making Ajgmh, as was the case in the
Traditionalist Paradigr” Even though the Behaviorist School and the Foreign
Policy Making Approach, as the instruments of 8ukool, attach a similar
significance to the state in the international eystit challenges the Realist
Paradigm and the Traditionalist school by seeimgstate as an abstract entftythe
revolution of the Decision Making Approach liesrtheBy stressing the determining

role of decision making in the foreign policy magiprocesses, the Decision Making

% Oktay F. Tanrisever, “Yéntem Sorunu: Geleneks&l&lavrangsalcilik Tartsmasi,” in
Devlet, Sistem ve Kimlik: UluslararaBiskilerde Temel Yaklamlar, ed.Atila Eralp (stanbul:
fletisim, 1996), p. 116.

2" Tayfur, p. 84.

2 bid.
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Approach “humanized” the studies of foreign poliktythis context, Decision
Making Approaches have made valuable contributioriee Theories of
international relations for being some of the fagempts to broaden the limits of the
discipline.

The Decision Making Approach made foreign @ohnalysis at different levels.
On each of these divergent levels, the foreigncganalysis discipline gained new
perspectives. These perspectives taught the drseifiiat the perceptions of a
decision maker may influence the foreign policyaafountry or the foreign policy
decision making process is the sum of the negotiatbetween the related
institutions and their representatives. To sunthg Behaviorist School in the
international relations discipline and the Decidvaking Approach to Foreign
policy Analysis broadened the scope of the studirethe related issues. Moreover,
the developments in world politics also contributedhe applicability of these

theories in the studies on foreign polfcy.

Questioning Rationality: New Concepts in InternagibRelations Theory

Through the 1970s the Traditional internatloe&ations paradigms began to be
guestioned more openly thanks to the developmédriteedime. The national
security-based and pure rationalistic understandinigaditional International
Relations School first was questioned over inteomal economic issues. The

concept of Complex Mutual Interdependence occuimrehis conjuncturé®

2 For example, even though Greece and Turkey wetaqra under the NATO alliance, the
Greek leader of the time, Andreas Papandreau, pdaggressive policies towards Turkey due to his
individual political preferences during the coldrwa
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According to this view, non-state actors also ningsevaluated as an actor in the
international relations along with the sovereigatast®' However, it must be noted
that this did not challenge the basic premiseseflraditionalist School, which sees
state as the unitary actor in the foreign policyking process?

By the end of the 1970s, studies that compr&ikiely question the rationalistic
perspective of the Traditionalist School emergdte first challenge came from a
Neo-Realist oriented scholar, Kenneth Waltz. Caogtra the liberal Complex
Mutual Interdependence concept, Waltz did not igrtbe role of the state in the
foreign policy decision making processes. Waltdspwas to focus more on the
whole international system and its structure thenstates as separate and unitary
actors> Waltz did not directly criticize the view that &ta were rational actors to
obtain maximum profit in line with their nationalterest directly. He stressed that
the international system determines the foreigicpdiehavior of a stat&. His
theory challenged the state-centric orientatiothefTraditionalist School over
stressing the significance of the structure inrmaéonal system, but his theory did
not make a contribution to bringing the non-matdeators onto the agenda of
discipline of international relations and, in siecito the studies on foreign-policy
analysis.

Non-material factors such as ethics, idemitperceptions entered into the
studies of international relations theory and fongpolicy analysis in the 1980s. The

involvement of Normative Theory and Social Congikigsm in the international

%0 See Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye Jr., “TransaafRelations and World Politics: An
Introduction” International Organizatior25, no. 3 (1971), pp. 329 -349.

3 Ibid., p. 330.
%2 Tayfur, p. 99.
¥ Waltz, “Theory of International Politics...,” p93

% Ibid., p. 39.
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relations discipline played a significant role. $aeheories gained momentum in the
second half of the decade and especially the denedats after the end of the cold
war served the proponents of these theories tie $kéir claims on a more concrete
ground.

Normative Theory in international relationssa@orn as a response to the absolute
determinism and monism of the Realist Paradigifhe principle of profit
maximization was rejected by normativism and ingteithis as Bakan notes,
“...normative theory presupposes that actors irptaetice of international relations
do have alternatives and real choices, and cargehtaeir conducts®® For
Normative international relations theory, interpatl relations rely on two
normative concepts: peace and WaFhe claim that the sovereignty gives a state the
right to behave without any moral consideratiorhntits borders while its foreign-
policy making process is something questionablemrhis aspect, Normative
international relations theory holds a unique posiin the discipline by introducing
moral standards to the study of international retet With the help of the
developments of the time, Normative internatioedtions theory made
comprehensive solutions to a wide range of issisesigised in international relations
theory such as just war, international justicenhn rights.

From the standpoint of this study, it can &iel shat Normative international
relations theory does not have so much to say @national identity-foreign policy

relationship. However, it must be noted that Nomstn made a somewhat

% For A Comprehensive normative theory in intermagiarelations, see Mervyn Frost,
Towards a Normative International Relations The@@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1986), pp. 1 -252.

3 Zerrin Ayse Bakan, “Normative Theory: Frost's Constitutivepkpach,”Ankara
Universitesi SBF Dergi$3, no.1 (Winter 2008), p. 5.

3" ihsan D@1, Normatif Yaklgimlar: Adalet, Kitlik, insan Haklari, iDevlet, Sistem ve
Kimlik .Uluslararasifliskilerde Temel Yakamlar, ed.Atila Eralp (stanbulletisim, 1996), p. 187.

20



shocking impact on the study of international iela and foreign policy by
challenging the main premises of the Traditiongdestadigm.

Even though the Realist paradigm is still imaot dominance in the discipline of
international relations, thanks to the contributddiNormative international relations
theory, it has been revealed that states do natrégtrelying on the principles of
rational choice and profit maximization. As Bakagues “...normative theory
addresses the ethical nature of the relations mitie state-centric global practice in
a wide context of liberty, distributive justice v&peignty, violence, just war, human
rights and so on®® This phenomena challenged the traditional viewnfr@rious
aspects and increased the width of foreign poli@lysis so that, new concepts such
identity, difference or perceptions found a legdateground in the IR discipline and
studies on foreign policy.

The second challenge to the Traditionalistpectives ofinternational relations
theory and Foreign policy Analysis came with thieaduction of Social

Constructivism to the study of international redas. For Jackson and Sorensen,

Constructivists ... argue that the most importaneaspf international
relations is social, not material. Furthermoreythggue that this social reality
is not objective, or external, to the observemtéinational affairs...
Consequently, the study of international relationsst focus on the ideas and
beliefs that inform the actors on the internatics@@ne as well as the shared
understandings between thém.

Social Constructivism served the disciplinendérnational relations in two ways.

First, its theoretical content was a bridge betwberpositivist and post-positivist

% Bakan, p. 5.

39 Robert Jackson and Georg Sorenseinpduction to International Relation@ew York:
Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 162.
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international relations theorié$Secondly, as Késebalaban argues, “the
constructivist approach to international relatipnsvides a theoretical framework to
analyze ideational variables in foreign poliéy.Beyond any doubt, it was a
revolutionary attempt in challenging the rootedaide international relations theory
that sees states as rational entities to providet pnaximization. By introducing the
notions of culture, identity or non-material pereps of threat, constructivism, put
forward the idea that history is not external tonlan affairs, but immanent to
them??

For constructivists, identity is a maj@terminant of interest formation.
Contrary to the main premises of classical Realibmjnterest of a state does not
stem from the codes of universal law that is basethe characteristics of human
nature?® Instead of this, identity, in most cases, deteewithe interest of a state.
Identity, culture, and thus the history of a sth;ome influential in the state’s
decision on what is good or what is evil for hetdebr constructivists, on the other
hand, identity or culture and interests stemmiogifthese notions are not given
values. As Wendt argues, interest is the produitef-subjective processes of
meaning creatiofi* Thus, the interaction processes between statas geominence
in the constructivist approach. There is a mutaktionship between the notions of

identity and interactiof’ The content of an identity defined and chosen btate

“0Wendt proclaims that he has such an aim of brigifie two schools. See Alexander
Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It: SocialnGtruction of Power Politics|hternational
Organization46, no. 2 (Spring 1992), p. 394.

*1 Kosebalaban, p. 47.

“2Jackson and Sorensen, p. 164.

3 Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It,” pp639403.

* Yiicel Bozdalioglu, Turkish Foreign Policy and Turkish Identity: A Ctnustivist
Approach(New York: Routledge, 2003), p.24.
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heavily influences its choices in interactions, ielihe outcomes of the interactions
can play a determining role in the identity defimis of a stat&® This may affect the
foreign policy behavior of a state directly in maase$’

The above-said claim of the constructivistrapph also carries an
epistemological discussion into the field of intional relations theory and foreign
policy analysis. The relationship between the didin of the self-hood and the
interaction with the other, in this regard, deteres the basis of the identity —
interaction discussion and its impact on the foromaof interests in foreign policy-
making processes.

After discussing the central role of identriythe constructivist approach to
international identity, how it works in determinitige foreign policy behavior of a
state in the international system can be clarifiedst, there is a need to remember
that identity construction is an inseparable predesm the dynamics of domestic
politics. Thus, constructivism is also a challetgéhe Traditional international
relations theories in terms of their clear cut dswen of the fields of foreign policy
and domestic politics. As Bozgleoglu writes, “once an identity is constructed,
states institutionalize that identity at both dotitzeand international level*® in

domestic politics, myths and institutions are uledhis purpose. In foreign policy,

4 Jeffrey T. Checkel, “The Constructivist Turn in TReory,”World Politics50, no. 2
(Spring 1998), p. 326.

“°Bozdalioglu, p. 29.

" For example, “During the reign of the Shah in |rdre state was defined insecular and
western terms. However, the Islamic revolution %79 changed the character of the Iranian state and
Islam became the dominant element in the idenfith@ state. This transformation, in turn, changed

the course of Iranian foreign policy. While beftine revolution Iran was one of the most important
allies of the West in the region, the Islamic goweent declared that the most important enemies of

Islam and Iran are the West and Western valulsd., p. 29.
8 bid., p. 23.

“bid., p. 26.
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“states seek to enact their identities in inteestadrmative structures, including
regimes and security communitie¥.”

The above-said function of identity formatiarforeign policy-making processes
brings another problematic. In the previous paithis chapter, the relationship
between identity and interactions and its mutuakrabteristic were discussed. Now,
the above-said clarification raises questions abmipossible relationship between a
defined identity of a state and its perceptiombéiiests. At this point, how that
makes an impact on the identity formation shoul@$leed. In this case, it is again
possible to say that there is a mutual relationdhighis point, it will be suitable to
refer to Wendt again. Does the identity of a stitéate its perception of interest or
does the interests of a state? Wendt argues tkapfe act toward objects on the
basis of the meanings that objects have for thamg’thus “states act differently
toward enemies than they do friend5This reference clarifies that the constructivist
approach to foreign policy attaches significancth&orole of the identity of a state in
determining its notion of interests.

The constructivist approach to internatiomddtions made a quite valuable
contribution to the studies on foreign policy arsidy It provided a theoretical
legitimacy for people who argued that apart frotioreal concerns, other non-
material factors could play a role in a foreignipgimaking process of a state. In
this regard, this approach holds a respectiveiarfdct, a unique position for the
discipline of international relations theory andaafor this study. Furthermore, this

approach to international relations has been @édfor some reasons. First of all, it

%0 NATO seems to suit this case since, as Risse-Kapperes, “NATO both expressed the
common identity of liberal democracies and embrgdtorth Atlantic security community,” Ronal L.
Jepperson, Alexander Wendt and Peter J.KatzenShoinms, Identity, and Culture in National
Security,” inThe Culture of National Securitgd. Peter Katzenstein (New York:
ColumbiaUniversity Press, 1996), p. 62.

1 Wendt, “Anarchy is What States Make of It...,” 396 — 397.
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does not make a criticism of the rationalist vibattsees states as unitary actors in
the international system. In this aspect, constrsigt does not present a departure
from neo-realism and Wendt, a prominent constrigttscholar, criticizes neo-
realism for not being concentrated on the inteometi system satisfactorify.
Second, and mostly due to the first reason, thetoactivist approach, at least
structural (or conventional) constructiviStssees the notion of identity as a
monolithic aspect that do not change under anyigistances. The possibility of the
reproduction and transformation of the state idemgiin most cases beyond
discussion for the constructivist approach. Howgethes view is not accepted as a
whole by all the constructivist scholars. Bogldaglu rejects this static perspective
of identity and challenges the view of what hescal “structural constructivism™
Instead of this, he attempts to crystallize the adlinteractions in identity formation
at both the domestic and international leval$his, also in my view, would be a
better attempt in clarifying the role of nationdé&ntity in the Turkish foreign policy-
making processes.

It was previously said in this chapter that 11980s is a decade accepted as a
watershed in international relations theory aneifpr policy analysis. Along with
the introduction of the above-said constructivigbr@ach, the main critical theory

was adapted to studies on international relatioriee mid-1980s and increased its

2 Kosebalaban, p. 51.

>3 There is a distinction between structural (conwmrdl) constructivism and critical
constructivism. “The buzzwords for conventional stoactivism are norms and identity, for critical
constructivism, power and discourse. Conventionaktructivism examines the role of norms and
identity in shaping international political outcosne The critical constructivists focus “on how threa
perceptions, the object of security, are sociatiystructed.” Nillifer Karacasulu and Elif Uzg6ren,
“Examining Social Constructivist Studies to Segu8tudies,Perceptionsl2 (Summer-Autumn
2007), pp. 30 -32.

* Bozdalioglu, p. 24.

%5 |bid.
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influence on the discipline during the 1990s maahle to the conditions of the then
world politics.?® In this part of this chapter, the contributioncafical international
relations theories to the field of foreign poliayadysis will be discussed.

Robert Keohane, a well-known neo-liberal sahahakes a conceptualization as
“Rationalistic” and “Reflectivist” while examininthe approaches to the
international institutiond’ This classification made by Keohane is seen attampt
to ignore the increasing significance of Critiaatieirnational relations theorr8ut
except this intention, it can be claimed that & i&nctional assessment in
understanding the position of critical internatibredations theories towards the
Traditionalist approaches. This is because critrd@irnational relations theories are
based on questioning the central tenets of ratistnatrspectives on international
relations. Keyman examines the perspectives atatiinternational relations
theories in four categories: The relationship betwmodernity and international
relations, the recognition of the relationship betw power and knowledge, the
creation of critical knowledge, and finally the peective that sees the
identity/difference relationship as the basis ¢éinational relations theory.Each
of these points constitutes the basis of diffef@nitical international relations
theories but also lead differentiation betweendheggproaches. The premises that are

specific to each of these approaches are beyorgttpe of this study but among

%% For a detailed study on Critichiternational relations theories, see Fuat Keyman,
Kiiresellgme, Devlet, Kimlik/Farkhhk: Uluslararadgiiskiler Kuramini Yeniden Diinmek(istanbul:
Alfa, 2000), pp. 1-292.

" See Robert Keohane, “International InstitutionsoTApproaches,International Studies
Quarterly32, no. 1 (Winter 1988), pp. 386 — 393.

%8 Fuat Keyman, “Elgtirel Distince:iletisim, Hegemonya, Kimlik/Fark,” iDevlet, Sistem ve
Kimlik: Uluslararasifliskilerde Temel Yakjamlar, ed. Atila Eralp istanbuliletisim, 1996), p. 227.

9 Keyman, pp. 229 — 230.
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them the identity/difference relationship and tlestepmodern international relations
discourse is worth assessing in detail for the pseyof this study.

The post-modernist approach to internatioektions is of great significance for
various reasons. First, it sees internationaliggiattheory as an inclusive and
exclusive practice which means that modern intewnat relations theory functions
in excluding and othering different identiti®sThe foreign policy of a state plays a
certain role in this process over the identity fation process because once the
“foreign” is constructed, it also will determine athdomestic is and thus, foreign
policy is a specific sort of boundary-producingifichl performancé In this
regard, foreign policy is affected not only by ttenstructed identity of a state, it
also affect the identity formation process with toatribution of international
interactions. From this aspect, post-modern dismuaray seem to share the view of
social constructivism that attaches significanctheorole of identity formation on
foreign policy-making processes. However, post-modgernational relations
discourse is different from social constructivismtbe basis of state problematic.
Contrary to the costructivist approatmpost-modern discourse problematizes the
position of state in the international system. pbst-modern discourse problematize

the notion of state in the Realist and Neo-reglgadigms over its state-centric

9 Keyman, p. 250.

®1 Richard Ashley, “Foreign Policy as Political Perfmnce, International Studies Notei3,
no. 1 (1987), p. 51.

2 Wendt, as a prominent constructivist scholar, asghat “| take a state-centric approach
for two reasons. First, notwithstanding the growimgortance of nonstate actors in world politics,
states remain jealous of their sovereignty and ap masist- collective identification more than athe
actors, which poses a harder case for theory. Sle¢@ngue that collective identification is an
important condition for the emergence of "interioaal states.” See Alexander Wendt,
“Collective Identity Formation and the Internatib&tate,” American Political Science Revié&8, no.
2 (1994), p. 385.
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approach and the view that sees states as a uaitdrindependent entity free from
any moral consideratiorfs.

For Post-modernists, the Realist paradigm hadrtaditionalist Approaches in
general set the foreign policy behavior of a siai position in which factors of
domestic politics or notions of ethics, identityp@rceptions do not have any
influence® The post-modernist approach challenges these \gvrgroducing a
somewhat socio-centric perspective and by intédisiign the above-said “state
problematic” with the modernity phenomeHia.

The post-modern approach to internationatigla, in principle, shows
similarities with other perspectives establishing Critical Theories in international
relations theory, such as the Habermasian critiesdry associated with
Communicative Rationality or the Gramsciaternational relations theory settled on
the “hegemony” discour8&Post-modernist approach to international relatists
the notion of modernity in international relaticas an othering process and to
consolidate and justify the existing conditionsaafrld politics®’ To sum up, the
post- modern approach to international relatiordstructs the view that limits the
field of international relations theory and foreigolicy analysis to state actions and
the efforts that try to analyze these actionslpysa rationalistic point of view
without any regard to domestic factors or any otwersiderations based on ethics,

identity or perceptions.

83 Keyman, Kiresellgne, Devlet, Kimlik/Farklilik, p. 101.
% Ibid.
% Ibid.
% Ibid.

" Ibid., pp. 170 — 171.
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The post-modern approach to internationatioela was held by scholars such as
Richard Ashley’® M. Shapiro, Robert Walker, James Der Derian, JeorGe,
William Bloom, William Conolly and David Campbellhese scholars and
numerous other post-modernist authors on intemaitilations theory met on some
common points on the characteristics of the intgwnal system. However, there was
considerable variation between these schéfarmwever, by being loyal to the basic
premises of the post modernist approach, thesdasshmade their own specific
contributions to them. Among these scholars, tagestents of Der Derian,

Campbell and Bloom deserve special attention ferthieoretical claim of this thesis.
In his book©On Diplomacy Der Derian introduces the notion of genealogical
textuality to the study of international relatiofidn doing this, he aimed at analyzing
the “genealogical analysis of the estrangemerti@i¥est,” which opens the way to

understanding the relationship between the roadgr@msformations of diplomacy
and ideological, legal and political practidésiis theory reveals two significant
outcomes. First, diplomacy does not have historwad and thus, there are different
types of diplomacy occurring due to different sfgraint historical, temporal and
spatial determinants. In other words, diplomacysdoat have a universal natural law
valid for every state to be practiced on the badeyests and free from specific

ideational, historical or cultural concerns of eaeparate state.

® Among these scholars Richard Ashley deservesexapattention since he is the
founding mind of the post-modenist approach torirdgonal relations theory. For example, see R.
Ashley, “Poverty of Neo-Realism|hternational Organizatior88, no.1 (1988), pp. 225 — 286.

% For such a difference, see Connoly’s Criticisniehley, in Keyman, Devlet, Kimlik,
Farkhlik, p. 195.

% James Der Deriafn Diplomacy: A Geneaology of Western Estrangerf@xiford:
Oxford University Press, 1987) pp. 1- 8.

" Keyman Kiiresellame, Devlet, Kimlik/Farklikpp. 176 — 177.
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Secondly, Der Derian introduces the concepalénation” to the study of
international relations by analyzing the historicalirse of diplomac{/ He re-
conceptualizes the alienation concept in intermatioelations theory and claims that
such a will lead to a better understanding of tleaiity problematic in international
relations theory and of diplomacy that is mostlgdias a tool to justify the
Rationalist international relations discour§eThus, he concludes that diplomacy is
not only influenced by identity politics but it alfunctions in establishing and
reproducing the identity of a stete.

K.J Holsti was the first scholar to focus e telationship between the national
role conceptions and the foreign policy making psses> For Holsti, national role
conception in foreign policy basically refers ta policy makers’ own decisions of
the general kind of decisions, rules, commitmentsactions suitable to their

state.”®

Both the domestic politics and international eoriment are related to the
national role prescription’<.
However, William Bloom’s study in 1990 was tlest attempt to establish a direct

link between the national identity and foreign pyplafter the Reflectivist approaches

in international relations theoff.Bloom defined foreign policy as a tool for nation-

"2 Der DerianOn Diplomacy pp. 9 - 29.

3 After introducing the main concepualizations tAlienation” from St. Augustine to Marx,
Der Derian gives his understaning of alienatiorisTh“to denote the relinquishment of powers...and
the resulting condition of the seperation, respebti” Ibid., 28.

" bid., 208.

5 K.J Holsti, “National Role Conceptions in the StusfyForeign Policy, International
Studies QuarterlyL4, no. 3 (September 1970), pp. 233 — 309.

® Ibid., p. 245.
" Ibid., p. 246.

8 william Bloom, Personal Identity, National Identity and Internatal Relations
(Cambridge: Cambridge Uversity Press, 1990), pi94.

30



building.”® According to this view, nation-building always peeds as an
uncompleted process and in such a conjuncturegfopolicy functions well in
creating a common conscious among the fragmentesl glaa nation and thus serves
the formation of a nation over the perceptionshoéats possibly coming from
outside®® Bloom clarifies his statement of how foreign pglaerves to consolidate
the national identity by using the example of tldGvar between the U.S.A and the
Soviet Union. For him, these superpowers, whichevatso suffering from domestic
set-backs or conflicts, invested in the continuabbthe cold war in order to

mobilize nationalistic sentiment.

Similar to Bloom’s search for the relationsbgtween national identity and
foreign policy, David Campbell aimed at making anpwehensive analysis of the
relationship between national identity and forepgicy over the case of U.S foreign
policy.® At first glance, Campbell argues that foreign gpis not independent from
nation-building process and to the contrary, fangdglicy is immanent to the nation-
building procesé? In his words, “it is not possible to understanginational
relations as the existence of atomized statesatiedully fledged intensive entities in
which identity is securely grounded prior to foreiglations.?* In this regard, adds
Campbell, “foreign policy shifts from a concernrefations between states which

takes place across a-historical, frozen and prergboundaries, to a concern with

bid., p. 79.
8 |bid., p. 82.
8 Ibid., p. 93.

82 David CampbellWriting Security: United States Foreign Policy aAcherican Identity
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1998), pp-262.

8 Keyman, p. 251.

8 Ccampbell, p. 61.
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the establishment of the boundaries that constiaitene and the same time, the
state and the international systefSuch kind of a “construction of the foreign is
made possible by practices that also constituteldneestic.2° Thus, foreign policy
is not only a process which is pursued on the hagigtionality and which is
external to socidl’relations, but also a social practice that esthetighe identity of
a staté®

Campbell makes his analysis by analyzing tie of “national security” in U.S
foreign policy and nation-building processes. Etreugh Der Derian and Campbell
used different assets in examining the nationaititieforeign policy relationship,
their studies reveal similar conclusions. In bdtthese analysis, the scholars use
their diplomacy (for Der Derian) and security (@ampbell) discourses to clarify
that foreign policies are not pursued over singdengle national identity conception
and thus to show that inclusion/exclusion practares othering practices constitute a
pivotal position in understanding the state andrimtional relation&’ This
genealogical analysis presents an analysis ofnatemnal relations which focuses on
the identity problematic.

To sum up, the dominance of the Realist pgradind its premises about the state
have been criticized from various aspects in thetlwee decadé8 The emergence

of these new perspectives brought new issues ofiskson onto the agenda of

% Ipid.

% |bid., p.62.

87 Der Derian, pp. 208 -209. Campbell, p. 69.
8 Keyman, p.180.

8 This fact can be summarized, as said above, “Qoaereate who/what foreign is, you
also create the domestic.” Keym#fireselleme, Devlet, Kimlik/Farkhlik p. 181.

% These challenges were the Social Constructivigirdach and the Reflectivist
International relations theories.
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international relations theory and Foreign polioglgsis. The identity problematic,
or specifically the role of national identity orrégn policy making processes, began
to be discussed in international relations theorsuch a conjuncture.

From the standpoint of this thesis, the penoghich these studies emerged also
deserves attention. With the exception of Holdilsly published in 1970, the
studies which prioritize the identity problematicinternational relations theory and
foreign policy analysis were published mostly aftex mid-1980s. This is mostly
because the foreign policy behaviors of the statésis period showed completely
different character to the Traditionalist approachmeinternational relations theory.
The case which examined here also emerged in ¢hiscpand the premises of post-
modernist approach to international relations igeglikely to answer the questions
that will be asked while trying to understandingKey’s foreign policy behavior

towards the emergence of the Turkic republics énGaucasus and Central Asia.

Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, the challenges to the gernartatiples of the Realist paradigm
that sees states as unitary and rational actaheimternational system seeking to
maximize their profit were joined. In doing thikgtinitial dominance and presently
still functional position of the Traditionalist afgaches to foreign policy and
international relations were discussed. In the s, we attempted to illustrate the
first serious challenges to the dominance of thaliReParadigm were illustrated. At
this point, it was concluded that constructivisbagach to international relations
made a precious contribution to the field of foreplicy analysis by stating that
notions such as norms, identity and perception&iqaay certain roles in a state’s

foreign policy making process. These ideational moakmaterial factors are
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constructed by social and domestic interactionghikprocess, it is observable that
there is a mutual interaction between the intesastiof a state and its national
identity conceptions and that this mutual intexattietermines the interest
perceptions of a state, contrary to premises ofthditionalist paradigms, which
claim that state behavior is determined by the ensial laws already existing in
human nature (i.e. Survival and Profit Maximiza)idh

After situating the contribution of the consttivist approach, the “structural
constructivist” approach was criticized for itswi¢hat state identity is monolithic
and a constant phenomenon. To the contrary, varniatisnal identity perceptions
may attempt to play determining roles in a staf@’'sign policy. Thus, it can be
concluded that there can’'t be one monolithic dolstaational identity conception in
a country, but there can be different national ifglefinitions which may contest
in order to be influential in the foreign policy kiag processe¥ As a last point, if
the national identity definitions owned by a staizreases, it makes the state eager to
play a more active role in its foreign polity.

The emergence of Critical international relasi theories was another watershed
in terms of understanding the national identity &areign policy relationship.
Among the Critical international relations theoritge post-modern approach to
international relations revealed revolutionary agstions on the relationship

between foreign policy and national identity. Tlo@structivist approach dealt with

L This view was heavily influenced by the Hobbesi#arpretation of politics. Jack
Donnely,Realism and International Relatiof€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp.
13 -15.

92 Kosebalaban, pp. 30-31.
% Bulent Aras and Aylin Gérener, “National Role Ceptions and Foreign Policy

Orientatio: The Ideational Bases of Justice andelpment Party’s Foreign Policy Activism in the
Middle East,”Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studi@sno. 1 (February 2010), p. 77.
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the impact of identity and interactions in the fgrepolicy making’* However, the
post-modernist approach went one step further tengtnat foreign policy, in many
cases, may be influenced not only by the natiaedtity conceptions in a county,
but also foreign policy may function in construgtiand reproducing the national
identity in a country?

This thesis agrees with the idea that intredube notions of norms, identity and
perceptions to the study of foreign policy analy§la the other hand, rather than a
singular notion of identity, the existence of diffat conceptions of contesting
national identities which are products of mutualigbinteractions at the domestic
and international levels are assumed. It is asswatsedthat not only national identity
impacts foreign policy and that, in line with thesp-modernist approach, foreign
policy creates and reproduces different nationatiidies in a state. However, in this
point, we need to oppose the post-modernist intiemal relations perspectives. It is
an acceptable phenomenon that foreign policy, inyntases, serves for national
identity formation foreign policy can not only bienplified to identity formation and
reproduction. As Wilson and Donnan argue, stategtsmselves as precise and
limited objective entities with the target of ptafiaximization’® States on the one
hand are products of individuals and social intéoas but on the other hand, they
make foreign policy to protect their interests andvivals even though being
socially constructed’ Even in Campbell's above-said radical study onftieign

policy analysis of the U.S.A includes such a pesspe. In this sense, Campbell

% Maja Zehfuss, “Constructivism and Identity,”@onstructivism and International
Relations ed. Stefano Guzzini and Anna Leander (New Yoiutiedge, 2006), p. 96.

% As was observed in the studies of Bloom (1990)@achpbell (1992).

% Thomas Wilson and Hastings Don&arder Identities, Nation and State at Internatibna
Fronties(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998)8.p.

bid.
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argues that “The claim is not that foreign polionstitutes state identity, rather it is
that foreign policy is concerned with the reprodutiof an unstable identity at the
level of the state, and the containment of chaBsrtg that identity®®

For Anthony D. Smith, national identity cab# reduced to only one element, it
is a multidimensional phenomendtiThus, as Ozkirimli argues, this would cause
different perceptions of the national identity fre tsame countrdf° These claims
find direct reflection in the Turkish national idéy case. As Taha Parla properly
indicates, Turkish nationalism has two faces. @Gnahe hand, there is the Kemalist
nationalism relying on the principles of ethnictoudl pluralism and defensive legal
nationalism and on the other hand, there is a¢ypationalism which searches for
ethnic-cultural unity and the superiority of therKish nation'°* Parla adds that there
is an obvious tension between these two typestamaism°? The emergence of
the Turkic republics and the reaction shown to pfisnomenon by different sides in
Turkey completely just stepped into such a sociktipal conjuncture. The debates
over the relationship with the “Turkic world” weneade by these contesting
stereotypes of national identit}? Turkish nationalists owned the project of

cooperating with the Turkic republiscs with consadde enthusiasm since the Turkic

% Campbell, p. 71.

99 Umut Ozkinmli Milliyetcilik Kuramlari: Elestirel Bir Bakig (istanbul: Dgu Bati, 2008),
p. 119

190 bid., p. 283.

191 Taha ParlaTiirkiye'de Siyasal Kiiltiiriin Resmi Kaynkalawol. 3 {stanbul:letisim,
1992), p. 183.

1921pid. 185
193 For a study, which discusses the contradictoryattar of Turkishness perception in
official Turkish nationalism through Turkey’s adties in Central Asia after the Cold War, see Akin

Oge, “Turkiye’de Resmi Milliyetcikin Tiirklik Kavraysi: Dis Tiirkler Odakli Faaliyet Gosteren
Resmi Kurulglarin Bir incelemesi, Toplum ve Bilini16, (2009), pp. 195-206.
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world was an integral part of their national identefinition°* The Turkish state

elite of the time, with their Kemalist type of pweestern national identity
understanding, welcomed the event since its pamepf identity was in a crisis due
to the developments of the tim& These contesting the national identity perceptions
led Turkey to pursue more active policies conttarigs traditional foreign policy
understanding and also controversies both in tineedtic politics and also among
intellectuals. This thesis explores Turkey’s ifit@action towards the Turkic
republics and generally in the 1990s with the luélfheoretical tools introduced in

this chapter by keeping the specific points of Thekish case in mind®

194 For example, the Turks living beyond the borddrEukey were a major concern for
Turkish Nationalism. Ethnic kinship was instrumdiztsd by Turkish nationalism. For an assessment
of the emphasis on the Outside Turks among Tumkédionalists, Sekkbal Ayer, “Tiirk Yurdu
Dergisinin 1924- 1970 Yillari Arasinda Cikan Sayrda Turkiye Dgindaki Turkler,” (MA Thesis,
Marmara University, 1995), pp. 1- 286.

195 this period, the cold war ended in 1991 andesed Turkey’s perceived strategic
importance. On the other hand, Turkey’s full mershgr application to the EEC was rejected in
1991. Thus, it was such a conjuncture that Turkay im search of new roles to play in the world
politics in order to remind its significance foetlVestern world.

1% For example, the predominant role of national sgcin Campbell’s study can be seen as
equal to the role of common historical roots wihk fTurkic world in the Turkish case.
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CHAPTER 3
CHANGE IN NATIONALISM, CHANGE IN FOREIGN POICY: A GLANCE AT
TURKEY IN THE 1990S
A Brief Historical Overview
There is a controversial statement which isral to belong to M. Kemal
Atatirk. According to this claim, in one of his sgbes, stated that,
Today, Soviet Union is our friend and ally. We nélaid friendship.
However, we can’t know what is going to happen tome. The Soviet
Union, just like the Ottoman Empire and the Austilangarian Empire, can
be dismembered and the nations that she holds kaowlisappear. The
world can have a new balance. In such a case, Siuhas to know what to
do. Under the Soviet rule, we have our brotherk wisame language, same
faith and same origin. We must be ready to prdtesn... We must not wait
for them to approach us, we must approach tHém.
There are various views which claim the vaidif this statement?® However,
there are also views that such a statement wamadé by Atatirk It is difficult

to believe that Atatlirk made such a statementatathat the relations with the

Soviet Union were of great significance for Turké$The existence of this

197 {smet Bozdp, Atatiirk’iin Sofras(Istanbul: Kervan Yayinlari, 1975), p. 138. “Bugiin
Sovyetler Birlgi dostumuzdur muttefikimizdir. Bu dosta ihtiyacimiz vardir. Fakat yarin ne
olacaini kimse bugiinden kestiremez. Tipki Osmanli gipki Avusturya-Macaristan gibi
parcalanabilir, ufalabilir. Bugiin elinde simsikittgu milletler avuglarindan kagabilirler. Dinya yeni
bir dengeye ukabilir. iste Tiirkiye ne yapagani bilmelidir...Sovyet idaresinde dili bir, inarigir, 6zii
bir kardalerimiz, onlara sahip ¢cikmaya hazir olmaliyiz. @nkorumaya hazir olmaliyiz. Onlarin
bize yaklamasini bekleyemeyiz. Bizim onlara yayteamiz gerekli.”

198 According to M. Esat Bozkurt, the Minister of Jastduring the republican period,
Ataturk also stated that “| must say that, firsalif | am a Turkish nationalist... | believe thaéth
Turkic Union will be realized one day. Even if | dot see that, | will close my eyes with this dréam
Mehmet SarayAtatiirk ve Tiirk Diinyasi: Tiirkiye ve Tiirkiye HaraénYaayan Tirkler(istanbul:
Acar Yayinlari, 1988), p. 1Eor the other authors who believe in the validityhos statement, see
Utku Yapici,Kuresel Sureg ve Turk PPolitikasinda Yeni Acilimlar: Orta Asya ve Kafkasy
(Istanbul: Otopsi Yayinlari, 2004), p. 202. Anilg@e,Atatiirk ve Avrasyéistanbul: Cumhuriyet
Kitaplari, 2003), p. 7.

199 For a view who oppose that Atatiirk did not makehsa statement, see Erel Tellal, “Tiirk
Dis Politikasinda Avrasya Secefig in Tirkiye'nin Avrasya Macerasi(1989-200&). Mustafa
Aydin (Ankara: Nobel Yayinevi, 2007), p. 14.

10 This statement is claimed to have been made i8.18Bthis date, Turco-Soviet Treaty,
which was signed in 1924, was still valid under¢beaditions of the time, the friendship of the Sxvi
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statement is, in most cases, used to legitimizelémeands of pursuing a more active
policy towards “Outside Turks” over Ataturk. Itlieyond the scope of this study to
search for the validity of this statement. Howewsrgiving brief information about
the behavior of Turkish foreign policy in the cag¢Outside Turks” and of “Active
Policy” initiatives, we can make a sense of abbatwalidity of this statement.

Lausanne Treaty, which was signed in July 192% the founding accord of
modern Turkish Republic. After this treaty, Turkisineign policy was based on two
main principles. First principle was integratiorttwihe international institutions.
Second principle was the preservation of the pastregulations and avoiding any
kind of irredentist act offensive attitude in tleaim of foreign policy.

Between 1923 and 1980, with some deviationski$h foreign policy acted in
parallel with the two above said principles. In tase of integration with the
international institutions, Turkish foreign policgn be separated into two periods:
Before European integration process and after Eaojintegration process. In the
former period, which was basically between 1923 H9f6D, Turkey eagerly
attempted to be a part of international institusierhich were pioneered by western
states:*! In the latter period, which was from 1959 to presthe main target of

Turkish foreign policy was integrating Turkey torBpe*? In these two periods,

Union was of vital importance for Turkey. Thusgtdifficult to believe that such a statement, which
would probably disturb the Soviet Union, would bada by Atatiirk. On the other hand, this
statement does not take place in the official @hittig that collected the speeches of Atatirk. See
Mustafa Kemal AtaturkAtatirk’'iin Soylev ve Demecléinkara: Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1989).

M1 Between 1923 and 1959, Turkey attempted to beratreeof all the prominent
international institutions. In the final analydisis policy resulted successfully. The organizatitmat
Turkey was accepted in this period are as folldvesigue of Nations (1932), United Nations(1945),
European Council (1949), North Atlantic Treaty Qrgation(1952).

12 «“Tyrkey chose to begin close cooperation with thdding EEC in 1959. Turkey’s
relations with the EU started on the basis of aneaship regime established by the Ankara
Agreement which was signed with the European Conityion 12 September 1963. The Agreement
entered into force on 1 December 1964. The Ankay@ément implied a gradual process for
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Turkish foreign policy was managed by same logitegrating Turkey to the
international norms and institutions and in doinig,temphasizing the western
character of the national identity of the TurkisépRblic.

The second pillar was the preservation ofstiagus quo in world politics and
avoiding any kind of international conflicts. Thislicy was symbolized with the
phrase of Atatuirk, “Peace at home peace in thedworhus, the issue of Outside
Turks did not become a foreign policy concern farkey with one exceptioht?
Also the territories such the ex-Ottoman territerde in other regions such as
Caucasus or Central Asia were not a concern tebwdded by Turkish Foreign
policy.

To sum up, Turkish foreign policy between 1828 1980 was pursued on a quite
conservative manner and active policies or thesisguDutside Turks, with a few

exceptions in Turkish foreign policy up until tiveat decades of Turkish Foreign

policy.

Turkey’s EU integration. As a first step trade Whsralized and then Customs Union which was
completed on 31 December 1995. Turkey has optefilifanembership as the next step foreseen in
the Ankara Agreement. Turkey was given “candid&eus” during the Helsinki Summit on 10-11
December, 1999. The first Accession Partnershipubamnt for Turkey was adopted by the Council
on 8 March 2001. At the Copenhagen Summit, basddle@@ommission’s Report and
recommendation, it was decided to start acces®gotiations with Turkey without delay in
December 2004, on the condition that Turkey fdfihe Copenhagen political criteria.”
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/relations-between-turkey-ath@-european-union.en.mfa [01 April 2010]. At
present, Turkey-EU relations seem to be negligsima=e the negotiations in eight chapters had been
cancelled. However, the above-said adventure dféiyureveals the strong commitment of Turkey to
the European Union as an asset to consolidate ysriwestern identity.

3 This exception was the Cyprus Question. The CyQusstion was introduced to the
foreign policy agenda of Turkey in 1955 when the€k Cypriots aimed at gaining their
independence from the British Rule. Since that,dayprus became a major concern for Turkish
foreign policy. The Cyprus Question was a deviafrom the Turkish foreign policy line due to two
aspects. First, contrary to the pro-western forgiglicy conceptions, Turkey pursued its Cyprus
policy on the basis of ethnic kinship. Secondlytkey, after 1923, made its only military campaign
for Cyprus in July and August 1974. This was a m®rable deviation from the traditional
conservative, peaceful and status quo-orienteddgiongolicy line.
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However, the above-said, conservative foreigiicp line of Turkey began to be
strongly challenged by the 1980s. Throughout tH#3%3here was a transformation
process in the political and economic structur&wkey. In the realm of politics,
with the strong impact of military coup that todige in 12 September 1980, the
space of politics was been strictly limited andatientity politics found a basis in
the new political atmosphet&’ In the realm of economics, the Turkish economy,
beginning from the 24 January 1980 decisions, waserted from the import-
substitution model to the export oriented mdd@These two processes had direct
implications on the course of foreign policy durihg second half of the 1980s and
the first half of the 1990s as well. This chaptelks to make a comparative analysis
of the change processes in Turkish nationalismimidirkish foreign policy as well
to assess the impact of these two change procesdbs welcoming atmosphere

towards the emergence of the Turkic republics éngérly 1990s.

14 The political spectrum in Turkey after the 12 Seplber 1980 military coup was restricted
as follows. “On 12 September 1980, it was annourlcatithe armed forces had taken over political
power because the state organs had stopped fuimgtidhalso said that parliament had been
dissolved, that the cabinet had been deposed anhththimmunity of the members of the national
assembly (the parliament) had been lifted. Immetjafterwards, all political parties and the two
radical trade union confederations (the sociali@HOand the ultra-nationalist K —Milliyetci Zsci
Sendikalan Konfederasonor Confederation of Nationalist Trade Unions) evseuspended.,” See
Erik Jan ZurcherTurkey: A Modern HistoryLondon: I.B Tauris,2003), p. 278. Until the refadum
in 1987, the banned political parties and indiviched to stay away from the political life which
would strengthen the position of the governmenthefttime.

150n 24 January 1980, with the 24 January Decisitiii® Turkish lira was devalued by 30
% and prices of virtually every commodity — oil amitiproducts, cement, sugar, paper and coal,
cigarettes and alcohol — rose sharply in an attéanptit consumption. The aim was to create a new
economy based on exports rather than internal copson. Turkey was thrown open to the capitalist
world and globalization.” See Feroz Ahmddirkey: The Quest For Identif{Pxford: Oneworld,
2003), p. 147: This export oriented turn in therexuic structure also would cause a shift in the
foreign policy understanding and foreign trade ®wns would become a new foreign policy asset
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Towards a More Turkist Line: Turkish Nationalismtire 1990s

Among various factors, some reasons playedeardaing role in leading to a
transformation process of Turkish nationalism dyitime last two decades of the
twentieth century. First, Turkish nationalism gaimeomentum in the late 1980s and
continued throughout the 1990s. Although it waglhiarobserve that there is an
increase in the number of people supporting nalitzolitical parties:*® a
significant atmosphere emerged especially dued@thitical events of the time.
Secondly, Turkish nationalism experienced a tramsédion process from the Turco-
Islamist Trend, which was influential especiallyridg the late1960s and during the
1970s as well, to a more Turkist political ideoldd$Thirdly and due to the two
other above-said phenomena, the pro-nationalisbdise began to be used in a
wider sense by different political groups espegiadlthe second half of the 1990s.
Many Left-Kemalist oriented authors of the pre-Ep@mber period began to use
the nationalist discourse which hindered the ertteof a considerable opposition to
the popularity of extreme nationalist discourséhie 1990s used nearly in all the
issues of the time ranging from the Kurdish probterthe emergence of the Turkic
republics.

Turkish nationalism, since its emergence,deen fed by two contradicting

feelings. The first is the concern of national sual/(milli beka and the other is

116 Nationalist Work PartyMjilliyetci Calisma Partis), the successor (and also the
predecessor of Nationalist Action Party), couldetakly the 2.93 % of the votes in the 1987
parliamentary elections. In the 1991 elections¢ddidates of the NWP entered the Parliament
thanks to an alliance with the pro-Islamist Refalnty? In the 1995 elections, this time the Natitstal
Action Party Milliyetci Hareket Partis) could not pass the threshold again. Murat GinantHasan
Kirmanaoglu, Turkiye Secim Atlasi (1950-2009): Turkiye SiyasitiBireklilik ve Dgsim (istanbul:
Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 2009), pp. 82-94.

7 Turkist motives gained popularity at both symbaliw ideological level. Tanil Bora and
Kemal CanDevlet ve Kuzgun: 1990’lardan 2000’lere MHRtanbul:iletisim, 2007), p. 207.
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extreme self-confidence® These two phenomena, in most cases, have givetiovay
an increase in nationalism. This may seem a parbdbi modern Turkish history,
these two phenomena have proceeded hand in hdeedohe notion of nationalism
in Turkey. In the case of 1980s and 1990s, thiseiar*'® The developments in the
last two decades of the twentieth century, sudh@&urdish Question or the idea of
the Turkic world from Adriatic to the Wall of Chihare good examples of the two
above said characteristics of Turkish nationaliswh lsave led Turkish nationalism
gain a more legitimate ground among the TurkisHipuipinion even at the state
elite level.

In the 1980s and the 1990s, the concern obmaltisurvival (nilli beka was fed
by the critical attitude towards the West, andgéesitivity against the Kurdish
separatism. As said earlier, Turkish nationalisimased on the notion of a threat
perception. This threat perception is successftliénconstructing and reproducing
itself on actual developments. Every conjunctunddeasily create a legitimization
basis for the continuation of the national survivation and during the 1990s the
Kurdish Question was institutionalized in this manThe Kurdish Question, a
product of the 19805° which reached its peak in the first half of th@a$, was
simplified into a “separatist” threat by the statige ** On the other hand, it

functioned as a new tool for the sustainabilityled “national survival” case of

18 Tanil Bora, “Ebed Miiddet Beka Davas®irikim 33 (January, 1993), pp. 14 -19.

191n the domestic politics, the main motive for thational survival” case was the “Kurdish
Question.” In the case of foreign policy, the Netteanism” discourses was feding this self-
confident mood.

1200n 15 August 1984, PKK made its first attacks intEand inSemdinli. However, the war
with PKK and the Turkish Armed Forces reached é@akobetween 1991 and 1993. : Aliza Marcus,
Blood and Belief: PKK and the Kurdish War for InéepencgNew York: New York University
Press, 2007). 80, pp. 175 -200.

121 Bora and Can, p. 88.
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Turkish nationalism. Along with the Kurdish Questithe anti-Western attitude of
Turkish nationalism and the re-emergence of theefiian Question in a different
mannet®? were fed the reactionary character (i. e. theonatisurvival case) of
Turkish nationalism.

The threat perception towards Kurdish separatind scepticism towards the
West fed each other. According to this view, thedéuwere playing a subordinate
role similar to that was played by the minoritiesidg the disintegration process of
the Ottoman Empire which was thought to be a coaspiof the West?® Thus, for
nationalists, not only the Kurds but also the Wiesteorld posed threats to Turkey’s
national survival. The disintegration of the Sowktion, as the most prominent actor
of modern Turkey’s threat construction, and thenhjigritical attitudes of the
Western institutions, especially the EC’ s critiogsregarding human rights
abused?* provided a “legitimate” basis for this discouté&The end of the Soviet
Union made the Kurdish separatism the unique safrtigeat to the “national

survival” case. The criticisms of the European ooéns or the public opinion were

122 Between 1973 and 1983, ASALA, an ultra-nationadisnenian organization, attacked
the Turkish diplomats on various occassions forgwegnition of genocide claims. After 1983, a
tactical shift occurred and the Armenian diaspoaated efforts for the acceptance of “Genocide
Recognition Acts” in world parliaments. This pheramn and Armenia’s invasion of Azeri
territories once again caused an anti-Armenian spinere among the Turkish nationalists. Mustafa
Aydin, “Kafkasya ve Orta AsyHe iliskiler,” in Tiirk Dis Politikasi II: Kurtulus Savaindan Bugiine
Olgular, Bilgiler, Yorumlar, edBaskin Oranistanbul:letisim, 2003), p. 4009.

123 Bora and Can, p. 89.

1241n 1987, the Turkish government allowed its citig¢he right of individual application to
the European Court of Human Rights. The respoiits#isilstemming from this development began to
be visible. By the turn of 1995, the Court concldidee existence of human rights abuses in most of
the cases. Gokcen Alpkaydnsan Haklari Konusu,” ifiiirk Dis Politikast 11: Kurtulus Savaindan
Bugiine Olgular, Bilgiler, Yorumlar, e@askin Oranistanbuliletisim, 2003), pp. 524-539. This
development caused a reaction in the Turkish puginion and fed the long-standing anti-European
stance of Turkish nationalism.

12Alparslan Tirke, the most prominent pro-nationalist leader oftthee, criticized the

human rights defenders in Turkey and in Europetéiyrg) that “The ones who are mentioning human
rights keep their silence against the PKK Terrbfilliyet, 13 June1995.
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labeled as equal to the reformation demands oEthiepean states from the Ottoman
Empire’?®

The reaction of Turkish nationalists to Kutdgeparatism is beyond the scope of
this paper. However, it is quite helpful to undanst the underlying causes of the
increasing trend of the Turkish nationalism in 1880s and to see how the “national
survival” case is constructed over a threat pereepio sum up, the general
nationalist atmosphere emerged as a response thiskigeparatism and to the
criticisms by the Western world provided a legittenground for the nationalist
ideology and their aggressive discourse. This wbeld motivating factor for
Turkish nationalists to sharpen their languager@aiing an optimistic atmosphere
when the Turkic republics emerged in the CaucasdsCentral Asia.

Another constituting element of Turkish naabem was the feeling of self-
confidence which was reproduced in the early 128@s the discourses of the
“imperial legacy” of Turkey?’ Similar to the national survival case, it servedhe
increase of nationalism in a different conjunctanel again similarly, it was fed with
strong collaboration between the state elite anchtionalist intellectuals. The late
1980s and the early 1990s, especially the era leetd®884 and 1991, which is called
the Ozal Period in Turkish foreign poli¢§? became the scene for this collaboration

between the state elite and conservative natidnataligentsia.

126 Bora and Can, p. 89.

27 Tiirkiye Gunligii (Diary of Turkey), a conservative nationalist joarwhich began to be
published in 1989. This date was coincided withahange process in Turkey’s near geography and
in world politics as well. The authors contributitogthis journal pioneered the idea of undertaking
“new imperial vision” for Turkey with reference the legacy of the Ottoman Empire. YiksekHia,
Milliyetci Muhafazakar Entelijensiya: Anti-Komunizien Kireselleme Kasitligina (istanbul:
fletisim, 2006), pp. 368 — 379.

128 M. Hakan Yavuz, Ikicilik (Duality): Turk-Arapiliskileri ve Filistin Sorunu (1947-
1994),” inTiirk Dis Politikasin Analizied. Faruk Sonmeztu (istanbul: Der Yayinlari, 2001), p. 580.
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The self-confident mood of Turkish nationalisras constructed by a quite
simple discursive mechanism. The “glorious pastthef Turks was reiterated on
every occasion and the idea of “Turkish superidritgs always kept actually in
mind?° This process is managed by various tools rangimg the education system
to the atmosphere created in the public opinioh wie help of the political
conjuncture of the time. The 1990s led Turkisharalism use this “self-confident
mood” in order to gain momentum.

The end of the Cold war crashed the routineoo? the Turkish state elite viewed
world politics. Turgut Ozal, president at the tiropted to use every political
development in Turkey’s near geography for the mtom of “Great Turkey.” In
doing this, reminding the “glorious” Ottoman pastia&ven the previous periods had
become functional in mobilizing Turkish public ojmin, especially the Right wing
groups. Among these right-wing groups, each sepdrattion had different “Great
Turkey” imaginations in the regions they preferredt they had a consensus that
Turkey should gain a leadership position in itséritand>*° Mustafa Calik, a
prominent conservative nationalist figure, pointed that “ ...in the new
conjuncture, Turkey is a political entity which haswv and significant
responsibilities and has to play new and significales proportional to these

responsibilities ***

129 Among the nationalist intellectuals, the Ceditigrainder the leadership of Mustafa Calik,
pioneered this discourse. Here, it is worth totkay there were close ties between Ozal and Calik,
Tagkin, p. 369.

130 This was first and foremost visible in the Gulf WW&askun Kirca, a Turkish diplomat and
politician, suggested Turkey’s active involvementhe Gulf War by stating that “Turkey is a
Western country which has vital interests in theldilie East."Milliyet, 25 February 1991.

131 Mustafa Calik, “Neo — Osmanlicilik Taralarina Sade Bir DerkenaiTtirkiye Giinligii
21 (1992), p. 49.
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These views provided the creation of a new epty;neo-Ottomanism. The
political developments of the time also fed andsobidated these views. Yavuz
properly clarifies the factors leading to the eneeice of Neo Ottomanism as
follows,

(a) domestic societal transformations that createstnative discursive
spaces for critical thinking within the emergenta mew liberal political and
economic milieu; and (b) major international deypah@nts such as the
gradual collapse of the bipolar system, the Cyprisss, the European
Union’s refusal to accept Turkey as a full memlemopean indifference to
the ethnic-cleansing in Bosnia, and Kurdish etmatenalism in
southeastern Turkey?

Along with the above-said national survivadeathe self-confident mood of
Turkish identity formation increased the legitimaxfynationalism in the 1990s. On
the other hand, this self-confidence, which wasegated over foreign policy issues,
constitutes a good example of the claim that Tlrkigtionalism is vulnerable to the
consent and support which would be endowed byttte slite™*

Along with the above-said traditional pillasTurkish nationalism, during the
1990s Turkish nationalism experienced a changeegsoftom a Turco-Islamist
ideology to a more Turkist lin€ The Turkist version of Turkish nationalism was
not a phenomenon specific to the late 1980s arlg £#890s. Turkish nationalism

was born in a more Turkist sense in the early yefits formation, but the pre-

cautious attitude of the Republican elite towardskism and Pan-Turkism hindered

132 Hakan Yavuz, “Turkish Identity and Turkish Foreiguolicy in Flux: The Rise of Neo-
Ottomanism, The Middle East Critiqué&, no. 12 (March 1998), p. 22.

133 For example, during the early years of the WW839-1942), due to the success of the
Axis powers, the Pan-Turkist groups in Turkey wiagtly supported by the government of the time.
However, when the situation of WWII changed, thettaupport was withdrawn and proponents of
Pan-Turkism were brought to trial with the “Tridl Burkism-Turanism” in 1944. Giinay G6ksu
Ozdazan, “Il. Dunya Sava Yillarindaki Turk-Almaniliskilerindeic ve D Politika Araci Olarak
Pan-Turkizm,” inTurk Dis Politikasinin Analizied. Faruk Sonmegtu (istanbul: Der Yayinlari,
2000), pp. 483 -490.

134 Bora and Can, p. 207.
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the development this version of Turkish nationalistawever, after 1965, when the
Turkish nationalists were congregated under aipaliparty, Turkism left its place
to Turco-Islamisnt>® The developments in the early 1990s caused a tepdrom
this trend and Turkish nationalism gained a moreisticharacter in the early
1990s. The root causes of this transformation m®can be grouped in three
categories.

First, it must be noted that the Kurdish isatfected Turkish nationalism in the
early 1990s from various aspects. Similar to thenal survival case, Kurdish
separatism triggered the reactionary characteud{i$h nationalism. The reaction
towards the Kurdish issue caused the usage of a mokist discourse among
Turkish nationalists. This does not mean that tiop@nents of a more Islamist trend
in Turkish nationalism did not react to the Kurdisktionalism as intensely as did the
Turkists. The point in here is to stress the catatyrole of the Kurdish issue as a
factor provoking the Turkist trend in Turkish natadism.

Apart from the reaction shown to Kurdish segiam, the roots of a Turkist turn
can be sought in the European political life oftinge. Beginning from the 1980s,
with the strong impact of globalization, a new tygecultural racism began to
emerge in Western Europ®.In the case of the nation-state, globalizatioenefo a
tendency towards supra-nationalism. Thus, it maydaontradictory that the
globalization process would provoke any kind ofioralism. However, it is a clear

fact that the nationalist wave in Europe during1B80s and in early 1990s was fed

135 Besir Ayvazoglu, “Tanri Dagi'ndan Hira Da&i'na Uzunince Yollar,” inModern
Turkiye'de Siyasi Dgiince: Milliyetcilik, ed. Tanil Bora and Murat Gultekingistanbul:letisim,
2001), pp. 574 -577.

136 Tanil Bora, “Milliyetcilik: Mikro Mu, Makro Mu?”Birikim 45/46 (January-February,
1993), p. 22.
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by the outcomes of the globalization procEéghese types of nationalism,
examples which are theeghe Nordn Italy or theFront Nationalein France, have
similar characteristic§’® Their ideologies include, as Belge argues, a kind
exclusion which was not based on race or nationobiculture**® The proponents
of this ideology demand the exclusion of the “difiet” cultures for the sake of
creating a homogenous common culttife.

During the 1990s, the interpretation of nagitsm among the nationalist
intelligentsia gained a Turkist character and itidvelist Work Party (NWP), the
biggest nationalist political group in Turkey bedarput a stronger emphasis on
Turkism** Apart from the above said reasons, a separatitinithe party caused
the emergence of a more Turkist tendency. The coatbee fraction of the party
resigned and founded the Great Union PaBiyy(ik Birlik Partis) in July 1992442
This phenomena gave the Party elite a free hande@ more Turkist discourse
without considerable criticism coming from the pafthe separation in the party
was not the only reason that the NWP adopted a furidst discoursé??

Moreover, the members of the GUP did not totaljgetthe Turkist discourse and

137 For a comprehensive analysis of the Extreme RigBurope, see Hasan Saim Vural,
Avrupa'da Radikal S&n Yiikselsi (istanbuliletisim, 2008), pp. 17-260.

138 Bora, “Milliyetcilik: Mikro Mu, Makro Mu?” pp. 26— 27.

139 bid., p. 36

140 Among the Extreme Right-Wing politicians, the ingmints and other culturally diverse
entities were being discriminated against and thexg the perspective of a culturally homogenous
Pan-Europeanism. Bora, “Milliyetcilik...,” pp. 26 -3is fact clearly resembles the usage of a neo-
PanTurkist discourse among the nationalist inteli@s after the emergence of the Turkic republics
and in the case of the reaction shown to the Khr@igestion.

141 Bora and Can, p. 201.

142 bid., p. 61.

143 The separation was mostly related to the relaticess of the pro-Islamist Welfare Party

(Refah Partig. Ibid., pp. 60 -65.
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this separation was due mostly to the internal patreiggles within the party*
The Turkist tilt in the NWP was due mostly to thmeae said periodic reasons in the
early 90s but the separation process also could bhaen a contributing factor. The
adoption of a more Turkist approach to nationalisnthe NWP, as the most
important nationalist political group in Turkeygeses to have had an inevitable
impact on the perceptions of nationalism amongtenalist intelligentsia*®
Thirdly, especially in the second half of ##90s, the number of users of a
nationalist discourse increased in Turkey. Not angmentum that the nationalist
sentiments gained among the Turkish public opitighalso the Turkist shift in the
perception of nationalism provided this varietyeTeason for such a shift have been
the developments which led to the emergence ofianadist atmosphere provided a
legitimate basis for people such as retired bumegsior Kemalist-oriented
intellectuals who were refraining from using prdtoaalist discourses. Moreover,
also the shift to a more Turkist tendency couldehasimilar outcome. The people
who could have been disturbed by the Islamist dissmin the previous decade
embraced nationalism especially in the seconddidtie 1990s and in the 2000s.
Each political tendency had their own reasons adirg towards the region but the
outcome was unique; variation in number of the Wirkationalism proponents and
the increase in the interest shown to the Turlpeibdics under an umbrella term,

Euro-Asianism-*®

144 Eor example, OkkeSendiller, a member of the Great Union Party, datid the
rapprochement between Alparslan T§rkad Armenian President Levon Ter Petrosyan, diiesto
“sensitivity” of Azeri issue. Bora and Can, p. 62.

145 The interesting point is that the Nationalist W&&rty, which was supposed to tilt
towards a Turkist line, also was engaged in artielealliance with the pro-Islamist Welfare Parnty i
order to surpass the threshd\dilliyet, 18 September 1991. This fact illustrates thattal concerns
were more influential in the party politics thar ttletermined principles.
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The above-said political perspectives whidrexconsiderably interested in the
emergence of the Turkic republics can be categotizsically in four group¥’’ The
first group are what | call as the “classical naglists” kadim milliyetcile), the
nationalist oriented Turkish nationalists who wsi@ngly concentrated on the
“Outside Turks” even before the end of the Cold.Wdis group was quite sensitive
to preserve their privilege stemming from theires interest in the Turkic world in
Central Asia with a strong sense of “romantic nzism.™* Among these people
two names come forward due to their intellectualperties and their closeness to the
state elite. The first one is Namik Kemal ZeybesylZek was prominent figure since
he was the Minister of Culture between 1989 andL188d advisor to Sileyman
Demirel, president at the time, between 1993 ari) 20 the relations with the
Turkic republics. Zeybek was interested in presgnthe above-said copyright of the
interest towards the Turkic world. He claimed thatwas the first person to promote

the term Eurasia in Turkey® For him, the final solution would be the estahtigmt

146 “Eyro-Asianism is an intellectual and quasi podititrend which emerged in the 1920s
among Russian migrants. The point of Eurasianistimesissumption that Russia longs neither to the
Eastern nor to Western Europe but constitute thiézztion in its own right as mixture of Slavs a
ethnic, mostly Turkic, background.” See Dmitry Sidatokh, “Dugin, Eurasianism, and Central
Asia,” Communist and Post-Communist Studi@sno. 1 (2007), pp. 143-144. In the post-Cold war
period, Eurasianism was also begun to be discumsemg some circles in order to offer an
alternative to Turkey’s pure pro-Western foreigtiggounderstanding. Bdiia Ersanli, “Ttrkiye'nin
Dis iliskilerinde Turkgulik ve Avrasya,” pp. 143- 157.

147 The categorization made in this study belong&¢catuthor. However, in this case there
are alternative categorizations. For example Agadifies the Eurasianist perspectives under six
subtitles. These are 1) Sultan Galiyevist Euro-Aisia represented mainly by Attilthan, 2) The
Eurasianist circles writing in the journ&ljusal (National); 3) Dgu Peringek’s Eurasianism; 4) The
Eurasianism of Turkish nationalists which are ceggted around the journdéni AvrasygNew
Eurasia); 5) The Eurasianism of the peoplBiyalog AvrasyaDialog Eurasia); 6) The Eurasianism
of ASAM(Eurasia Strategic Researches Center). MehmetAgasyaci Yaklaimlarin Tirkiye
Cesitlenmeleri ve Turk Dinyasinin Gelagiep. 162.imanov makes a similar classification by adding
a new type of Eurasianism, Turkey (Ottoman) Eurasia which was mostly defended in the journal
of Yarin(Tomorrow). Viigaimanov,Avrasyacilik: Rusya'nin Kimlik Arayi(istanbul: Kire
Yayinlari, 2008), p. 334.

148 Tanil Bora, “Tirki Cumhuriyetler ve Turkiyékinci Vizyon,” Birikim 37 (1992), p. 85.

19imanov, p. 317.
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of the Turkic Union**® Zeybek’s ideas are also interesting since he preséis
hopes about the “Turan.” Zeybek, even in the 2000s,

states that even though Turkey’s popularity in Gdmsia have decreased, “Turkish
nationalists should not give up the idea of ‘Tuttt.Ahat Andican, originally from
Central Asia, also deserves attention. Andican, whas also Minister of State in
1997, had a kind of Eurasianist view mostly concatl on the Turkic world. For
him, a Turkestan Confederation should be estaldliginel in order to achieve this,
long- term policies should be developed on theshafspreserving the interests of
Turkey and the Turkic worltf?

The second group is constituted by the busgadrom both the civil or
institutions of the military bureaucracy. Their pgective can be summarized as an
anti-western attitude over geopolitical concerng e strategic importance of
Turkey’'s near geography, most notably, the Turkield; as a foreign policy asset
for Turkey. The strategic research institutes asARSAM(Eurasian Strategic
Researches Center), in which these retired burataaere involved, also can be
categorized with their nationalism understandinggoieon Euro-Asianist-strategism.
Among these people, Suidtian, a retired military officer, offered a Turkist
Eurasianist view based on the idea of “geostrategilhan proposed a “Turkish
Eurasianism” and for him “...in case Turkey exiske Turkic world will exist and
unless Turkey exists, the Turkic world can not €XFor him, the Turkic Union

could be established only in the case of the axigt®f cultural and geographic

150 pid.
151 Namik Kemal Zeybek, “Ortalik Asya Bigli,” Asya-Avrupa3, (July-August, 2005), p. 5.
152 imanov, pp. 326- 327.

133 bid., p. 324.
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integrity >>*

Sukru Elekdg, a Turkish diplomat known for his strong eagerrfess
the establishment of the Black Sea Economic Codiperaattached importance with
Turkey’s cooperation to its near geography. Sintiddthan, Elekdg offered a
strategist perspective. For him, in order to béugtitial in the Eurasian region and in
the Turkic world, Turkey nedded to resolve its intd problems, determine long
term strategies towards the Turkic world, and persctive policies in its near
geography when the regional security was undeathte

The third group was, with their own interptain, leftist-nationalist intellectuals
who also had a strong anti-Western attitude and aviEuro-asianist perspective.
Their Euro-Asianism, which stemmed mostly from thindi-Westernism, was a
combination of their leftist-secular views and oatlist sentiments. The ideational
interest in the Turkic republics was because offaobors. First, the above-said anti-
Westernism and anti-Islamism left the Eurasianaregis the only lands in which to
cooperate. Second, the ideological closeness wiltiarsGaliyev’s socialist
Turanianism provided them an ideological legitimatyheir tilt towards
nationalism. The proponents of this idea constiaut@riety and in the above-said
classifications, these people were categorizednutifferent groups. However,
people such as Attildhan or Dgu Peringek, who were classified under separate
groups, basic terms, defended the same idea: anS@dliyevist Eurasianism relying
on a Kemalist perspective.

Among these, Attildlhan deserves special attentitlhan established a linkage

between nationalism and leftism through Eurasiahiskist perspectivé>® ilhan

%4 bid., p. 324.

135 Milliyet, 10 May 1992.
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said, “Turan is the Turkish name of Eurasia.ilhan was also claimed to have
beeen inspired by nationalist-communist intellelstsaich as Sultan Galiyev,
Mollanur Vahidov and Neriman Neriman&¥ ilhan also claimed that there was a
strong similarity between the thoughts of Atatinkl Sultan Galiyev>® Finally,
IIhan was optimistic about Eurasia’s role in brirggthe Turkists and secular
nationalists lusalcilan together:®® Dogu Perincek also came forward with
Eurasianist view. Perincek offered an “Option ofd&sia” for Turkish foreign
policy.***in the second half of the 1990s, two Eurasia Qenfges were held by
Peringek’ s Labor Partici Partisi) in order to promote this “Option of Eurasia” for
Turkish foreign policy®? This perspective not only included a strong anti-
Americanism, but also proposed a Eurasian soligd#titror Perincek, the borders of
Eurasia were not concrete. However, in his writidgeng the late 1990s the
emphasis on Central Asia and the Turkic world waibly onthe rise.

The fourth group was the Gilen movement, tvisca controversial issue of
discussion. Their Euro-Asianism was reflected mhitings of the journal, Dialog
Euro-Asia Diyalog Avrasyaand the conferences of the Dialogue Eurasiad?tatf

This group basically defines its Euro-Asianism petdive as “... the promotion of

1%6 Attila ilhan, Yildiz, Hilal ve Kalpak: Gazi'nin 'Ulusal' Solc@u, Cumhuriyet Séyjéeri
(istanbul:is Bankasi Kultur Yayinlari, 2004), p. 97.

57 Imanov, p. 344.
%8 |pid.

139 Attila ilhan, Sultan Galiyef: Avrasya'da Dafan Hayalet(Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 2000),
p. 77.

180 Attila ilhan “Avrasya Konusu Tiirkiye'de Tiirkgilerle SolaulBirlestirecek Bir
Platformdur,”Yeni AvrasydJanuary-February, 2001), pp. 26 -36.

181 For an account of Peringek’s views on the “Optiburasia,” see Dau Peringek,
Avrasya Secege Turkiye Icin Bagimsiz Dy Politika (istanbul: Kaynak, 2000), pp. 1 — 136.

12 |manov, p. 312.

183 bid., p. 313.
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Euro-Asia’s cultural and intellectual repertoireahghout the world*** For this
group, Euro-Asia is basically the intersection af@e and Asid® They opened a
free space of discussion about Euro-Asia rangiog fauite different political
perspectives® The members of this group did not use a nationdissourse,
however, they were appreciated by some natioriatisiectuals-®’ The proponents
of this group also became relatively successftihéregion. Contrary to the other
groups, they did not aim ultimately to be influahin forming the agenda of Turkish
foreign policy. The members of this group did matdw a Euro-Asian policy on the
basis of ideology, but on direct involvement in thgion. They pursued a cultural
campaign in the regiot?® Their so-called success stemmed from this active
involvement in the region and they were appreciatesh by a Kemalist-leftist
political figure, Bulent Ecevit, due to their suss&l cooperation initiatives in the
Turkic world 1%

At the beginning of the 1990s, Turkish natiesma in Turkey gained a multiple
character. Different political groups with diffetadeological motivations headed
towards the newly emerging Turkic republics whileayt thought to be tools to
legitimize their claims on the foreign policy agarahd in the public opinion.

Neither of these ideologies could find a legitimgteund in the foreign policy

agenda; however, they provided the intensificatibtihe interest of the Turkish

%4 bid., p. 328.

185 |bid., p. 328.

1% |bid., p. 329.

%7 For example, Mustafa Calik, a prominent conseveatiationalist intellectual, named
Fethullah Giilen as the most significant “Turkistitid Turanist” afteismail Gaspirinski. Mustafa
Calik, Teorik DenemeletAnkara: Cedit Ngriyat, 1999), p. 121.

188 |manov, p. 329.

189 Milliyet, 25 March 1995.
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public opinion towards the Turkic republics. In #erly 1990s it was hard to oppose
the advanced cooperation demands with the Turkighics. However, at the end of
the day, whatever their attitudes, Neo-Ottomanistsasianists or neo-PanTurkists,
they did not change the traditional pro-Western statlis quo-oriented conservative

Turkish foreign policy line.

In Search of Activism: Changing Character of Tunkioreign Policy
in the 1980s and the 1990s
As said earlier, after the foundation of thepRblic of Turkey, Turkish foreign
policy followed a relatively stable trend in thetyiyears of the Republican period.
This foreign policy line, which has been labeledresKemalist Foreign policy, was
a status quo-oriented foreign policy perspectiv&daon the idea of avoiding
conflicts, integration to international organizatsoand a kind of pragmatic balance
politics which was in a sense, inherited from tiveteenth century Ottoman foreign
policy.*"® There were deviations from this policy in someesasither in a peaceful
way or not:’* However, this kind of foreign policy trend, whiatainly was held by
the bureaucrats of the Ministry of Foreign Affaivas not challenged openly. The
traditional Turkish foreign policy line which wagebly concerned with the notions
of national security and the pro-Western identgfirdtion preserved their

dominance until the 19804

170 Baskin Oran, “Tiirk BiPolitikasi: Temeilkeleri ve Sguk Sava Sonrasindaki
Durumunalliskin Notlar,” AU SBF Dergisb1, no. 1 (January 1995), pp. 354 — 355.

"1 As an exception to this polticy, the active inwaivent of the Democrat Party government
in the affairs of the Middle East and the Balkaas be shown. See Hiiseyingdg Demokrat Parti
Dénemi Dy Politikasi (Ankara:imge Kitabevi, 1990), pp. 1 - 184; The interventiorCyprus was the
clearest example of the deviation from the tradaidforeign policy trend in an offensive way.

2 Oran, p. 355.
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By beginning from the 1980s, the above-describurkish foreign policy was no
longer the “one and only” forign policy perspectimelurkey. This was a complex
transformation process and even today, it is stibjecarious discussions in the
realm of foreign policy analysi$® This section of the thesis gives a brief accotint o
the change process in Turkish foreign policy dutimgsecond half of the 1980s and
first half of the 1990s. In doing this, the impatthis change process on the quite
welcoming atmosphere towards the emergence ofuhidclrepublics in Central
Asia will be sought.

Briefly speaking, the change process in Tirlkseign policy was an outcome of
two change processes (i.e., the change in worltiggodnd the change in Turkish
politics.) The latter, beyond any doubt, was vudine to the developments in the

former change process.

The Change in International Politics

The changes in world politcs that deeply affddhe course of Turkish foreign
policy making in the 1980s and also in the 199@skbmsummarized basically under
in three points. The first one was the intensifarabf the globalization process,
which was influential on other developments in bibigh political and economic
senses!* In fact, globalization was the phenomena thattetkthe inerrelatedness

and even inseperability of the political and ecomissues. The second one was the

173 At present, Ahmet Davugtu, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Turkey, is pioagng the
idea of adopting an active foreign policy line farrkey. Davutglu basically argues that “Turkey
should guarantee its own security and stabilitydkyng on a more active, constructive role to pdevi
order, stability and security in its environs.” AbhDavut@lu, “Turkey’s Foreign Policy Vision,”
Insight TurkeylO, no. 1 (2008), p. 79.

174 Manfred B. StegeGlobalization: A Very Short Introductiof©xford: Oxford University
Press, 2003), p. 35.
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change in the “bloc politics,” namely the decregdension in the cold war politics
after the mid-1980s, which had already been donmgahe last four decades of the
world politics. The change in the bloc politics idbave direct impacts on Turkish
foreign policy in the 1980s and in the 1990s. Thiedtexternal development was the
regional developments in Turkey’s near geograplostmotably in the Balkans and
in the Middle East. These three phenomenon, whachdtcurred in the 1980s and
carried their impacts into the 1990s, led to thesgjoning of the general premises of
the above-said traditional uni-dimensional Turkisteign policy line.

During the 1980s, there were significant cleanig the cold war politics, which
brought the end of it. In fact, the 1980s begaarnratmosphere that seemed to
increase the tension of cold war politics that hadn stagnant in the Détente Period
(1962-1979). The Soviet occupation of Afghanistimted the second cold war
Period within the general cold war contéktMoreover, there had been a change of
presidency in the U.SA. Ronald Reagan, a highlyseorative Republican politician,
took officr in January 1981 and changed the reddyipeaceful Carter doctrine of
U.S foreign policy along with continuiti¢€® All these developments were thought to
have increased the tension in cold war politicsweler, in the other superpower of
the cold war politics, notably in the U.S.S.R, therere significant political
developments which eased the tension of the cotcane would demolish this
process in the end. The Gorbachev presidency diadiereased the sphere of

freedom within the Soviet Union, which was collettender the umbrella of

175 John Baylis and Steve SmitB|obalization of World Politics: An Introduction to
International RelationgOxford: Oxford University Press, 2003) , p. 82.

176 Chester Pach, “The Reagan Doctrine: Principlagatism, and PolicyPresidential
Studies Quarterl36, no. 1 (2006), p. 87.
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Glastnat andPerestroikapolicies'’’ In the foreign policy, contrary to the Reagan’s
attitude, the rigid Brezhnev Doctrine was replaadith the famous Sinatra
Doctrinel"® which, contrary to the previously active Brezhibmctrine, gave the
Eastern Bloc countries a free hand in pursuing fleeeign policies and even in the
realm of theirdomestic politics. This process, alse to the economic and
bureaucratic shortcomings in the Soviet systemydnbthe end of the Soviet Union,
the Eastern Bloc and the cold war as W&ll.

This was a development, which by itself wagugh to redefine the general
parameters of the Turkish foreign policy. As sadier, Turkish foreign policy
attached significance to the national securityessod the cold war politics was the
most crucial asset of this politit®. Turkey’s security meant not only the security of
Turkey, but also the security of the Western atl@arDuring the cold war years,
Turkey was the front line of the Western Bloc atilll @tilized the importance that
was derived from this strategic importarfteThe elimination of the greatest threat
(and thus the strategic importance) would affeetgeneral course of Turkish
foreign policy definitely. The main outcome of tiigcess was to force Turkey to

search for new foreign policy alternatives sinartiost important asset on which

Turkey had constructed its foreign policy had evated.

17 Baskin Oran, “Dénemin Bilangosu,” Fiirk Dis Politikas! 1I: Kurtulus Savaindan
Bugiine Olgular, Bilgiler, Yorumlaed. Baskin Orarigtanbuliletisim, 2003), pp. 12 -14.

178 Baylis and Smith, p. 217.

179 3ajjad Ali Khan, “The Fall of the Soviet Union: &lfall of a State or the Fall of an
Ideology,” Journal of Political Studie&5 (2009), pp, 86 -94.

180 Graham E. Fuller, “Turkey’s Strategic Model: Mythisd Realities, The Washington
Quarterly27, no. 3 (Summer 2004), p. 52.

181 Oran, “Tiirk D Politikasi,” p. 359.
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Between the years 1980 and 1995, there wereraus significant developments
which delivered big blows to the sustainabilitytio¢ traditional conservative style of
Turkish foreign policy. Briefly speaking, the Irdraq War (1980-1988) and the Gulf
War (1991) in the Middle East, the human rightdations that the Turkish minority
faced in Bulgaria (1984-1989), the dismembermenihefyugoslav Federation
(1991) and the break up of the war among the retararihe Yugoslavia in the
Balkans (1992-1995) and finally, our case the gemce of the Turkic republics in
Central Asia (1991), inevitably corroded the gehattitude of the Turkish foreign
policy which focused more on national security-otésl bloc politics and excluded
an identity based foreign policy (i.e., taking twmmon cultural ties with the
communities in Turkey’s near geography into consitien in the foreign policy
making processes) and economic concerns frometdmrof foreign policy
practices->?

Moreover, the developments in Turkey’'s neamggaphy coincided with the
transformation in Turkish political life. For exatepthe long-standing Iran-lraq War
was contributing to Turkey’s newly emerging exporiented econom$??

Moreover, the ethnic cleansing that the Bosnianlivhssfaced during the Yugoslav
Civil War and the sufferings of the Turkish mingrih Bulgaria were embraced by
the identity-focused conservative discourses irké&urAhmet Kabakli, a

conservative intellectual, stated about the canfidosnia, “... if we can’t stop the

Serbs in Sarajevo, then we will not be able to kem in the Edirne bordet®

182 Muhittin Ataman, “An Integrated Approach to Foneigolicy Change: Explaining
Changes in Turkish Foreign Policy in the 1980sH.(P. diss., University of Kentucky, 1999), pp.
49-54,

83 Henri | Barkey, “The Silent Victor: Turkey's Rola the Iran-Iraq War,” iThe Iran-Iraq

War: Strategic and Political Implicatios, eHfraim Karsh (London: Macmillan, 1989), p. 29.

184 Tiirkiye 06 August 1992.
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Agah Oktay Guiner said “Without Bosnia Thrace che'dlefended®® Hence, the
events that were seen as occasions on the waydongg involved in a more
“active foreign policy trend,” as was the casehie Gulf War, the developments in
Turkey’s near geography during the 1980s and d£290s were not only foreign
policy matters but also could be converted into dsiis politics assets?

To sum up, the developments in Turkey’s nemiggaphy had implications for the
emerging foreign economic policies (i.e., due @ élport oriented model), and
caused the intensification of identity-based pdditiiue to the problems that the

communities which had common cultural and histdties with Turkey faced.

Change in the Domestic Politics

During the 1980s, if the strong impact of ##&September 1980 military coup
was the one of the most important factors in det@ng the domestic politics in
Turkey, the other factor was the political persagalf Turgut Ozal. Moreover, the
former factor, by restricting the political spectrwf Turkey during the 1980s, also
gave a free hand to the second factor to incrésskeiermining role in Turkish
political life. Beyond any doubt, it can be conadddhat Turgut Ozal dominated
Turkish politics between 1983 and 1993. During tkiatively long period, Turgut
Ozal served as Minister of State Responsible fanBmics, Prime Minister (1983 -

1989) and President (1989 -1993) of Turk&yThis long span of time in office, with

185 Turkiye 19 January 1993.

186 For example, the Bosnian Civil War was discusseehisely in the Turkish Parliament on
identity-based perspectives. See Didem Ekinci, fBodersek Sagave Tirk Parlamento
Gorismeleri:insaci Bir Yaklgim,” Uluslararasifliskiler Dergisi6, no. 22 (2009), pp. 40-53.

187 Ufuk Giildemir,Teksas-Malatydistanbul: Tekin Yayinevi, 1992), p. 17.
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the exception of one-year long interruption, leel #980s to be called as the Ozal
decade.

Turgut Ozal challenged the general premisgleprevious dominant economic
and political perspectives in various ways. Inttb&@m of economics, he was in
favor of an export-oriented market economy andogess of privatizatio® Ozal
said that “Economic and political changes must gachin hand within the
framework of a mutually reinforcing proces$>He was the architect of the 24
January 1980 decisions, which were meant as adramation to a new economic
model. For him, the role of the state in the ecopshould be minimized. Such an
economic view also required the rise of exportg@#teamount and the variation of
the export opportunities in order to preserve aingease the export-orientation in
the Turkish economy. This target resulted relasivecess. Exports rose sharply from
$2.3 billion in 1979 to $8 billion in 1985 and $tdion in 1990°° During that
decade, Turkey ranked first in rate of export gromtthe world: exports had
increased from 2.9 % of GNP in 1978-1979 to 11.Gf¥he GNP in 1984-1985"

Ozal’s party, the Motherland Party, consisiédifferent groups which were
former members of the right-wing parties that hadrbabolished after the military
coup. The eclectic composition of the MotherlandyPia terms of political
ideologies allowed these views to gain legitimacgraofficial level. Even Turgut
Ozal, as the founder of the Motherland Party, wasea candidate of National

Salvation PartyNlilli Selamet Partis), which was abolished after the military coup,

188 Ataman, p. 103.
189 bid.

19 Meliha Benli Altunsik and Ozlem TirTurkey: Challenges of Continuity and Change
(New York: Routledge, 2005), pp. 77-83.

191 1hid.
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in the 1977 parliamentary electioti$ From this aspect, the Motherland Party was a
departure from the previous political parties etheyugh it inherited many
approaches from the previous ones. The innovatlaighe Ozal period brought to
Turkish politics emerged in the two major realmalitical and economic. Both of
these change processes had direct implicationseoocdurse of Turkish foreign
policy. Briefly speaking, Turkish foreign policy perienced an important departure
from its traditional conservative trend based andbncerns of national security and
bloc politics to “calculated risks and search femmalternatives and option’® The
new orientation in the Turkish economy made theitpr trade a new major concern
for Turkish foreign policy** This was a considerable deviation from the tradéi
security oriented Turkish foreign policy line. Fexample, even though Ozal was
known and even criticized for his pro-U.S.A attiéuahd strong commitment to the
NATO alliance, Turkey’s foreign trade with the USSR recorded its highest rates
mostly due to this new foreign policy perspectiVe-urthermore, this happened at a
time when world politics was in the “Second ColdrW&°

The nationalist and conservative turn in Tsinkpolitical life, on the other hand,
found direct reflections among the public opinidroat the foreign policy issue.

During the 1980s, there were two rising politicekpomenon in the political agenda

192 Ataman, p. 100.

193 sabri Sayarl, “Turkey: The Changing European Sectrivironment and the Gulf
Crisis,” Middle East Journa#t6, no. 1 (Winter 1992), p. 18.

194 Ataman, pp. 259 - 260.

195 Erel Tellal, “SSCB'yleiliskiler,” in Tiirk Dis Politikasi Baskined. Baskin Orarigtanbul:
fletisim, 2003), pp.163 — 164.

1% The most-widely accepted cold war periodizatiors aa follows. The period between
1945 and 1953 was the onset of the cold war pefibd.period between 1653 and 162 was the First
Cold war. The period between 1962 and 1979 waB#tente Period. The period beginning from the
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan (1979) to the efthe Cold war in 1989 is called the Second Cold
War. Baylis and Smith, p. 58.
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of Turkey: political Islam and Kurdish nationalisif.On the other hand, the pro-
Leftist groups were suppressed and eliminated #feemilitary coup. The
Motherland Party, as the dominant political orgatian, defined itself as a
“nationalist and conservative political party®This momentum that the identity
politics gained in Turkish politics, along with teeonomic activism based on
foreign trade, brought “active foreign policy” dissions onto the agenda of Turkish
public opinion.

As Holsti writes, “there is a positive corrada between the number of national
role conceptions and active involvement in inteoral affairs.**° In the case of the
early 1990s Turkey, this claim was visible. The rié identity-based political
discourses in the 1980s had found a field of pradh the early 1990s due to the
developments in Turkey’s near geography and al$bdrinternational politic&™
This new “active foreign policy” demands were fgdthe “opportunities” that the
post-Cold war political conditions offered or ordérTurkey.

It must be noted that the developments irm@ional politics or in Turkey’s near
geography that caused a rise in the overall ndigireimosphere in Turkish public
opinion also caused a search for a more activel refurkish foreign policy. This
fact is interesting for this study since it is aall example of the intersection between

Turkish nationalism and Turkish foreign policy.

197 These factors not only allowed more than justdemiity-based political discourse. They
also constituted a tension between the governnfghedime and the bureaucratic elite, which also
found direct reflections in the foreign policy agerof Turkey.

19 Ataman, p. 112.

199 Holsti, p. 288.

20 These events were basically the Azeri-Armenian,War Bosnian Civil War and the

Chechnian Uprising in Russia.
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For Turkish foreign policy, beyond any doubg most important change in the
early 1990s was the end of the cold war. This wsigrficant challenge to Turkey’s
well-settled position in international politics. rkey, during the cold war period,
acquired its strategic position due to its stroognmitment to the Western bloc and
its determining significance about the securityaans of the NATO alliance. The
peaceful end of the cold war, led to the questigmihTurkey’'s well-determined
principles. Turkish foreign policy searched foratiatives.

Except for the Caucasus and Central Asia, vhidi be discussed in the next
chapter, two other regions came forward for adireign policy projections; The
Middle East, The Balkans. In the case of MiddletBhe Gulf War was the first and
maybe the clearest example of this new trend. Blgemess for active involvement
in this war was an issue that unified the nati@talonservatives and the people
among the state elite who were in search of anattend in Turkish foreign policy
according to the concept of Great Turkey Imagimatf8' The Middle East Region
would occupy a significant place in the foreignipplgenda of Turkey mostly due
to the security concerns stemming from the Kuréishe. As Ozcan points out,
“Because of Syria’ s sheltering of the PKK and plogver vacuum in northern Iraq
after the Gulf War there was a great danger agthiederritorial integrity of Turkey.
Consequently, Turkey’s primary aim in formulating Middle East policy was the
elimination of threat of terror®? Hence, Turkey’s activism initiatives in the Middle
East coincided with the above-said dual charadt@udkish nationalism (i.e.,

coexistence of a self-confident mood and nationaligal concerns.)

21 Tanil Bora, “Kérfez Sava, Ortadgu ve “Bilyiik Tirkiye Tasavvurlari Birikim 24 (April
1991), p. 13.

22 Mesut Ozcan, “Harmonization of the Foreign Pokaié Turkey and the European Union:
the Case of the Middle East” (Ph. D. diss.g8zc¢i University, 2008), p. 187.
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In the Balkans, there were also developmdatisattracted the interest of the
conservative nationalist public opinion along wiitle whole public opinion and the
foreign policy agenda in Turkey. Prior to the 199@mmely in the 1980s, the
Balkans occupied the foreign policy agenda of Turttee to two developments: the
oppression that the Muslims faced in Bulgaria d&daggressive attitude of the
PASOK government in Greece towards Turk&y.

In the early 1990s, the region experiencerktatgransformation process which
also influenced the agenda of Turkish foreign poliugoslavia, contrary to the
example of the U.S.S.R, was dismembered in a bleady Along with the whole
public opinion, the Bosnian Muslims and their sriffgs in the Yugoslav Civil War
attracted the attention of the conservative natisiiatellectuals towards the region.
There was a general interest in the war in Yugadslamd this put a pressure on the
Turkish foreign policy mechanism. Turkey, during tBosnian Civil War, attempted
to pursue an active policy which consisted of ating the interest of the
international organizations to the issue, attengptinpersuade the international
public opinion for a diplomatic or even for a naliy intervention and also for

military equipment assistané¥ As said earlier, the Bosnian War also caused

203 Bulgaria, the Muslim Turkish minority faced seal human rights abuses. During the
1980s, these abuses reached its peak and forshérfie became a foreign policy concern for
Turkey. The process ended with the migration ofdnads of thousands of Muslims from Bulgaria to
Turkey. After the end of Communist regime in Buigahe Muslim minority regained their rights and
this minority became no longer a factor in poisgrtine Turkish-Bulgarian relationBhan Uzgel,
“Balkanlarlailiskiler,” in Turk Dis Politikasy Baskin Oran, ed., pp. 176 — 181 ; In Greece PASOK
Leader Andreas Papandreu became the Prime Minis@reece in 1981. Similar to Turkey, the
1980s passed in Greece under one party and leadenation. However, contrary to Ozal, Papandreu
followed a foreign policy line which contrasted tiiynamics of cold war politics. For Papandreu, the
threat for Greece did not come from the North boirfthe East.” His aggressive attitude toward
Turkey caused the deterioration of Turkish-GreelafRins and in this period nearly all of the alrgad
existing tense issues (i.e Cyprus, Aegean Islattdsleetween Turkey and Greece led to a crisis.
Melek Firat, “Yunanistan'ldliskiler,” in Tirk Dis Politikasl.., Baskin Oran, ed. pp.102 -124.

24lhan Uzgel, “Balkanlarldliskiler (1990-2001),” irTiirk Dis Politikasl... Baskin Oran
ed., p. 496.

66



excitement among the conservative nationalistliggitsia and also among the

public opinion in Turkey.

Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, an answer for the questiomiMiid the nationalist intellectuals,
different parts of the Turkish public opinion ame tstate elite as a whole overreact
to the emergence of the Turkic republics in thener Soviet South was south. In
doing this, focus was given to the possible cortjurat reasons behind this interest.
At the end of this discussion, it was observed, thlaing with the existence of
cultural and historical ties the change procesRuirkish economic policy and in
Turkish foreign policy set the conjunctural backgrd of Turkey’s interest in the
emergence of the Turkic republics.

For Turkish foreign policy, the change wasvitable due to two factors. First,
world politics as a whole changed and Turkish fgmepolicy, which positioned itself
according to the premises of bloc politics, coubtl sustain its traditional style as
rigidly as before. Secondly, the developments irk&y's near geography not only
presented new opportunities for Turkey, but alswstituted serious threat to
Turkey’s overemphasized national security concesmsh were still an important
aspect of Turkish foreign policy even though itsrpinence was decreasing. Such a
change in the regional politics in the Balkans,Nhddle East and in the former
Soviet South, and the developments in the intawnatipolitics required the revision
of the traditional foreign policy making style otifkey.

There were developments also in domesticipshtere influenced the foreign

policy agenda of Turkey. The 1980s and the first ywars of the 1990s passed
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under the Motherland Party government whose leadsreager to pursue an active
foreign policy style. Moreover, in this period, thevere political groups or parties
that carried identity-based politics into Turkistlipcal life. These factors were
combined with the changing economic structure ak&y and Turkish foreign
policy, contrary to its traditional premises, begafe more open to the near
geography of Turkey due to cultural and economitceons.

Turkish nationalists, the political group winishowed the greatest interest into
the emergence of the Turkic republics, were alsopnocess of change. The agenda
of domestic politics and the sufferings of the camnities that had cultural ties with
Turkey provided a legitimate basis for Turkish aaéllism. The developments in
Turkey and in the nearer regions to Turkey fedtth® prominent aspects of Turkish
nationalism: national survival case and a self-ii@mt mood relying on the notion
of the “glorious past.” On the other hand, mosthe do the above-said increase in
popularity, Turkish nationalism gained a more Tstkiharacter in the first half of
the 1990s and also widened its proponents, espeatadhe second half of the 1990s.
All of these developments increased the awaremessts the emergence of the

Turkic republics.
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CHAPTER 4

AN EVOLVING RELATIONSHIP: THE RELATIONS BETWEEN TUREY
AND THE TURKIC REPUBLICS DURING THE 1990S

All Turkic republics proclaimed their soveretyg in 1990 and their independence
in 1991%% TheTurkish public opinion and foreign policy déeis makers reacted to
these Republics immediately after independencesaad before the independence.
However, this interest did not continue in the sambensity throughout the 1990s.
Thus it is necessary to divide the decade intaopsrin order to understand the
shifting perception towards the region. As Steaates “periodization is the
conceptual tool that makes change over time a neaig) topic and difficulty of
handling such an effort remains the sarf8.”

In doing this, it will be taken into consideoa that it is hard to make a clear cut
distinction. Periodization constitutes a majoridiffty for most of the social
scientists. As Gerhard successfully points “...tretdrian knows that any division of
time into definite periods is artificial since re¢@xperienced have thought him that
even in the midst of upheavals and utter destrachere is no complete break with
the past.?’ Since this study aims to analyze the shifting etions and
expectations towards the Turkic republics, it Ww#él convenient to make a
periodization through the place that the Turkicutdes held in the foreign policy
agenda of Turkey. In this study, the Turkic repcblieserve attention to the degree

that they had taken place in the foreign policyraigeof Turkey. In this regard, the

205 Jacob M. LandawRan-Turkism: From Irredentism to Solidariloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1995), p. 201.

2% peter N. Stearns, “Periodization in World Hist@gaching: Identifying the Big Changes,”
The History Teache20, no. 4 (1987), p. 561.

27 Dietrich Gerhard, “Periodization in European Higt” The American Historical Review
61, no. 4 (1956), p. 900.
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government programs may provide satisfactory evademhroughout the 1990s,
eight governments were founded. The Turkic worlahib place first in the True Path
Party-Social Democratic People’s Party coalitiomggament established in October
1991. In the program of this government, it wasssed that the government
attached importance to “strengthen the relatiorbk thie Republics of which Turkey
has cultural ties?*® In the second True Path Party-Social Democratipless Party
Government, which was established in June 1993ttlkes on the ethnic kinship
with the Turkic world was more dominant. In the gnam of this government, it was
stated that,
The disintegration of the Soviet Union and the agaece of the Turkic
republics along with the other newly independeatest caused important
developments for Turkey. We all know this. In tH&' 2entury, Turkey will
be a sphere of attraction for these countries. 8uHas responsibilities for
integrating these republics, which we have closg tio the world. In this
regard, we will attach a special significance @ ithprovement of economic,
social and cultural relations with these repubifs.

A remarkable shift in Turkey’s perception tadsthe Turkic world was visible in
the two following governments founded in May 199 an October 1995. In the
programs of these governments, the economic pateitthe Central Asian region
was stressed in a stronger sense. In the formargoment, the importance of Baku-
Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline project was for the firshe mentioned™® In the latter
government, established in October 1995, the volilmaethe economic cooperation

with the Turkic republics reached was appreciatéth both of these government

programs, it can be observed that Turkey’s forgigiicy agenda was once again

208 Kemal Girgin,T.C Hiikiimet Programlarinda PPolitikamiz(Ankara: T.C Dyisleri
Bakanlgl, 1998), p. 100.

209 |pid., p. 113.
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concentrated on the European integration due tortpact of the Customs Union
process? In the case of the Turkic republics, the governnpeagrams in the
second half of the 1990s had dealt with generabtiguffice” statements and with
specific issues such as energy transportationeoNdgorno-Karabakh conflict.

Thus, in terms of periodization, we can concluds thuring the second half of the
1990’s, the Turkic world as a whole lost its cartpiace in the foreign policy agenda
of Turkey and there is a sharp difference betweaakdy’'s perception of the Turkic
world between the two halves of the 1990s. Intbgard, the period between the
declaration of independence and the midst of tladke (i.e., 1991-1995) constituted
the first period which can be defined as initialhersiasm. The second period was the
rest of the decade (i.e., 1995- 2000), which ctalde been defined as the settling
the relations on a realistic ground which also imaglcts on the relations between

Turkey and the Turkic republics in the 21st century

Enthusiasm Dominates: Turkey-Turkic Republics Retest between 1991 and 1995

The period between the fall of the Berlin Waaild the declaration of
independence by the Turkic republics, namely betvig89 and 1991, was followed
by Turkish officials in a quite careful sense. EVgesident Turgut Ozal, who was
known for a foreign policy-making understandingtthsually contrasted to the
traditional methods of the Turkish Ministry of Faye Affairs, was cautious about
the course of events. For example, Ozal was qaijereto get Turkey involved in the

First Gulf War in order to regain Turkey’s prestigs position in the West and to be

22 pid., p. 124.

71



involved in economic cooperation with Middle Eastveell>** To the contrary,

during the crisis between Azerbaijan SSR and th8RJ# January 1990, he was in
line with Turkish foreign policy making institutignin terms of seeing the crisis as a
domestic politics issue of the Soviet Union andbfwing a policy of non-
interference. For Ozal, the Azerbaijan issue shbelthe concern of Iran rather than
Turkey since the Azeris were believed in the Skt sf Islan?**

Until their declaration of independence, thekic republics were still legal parts
of the Soviet Union. However, the Gorbachev eragmeed a space of freedom for
the people in the Soviet Union. Together with ttieeo Soviet Socialist Republics in
USSR, the Turkic republics were granted a freedbpucsuing an independent
foreign policy from Moscow. This freedom becamefir& open gate for Turkey to
follow a more active policy towards the region. Thigial ones of the several
following bilateral and multilateral treaties wesigned in this era. From 1990 to late
1991, 24 bilateral agreements were signed withTtirgic soviet socialist
republics®®®

Through mid-1991, even before the declaratidependence, Turkish state
officials, the nationalists and the public opiniware in a mood of euphoria. For
example, Erciment Konukman, the Minister of Stat€urkey said that “all the
Turkish power in the World should act together bgams of economic and cultural

cooperation. When this is realized, a Turkic wardahsisting of a 200 million

23 Ertan Efegil Korfez Krizi ve Tiirk DiPolitikasi Karar Verme ModeljAnkara: Giindgan
Yayinlari, 2002), p. 216.

24 aydin, “Kafkasya ve Orta Asya'ylHiskiler,” p. 372. This statement was criticized by
Turkish nationalists. Demigacalled this statement as a fallacy.” Yavuz Selieniras, Turan
Tutuldu(istanbul: Hamle Yayinlari, 1994), p. 27.

25 gSee Metin Akgiiney, Fatma Zehra. Esmeray andr Eadigzan Sahin, edsT.C Milli
Egitim Bakanlgi, Turkiyelle Turk Cumhuriyetleri Arasinda Yapilan Agtaalar, /i skiler,
Faaliyetler, vol. 1 (Talim ve Terbiye Kurulu B&anligi Turk Cumhuriyetleri ve Tirk Topluluklari
Dairesi: Ankara, 1993), pp. 7-436.

72



population will emerge®*® However, the declaration of independence by Turkic
republics constituted the real cornerstone in #regptions of the public opinion.

Just after the loss of initial euphoria, an officrathe Ministry of Foreign Affairs

have admitted that Turkey had never sought to skap® form of commonwealth

or union with the newly independent Turkic republaf the Soviet Union and
Turkey's intention was rather to deepen the retetfd’ However, there were also
initiatives which were backed by the state elitéhaf time such as the several treaties
signed, given promises either officially or unoiity and the summits. Such a
paradox needs to be explained. At this point ofstiely, it will be useful to clarify

the reasons and indicators of the euphoria period.

The Role of Leaders

In the second chapter, it was said that tkéepences of the leadership in a state
may be influential in the foreign policy making pesses. The threat or interest
perceptions of the leaders may direct the foreigjitp behavior of a state® The
case examined in this thesis also validates thisnclWhen the Turkic republics
proclaimed their independence in December 1991esdrarismatic leaders
dominated the Turkish political life. Turgut Ozahsvthe President of Turkey.
Siileyman Demirel was the prime minister and woaflace Ozal in May 1993 after
Ozal's death. Moreover, Alparslan Tigk&as also an influential figure in Turkish

politics due to his long-standing existence in #rsa, even though did not hold an

2% Erciiment KonukmarTopluluktan Millete(istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 1989), p. 28.

27 Gareth Winrow,Turkey in Central AsiélLondon: Royal Institute of International Affairs,
1995), p. 16.

28 This was discussed in Chapter 2, under the selatittForeign Policy Decision Making
Approach,” pp. 14-15.
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official title. Erdalinénii and Biilent Ecevit were the leaders of the mashinent
pro-Leftist parties in Turkey. Since the influerafeall these leaders on Turkish
public opinion was important, it is worth examinitinggir reaction towards the Turkic
republics. The rhetoric that these leaders usedridsmthe Turkic republics was one
of the most significant motives behind the enthstgareaction towards the
emergence of the Turkic republics. In this secttbe,rhetoric used by the most
prominent political leaders in Turkey towards tieeegence of Turkic republics in
Central Asia will be examined.

Turgut Ozal, as a politician, entered the ageof Turkish public opinion
relatively late, after 1980. However, he recordéulige rise in his political caref’
Ozal’s political understanding, in most cases, imantrast with the traditional
policy-making perspectives of the former stateeellthe political atmosphere of the
time was also helpful for him to pursue policiesrake statements which could be
considered as radical for that time. All the proemipolitical groups and the leaders
of ten years earlier were politically suspené@dn the case of foreign policy, this
phenomenon was much clear. In his words,

When we look at this geopolitical space from theidtit Sea to Central Asia
under the leadership of Turkey, we realize tha $ipace is molded and
dominated by Ottoman-Muslim and Turkic populatiodust as it was during
the Ottoman Empire, it is possible today to trangoethnic differences
through Islamic identity?*

Ozal, either in an open sense or tacitly, lehgled the traditional attitudes of the

bureaucratic institutions which determined the reatf the Turkish foreign policy-

making processes. Ozal, on the other hand, was &agesolve the prolonged issues

29 For a brief account of Ozal's rise in Turkish fios, see Chapter 3, p. 57.
220 For the political suspension in Turkey during 11880s, see Chapter 3, p. 38.

#lyavuz, “Turkish Identity...,” p. 24.
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of Turkish foreign policy such as the Cyprus Questi? In doing this, Ozal pursued
an individual decision making process in Turkistefgn which was highly criticized
by the Ministry of Foreign policy officials and gembers of Turkish Armed
Forces?”®

Ozal’s contrasting views with the traditiofialeign policy-making perspective of
Turkey coincided with the emergence of the Turkijeublics in the above-said
conditions. Ozal welcomed the disintegration ofth8.S.R and the collapse of
Eastern Bloc and he thought that a new window gbojnities was opened for
Turkey.?** However, as the leader of Turkey, the end of Gkt had different
significant meanings for him. Turkey was a pivaspect of the security of the
Western Bloc during the Cold war years and novhatery beginning of the 1990s,
this advantage was over. Ozal confessed his comedmut Turkey’s changing role
in an interview: “The position of Turkey has chadgAnkara'’s strategic importance
decreased after the collapse of the Soviet Empfre.”

However, in the same speech, Ozal expresseslfoopew developments.
According to him, “The world was changing and tlowi8t Republics (i.e., five of

them were of Turkic origin) and the Balkans offerev opportunities for

222 Eor example, in one of his speeches, Ozal sthadBringing the Cyprus Question to the
foreign policy agenda creates a perception thadtteeh this issue a greater attention than it deser
This issue should not constitute a barrier agdinskey forever. We don't give concessions but we
will do what is logical.”Milliyet, 15 March 1991.

22 Just after the 1983 elections, the MP governmimiteld the authority of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs with two statutory decrees. Accaglio the two statutory decrees legislated in
December 1983 and in June 1984, the Ministry oélgor Affairs had been appointed in practicing
the foreign policy which would be determined by guernment. This tendency, in the following
years of MP governments, had been crystallizetienttays of excluding the Turkish Parliament from
the foreign policy decision-making process and lalCs individual initiative tendency. Gencer
Ozcan, “Tirkiye’'de Siyasal Rejim ve PPolitika,” in Tiirk Dis Politikasinin Analizied. Faruk
Sénmezglu (Istanbul: Der Yayinlari, 2001), pp. 527-533.

224 Cumhuriyet 1 March 1990.

225 Milliyet, 8 January 1991.
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Turkey.”?® Ozal, under these circumstances, attached guggfisance to the
emergence of the Turkic republics just as he dithduithe Gulf War. For Ozal, this
was a historical occasion which could not be misse@ctober 1992, Ozal stated
that, “We can not disappoint our people. We haegestime language, culture and
history. Then I think that our aims can also beshme.?*’

Ozal’s optimism and eagerness showed itseffany cases varying from his
speeches in the Turkic world Congresses to thersits he made to journalists
from the national and international press. AskTimargues, Ozal’ s economic
nationalism with the aim of making Turkey as a oegil-economic power in the
region led to a rapprochment also between the stits¢eand nationalist
intellectuals’?®

However, it must be noted that probably Ozstizgement increased the
expectations in the Turkish public opinion and esdly among the Turkish
nationalists and also these enthusiastic speethies same time gave the first big
blow to the optimistic atmosphere which was alsarsti by the leaders of the Turkic
republics. For example, in the first Turcophone&tdresidential Summit, Ozal's
words about the necessity of a Turkic Commonwaeatith Turkic Development and

Investment Bank were not welcomed by the leadetseoTurkic republic® Ozal's

226 Milliyet, 8 January 1991.

227 Milliyet, 31 October 1992 itsanlarimizin umutlarini ba gikaramayiz. Dilimiz bir,
kilttrimiz bir, tarihimiz bir. O zamasimiz gicimuz de bir olabilir diye diniyorum.”

228 yiiksel Takin, “Milliyetci Sivil Toplum Kuruluslarinin Turk Kimligini Tiirk Diinyasi
Olgeginde Yeniden Tanimlama Cabalari ves Politika Gindemine Etkileri,” irSivil Toplum ve DBi
Politika: Yeni Sorunlar, Yeni Aktorler, eBemra Cerit and Erhan Ban (stanbul: Bglam Yayinlari,
2006), p. 196.

29 aydin, “Kafkasya ve Orta Asyhe iliskiler,” p. 388.
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statements made these leaders act against Turkeyargly even if these statements
did not frighten then?>°

Turgut Ozal, the eighth president of the TsinkRepublic, died in 17 April 1993
due to a heart attack. Just a few weeks earlibialdgoaid visits to the Central Asia
region, where he was kindly welcom&dOzal's statements and initiatives were the
integral part of the euphoria peridgen argues that he encouraged the Turkish
entrepreneurs by establishing contacts betweee #rgsepreneurs and the leaders of
Turkic republics®? In the late 1990s, when the disappointments weirggtived
most intensely, most of the people thought thateth of Ozal started the
inactivity process of Turkey in the regifi.After his death the foreign policy-
making procedures were held by politicians and &ueeats (i.e., mostly with the
incorporation of the Foreign Ministry officials amdgilitary officials) who were in
line with the traditional national security oriedt®reign policy-making perspective
of the Turkish Republié®*

Suleyman Demirel, a veteran politician who badn in Turkish political life
since 1965, was an other prominent political figoiréhe early 1990s and due to this,
evaluating his attitude towards the Central Asiates can be quite helpful in terms

of understanding the “state’s perception.”

230 Kazakh President Nursultan Nazarbayev was thegest objector for Turkey’s
leadership aims and initiatives for getting theKiurepublics involved in the regional crisis swah
the Nagorno-Karabakh conflidtlilliyet, 1 November 1992.

%1 Thjs visit carried the main characteristics of Bzmitiatives. Ozal took a delegation of
221 members who mostly consisted of Turkish busimesn Milliyet, 4 April 1993.

232 MustafaSen, “Tirkiye-Orta Asya Yatirinfliskileri ve Bolgede Aktif Turk Gigimciler,”
in Turkiye’nin Avrasya Macerasi (1989-2006), btustafa Aydin (Ankara: Nobel Yayinevi, 2007),
p. 135.

23 Milliyet, 18 February 1997.

234 Gerassimos Karabelias, “Dictating the Upper Tileil-Military Relations in the Post-

Ozal Decade, 1993-200F urkish Studie$, no. 3 (2008), p. 463.
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After the October 1991 elections he once agagame the prime minister of
Turkey thanks to a coalition with the social denabgrarty of the time Social
Democratic People’ s Part$¢syal Demokrat Halkgl Parfij® In 1991, the Soviet
Union disintegrated and the Cold war ended. Theidorpolicy agenda of his last
government was nearly meaningless in 1$9The Turkic republics just emerged at
such a critical conjuncture.

As said earlier, Demirel did not contrast wihle traditional conservative Turkish
foreign policy line as much as Ozal had, but it wasnaginable for a Turkish Prime
Minister to be carefree against such a developnidms.is because such an event
would have implications not only for the foreignlipg of Turkey, but also on the
fragile stability of Turkish domestic politics. Mawver, his True Path Party was in a
coalition with the Social Democratic People’s Pabiyt this coalition was supported
externally by the most prominent nationalist partyhe time Nationalist Work Party
(NWP) and by its leader Alparslan Tugk&loreover, in the following years of the
first decade of the 1990s, NWP (the name of thgypaas converted to Nationalist
Action Party in 1993) members would penetrate theoranks of bureaucracy and
security force$®” Under such circumstances, Stileyman Demirel, whethkngly
or in a strategic sense, played a major role invabihg Turkish public opinion and
especially the Turkish nationalists for big exp&otes about the potentials of

relationship and cooperation with the Turkic repesl

235 Altunisik and Tar, p. 51.

238 The previous Demirel government was overthrowmwimilitary coup in 12 September
1980. At this date, the main parameters of Turkishign policy were strictly determined by the
Cold War conditions.

%7 Didem Mersin Alict, “The Impact of Turkey’s Natialistic Culture on Turkish Foreign
Policy Making as Observed in Turkey’s Relationshwitie Central Asian Turkic Republics” (Master
Thesis, Bgazici University, 1995), p. 79.
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Demirel’'s statements were clear signs of hib@siasm as such. For example, in
an interview for Time Magazine, Demirel stated tHatnew window of opportunity
has opened for us with the Turkic republics. Thegek our language. We urge them
to remain secular and to switch to the Latin alghalf

On the other hand, among the Turkish politiciamswias the most eager one to use
the phrase, “the Turkic world stretching from theriatic Sea to Wall of Ching®®
Demirel went one step further and stated that tmki@ republics should have got
out of the “Ruble Zone,**° which was clearest sign of economic interdepenelenc
with Russig** However, Demirel also tried to assuage the passézctions in the
world public opinion which may have stemmed frora thar that Turkey could be in
an irredentist foreign policy trend. Demirel, ineoof his articles, stated that, “our
relations with our brothers in Central Asia must fnighten any body. These
relations rely on the notions of mutual interestitmal trust, and the love and respect
each of them stemming from histd#y.

Demirel’s optimism and initiatives towards fherkic world did not find positive
reflections among the Turkish nationalists. Thiswaainly due to Demirel’s
cautious attitude during the Nagorno Krabakh cotff® Demirel was accused of

not supporting the Elchibey administration, whichsweady in all terms to cooperate

238 James Wilde, “The Phoenix of Turkish Politic§jie 10 February 1992.
239 Bal, The Rise and Fall of The Turkish Modelp. 51.
240 Robins, p. 280.

241 Mustafa Aydin, “Foucault's Pendulum: Turkey in @ahAsia and The Caucasus,”
Turkish Studie$, no. 2 (2004), p. 5.

242 gijleyman Demirel, “21. Yuzyilingginde Tiirk Dy Politikasi,” Yeni Turkiyes, no. 1
(March April 1995), p. 9. “Orta Asya’'daki karglerimizle iliskilerimiz kimseyi korkutmamalidir. Bu
ili skiler her biri kayngini tarihten alan karikli ¢ikar, gliven, sevgi saygi Uzerine kuruludur.

23|t must be noted that Demirel strongly objectegl ¢taims that his cabinet acted

reluctantly towards the Nagorno-Karabakh conflictone of his speeches, Demirel stated that “What
should the government do and what we did ndtilliyet, 12 May 1992.
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with Turkey.?** The Turkish nationalists did not view the issu@as of foreign
policy, but as a domestic concern of Turk&/As a second indicator, Turkish
nationalists blamed Demirel of not cooperating witem, especially with Tlrke

and to rely on his social democrat government pasti® The “active policy”
criticisms of the Turkish nationalists in that periwere directed mostly to Demirel’s
policies.

To sum up, Demirel joined the enthusiasticaspiere at the beginning of the
1990s. His optimistic discourse continued durirgygremiership. Demirel was
probably aware of the limits of Turkey. Thus hishersiastic statements were not
supported with concrete steps as was in the ca&eeavbaijan’s domestic and
international trouble$!’ He was rather interested in possible areas oferation-
especially in the realm of economic and culturap=ration with the Turkic
republics which he saw as a new hinterland for &€yrkn the following years,
during his speeches after the end of his presidBecyirel made statements proving
this fact. In one of them, he declared that Turkssisted these countries to prove

that it was a great pow&?® In another statement, Demirel claimed that Turkey’

244 Even years after the end of the War, these aitisicontinued. For example, Andican
stated that “the perspective that Russia will estArmenia if Aliyev holds power instead of
Elchibey, has bankrupted which was developed byiBgliyev’ Ahad Andican,Degisim
Sirecinde Tiirk Diinyagistanbul: Emre Yayinlari, 1996), p. 183.

> Tiirkiye 22 June 1993. Demirel’s attitude towards the Nagd<arabakh conflict was
also criticized by the members of his partyskim Kirca, then a member of the True Path Party,
urged the government to intervene the conflictep s\rmenian forces. According to Kirca, NATO
would also have supported Turkey against Russi&ureimce in the region. Gkun Kirca “Turkiye
Mudahele Etmek Zorundadiry’eni Foruml3, no. 6 (June 1992), p. 55.

248 For example, Aydin Yalcin intensely criticized t@vernment of the time due to its
attitude towards the Azeri-Armenian conflict. Segdf Yalcin, “Liderlik Sinavi,”Yeni Foruml2
(June 1992), pp. 4-7.

247 Even in the most intense days of the Azeri-Armeéar, Demirel did not opt to use
aggressive policies towards Armenia. This wasaizigid even by moderate politicians such as Mesut
Yilmaz. Yilmaz criticized Demirel as being diffidein the Nagorno-Karabakh cadéilliyet, 8 March
1992.
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increasing profile in Eurasia contributed to itsmiership in the EF*° These
statements clarify that Demirel’s interest in tegion was not onlydue to a
sentimental tendency, but also to a practical mekded to the changing dynamics of
Turkey politically and economically which were delked above in this study.

Alparaslan Ttrkg the third prominent political figure of the euptaoperiod held
a unique position during this process. His promaeedid not stem from his official
position as was in the cases of Ozal and Demiuglfrbm his political background.
He was known for his Pan-Turkist attitude during Yorld War 1l, which would let
him be adjudicated with other PanTurkist figureshaf time during the famous
Racism-Turanism Case in 1984 Among the other defendants he was the only
leader who would gain political legitimacy by tagithe leadership of a political
party. However, the Turco-Islam trend of the 19d@I3® influenced Tulrkgs
Nationalist Action Party and radical claims lostmentum among the Turkish
nationalists during this decad®.

Seven years after the 12 September 1980 aod887, Turke regained his

political rights with a referandufi?? One of the most important aspects of the “new

28 5iilleyman Demirel, “Sovydmparatorlgu Dagilinca Avrasya Siyasi Goafyasi Olgtu,”
in Adriyatik'ten Cin Seddi'ne Avrasya ve Demisal, Hul(si Turgut (Ankara: ABC Basin Ajansi,
2001), p. 48.

29 |pid., p. 211.

%0 the case, Alparslan Turkevith other 22 defendants, “were charged with distaing
secret organizations in order to overthrow the gowent, making propaganda of racist and Turanist
ideologies, opposing the constitution, humiliatthg spiritual personality of the Grand National
Assembly and the government and counteracting maitioterests” Murat Kaya, “RehagQz Tlrkan
and Pan-Turkist Movement in Turkey (1938 - 194 aéter Thesis, Bgazici University, 2005), p.
125.

%1 Eor the rise of Turco-Islamist trend in the Naibst Action Party during the pre-12
September period, see Tanil Bora and Kemal Canleb®cak Dergah: 12 Eylil'den 1990’lara
Ulkiicii Hareketistanbul:letisim, 2004), pp. 54-56.

%2|n the referendum (on 6 September 1987) he loshé@yarrowest of margins: 50. 24 % of
the voters voted ‘yes’ whereas 49.76 % voted ‘@atcher, p. 284.
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Tiirkes policies, were making peace with the state éftdhe most useful tool to
realize this aim could be to provide a link betw@ainkish nationalism and the state
elite. Turke stubbornly and consistently continued this poligéth the exception of
an election alliance with the Welfare Party durihg 1991 parliamentary elections.
Along with other factors, such as the Kurdish Questthe emergence of the Turkic
republics could be instrumentalized in creating@prochement between Turkish
nationalists and the state effté.

The emergence of Turkic republics came jusuah a conjuncture. This was a
welcomed event for TurkeTurkes could not derive popular support from this
phenomenon; however he saw important gesturestfierpolitical elite of the
time >® Turkes was included in the official visits even thoughtal no title in terms
of representing the state.

The emergence of the Turkic republics and tingial enthusiastic discourse
towards Turkey increased the political legitimaéyrarkes.>*® Thus, he managed to
become one of the most prominent figures of thénetia period even though he had
no official title. However, at the end of the dagjther Turke nor his political

movement could acquire concrete gains from thisgss.

#3Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgurp. 25.

%4|n the previous chapter, it was stated that, Nagional Survival Klilli Beka) case is one
of the two significant pillars on which Turkishtimnalism rested. Kurdish Question, during theyearl
1990s was instrumentalized by both the Turkishomatists and the state elite in order to revitalize
this national survival concern. This fact seembiawee been influential in the creation of a pro-
nationalist atmosphere which would also increasestithusiasm towards the emergence of the
“Turkic world.”

23 Eor example, Tiirkewas invited to Demirel’s visit to Central AsiaApril 1993 even
though Tirke had no official title. Demirel invited Tlrkeéoy saying that “Your presence will
exhiliarate and honor us.” Alicl, p. 82.

2% The legitimacy that Turlkederived from the emergence of the Turkic republies so

striking that, it was even thought that Tlykeas “the spokesman of Demirel in the case of tini€
world.” Milliyet, 4 May 1992.
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The above-said three leaders were from trexetit fractions of the right-wing
political background. However, pro-leftist leadsush as Bilent Ecevit and Erdal
Inénii also joined the initial atmosphere. For exantevit defended the
establishment of a “Ministry of Outside TurkS”For Ecevit, the development of
relations with the Turkic republics under certaimnieworks could create effective
lobbies for Turkey.?*® Erdalinénti, on the other hand, joined the Turkic world
Congress which was backed by TirkeNationalist Work Party>®

To sum up, during the euphoria period, thealisses and actions of the political
leaders of the time served to the enthusiastic sppimere. The most important
political figures of the time were strongly inteied in the idea of creating a “Turkish
Commonwealth,” but with different motivations. Ozaned to re-increase the
strategic importance of Turkey, which was in a ptdecline after the end of the
Cold war and find new markets to the already trammsing Turkish economy.
Demirel was in a more practical line not only farrkey but also for himself. For
him, Turkey was in need of new cooperation aredshésmgovernment was in need
of the indirect support of TurkeThus, giving reference to a future possible Tarki
integration could be useful for Demirel. Tugken a quite different sense, dreamed
of realizing his political movements’ a half centyear long goals. The interest
shown even by leftist political leaders of the tioharifies the amount of enthusiasm
among the public opinion in the initial years. tms all of these leaders were
considerably eager to get involved in this issug,none of them could make a

concrete contribution to the process.

7 Milliyet, 28 March 1990.
8 Milliyet, 28 March 1990.

#9Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgun, p. 239.
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Turkish Nationalists: The Victorious Side

Turkish nationalists were the most welcomiag pf the Turkish public opinion

towards the emergence of the Turkic reputdf€sn the words of Yalcin Toker,
We are living the days that our dreams come trhank god that, a Turkish
belt has been created from the Adriatic to the V@&IChina, where Ezan is
heard and flags with Crescents are waved... Theidworld is now under
the wings of big brother Turkey. Big brother Turkeyl share everything
with them and their problems will be our probleffs.

On the other hand, Turkish nationalists enjayedhistorical rightness and the
superiority of their ideology. Oke’s words constitd a well example of this
perspective. Oke stated that,

Ecevit will join a meeting organized for the Mus$inrm Bosnia, the Social

Democratic People’s Party will defend the Outsideks... If one had said

these words five years ago, he would have beemseatiin an insane asylum.

The present developments prove how true the firafiprojections and the

prescriptions the Turkish nationalists madeZ4fe.

The contributions of the Turkish nationalists te tptimistic atmosphere in
the early 1990s were clear; however there werer atbgects in the Turkish public

opinion showed a considerable interest in the regspecially during 1991 and

1992263

20 this section, the term Turkish nationalistereb the group that we categorized as the
“Classical Turkish nationalists in the previous [otea.

%1 Toker,Buyiik Uyary..., pp. 254-255. “Hayallerimizin hakikat olgu giinler yaryoruz.
Allah’a stikurler olsun ki Dunya Uzerinde bir ucu Adriyatileizin'den balayan, 6bir ucu Cin
Seddine dayanan, goklerde ezan seslerinin yankgarmirclarinda hilalli bayraklarin dalgalagdi
bir Turk kusagi yaratiimstir. (...) Turk Dinyassimdi biyuk gabey Turkiye'nin kanatlar altindadir.
Buylk gzabey Turkiye onlarla heeyi paylgacak ve onlarin derdi bizim derdimiz olacak.”

%2 Tiirkiye 30 April 1992. “Ecevit Bosnali Miisliimanlar iciagilan mitinge katilacak, SHP
Dis Tarkler'i savunacak. Bunlari besene énce sbyleyeni aklindan zoru var diye tinrepa
kapatirlardi. Buglin gelen hadiseler tlkicilerin bir zamanlar sugdtesbit, ileriye donik
projeksiyon ve recetelerin ne kadagdooldusunu vurgulamaktadir.”

263 Not only the pro-nationalist public opinion, bis@different journalists from different
political backgrounds also showed interest to #netbpments in the region. For some of them, Ali
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The interest of Turkish nationalism in theut€ide Turks” stems from three
major factors. At first, most of the intellectuditat contributed to the formation of
nationalist ideology such as Yusuf Akcura or Zekii®li Togan, had immigrated to
Turkey from the near territories. Thus, the natiomagination” of these people, who
were strongly influential in the overall understangdof nation in Turkey, was not
limited to the boundaries of the Turkic republi8gcondly, even though Republican
Turkey rejected Pan-Turkism and any other kindsreflentism, Central Asian
origins were strongly stressed in the national tidfeformation process during the
1930s%** Thirdly, during the cold war years, the main metof Turkish nationalism
was anti-communisrff> which was clearly symbolized with the Soviet Unf8h
This caused the creation of the notion the “Capfiveks under communist
domination.?®’ The hatred of communism was inter-linked with tia¢ion of
“Outside Turks” and became a constituting elemémtuokish nationalism during
the cold war period.

Turkish nationalists, as briefly summarizéd\e, tried to utilize all sorts of
opportunities in this case. In domestic polititg\t tried to increase their political
legitimacy and demanded positions in the state ax@sm in order to pioneer the
relations with the Turkic republics. As Bora anch@#aim, Turkish nationalism had

assessed the issue of “Outside Turks” as a compoheomestic politics of

Sirmen, “The Countries of the Motherlandkr(@ayurt/lleri), Milliyet 27 January 1992. Fatih Yilmaz,
“Central Asia Wakes Up"Qrta Asya Uyaniygr Cumhuriyet 15 December 1991. Niltfer Yalgin,
“Turkiye'de Dig Turkler Sorununun DUnl Buguni YarinThe Outside Turks Question In Turkey:
Past, Present and Future), Milliye26 March 1990, Hayri Birler, “Ata TopraklarindaGtin” (Seven
Days In The Ancestor TerritorigsMilliyet, 7 May 1992. The days refer to the beginning ef th
interviews or series.

%4 Ersanli /ktidar ve Tarih...pp. 253-264.
%> goysal, pp. 483-515.
28 Tgkin, Milliyetci Muhafazakar Entelijensiya. pp. 79-135.

%7 Alict, p. 88.
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Turkey?°® On the other hand, Turkish nationalists were etmeooperate with the
political formations in the Turkic republics whitiey thought to have Pan-Turkist
tendencies. However, these groups, suohgas Birlik (Unity) in TurkmenistanAlas
Orda(The army of Alas) in Kazakhstan KayrageligReincarnation) in Kyrgizistan
were evaluated as politically marginal and evesgl in their countrie€® This fact
led to democratization demands among Turkish nalisis. For example, Andican
stated that “whatever happens in the short terrihgriong term the governments in
the Turkistan should give their places to the demtizally elected powers:®

Moreover, the nationalism understanding of ¢haalitical groups was not led by
Pan-Turkism but a local understanding of nationafi§ The Popular Front in
Azerbaijan had a more Azeri nationalist sense.Bihlé& movement in
Turkmenistan had also a Turkmen nationalist charatt

Turkish nationalists had a great share in argan optimistic atmosphere in the
Turkish public opinion towards the Turkic republidie conflicts of the time which
were symbolized mostly as Muslim-Christian confliGte., The Wars in Bosnia,
Azerbaijan and Chechnia) served the continuatiahisfatmosphere. However,
along with many other factors, Turkish nationaltbismselves were a significant
determinant of the end of the euphoria period. Ttlaims could not gain ground
among the state elite, especially among the Ministi~oreign Affairs officials who

were known for their conservative understandinfpogign policy-making. This was

%8 Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgun..p. 218.
29 pid.

270 Ahad Andican, “21. Yiizylla Dgru Tiirkistan Cumhuriyetleri,Yeni Foruml4, no. 8
(August 1993), p. 18.

2’1 Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgun..p. 223.

22 |pid., p. 221.
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an issue of criticism among the nationalist pubfmion. For example, Al
Karaosmanglu, in one of his articles, criticised the bureuicréoreign policy
making style and offered a multi-dimensional mdd@l.

In the first half of the 1990s, Turkish natdism did not gain popular support.
After the 1995 parliamentary elections, even theais a fertile ground for the rise of
a nationalist party, the Nationalist Action Paf§AP) lost its place in the Turkish
Assembly. The “partners” of Turkish nationalistie Turkic republics, on the other
hand, were eliminated in their countries.

For Turkish nationalists, the responsibility foe relative failure of relations with
the Turkic world belonged to the state elite arartincapability of practicing active
policies towards the region was the most importactor in terms of the loss of

initial enthusiasn’*

External Factors: The Encouragement of the West

As discussed earlier, Turkey, since the verlyetays of its modernization
process, attached great significance to the reecbbthe West to the developments
in Turkey, and this was some sort of a state pdbcyhe Republic of Turkey. Thus,
among with other factors, the Western support fmk@y’s leadership projections in
the Turkic world would play partly a role for in@®@ng the interest of theTurkish
public opinion in Central Asia. Any possible encaging statement from the
Western politicians or the media would increasek&y’s interest in the Turkic

republics and it became so.

213 Ali Karaosmanglu, “Biirokratik Dis Politikayl Asmak,” Yeni Forumi3, no. 10 (October
1992), pp. 45-47.

27 Bora and Canpevlet ve Kuzgun. p. 214.
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Both the Western media and politicians maatérostic statements about the
emergence of the Turkic republid@he Daily Telegraplof England described the
new situation as the re-emergence of an old emngiile Jane’s Defence Weekly
made more suitable assessment by saying that Tiglegrowing power in a region
of chang€’”® The Economistoted that Turkey is the star that shows the Furki
republics their way. The German newspdpamnkfurter Rundschanamed this
process “the big revenge that Turkey was takinghftbe United Kingdom and
Russia and fober Spiegel Turkey was the Star of the E4&t. It is not convenient
to see the Western politicians and the media asreohithic bloc, but nearly all of
the groups in Turkey acted in this manfiérn this point, it is useful to illustrate the
possible motives for the Western politicians to enakich optimistic statements.

First, the end of the Cold war and the disiraégn of the Turkic republics was a
welcoming event also for the Western world. Thuny, development which would
cause the loss of Russia’s impact in any regionlavbe a positive phenomenon for
the West. Moreover, in the early days of independethe Turkish media welcomed
the fact that the U.S.A gave new responsibilitiethie region to deal witf®

Secondly, the Central Asia region, which wasritical importance, was thought
to be under the influence of Islamic Republic ainlr After the Islamic Revolution,

Iran preserved its “export of revolution” discoutiging the 19808"° This was one

2’5 Bal, The Rise and Fall of The Turkish Modeb.. 109.
278 |pid.

2" Meryem Kirimli and Dilek Temiz, “Squk Sava Sonrasi Tiirk Cumhuriyetlerine Yonelik
Turk Dis Politikasi,” in21 YiizyilldaTiirk QiPolitikasy, ed.idris Bal (Ankara: Nobel, 2004), p. 450.

28 Milliyet, 22 January 1992.
2% For an account of Iran’s export of revolution pyliSee Iffat S. Malik, “The Role of

Islam in Post-Revolution Iranian Foreign PolicyfielInstitute of Strategic Studies, available from
http://www.issi.org.pk/journal/2000_files/no_4/at&/8a.htm accessed [12 February 2010].
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of the most frightening aspects of the Islamic Retvon in Iran from the point of
view of the Western World® The Central Asian republics and Azerbaijan, fer th
West, were subject to such a threat. Turkey, walsécular regime and relatively
stable democracy, seemed to be a much more sudpti® for the West in order to
fill the power vacuum in the region instead of isla Republic of Irarf®* This factor
also brought the issue of the Turkish Model ormagenda, which was intensely
discussed by the Western politicians and in thegpdeiring the early 1990s, a period
that coincides with the euphoria period.

Thirdly, Turkey more or less had long-standileg with the West. Thus, if the
West had planned to engage in the region, it wag®ssible to find a more
convenient bridge than Turkey, which was eagelldg puch a role.

The Western world supported Turkey’s posdibifere initiatives towards the
regions due to the above-said factors. Not onlyptiigicians, but also the press
organs supported such possible attempts. Integhgtithis was not a support
stemming from Western interests, but there wer stitements which sincerely
claimed that Turkey had caught the chance of baingw super-power of the world
politics. Interestingly this was also welcomed agntime nationalist intelligentsia
who were traditionally sceptical towards the Wé& .a clear example, Toker took
guotes from the European press. According to Bier,Standardrom Austria
referred to one of the most famous statementseofitiie by pointing out that
Turkey, stretching from the Adriatic to China hagkh born and Turkey was

becoming a superpowéf? Moreover, the statements of the Turkic leaders als

20 Milliyet, 01 January 1992.

21 M.E Ahrari, “The New Great Game in Muslim Centfaia,” Mc Nair Paper47 (1996)
p. 63
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increased Turkey’s enthusiasm. For example, Uzbe&itRent Kerimov stated that “I
announce to the whole world that my country willfgovard by the Turkish
route.”®3Kyrgiz president Akayev also stated thatufkey is a morning star that
shows the true path to other Turk&?”

The Western interest in Turkey’s initiativesvards the Turkic Republic followed
a similar path to that of the flow of events in thghoria period. This interest first
occurred in an enthusiastic manner, which led toemous optimist predictions
about Turkey’s future role in the region. Afterwsythis optimism recorded a steady
decline. Ironically, this decline happened dueh®same reasons as the existence of
optimism. The scope of the Iranian Threat had lmeenestimated by the West and
as time passed the idea of locating Turkey asrebagainst Iran in the region
began to be seen as an outdated instrument. Sgcédisia with its well-known
Near Abroad Doctrine, which will be given below reaalreal return to the region
with a motivation that the Western countries caudtl oppose.

The Western support of Turkey’s possible leglig in the region became a short
process, just like Turkey's initial enthusiasm. Western support played a certain
role for Turkey’s enthusiasm. In fact, Demirelain interview revealed this fact by
stating that Turkey had seen itself as the emissafi Europe in Central Asia and
Turkey could take Western values to Central A&dn the absence of such a
support, the Turkish political elite would be lesstivated in pursuing a leadership
policy in the region. This was not the case forklshr nationalists and the loss of

initial support became a subject of criticism. Heee it is inevitable to admit that

22 yalcin Toker Bilyiik Uyary (istanbul: Toker Yayinlari, 1992), p. 256.
#3The Independenfl December 1991.

#4idris Bal, “The Turkish Model and the Turkic Repuabl|i’ Perceptions3, no. 3
(September-Noovember 1998), p. 6.

25 Einancial Times07 March 1993.
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the Western support for promoting a Turkish Modethte Turkic republics was
rootless for two reasons. Firstly, as Bal argueskd@y was not a successful
practitioner of this so-called Turkish Model, duestly to the escalation of
theKurdish issué®® Secondly, the Turkic republics did not demandapglication of
this model in their countries. The leaders of thetages were rather in favor of
getting Western direct investment for their cowggrand any of the common
historical, cultural or ethnic ties constitutedrsfgcance in this case. Just as the
Turkic republics were for the Turkish elite in texmof reproving Turkey’s
significance to the West, Turkey was crucial fa furkic republics in terms of

being an instrument attract Western investmertteéo tountries.

The Outcomes of the Initial Optimism: Congresgegeements and Official Visits
Between 1991 and 1995

Turkey’s initial optimism towards the Turkiepublics found direct reflection in
the agenda of Turkish foreign policy. The demarfds® Turkish nationalists which
were conceptualized under the abstract definitfcactive policies seemed to be
shared by the state elite and by different insthg in Turkey.

The activism in the euphoria period can beipiat three categories. The first one
is the congresses between Turkey and the Turkitdwbhe most significant ones
were the Turcophone States Presidential Summittendurkic world Friendship
and Cooperation Congresses. The first one wasfembinter-presidential meeting
whereas the latter had a semi-official characteco8dly, the mutual visits searching
for possible areas of cooperation led to an impigttise relations. It must be noted

that the Turkic republics, at different levels otleusiasm, of course, were keen to

286 Bal, The Rise and Fall of The Turkish Mode] p. 128.
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attract Turkey’s interest to the region in the fudlthe decade. Thirdly, the euphoria
period recorded a huge inflation of bilateral andltitateral agreements. Turkey was
criticized for making promises over its capacityidg that time. These agreements

constituted the basis of these exaggerated proramstthus, assessing them will be
helpful to understand Turkey'’s failures in condngtlogical policies towards Turkic

republics.

Turkey, as said previously, followed the depshents in the Soviet Union
carefully on the eve of disintegration. Howevers tid not prevent visits from
Turkey to Central Asia and Trans-Caucasus. Eveorbé¢he independence of the
Turkic republics, there were visits from Turkeytbhese republics by utilizing the
atmosphere of freedom of the Gorbachev administrafihe first large-scale official
visit to the region was made in March 1991 by teelkership of Ozal, president of
the time?®’ This visit was interesting interesting for twoseas. First, the visit
schedule included countries such as Ukraine, te tjie¢ message that Turkey did not
seek Pan-Turkist aspirations. Secondly, numeroasmbssmen participated. This
also shows significance of economic motives of Eyi& interest in the region. The
Turkic republics, for Turkey in principle, were aw great potential for economic
and commercial initiatives.

This visit found reflections from the Turkiegublics. In May 1991 Turkey hosted
the Kygrizistan Prime Minister in Ankara, and onenth later in June the President
of Tajikistan S.S.R was hostedistanbul 2%

After the summer of 1991, which was of criticaportance for the disintegration
process of the Soviet Union, in September 1991 (Nians Nazarbayev, the president

of Kazakhstan S.S.R, visited Turkey. This visitgdrth to a Joint Declaration of

27 aydin, “Kafkasya ve Orta Asy#e iliskiler,” p. 373.

28 |pbid., p. 374.
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Aims and Targets, which was the first treaty betw€erkey and a leader of a Turkic
community which foresaw concrete obligations fa fignatories in terms of
cooperatiorf®®

September of 1991 witnessed an importantfsteygard. Rather than inter-
presidential high-level meetings Turkey decideddnd a group of officials to the
region to understand the technical limits and pitsshof cooperation. This group,
which consisted of ambassadors such Biladsir, Kurtulus Taskent and Halil
Akinci paid a five-day long visit to Azerbaijan, Kyzistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan
and Tajikistan between 12 and 17 September $¥9mhe timing of this visit was of
great significance. Turkey was the first stateeindsa group of diplomats to the
region.

Turkey was the first state to recognize alihef states in Central Asia and Trans-
Caucasia in mid-December of 1991 After this, in fact on the same day as the
recognition, Uzbek President Islam Kerimov paidsat¥o Ankara. At the end of
1991, Turkey abandoned its Moscow-centered péfitin January of 1992, Ayaz
Muttalibov from Azerbaijan and Askar Akayev from igyzistan visited Turkey in
order to sign Friendship and Cooperation Tredtles.

Turkey was then quite self-confident of itspion. Hikmet Cetin, Minister of

Foreign Affairs, paid a visit to the Turkic repuddiin March 1992. Prime Minister

2% |pid.

20 pid., p. 376.

21 The Turkic republics were officially recognized Byrkey in the same day as they
proclaimed their independence. The official rectignidates of the Turkic republics by Turkey are as
follows: Azerbaijan: 9 November 1991, Uzbekista®:ecember 1991, Kazakhstan: 16 December
1991, Kyrgizistan: 16 December and TurkmenistanD&6ember 1991
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/sub.tr.mfa?ede60537-9169-4h33b-1471fc7eaf08. [01 April 2010].

292 aydin, “Foucault’s Pendulum...,” p. 3.

293 Aydin, “Kafkasya ve Orta Asyhe iliskiler,” p. 379.
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Demirel’'s Central Asia tour followed this visit twoonths later. Two years after
independence 1200 delegations had visited the @ uvekiublics and the Central
Asian regiorf>*

Most of the mutual visits were made beforefits Turkophone States
Presidential Summit, which was held in October 199 relative failure of this
congress, which will be evaluated below, gave alogv also to the number of
visits. These visits were the typical products ofkey’s misperceptions about the
Turkic republics. Not only the issues discussednduthe visits, but also the public
speeches that the leaders made during theseal&iify the fact that the relations
lacked a foundational basis and especially the i§hr&ide was satisfactorily aware
of the limits of cooperation. The agreements sigged result of these visits needs to
be evaluated at this point as another outcomesoiinitial euphoria.

Between the mid-1990 and the last days of 188%2e were 86 agreements,
protocols and joint declarations sigrf@dAmong these, Azerbaijan had the most
diplomatic documents with 37 agreements, protoantjoint declarations?®
Azerbaijan was followed by Turkmenistan with 20iclly signed diplomatic
documentss whereas Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and{stayi had 15, 13 and 11
diplomatic conducts, respectively.

The contents of the agreements, in generaktitated similar characters. These
were mostly about Turkey’s infra-structural assistato the Turkic republics. With

no exception, the Turkic republics signed technicalperation treaties with Turkey

4 bid., p. 5.

29T C Milli Egitim Bakanlgi, Turkiyelle Turk Cumhuriyetleri ve Tiirk Topluluklari
Arasinda Yapilan Ankmalar, fliskiler ve FaaliyetlerfAnkara: T.C Milli Egitim Bakanlgl, 1993), pp.
13-476.

29 |pid., p. 13-14.

7 bid., p. 175-476.
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such as telecommunication or transportation. Sdgpodoperation was visible in
the cases of health services and education. Towasranother issue of the
agreements signed with the Turkic republics.

Azerbaijan was the only Turkic state to havmeder with Turkey. Thus, Turkey
signed agreements with Azerbaijan about the navatsiin of the border gates and
the transportation among these states over theRixes>*® The geographical
closeness factor with Azerbaijan seems to haveasad the number of agreements
signed with these states.

The agreements, protocols and declaratiomedigetween Turkey and the
Turkic republics inform us clearly about the natafeéhe relations between Turkey
and the Turkic republics and how these sides perdetach other. From the
perspective of Turkey, the Turkic republics hadgbeential to be a sphere of
influence. The agreements signed about the abolitiovisa or agreements which
aimed to increase economic and cultural cooperatiene clear signs of this aim. For
the Turkic republics, on the other hand, Turkey ea®urce of service provision for
their nearly miserable technical infrastructurelded, it must be kept in mind that
there were diversities within these states. Azgghaduring the Elchibey
administration, was quite keen to adopt Turkey edeamodel in all terms.

At the end of the day, Turkey overreactechtodtmosphere of the euphoria
period and made officially signed promises beydaadapacity which led to the loss
of Turkey’s respectiveness among the Turkic remsbiThe content of the
agreements signed in the first half of the decadéalrdly situate Turkey in a

stronger position in the region, but harmed Turkeglations with each of the

28 |bid., p. 77.
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republics. This fact was even admitted in an adfipaper of the State Planning
Organization revealed in 2000, just at the endheffirst decade of the relatiofis.

The last aspect in the first period, whictomfis us about the course of
perceptions in Turkey and the Turkic republics, wesofficial and semi-official
congresses. Just after the independence, variogsngye were organized at different
levels. Two of them differed from the other meesitgcause of being much more
comprehensive and of their official character. Titet one was, with its official
name, the Turcophone States Presidential Sufifihis was an inter-presidential
summit with an official character of which the repentation of the countries was at
the highest level. Between 1991 and 1995 three stemvere held®* The second
summit was the Turkic world Friendship and CooperaCongress, which was
organized under the influence of Alparslan Tgrkmut gained an official character
thanks to the support of Ozal and Demirel. Botthese summits were organized
during the rest of the decade, but the initial nmggstconstituted the greatest
significance in terms of clarifying the perceptiarsl expectations of the sides from
each other and thus determining the nature ofioesduring the 1990s.

The first Turkic world congress, which wasamged under the ideological
influence of Tiirkeg, was organized between 21 and 23 March 1993, talya*?

As said earlier, these months passed with the adhinnstorical rightness for Turkish

29 n this report, it was stated that “Turkey shontit make promises that are difficult to
keep.” State Planning Organizatiddegvlet Planlama Tgkilati), Tiirkiye/le Tiirk Cumhuriyetleri
Niskileri ve Bolge Ulkeleriliskileri Ozel/htisas Komisyonu Rapoidnkara: Devlet Planlama
Tegkilati, 2000), p. 5. This source will be abbrevihtes SPA Report in this study.

3% Georgeon, Francois, “Pantiirkizm il in Tiirkler: Dogu ve Bati/slam ve Laikliked.
Stefanos Yerasimos (Ankara: Doruk Yayinevi, 2002),206.

31 These Summits were; Ankara Summit (October 19823nbul Summit (October 1994)
and Bishkek Summit(August 1995)

32Bora and Can, p. 239.
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nationalists and this point of view found diredileetions on the atmosphere of the
summit. Not only Turkg but also the nationalist press of the time “siéiedf’ the
existence of such a congress. However, the highl-f@articipation from Turkey did
not find a response from the Turkic republics. Aétnimone of the Turkic republics
sent high level representatives. The participais fthe Turkic republics were
mostly nationalist intellectuals of their countrigeo had ideological bonds with the
organizer party in Turkey, the NAP?

The Turkic world Congress ended without amgiiale agreement. However, the
conclusive declaration of the Congress was ofcaliimportance in terms of
understanding what the Turkish nationalists exgkdteing the first half of the
decade. After seeing these expectations expressbd conclusive declaration, it
becomes more understandable why the Turkish ndistmaverreacted negatively to
the realistic policies of Turkey towards the Turképublics in the second half of the
decade. The declaration included an optimistic ragby foreseeing

(...) the establishment of a Turkish Common Mar&et,ustoms Union,
Economic Research Institute, a common Banking Systtommon
Alphabet, a Common Media Center, establishmeneai@nent Culture
Research Comission$!

The first Turcophone States Presidential Summas organized on 30-31 October
1992, in Ankar&® The idea of organizing such a comprehensive sumastborn
in a series of official visits from Turkey to CealtAsia in a delegation including

Turkes. It is questionable what the role of TUgkeas in this case, but the statements

393 |bid., p. 240.

304 Zakir B. Awsar, “II. Turk Devlet ve Topluluklari Dostluk, Karglé ve isbirli gi
Kurultayi,” Yeni Foruml5, no. 306 (November 1994), p. 33.

395 Winrow, p. 18.
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of President Ozal during the summit revealed theaphere that was dominant the
Turkish public opinion in the case of the Turkicnido®™®
On the eve of the summit Turkey aimed to sigrolitical, economic and a press

declaration. However, the only document signed avdsclaration which mentioned

about an uncertain type of cooperation in the reafreconomics, culture, foreign

policy and security®’ Winrow explains the relative failure of the Figammit as

follows,
The first Turkic Summit eventually concluded wittetpublication of only
one text, the Ankara declaration. This in vague garteral terms of the need
to develop cooperation in the fields of cultureyeation, language, security,
the economy, and judicial and parliamentary affaifee Ankara Declaration
made no reference to the formation of a Turkic Camrklarket or Turkic
Bank...Another demonstration of the lack of Turkadidarity, the Ankara
declaration made no reference whatsoever to theMaglarabakh dispute,
although Turkey and Azerbaijan must have been prgé$sr a statement
critical of Armenia3®®

The Presidential Summit of 1992 and the Tuwkicld Congress of 1993 were

both unsuccessfdf’ The Turcophone States summits were repeated féth t

Istanbul Summit in October 1994 and Bishkek Summftagust 1995'° The

Second congress, which was postponed twice, wased under the shadow of

criticisms of Russia. Russian Ministry of Foreigffa's stated that “it is

unimaginable to think that a summit based on etiimdl not disturb Russia.

3% For Ozal's optimism, See this chapter, p. 76.

397 Winrow, p. 19.

3% pid., p. 20.

39 However, Demirel preserved his optimism for themit. According to him, the content
of the declaration was not so much important.dswather important to to organize such a summit.
Hurriyet, 2 November 1992.

310 The Istanbul Summit was pllaned to be made in Baki®93. However, it was postponed

twice due to indefinite reasons and finally heldiagn Turkey in 18 October 1994. Winrow, p. 28.

98



Turkey takes wrong step&™ Moreover, this summit was more satisfactory for
Turkey. Expectations were less and even thouginttial optimistic atmosphere
was lost, positive steps were taken. For examipig time the Naghorno-Karabakh
dispute was included in the Istanbul Declaratioowiver, the reference to this
dispute was not based on ethnic solidarity buthenmplementation of United
Nations Security Council resolutiof&.

The Turkic world Congresses, which had a seffical character at least in the
first half of the decade, had a different agendahé second Turkic World Congress,
which was held irizmir in October 1994, Tirkestated that “The Great Turkistan
between Tanri and Altay Mountains must be estaddistgain.” However, in this
second congress and also in the third congresshwias held irizmir in September
1995, the main aim was to appease the fears ofi&U3©n the other hand, the
participation from the Turkic republics was evewdo than the previous
congressed™ This reluctant attitude and low level of partidipa led the Turkic
world congresses to be organized in an atmosphieighwvas quite far from the
expectations during the initial days of independenc

The Turcophone States Summit and the TurkiddvM@ongresses were of great
significance. First, it helps us to understandaimunt of misperception in the
Turkish state elite and in the Turkish nationaliSise issues discussed in both of the
summits such as the establishment of a Turkish Camaealth, a common banking
system and common Turkic alphabet, were reactioaeynpts made against the

Western world. This fact justifies the claim hdnattTurkish interest in the Turkic

31 Milliyet, 19 October 1994.
32 Winrow, p. 29.
#13Bora and CanDevlet ve Kuzgurp. 241.

314 bid.
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world was, in some sense, a result of the disappeint then felt in regard to the
West.

Secondly, the uneasy attitude of the leadktiseoTurkic republics taught Turkey
that there were not only limits for Turkey due t®awn political and economic
capacity but also the Turkic republics constituadohrrier for Turkey. These
summits, in this regard, became functional for Byrto settle its relations with the
region on a more realistic ground which would magassage to a new phase of

relations.

Realizing the Limits: Routinization of Relationstlveen 1995 and 2000

The first half of the decade, saw a periodmtimism fed by numerous factors.
For Turkey, concrete experiences would be necessamderstand the unfeasibility
of the projections made during the euphoria peridus was because, as Robins put,
optimistic atmosphere of the euphoria period cautset a good guidance for the
course of developments in the following ye#ran the period beginning from the
early days of 1995 to the end the decade Turkesuaar more realistic policies
towards the Turkic republics along with the existenf ethnic solidarity conserns.
As Piccoli and Jung suggest it is possible to atgaefollowing the phase of
euphoria, Turkey’s foreign policy in the region wamaracterized by a major

emphasis on cultural and economic relations ratrer on political one¥:°

31> Robins, p. 295.

1% \Wolfgango Piccoli and Dietrich Jung, “Pan-Turkiseams and Post-Soviet Realities: The
Turkish Republic and the Turkic States in the 199%@sModern-Day Turkey in the Greater Middle
East: Kemalism Faced with Its Ottoman Legaay. Wolfgango Piccoli and Dietrich Jung (London:
Zed Books, 2003). 11.
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The optimistic atmosphere of the first yeasmit evaporate in one day. There
were root causes in this change of perspectiverttssthie Turkic republics. Every
proceeding day convinced the Turkish state elitambe involved in the region
under the influence of the atmosphere of the euglpariod. For Turkish state elite
this period meant settling their policies on a meaistic basis. lllustrating the facts
of this period will be helpful to assess this pergjve change.

The root causes of Turkey’s passage to maiestie policies towards the Turkic
republics can be divided into three categories. firgeis the domestic dynamics of
Turkey including Turkey’s relations with the WeSkcondly, the problems between
Turkey and the Turkic republics gave a big blow twkey’s perception. Even
though it was criticized by the Turkish nationajsturkey saw that there could be
problems between Turkey and a Turkic republic utikdershadow offealpolitik.
Thirdly, the problems between the Turkic nationgytat Turkey that these states
should not be evaluated as a monolithic bloc. Wusld cause a dramatic shift in
Turkey’'s Central Asia policy. Lastly, Turkey woubegin to be aware of the other
influential external factors in the region suctRasssia or Iran as an aspect desiring
to cooperate with the region directly.

The influence of dominant political leaderstba optimistic atmosphere of the
first half of the decade was clarified above irsttihapter. Turgut Ozal, as the
president of the time, made a contribution to threnfation of such an optimistic
atmosphere. Thus, Ozal's death on 17 April 1993ldvinevitably affect Turkey’s
policy-making style towards the Turkic republias fact, this was not specific to the
relations with Turkey, but also the fact for theemall course of Turkish foreign
policy and of the domestic politics. Turgut Ozalsywmost of the time, accused of

conducting foreign policy without consulting andamnming the military or the
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Foreign Ministry*’ By the death of Ozal in April 1993, the main barfior
Turkey’s traditional pro-Western, so called monoensional and status-quo
oriented foreign policy line was again became thig oreign policy norm. Lastly,
Ozal was a motivating actor for Turkish entrepresavho wanted to be engaged in
the Central Asian markets. His death also gave dlow to Turkey’s economic
activism along with emotional statements basedtbni@and cultural solidarity.
Ozal's death was not the only factor to enck&y's economic activism in the
region. As a second domestic factor, the 1994s;ngiich was symbolized by the 5
April Decisions, damaged Turkey’s economic activisnCentral Asia in two ways.
First, one of the two pillars of the Turkish Modelied on Turkey’s export-oriented
market economy. Secondly, and mainly due to tts¢ &ispect, the Turkish economy
had grown quite far from keeping the promises tizate been made in the
agreements in the initial years. Winrow arguesrthe of the 1994 crisis in Turkey’s
activism in Central Asia and the sustainabilitytteé Turkish model in the Turkic
republics as follows,
The financial collapse within Turkey since June4 &gust have discouraged
Turkish entrepreneurs from takig risks in whatti an insecure market...
The Turkish economy has suffered a serious deslimedustrial production
after the sharp decline of the Turkish Lira agathstdollar followed by the
imposition of the harsh austerity measures in A[®®4... Given these
difficulties doubts must be raised about the appatgness of the Turkish
economic model in the Turkic republit’S.
Apart from any other factors, the low-integsitar with the PKK in south eastern
Anatolia would direct the attention of Turkish piglpinion to this issue. In fact, the

sentiments which were generated by the birth okilnalish issue could have been a

motivating factor for the Turkish public opiniondathe state elite as well towards

317 Lundgren, p. 95.

318 Winrow, Turkey in Central Asigp. 33.
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the Turkic Republic. However, in the years of 1998 1994, Turkey suffered from
its biggest loss in the war with the PR The Kurdish issue itself began to be
perceived as a predominant survival issue for Tyrke

As another domestic factor, the NAP ltsplace in the Turkish Grand
National Assembly after the 24 December 1995 padiatary election® In the
earlier days of independence, there was a newticmagovernment in Turkey which
needed the external support of the NAP. The neaddi a support from the NAP
made the Prime Minister of the time Suleyman Delngige concessions to the
radical tendencies of the NAP, which was said earNlow, on the eve of the second
half of the decade, any of the possible sides®fjtvernment would feel less
pressure of nationalism. On the other, the NAPitedbng-standing leader
Alparslan Turke in April 1997. Since that day, the leadershipha party aimed to
move the NAP to a more central-right wing line lting distance between itself
and the Pan-Turkist tendencies.

On the other hand, Turkish public opinionthia second half of the decade, was
busy with two other cases. The first one was ditratcident that happened in
Susurluk in 1996. The details of this event leth®humiliation of nationalism in
the public opinion from this event to the 1999 @amlentary elections, nationalism in
Turkey was in its worst period in terms of respemiess. Secondly, the tacit coup of
February 1997 not only changed the agenda of daerditics in Turkey, but also
gave a big blow to the perception of the state ajriamrkish nationalists. In the
National Security Politics Report, nationalism weasluated as a “racist threat along

with separatism and Islami fundamentalism by givimg example of nationalist

319 Lundgren, p. 96.

320 |n this election, the Nationalist Action Party titake the 8.18 % of the total votes and
could not surpass the threshold. Giveng and Kirgganp. 97.

103



mafia3?! This fact even itself is a clear example of tharge in minds of the state
elite in Turkey in the last years of 19938.

Turkey’s relations with the EU in the 1996sarded considerable ups and
downs. During the early days of independence offtim&ic republics, namely in late
1991, there was a quite negative perception onttieeEuropean Community in
Turkey. The criticisms coming from the members ofdpean Parliament due to the
human rights abuses damaged the existing negatagea of European Community
more and moré* After the completion of the Customs Union prodess995>%*
Turkish foreign policy again tilted towards its pfgestern orientation. The
overemphasized interest towards the emergence dfurkic republics was, in some
sense, due to the disappointments in terms of Jighkeuropean integration process.
The momentum that the European integration proegsEned after 1995 was a
prominent factor in decreasing the interest towan@sTurkic world®?® The
government of the time presented the issue asrikejthad become the full member
just as another government would do after the HielSummit in 1999%° To sum

up, not only did the interest of public opinion tease but also the motivation of the

321 Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgun,.p. 441.
322 bid., pp. 440 - 441.
32 Gokeen Alpkaya, thsan Haklari Konusu,” p. 524.

324 0n 1 January 1996 the Customs Union between thepEan Union and Turkey came
into effect, thereby creating the closest econaanit political relationship between the EU and any
non-member country. http://www.mfa.gov.tr/the-cusssunion-between-turkey-and-the-european-
union.en.mfa. [02 April 2010].

325 Not only among the Turkish nationalists, this chae also been subject to doubts among
the public opinion. Especially, there was a strbatjef that the Customs Union process has been
completed for the sake of CypruMilliyet, 24 Januray 1995.

326 Murat Karayalcin, then Minister of Foreign Affaiisterpreted the Customs Unin Process
as “We will access EU over the Customs Union.” liyiit, 6 March 1995. Similarlyismail Cem, the
Minister of Foreign Affairs in 1999, claimed thatirkey will “exaltate” with the accession to
European Union a few days before the Helsinki Surasiif Turkey was accepter as a full member.
Milliyet, 7 December 1999.
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state elite did in terms of pursuing active relagiovith the Turkic republics since the
aim of reproving the significance of Turkey alreddhd been realized by the
completion of the Customs Union Process.

In terms of regional politics, it took a hakkghde long for Turkey to realize the
dynamics of Central Asia. In the very aftermattCold war, Russia was not thought
to intervene in the affairs of the Turkic republiBaissian Federation was not

expected to be a barrier for Turkey’s activism en€al Asia®*’

Nevertheless, with
Kozirev's famous “Near Abroad Doctrine”, Russiagturn to the region had been
officially revealed®®® It was not feasible to push Russia, and in sorseschan, out
of the Central Asia in terms of politics, econonmgl@ven of cultural affairs.

On the other hand, the leaders of the Turkpcilbéics were not keen on the idea of
such a change in their region. The dependencyaesdtip with Russia forced them
to be engaged with the Russian Federation clelaryas a new phenomenon for
Turkey to realize that Russia was the main actéheéregion in all areas and that

Turkey could not play a role in the region withatiteast a “virtual rapprochment”

with Russia®?®

327 To the contrary, there were comments in futuresiids Turkish-Russian cooperation in
Central Asia after Stileyman Demirel’ s visit to Mow in May 1992. Prime Minister also interpreted
these developments as “extremely positivdilliyet, 27 May 1992.

328 |n Russian foreign policy, this perspective emdrigeKozirev's ministry in 1992. The
notion of “Near Abroad Doctrine” can be basioben as “..a Russian version of the Monroe
Doctrine, whereby Russia states that its intergstipriorities should be respected in the CIS
countries. This doctrine was used to justify thelgmged stay of Russian troops in Central Asia and
the CaucasusSener Aktirk, “Turkish Russian Relations after th@ddCWar (1992-2002),Turkish
Studies7, no. 3, (2006), p. 343.

39 For Sezer, virtual rapprochement refers to “aestdibilateral relations in which public
manifestations of state-level adversity and hagtilave nearly completely disappeared; the
importance of cooperation in a range of fieldsftothering respective national interests is mutuall
perceived and publicly articulated; governmentssidsom using inflammatory rhetoric so as not
to arouse public hostility; and officials keep thes of communication open in order to safeguard
relations against the impact of sudden crisis. l@nather hand, a hard kernel of mutual fear, ostr
and suspicion remains in the minds of the decisak®rs and political elites.” Duygu Baia Sezer,
“Turkish Russian Relations: The Challenges of Reiimy Geopolitical Competition with Economic
Partnership,Turkish Studie4, no. 1 (Spring 2000), p. 62.
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Apart from the disappointments lived due toreization of cooperation limits
and of the dominant factors, Turkey faced seridladral political problems with
two of the Turkic republics. Turkey’s influencetime region was related directly to
how these states perceived Turkey in terms of tieional identity®>*° However,
Turkey ignored this fact and pursued policies anlibsis of Turkish modé&f* This
was also valid for Turkish nationalists. The nevarenrealistic nature of the relations
between Turkey and the Turkic republics were foundcceptable by some
nationalist-oriented groups in Turkey. These gradugd connections with the ultra-
nationalist groups in the Turkic republics andha Turkic communities. This
connection led to an unsuccessful coup attemptziri#aijan thanks to the assistance
of President of the time Suleyman Demirel and tigb4evel Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.>*? However, this event gave a big blow to the retatibetween Turkey and
Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan and its pro-Turkish leadbulez Elchibey was the main
and in fact only drive for Turkey as a country cmming Turkey on the feasibility of
adopting the Turkish Model among the Turkic repelHowever, Turkism was not
the only dominant political discourse in Azerbaigmd the contest between Turkism
and Azerbaijanism had already been won by ther&ft@he relations were now
quite far from the warm atmosphere of the Elchibey.

A crisis emerged also between Turkey and Usbek The Mohammed Salih

crisis of 1994, which will be illustrated in detal the next chapter, made Turkey

330 Aydin, “Foucault’'s Pendulum...,” p. 6.
B1Ersanl, p. 149.

%32 Enis Berberplu, Obiir Tirkler: Biyiik Oyun’un Milliyetci Siivarilegistanbul: Dgan
Kitap, 1999), p. 108.

333 Ceylan Tokluglu, “Definitions of National Identity, Nationalismnd Ethnicity in Post-
Soviet Azerbaijan in the 1990%thnic and Racial Studie8, no. 4 (July 2005), p. 728.
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and Uzbekistan hostile states during the restefifcade. Uzbekistan has been
distant to the idea of Turkey’s leadership overThekic republics since then.

The above-said developments negatively affe€tekey’s perception of the
Turkic republics at least at the level of the statethis point, it must be reminded
again that not all the aspects of Turkish publimimm gave up the idea of getting
engaged with these states. The change occurrée iigcourses of the Turkish
nationalists. The initial claim of “historical rigiess” evolved into criticism against
the state elite and criticized the statesmen ofithe for not practicing active
policies. The main criticism was being directedh&t social democratic Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Hikmet Cetin, and more than himthe pro-Western mind of
Ministry officials 3** On the other hand, there was also a lack of cenid towards
the Minister of Culture, Fikri Sglar, due to his social democrat backgrodfid.

For Turkey’s foreign policy towards the Turkepublics, the change occurred in
Turkey's eagerness to be involved in their affaligtkey never denounced its aim of
establishing a closer sense of cooperation withrggen based on ethnic
solidarity*® Nevertheless, the aim of initiating cooperatiogaarwith these states
was no longer being fed only by ethnic sentimenit® cooperation efforts included
mainly economic areas based on practical needgral&sia was an ordinary sub-
region in Turkey’s overall foreign policy which whe clarified in detail in the next

chapter of the thesis. It took nearly five yeansTarkey to realize the existence of

334 Taskin, p. 185.

335 Altemur Kilic was one of these authors. Kili¢ rafeel his lack of confidence towards
Fikri Saglar in terms of cultural policies, however, conjyrém the other Turkish nationalists, Kili¢
also noted that he had trusted Hikmet Cetin. Altekalic, “Kafkasya ve Orta Asya’da Umutlar ve
Tehlikeler,” Yeni Foruml2 (March 1992), p. 35.

33 See Chapter 5, p. 145.
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an “emotional asymmetry” with these states whichid@ven be realized by the
Turkish nationalists during the rest of the dec&de.

The second half of the 1990s was quite diffefiem the first half of the decade
in terms of Turkey’s perception of Turkic republidsist five years after the
emergence of these states, Central Asia was rgreatest significance for Turkish
foreign policy. As Ersanli stated, “the Eurasiaaspt was not an issue of identity
for Turkey but a region *® Trans-Caucasus region, which also included Azgmbai
protected its priority, but this was not due tdifegs of ethnic and cultural closeness,
but due to Turkey’s vital security concerns.

Apart from the realities of domestic polititise international conjuncture in the
Central Asia region did not permit Turkey to bardiiential as it had planned at the
beginning of the decade. After the realizationhaf Russian Federation’s influence
in the region, Turkey attempted to act towards Ruas a potential cooperation
partner rather than a rival’ In fact, Turkey needed good relations with Russien
if it had planned to deepen its ties with the Tandpublics since there was a
considerable Russian influence in these stateshwhickey had not been able to
realize at the beginning of the decatif&Turkey’s deteriorating relations with the
West in 1997 increased the aim of getting closéusesia. In fact this was a mutual

rapprochment. As Tanrisever successfully claritigsthe end of 1997 both Ankara

%37 The most radical example for this case was arataieof Tiirks. In a meeting in which
Gorbachev was also a participant, Tigrktated that “The Soviet republics gained theiepehdence
but they did not get rid of their problems. Wouldt it be suitable for Russia to pursue a “Big
Bortherness” policy towards these states justtlieBritish Commonwealth?” This surprising
statement had been interpreted as “Did Tg§idiee up Pan-Turkism?MVilliyet, 30 April 1995.

338 Biigra Ersanli, “Turk Dy iliskilerinde Tiirkgiilik ve Avrasyacilik,” iBagimsizliklarinin
Onuncu Yilinda Turk Cumhuriyetleri, éfimine Giirsoy Naskall and Erdghin (Haarlem: SOTA,
2002), p. 155.

339 Ersanli, “Turk D iliskilerinde Turkeilik ve Avrasyacilik,” p. 157.

340 Graham Fuller and lan O. Less€&urkey’s New Geopolitics: From the Balkans to

Western ChingSanta Monica: Westview Press, 1993), p. 136.
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and Moscow recognized that their rivalry was uniike produce a clear victory in
Eurasia and both countries realized their “updategiacities**

The most visible example of Turkey’s distanditsglf from ethnic-based policies
was observed in the Chechnian case of 1999. Thergment of the time neglected
the criticisms coming from nationalist and conséweapoliticians and public
opinion by insisting that this was a domestic issfithe Russian Federatidft.
Furthermore, the relations gained a foundationatatter with the examples of the
Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) and BlackNseaal Sea Force Group
(BLACKSEAFOR). Turkish nationalism would have toitvafew years to realize
this new situation. It would be possible just ie tilew century for the Turkish
nationalists to see Russian Federation as a pakénticooperation rather than an
enemy**

Turkey lacked reliable partners as had beercéise of Elchibey in 1992. The
bilateral relations with each Turkic republic datested. Due to the Mohammed
Salih crisis, Turkish-Uzbek relations began to gatt the implications of a hostile
relationship. The crisis triggered numerous otle¢bsicks in Turkish-Uzbek
relations. The natural gas crisis in 1999 causeidlasi implications on the Turkish-
Turkmen relation§!

The Turkish republics had already been reludtabe engaged in hostile relations

with the Russian Federation. When Turkey alsoedatid revitalize its relations with

341 Oktay Tanrisever, “Turkey and Russia in Eurasia;Ttie Future of Turkish Foreign

Policy, ed. G. Martin Lenore and Dimitris Keridis (Cantgée, Mass.: MIT Press, 2004), p. 141.

342 Elif Hatun Kilicbeyli, “Orta Asya’da ABD Varfii: i¢ Hilalden Merkez Bolge'ye Yeni

Bolge,” in Tiirkiye-Rusydliskilerinde /htilafli Konular ve Coziimleri, edsilten Kazganiétanbul:
Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi, 2008), @2.

33 Umit Ozda, “Tirk Milliyetcili gi ve Jeopolitik,” inModern Tiirkiye’de Siyasi Riince:
Milliyetcilik, ed. Tanil Bora and Murat Gilltekingif§tanbul:letisim, 2003), p. 177.

344 The details of these developments will be givethinext chapter.
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Russia due to its practical concerns, the relatwitts the Turkic republics evolved
into a routine being quite far from promising absty and durable sense of
cooperation. The dynamics of domestic politics imkey also served the
routinization process of relations. The Turkic reles themselves also became
much more concerned on their domestic security@msc The main expectations of
these states from Turkey were not different thasehof any other Western states.
The Turkic republics aimed to pull economic andhtecal assistance to their
country in order to increase their internal auttyott® These root causes led to
economic issues became the main motives in purqahges for Turkey towards
Turkic Relations.

At the end of the decade, the relations didcaory any sense of ethnic, cultural
or historical ties like those that had been gerdranthusiastically at the beginning
of the 1990s. The misperceptions of Turkey towandsTurkic republics led to

serious foreign policy mistakes which needed todpaired again by Turkey.

The Congressess Between 1996 and 2000: Well Imdgcat the Shift

Even though the initial optimism did not exisie Turcophone States Presidential
Summit continued also between 1995 and 2000. snpthriod, three conferences
were held. These were the Tashkent Summit, heldctober 1996, the Astana
Summit of June 1998, and the Baku Summit of AD@ These summits may have
seemed encouraging since they were organizedee thfrthe Turkic republics.
However, the declarations revealed in each of tkesamits were less robust than

the declarations in the summits held in the fiedt bf the 1990s. According to the

345 Georgeon, p. 208.
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declaration after the Tahkent Summit in 1996, iheaf the participants was

basically as follows;
The improvement of cooperation among Turcophonesi&nd nations,
continuation of the cooperation in the realms oérsce, culture and
education and to generalize the great culturaldgg Turkic nations,
recovering the Silk Route, generalization of conurarelations among the
Turkic nations, cooperation in the management aimahresources such as
Oil and Natural Gas'!®

The content of this declaration was a sighat far the Turkic world was from
being a political cooperation group as it had heggined in the initial years. The
cooperation aims were limited to cultural and ecomoareas. Uzbek President Islam
Kerimov, as the host of the summit, also stressat“tultural, historical and
economic issues were dominantly discussed andgablissues were the last items
of their agenda®’

The Astana Summit, which was held in June 1888)lted in a weak outcome.
The declaration, which consisted of 19 articlesluded nearly the same targets,
“recovering the Silk Route or cooperation in thenagement of natural resources
such as Oil and Natural Ga¥®The participating leaders were again reluctant to
give spectacular messages. Turkey’s president BdeyDemirel stated that, “...the
leaders of the Turkic republics do not aim to tente the history, but to contribute
wealth and peace in a large region stretching ffaimatic to the Wall Of China®*°

Kyrgiz President Akayev also emphasized the extgtef “economic, cultural and

educational cooperation among the Turkic repuBiies.

346 Zzaman 22 October 1996.
347 zaman 22 October 1996.
348 zaman 10 June 1998.

349 7aman 10 June 1998.
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In this period, the last summit was held irkB& April 2000. This summit could
not attract the public opinion in Turkey. The maieam newspapers of Turkey were
rather busy with the end of Stleyman Demirel’'s g&scy. OnlyHurriyet, a
mainstream Turkish daily newspaper, dealt withgitteh summit. However, this
newspaper handled the summit, which was held inl¥&g@n, as the “Magnificent
Welcoming for Demirel” by the Azeri&* On the other hand, not only did the
interest of the Turkish public opinion decreasd,tha leaders of the Turkic
republics showed less interest in the summit. Whid sixth summit, all of the
leaders of the Turkic republics attended the fivamnits. At the Baku Summit, only
Turkey, Kazakhistan and Kyrgizistan were represkeatehe presidential level. The
problems with Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan prevetitede states from being
represented at presidential le¥.

As said earlier, along with the Turcophonee&itdresidential Summit, the Turkic
World Congresses were other prominent events. Tlinkic World Congresses were
held annually between 1996 and 2000 with no inpgion. However, the congresses
seriously lacked the formation of a wide-rangeratace from the Turkic republics.
The congress was held by the influence of the N&gélér Alparslan TurkeThus,
the semi-official character of the congress wasartgmt since it provided a political
legitimacy for the radical nationalist tendencieshe NAP, at least in the initial
years. In the second half of the decade, five mgstwere held in different cities
of Turkey>>® In this period, the Congresses in 1997 and 1998 weite weak due

mostly to Turke’s death and the NAP’s failure in the 1995 parliataey

50 Zaman 10 June 1998.

1 Hurriyet, 9 April 2000.

%2Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgump. 242.

33 The cities were as follows: Ankara (199B¢anbul (1997) , Bursa (1998), Denizli (1999)
and Samsun (2000).
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elections®* However, contrary to the above-mentioned PresidieBtimmits, the
political union aims were kept alive in the Turkiorld congresses. For example, in
the fifth Turkic world Congress which was held 896, Muzaffer Ozd#, a former
military officer, stated that,
If a Turkic union is formed in the case of tendiogrards an economic,
cultural cooperation like the European Union, bgpassing the imperialist
pressures and traps, it will obviously form a poptform, peace and
prosperity area, with regard to its population, kieand facilities®>®
The interesting point is that the congresse9R9 and in 2000, in which the NAP
was the partner of a coalition government, didaisb attract a considerable interest
even by the members of the NAP. With the excepbiom few ministers and deputies
from the NAP, the congress was not favored eveNAl members$>® However, it
must be noted that even in the congress held i0,26@ demands that were declared
in the first congress such as “Permanent Cooperdtssembly” or “Turkic
Common Market” were reiteratéd’
To sum up, both the Turcophone States Pres&d&ummits and the Turkic
world Congresses were clear indicators of the eretations between Turkey and
the Turkic republics. In the first half of the ddeathese organizations showed the
degree of “exaggerated optimism” and then disagp@nts. In the second half of
the decade, these organizations illustrated howetla¢gions between Turkey and the

Turkic republics were routinized.

%4Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgun, p. 242.

35 Muzaffer Ozdg, “Tiirk Diinyasi Gergs,” Paper Presented in th& Furkic States and
Communities Friendship, Brotherhood and Cooperdfiongress. “Emperyalist baski ve tuzaklari
asarak kurulacak olan, economik ve kulturgdirli gine yonelecek olan Avrupa Bigii benzeri bir
Turk birligi, nifusu, refahi ve olanaklari sayesinde bir gatfgrmu ve bir refah alani ojturacaktir.”

#®Bora and CarDevlet ve Kuzgun..p. 242.

357 |bid.
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Concluding Remarks

This chapter clarified the course of Turkeysqeptions towards the Turkic
republics with special emphasis on the first foeang that are called as initial
enthusiasm and assessed the rest of the decad@atame of the initial years in
order to better understand the scope of the exjimtsaand the realities of the
euphoria period. In this manner, the fragmentedasitar of public opinion was
noted and how the Turkic republics did not consgitu monolithic bloc was
examined. These states were rather much more ¢wtten their security issues and
their own efforts of “identity formation.” As Kraem argues, “the political and
economic independence of these states were ofegrEghificance than any issue for
the Turkic republics.®*®

In the second chapter, with reference to Paneas stated that Turkish
nationalism stood on two pillars. On the one hahere was the Kemalist
nationalism relying on the principles of ethnictoudl pluralism and defensive legal
nationalism. On the other hand, there is a typsatibnalism which searches for
ethnic-cultural unity and superiority of the Tuttkisation. The scope of this study
has been a well-example for the tension betweesettveo perspectives of Turkish
nationalism in the case of Turkish foreign policgking process. Especially due to
the developments of the time, the pro-Western getsge of Turkish nationalism
was in a crisis. On the other hand, the emergehtteed urkic republics encouraged
the proponents of the second face of Turkish natism to make their perspectives

influential on the agenda of Turkish foreign polidie initial reaction shown

38 Heinz Kramer, “Will Central Asia Become Turkey'plgre of Influence,Perceptionsl,
no. 1 (1996), p. 2.
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towards the emergence of the Turkic republics mighévaluated as the victory of
the proponents of the second face of the Turkisiomalism. However it must be
noted that it is difficult to observe such a tendeim the government programs of
the time®*° During the 1990s, eight governments were formetithare was no
strong stress on the relations with the Turkic b#igs on the basis of ethnic
solidarity3®° As said in the previous chapters, Turkey had deterd Western norms
as an integral part of its national identity ane 1990s give no evidence of deviation
from this policy>®* As Georgeon states, not only the state elitealsata great
portion of Turkish intellectuals chose to integriteir country with Western norms
with the exception of some nationalist and congerearoups>® Thus, it can be
concluded that Turkey’s initial enthusiasm towatttss emergence of the Turkic
republics was not a consequence of a deviation thenpro-Western national
identity perception, but a consequence of a chantfee foreign policy agenda of
Turkey due to the disappointments experiencedearptist-Cold war era. Under the
shadow of these factors, Turkey’s perception offthekic republics followed two
phases, named the euphoria and realization ofslinyitstating that the perceptions in
Turkey towards the Central Asian Republics recomsteady decline.

The next chapter will deal with the factugbests of relations between Turkey
and the Turkic republics which caused the formatibperceptions outlined in this
chapter. Thus, the next chapter will give broadsaits about the course of bilateral

relations with each Turkic state, the role of otiméiuential actors in the region and

39 Gokeen T. Alpkaya, “Turk BiPolitikasinda Milliyetcilik,” inModern Tirkiye'de Siyasi
Dustince: Milliyetcilik, ed. Tanil Bora and Murat Giiltekingib{anbul:letisim, 2003), p. 162.

%0 Girgin, pp. 91 — 130.
%1 Ersanli, p. 152.

%2 Georgeon, p. 209.
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the general character of political, economic artucal relations in the 1990s. Such
an evaluation is thought to clarify the evolutidrperspectives towards the Turkic

republics among the state elite and the TurkisHipoipinion.
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CHAPTER 5
THE OUTCOMES OF RELATIONS: POLITICAL, ECONOMIC AND
CULTURAL ASPECTS

Turkey’s relations with the Turkic republicoopeeded in a contentious manner.
The general conclusion about the flow of eventhenfirst decade, namely in the
1990s, is that Turkey’s influence less than its @md Western predictioffs or
much less the fears of Russian Feder&tftand other countries concerned with the
affairs of the region. Nevertheless, it must beeddhat if one wants to prove that
Turkey became very active in pursuing a leaderpbly towards the Turkic
republics and managed to become influential in @&Atsian and Trans-Caucasus
politics, satisfactory evidence can be foldftin other words, the enthusiastic
atmosphere of the initial years of independencendichinder the attempts for
positive initiatives. In this chapter, the disapgoients and the positive
developments in Turkey’s relations with the Tunlepublics that were both the
outcomes of the initial optimism in the first yeafsndependence will be illustrated.

In the previous chapter, the perceptions apeetations that occurred towards the
emergence of the Turkic republics among the diffesedes of the Turkish state elite
and among the pro-nationalist public opinion ad weh comparative perspective
were discussed. This chapter will seek to findréflections of the above-said
positive perception towards the Turkic republic§ urkey’s political, economic and

cultural relations with the region. This chapterthis manner, will be another tool in

33 For a account of the optimism in the West, isis Bal, Turkey’s Relations with the West
and the Turkic republics: The Rise and Fall of Tuekish ModelAldershot: Ashgate, 2000), 107-
135, Kirimh and Temiz, p. 450.

34 Russian Federation opposed strongly to Turkeytisities in Central Asia. See Duygu
Bazalu Sezer, “Turkish Russian Relations,” p. 65.

3% For an optimist evaluation of Turkey’s relationshathe Turkic republics, see Sileyman

Demirel, “Sovyetimparatorlgu Dagilinca Avrasya Siyasi Gpafyasi Olgtu,” DEIK Council
Meeting, 29 June 2000, pp. 44- 45.
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order to understand both the reasons for this eigphad high expectations and the
impossibility of such an expected scope of coopamatith the Turkic republics. In
doing this, an analytical distinction will be madketween the realms of political,
economic and cultural relations to clarify thatdbehree areas have both specific
character to be examined and there was also a muoteaction process between
these three.

It is suitable to begin the discussion with folitical relations with the Turkic
republics since this was the most capable arearinst of affecting the course of
overall relations. This was not only the fact ins of relations with all of the
Turkic republics, but also it was valid for thedatf bilateral relations with each
Turkic republic. Thus, political relations constéumilestones in terms of
understanding the nature of relations as a whole.

Until the last decade of the twentieth centlnyrkish foreign policy was limited to
the perceived threat against commurifSrand to various alliances with the Western
world which were seen as a whole by TurR&yEven though there were signs of
change in the 1980s as a result of the changingaenat domestic politics and also in
world politics, a real need to shift from the ttawhal foreign policy line to a more
“active trend” could be openly expressed afterehe of the cold war and the
disintegration of the Soviet Union. Qrind Yilmaz consider this shift a
multidimensional foreign policy trend as the fingive of Turkey’s foreign policy

activism in the Post-Cold war ef&. This was not the case only for Turkey but it was

3¢ Nasuh Uslu, Turkish Foreign Poligy The 21st CenturgNew York: Nova, 2004), p. 21.

37 Beril Dedeglu, “Degisen Uluslararasi Sistemde Tirkiye-ABDskilerinin Tiirkiye-AB
fliskilerine Etkileri,” in Turk Dis Politikasinin Analizi, edFaruk Sénmezgu (istanbul: Der
Yayinlari, 2001), p. 227.

368 Onis and Yilmaz, “Between Europeanization and Euro-Aisia ...," p. 7.
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one of the states most vulnerable to the develofsradrihe time. The emergence of
the Turkic republics caught Turkish foreign poliaysuch a critical conjuncture.

The details of Turkey’s reaction to the emangeof these states and the
underlying causes behind this reaction were gimethe previous chapters. The main
point of this part of this study is to deal wittettletails ofealpolitik; in other words
more focus will be given to the fate of politicalations between Turkey and the

emerging Turkic republics at the time.

Turkey’s Attitude towards Turkic republics: A GeakOverview of the Political
Relations in the 1990s

If one counts the perception and expectatidigirkey towards the emergence of
the Turkic republics as was done in the previowsptdrs, it would be suitable to call
it as a “welcoming event” for Turkish statesmenidawcracy and public opinion.
However, if the realities of Turkey’s attitude tawa the Turkic republics are taken
into account, this process could have been lalzelednfusing surprise.”

Turkey was not ready to pursue an intelligeslicy towards the region for a
variety of reasons. Turkish foreign policy showddagmented character at this
time. President Ozal was one side with his actlep-oriented style and the
foreign policy bureaucracy with their tradition@rservative understanding on the
other side. Stleyman Demirel, who would dominatekibi politics in the 1990s as
Prime Minister and the President, was in line whih former in terms of speeches
but he was in parallel with the traditional methadbasic principles.

Secondly, the emotional factor that was givedetail previously played a
prominent role. Briefly speaking, Turkey was betwéwe feelings of disappointment

regarding the West and the hope of gaining a lshi@in this imaginary Turkic
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world. Under these circumstances, it was an opticysediction that Turkey could
pursue clear cut and well-decided policies.

Lastly, Turkey was not capable of fulfillinget promises it made during the first
two years of independence. It was between the ggitoypromises and political —
economic realities which were kept it from followia consistent foreign policy line.

Although the above-said causes preventedgpkcation of consistent and
intelligent policies towards the region, Turkey aewufficially gave up the claim of
cooperating with the Turkic republics. MoreoveryHia republics could never
constitute a pivotal position in the “official tre¢'hof Turkish foreign policy. Neither
in international politics nor in the realm of ecomos, nor did Turkey present a sense
of harmony with the Turkic republics. Under the dibna of these demotivating
factors, Turkish foreign policy followed a poliapé towards the Turkic republics
during the early 1990s as if they were a monolibhac, without taking the specific
conditions of each state into consideration.

First, Turkey’s policy towards Turkic repuldivas shaped by two main
principles. First was the adoption the so calleckisin Modef®® to these states
regardless of the real demands of the leaders alitct@l elite of them. Secondly,
integrating the Turkic republics to internationaj@nizations of which Turkey was a
member. Both of these principles stemmed from agil@h which saw these states as
if they were similar units with nearly nothing sgecto themselves. This
misperception would force Turkey to pursue moreftdrand realistic policies in the
succeeding years of the decade and Turkish foptjay towards the Turkic

republics would be reshaped by more focus on theseoof bilateral relations and

%% For an explanation of the Turkish Model, see Gii, KYeni Tirk Cumhuriyetleri ve
Uluslararasi Ortam,” iBagimsizigin /Ik Yilari, ed.Busra Ersanl Behar (Ankara: T.C Kultar
Bakanlg1 Bagvuru Kitaplarl 1994), pp. 12 — 17.
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attaching greater significance to practical needthat the sides could benefit from
each other mutually as in the case of energy séltrinfrastructure serviceé!

Turkey’s aim of integrating these states thiinternational organizations
recorded a considerable success at first. As otieedirst states to recognize the
independence of Turkic republics, Turkey was inedhactively in completing the
membership processes of these states to the UMitBans®’* Furthermore, three of
these states joined the Economic Cooperation Ozgtan, in fact an outdated
organization, with the active and enthusiastic suppf Turkey®”* However, this
eagerness could not stop Turkey’s “loneliness’rdarnational platforms. A Turkic
bloc which would be led by Turkey could never biakkshed. Even if such a bloc
thoughts had existed to be established, the Tuekiablics sought their leadership in
such an organization, which meant a Pan-Turkedtapgoach rather than a Pan-
Turkist one®’* Moreover, the Turkic republics were not as muahcesned about
Turkey’s regional leadership and cooperation itiitess. They had their own
“regional perspectives” and due to this would hseeght new regional initiatives
among themselves and with the other regional poimeige region, as was

especially the case for Uzbekistdn.

370 Carol R. Savietz, “Tangled Pipelines: Turkey’s &l Energy Export PlansTurkish
StudieslO, no. 1 (2009), pp. 96 — 99.

371 Forthe struggle among the regional powers of Euro-Asiarder to undertake to develop
the infrastructural capacitiy of the region, Seepen Blank, “Infra-structural Policy and National
Strategies in Central Asia: The Russian Exampefitral Asian Surveg3, no. 3 (2004), pp. 225-
248.

372 Mustafa Aydin, “Foucault's Pendulum: Turkey in @ahAsia and the Caucasus,”
Turkish Studie$, no. 2 (2004), p. 4.

373 Hakan Fidan, “Turkish Foreign Policy towards Cehftsia,” Journal of Balkan and
Near Eastern Studieg2, no. 1 (2010), p. 115.

37 These views are especially dominant in Uzbekisk&e Anthony Hyman, “Turkestan and
Pan-Turkism Revisited,Central Asian Surve¥6, no. 3 (2009), pp. 342 -349.
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The second principle, the case of promotirgTthrkish Model, was a much more
problematic issue. First, the so-called Turkish Eloglas an illusion for the political
realities of Turkey. Turkey with its democratic &6 in the 1990s and quite
problematic economic structure was far from beirsgiiéable model for these new
states’’® This so-called model was backed by the West styaamd maybe due to
this reason Turkey owned this discourse so enthtisidly stemming from the
conditions from which it suffered in the early 189&econdly, the Turkic republics,
with the exception of the 11-month long governnariElchibey, were not keen on
adopting that imaginary Turkish Model at leastémis of democratizatiol” Even
if they were in favor of adopting the Turkish Modielwould be the Turkey of the
1930s or in other words, the “real Turkish Modethf 1990s*®. These states were
eager to utilize Turkey as a catalyst in pullingefign direct investment from the
West, as will be discussed below.

Under the burden of numerous shortcomingspatitical set backs, Turkey
managed to reach the Turkic republics politicatigrtks to the diplomatic
insufficiencies of these states. This was becaussetstates had nearly no human

resources with which to conduct the foreign poiciéth the existing staff at the

37> See Svante E. Cornell, “Uzbekistan: A Regionay@lan Eurasian Geopolitics?”
European Securit9, no. 2 (2000), pp. 115-140.

378 Mustafa Aydin, “Kafkasya ve Orta Asyte iliskiler,” pp. 392- 396. BalTurkey’s
Relations p. 128.

377 Even though none of the four Central Asia Turkipublics had a pure democratic
political structure, their authoritarianism is mtsame degree. As Colak argues, “Central Asian
Republics have some common practices which inditeteegimes’ undemocratic nature, it is
appropriate at this juncture to distinguish the @aothoritarian regimes of Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan from the relatively moderate regimekyrfgyzstan and Kazakhstan.” Yilmaz Colak,
“Nationalism and Democracy in Post-Communist Céiigda,” Asian Ethnicitys, no.1, (2004) p. 48.

38 The term “Turkish Model” was problematic for var®reasons. In the relam of
economics, Turkey’s liberal economy faced numeshwtcomings during the 1990s. Moreover, the
political spectrum was restricted after the couéptember 1980 and the Kurdish issue caused
several criticisms from the West towards Turkey.
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time 3’ However, the cooperation stemming from these malateeds of the Turkic
republics did not continue during rest of the decddhad its own political realities
and the Russian Federation, the old and eterreal| mas the most significant
political reality of the region. Russia’s returntte politics of Central Asia with the
Near Abroad Doctriné®® reminded all sides including Turkey how tiealpolitik

ran in Central Asia. However, as Kilavuz notes, fth@ugh they are regional rivals,
Turkey and Russia have mutual interests that woeldell served by bilateral
cooperation.®! Thus, Turkey and Russia gradually realized thabitld be better to
pursue a policy towards the Turkic republics inmemation with Russi&?

In general, Turkey’s experience with the Tani@publics taught it not to see the
region as a unitary bloc and the fact that theoregiad its own political realities in
the mid-1990s, Turkey had realized that the regmuid not be an alternative for the
West and that the Turkic republics were becomitiyeat to Turkey’s image in the
West rather than an aspect of reproving itselfaAssult of these realities, Turkey’s
relations with the Turkic republics can be morealgassessed by focusing on the

course of bilateral relations.

3]lter Turan and Gl Turan, “Orta Asyte iliskiler,” in Tirk Dis Politikasinin Analizi ed.
Faruk S6nmezgu (istanbul: Der Yayinlari, 2001), p. 760.

380 £or the details of the Near Abroad Doctrine, Ghapter 4, p. 104.

31idil Kilavuz, “The Security Policies of the Russiaederation: The Near Abroad and
Turkey,” Turkish Studieg, no. 2 (2000), p. 109.

32 The mutual visits of the Russian Prime Minister tgikChernomyrdin’s visit to Turkey on
December 14-17, 1997, and former Turkish Chief eh&al Staft. Hakki Karadayi’s visit to
Russian Federation on May 18-21, 1998, were sifagpassage to a new era in Turkish-Russian
Relations. 1bid., p. 109.
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Bilateral Relations: Little Aspects Determining TRy Picture

Turkey'’s failure to realize the diversitiedween the Turkic republics, which will
be clarified below, prevented the establishmera sfistainable cooperation with
each of these states. At the time when Turkey wholed the impact of bilateral
relations on Turkey’s overall influence in the @gi numerous problems hindered
Turkey from being influential in the politics ofdtlregion. Thus, evaluating the
nature of bilateral relations gains prominenceuioderstanding this “story of
failure.” However, as Celik argues, the courseilaitéral relations was even more
complicated than the relations with the region aale>®*

In beginning to evaluate the nature of thatbiial relations, no other country
deserves to be the first one to be evaluated rhare Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan, among
the Turkic republics, was the closest country tokéy geographically and the Azeri
language is considerably close to Anatolian Turkisken though it was an eleven
month-long experience, Azerbaijan was the onlyestathave a president who
viewed Turkey as a model for his country in alher® Finally, Azerbaijan was the
state which convinced the Turkish political elit the imaginary Turkic world
would not act together in the name of Turkishnesghe first Turcophone States

Presidential Summit, Turkey could not persuadeTiln&ic leaders to make a joint

declaration in the Azeri-Armenian conflitt.

33 yasemin CelikContemporary Turkish Foreign Foli¢i.ondon: Praeger Publishgrs.
130.

384 Ayca Ergun, “Tirkiye-Azerbaycaiti skileri,” in Turkiye’nin Avrasya Macerasi (1989-
2006), edMustafa Aydin (Ankara: Nobel Yayinevi, 2007), p.724

385 |n this summit, Nursultan Nazarbayev, the presigéikzakhstan, rejected the demands
of signing a Press Declaration which named the Nag&arabakh conflict an Azeri and Armenian
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Azerbaijan was the most determining factofumkey’s overall relations with the
Turkic republics®®® The Elchibey presidency increased the expectatiofsrkish
public opinion in terms of playing a leadershiperal the region. The Azeri-
Armenian conflict also kept alive the interestloé fTurkish public opinion on the
Turkic world and especially the nationalist intgéihtsia and the public opiniSh
urged the state elite to support the Elchibey regimensely®®
However, this conflict proved many other thingshe state elite and to the public
opinion in Turkey. This case also proved the diiiig of creating a unique Turkic
bloc which would act on behalf of the ethnic ties.

The overthrow of Elchibey and the new Aliyeegidency in Azerbaijan changed
the course of relations dramatically. Aliyev folled/a different policy from his
predecessotf®® During his presidency which would continue for thst of the 1990s,
different groups tried to get involved in the dotiepolitics of Azerbaijan in
somewhat illegal wayS° This led to the humiliation of Turkey in that ozérbaijan
and Aliyev criticized Turkey for supporting the @ging groups in Azerbaijaii” In
the second half of the decade, the relations witbrBaijan were better than the first
years of Aliyev presidency. However, the warm axaggerated type of relations

during the Elchibey presidency, were far away.

Conflict. Nazarbayev, in this issue stated thatdih’t sign this. This is a sensitive issue. We nmaost
make a decisin against Armenia in which they dotaké place.Milliyet, 31 October 1992.

3% For example, see Siiha Boliikh&Ankara’ s Baku Centered Trans-Caucasus Politas
It Failed, ‘The Middle East Journd1, no. 1,(1997), p. 23.
39 Ergun, p. 251.
390 Berberglu, p. 100.
31 |n the “Azerbaijan-Turkey Economic ooperation Genefce,” Aliyev stated that “There is

a symphaty towards some militant groups who wengetang to destruct the stability in Azerbaijan”
Milliyet, 31 May 1996.
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In the second half of the 1990s, Turkey’s Aagan policy was settled on two
pillars. First, Turkey tried to repair the negatuetcomes of the previous years.
Secondly, the relations took a more realist shgpgeltting rid of the burden of
“Friend and Brother Countries” even though it whgags used in the discourses of
the leaders.

The relations with Uzbekistan taught Turkes tiact that the establishment of
domestic stabilization in the Turkic republics vaedsnuch more significance than
any other issues. Uzbekistan, in this manner, aeted its relationship with other
states and especially with Turkey over its domesgurity concerns. This security-
oriented policy prevented the development of aasngble cooperation with Turkey
relying on ethnic sentiments. The underlying causedering such a political
cooperation between Turkey and Uzbekistan can imenswized as follows:

As said above, the first issue was Uzbekistdomestic security concerns.

Kerimov, by stating that, “...Uzbekistan is a fréine state,*?

explained this
overemphasis on security. Moreover, Turkey, asag e case for the other Turkic
republics, was the first state to recognize Uzliaki&* The relations in the first
three years of independence continued in an optorasmosphere. Uzbek President
Islam Kerimov was one of the most motivated leadensng those of the Turkic
republics in terms of keeping Turkey’s interesthia region. He stated that “I

announce to the whole world that my country willfgovard by the Turkish

Route...*** However, 1994 was a watershed in terms of Turkizhek relations.

392 |slam Kerimov,Uzbekistan on the Threshold of 21st Century: Chalés to Stability and
Progress(Richmond: Curzon Press, 1999), p. 12.

393 Cengiz Sirtict, “Turkiye Ozbekistdliskilerinin Ug Evresi,” inTiirkiye’nin Avrasya
Macerasi (1989-2006), edMustafa Aydin (Ankara: Nobel Yayinevi, 2007), pd35
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Mohammed Salih, the most prominent opposition lead&zbekistan, escaped to
Turkey with a request for political asyluttr. This caused a long-standing crisis and
led to the deterioration of relations between Turked Uzbekistan during the rest of
decade.

Another problem in pursuing relations with @klstan was Uzbekistan’s aim of
capturing the leadership position in the regittUzbekistan in this manner was
involved in serious significant initiatives. Sucimd of a leadership effort would
harm the relations with Turkey, which were alreddyeriorated due to the
Mohammed Salih crisis between the two sides. Eapigdifter the pro-Islamist
Welfare Party’s rise to government in Turkey, Uzbtdn went further and withdrew
1298 students in 1997, claiming that some memMeisedNelfare Party and Uzbek
dissidents living in Turkey were trying to turn Wtbstudents in Turkey into ‘Islamic
fundamentalist§?’

As a final cause of the long-standing crieighie relations, Uzbekistan, even
during the first days of independence, was notesgly eager to adopt the Turkish
Model. In the case of economic cooperation, Uzltekiged the establishment
initiatives among the Turkic republics even in thigial years3*® Moreover, the

Kerimov regime had been already restricting thétipal space for the Uzbek public

394dris Bal, “Turkish Model as a Foreign Policy Instrent in the Post Cold War Era,” in
Turkish Foreign Policy in Post Cold war Erad.idris Bal (Boca Raton, Fl.: BrownWalker Press,
2004) p. 331.

39 Erhan Bliyiikakinci, “Sovyet Sonrasi Orta Asya’'dakiyi@’'nin Dis Politika Acilimlari:
Ozbekistan ve Turkmenistaniiskiler,” Turk Dis Politikasinin Analizied. FarukS6nmeztu
(istanbul: Der Yayinlari, 2001), p. 798.

3% Cornell, “Uzbekistan: A Regional Player in Euras@eopolitics,” pp. 126 — 127.

397 Lerna K. Yanik, “The Politics of Educational Exciyee: Turkish Education in Eurasia,”
Europe-Asia Studi€sg, no. 2 (2004), 295.

3% Milliyet, 06 January 1993.
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opiniort®® and the regime was being criticized by the intéomal public opinion
due to several human rights abu¥84Jnder these circumstances, it would be hard to
claim that Uzbekistan viewed Turkey as a model.

Uzbekistan’s foreign policy was determined emitie domination of the
President. Thus, Kerimov’s scepticism towards Tyrded the Turkish political elite
prevented the development of a durable politicaperation. This fact is best
crystallized by Kerimov’s reconciliation effortstaf Ahmet Necdet Sezer became
president of Turke§® The relations in the new century are beyond tbpesof this
study, but it can be concluded that the domestiar#y concerns of Uzbekistan and
the leadership race in the region prevented thesdidm engaging in a successful
political cooperation. The course of relations witkbekistan was significant for
Turkey’'s general perceptions of the region sincbdiistan, among the Turkic
republics, was the most homogenous country in eitlyrii’?

While discussing Turkey’s position in Turkmstain’'s foreign policy, it is not
very necessary to talk various aspects. This ialmeit is hard to talk about the
existence of a precise Turkmen foreign policy padshy professional institutions.

Saparmurad Niyazov, the only decision maker infoineign policy of Turkmenistan

39 For example, Freedom House, a significant hunghitsiorganization, has ranked
Uzbekistan as one of the countries with the poaeesirds on democracy and human rights and
classifies the country as a consolidated autocideil.J. Melvin,Uzbekistan: Transition to
Authoritarianism on the Silk Rog&ingapore: Harwood Academic Publishers, 200535p.

0 For a detailed assessment on Uzbekistan’s hurghtsnieport, see US Department of
State: Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and L2664 Country report on Human Rights
Practices In Uzbekistan, 28 February 2005.

401 Buyiikakinet, p. 787.
02 according to the data of 1989, Uzbekistan heldgteatest number of Turkic and the
smallest number of Slavic population in its bordmmsong the Turkic republics. Touraj Atabaki,

“Introduction,” in Central Asia and the Caucasus: Transnationalism Braspora, edTouraj
Atabaki and Sanjyot Mehendale (London: Routled@®52, p. 5.
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opted to distance his country from multilaterategional cooperation initiative's>
This was contrary to the initial efforts of Turki&dreign policy in the region. Even if
Turkey did not aim to create a political integratjgrocess, it would be pleased by
creating a common policy making process. Howeverkmenistan kept itself
distant from such kind of political cooperationatk. This attitude was not specific
to a possible Turkic-based cooperation. Turkmeniafaplied to the United Nations
in order to acquire “permanent neutrality” statod gained this status on 9
November 19958% There is no question that such a Turkmenistan avoat be open
to an enhanced type of political cooperation withiKey.

in terms of political relations, Turkmenistaaswot an active partner for Turkish
foreign policy in Central Asia. However, the exgaces with Turkmenistan showed
that the realities of the region were more sigatficthan any emotional aspect.
Turkmenistan did not give up its aim of neutrafily the sake of getting involved in
a political cooperation with Turkey or any otherHia republics. Moreover, the
natural gas crisis of 1999 illustrated that Turkeys as crucial as the amount of gas
it would import from Turkmenistan. The enthusiastiatements of the euphoria
period seemed to have disappeared under the heatw#l gas in the late 1990s
which can be seen as a clear example of the mutiegahction between the political
and economic relations.

Contrary to Turkmenistan, pursued a neutrdl@assive foreign policy line,

Kazakhstan, since its independence, followed airaedtor politics in its foreign

%3 Turkmenistan is quite sensitive about preseniisgRermanent Neutrality” status since
its acquistion in 1995. This notion is even usedraasset for national identity construction in
Turkmenistan. See Ahmet T. Kuru, “Between the Saae Cultural Zones: Nation Building in
Turkmenistan,'Central Asian Survef1, no. 1 (2002), p. 76.

94 Luca AnceschiTurkmenistan’s Foreign Policy: Positive Neutraliyd the Consolidation
of the Turkmen Regin{@bingdon: Routledge, 2009) p. 25.
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policy.*®® Kazakhstan became member in international orgaaizt®® Turkey, in
this context, was evaluated as one of the —subetspéthis active policy. Thus,
Kazakhstan was not eager to see Turkey as therleb@entral Asia. Kazakhstan
similar to Uzbekistan’s attitude was searchingit®teadership in the regioff”
Contrary to the overall case, Turkish-Kazaddations were cool even in the early
days of independence and Turkey did not constéuigority for Kazakh foreign
policy.*°® Even in these early, optimistic days, Kazakhstas the most cautious
state against a possible Turkic commonwealth dis temographic structufé®
This fear found reflection in Kazakh foreign poliagd thus, Russia, also due to
other important factors preserved its critical posiin Kazakh foreign policy. This
phenomenon was completely contrary to Turkey'sahéxpectations, but this was
the reality to determine the nature of Turkish-Kdeeelations throughout the 1990s.
The relations with Kazakhstan continued uniderheavy influence of economic
issues and symbolic cultural gestures in the 18@@dswith a fragile character due to
the above-said reasons. Ethnic or cultural tidedao create a closer relationship
between these two states. The notion of KazakHhiigemas not a determinant aspect
in Kazakh politics mostly due to the demographiacture of the country. This is
more proof of the claim of this thesis that Turlggyceived the region as a

monolithic bloc without any regard to the charastess of each Turkic republic.

% Reuel Hanks, “Multi-Vector Politics and KazakhssaBmerging Role as a Geo-strategic
Player in Central Asia,Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studids no.3 (2009), p. 257.

% Hatiboglu, p. 378.

" Hanks, p.257.

“®® Sule Kut, “Yeni Tiirk Cumhuriyetlerinin BiPolitikalar,” inBagimsizlgin ik Yillar::
Azerbaycan, Kazakistan, Kirgizistan, Ozbekistamkm@nistan ed.Busra Ersanl(Ankara: T.C.

Kiltir Bakanlgl Milli Kitiphane Basimevi, 1994), p. 262.
09 According to the 1999 Census, Kazakhs were costitthe % 53.4 of the total

populatonCIA World Factbook: Kazakhstahttps://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-wd#l
factbook/geos/kz.html [20 March 2010].
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The determining role of economic aspects irk&y's policies towards the Turkic
republics has been briefly explained here in thispter and will be discussed below.
Under such circumstances, states like Kyrgizistath Eajikistan with political set
backs, limited economic capacities and the fewgynezsources could not play
significant roles in Turkey’s overall politics tovels Central Asid’° The relations
with these two states were influenced by the oVatadosphere. To sum up, not only
the insufficiencies of these states in politicadl @sonomic termi$* but also the
domestic problems from which they suffered prevétibese states from being

determining factors of the Turkish foreign policyCentral Asia.

The Course of Economic Relations

The Turkish economy went through a remarkabl# from import substitution
and an inward-looking economy to an export-oriergeshomy and economic
liberalization during the 19804% The success degree of this transformation is not a
main concern of this thesis. The point that makesttansformation important for
this study is its explanatory role in terms of urstiending the economic motives
behind Turkey'’s interest to the Turkic republics

Briefly speaking, the opening up of the Tuhkeconomy to the world market
required the existence of new markets. During 9t0%, the Middle Eastern region

functioned for Turkey to increase its export capad¢iowever, it must be noted that

10 For example Tajikistan suffered from a long-stagdiivil war between 1992 and 1997.
Stuart Horsman, “Uzbekistan’ s Involvement in thaik Civil War 1992-97: Domestic
Considerations,Central Asian Surve$8, no. 1 (1999), pp. 37 — 38.

“11 Eor example, the debt of Kyrgyzstan was highen thalf of its GDP at the end of the
1990s, Boris-Mathieu Pétric, “Post-Soviet Kyrgizsta the Birth of a Globalized Protectorate,”
Central Asian Surve24, no. 3 (2005), p. 331.

12 Altunisik and Tr, p. 83.
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the Iran-lraq War between 1980 and 1988 causediitrisase rather than the pure
success of a structural transformation in Turkisbnemy**® Since it was clear the
Iran-lraq War was a temporary phenomenon and tméetaveen its neighbors
presented not only opportunities, but threats éoTtrkish econom§** any new
market to increase the foreign trade volume of @ynkould be welcomed. As
Bilgin argues, the Turkic republics with the pdtahof an economic cooperation
based on foreign trade, emerged in such a conjumuatiien Turkey moved far from
its neighbors while it thought to have got clo8r.

Even in the very early days of independencekish interest in the Central Asian
region in terms of managing economic cooperatiayahdo be declared along with
the cheers of ethnic solidarit}? The economic aspects of the interest in the region
stemmed from two causes. First, the region offaradde range of opportunities for
the Turkish investors and for the Turkish economgeneral. Secondly, economic
relations with the Turkic republics could perfedilyction as an asset to give the

message that Turkey did not aim to get engagedthtiiegion based on marginal

“134Both Iran and Iraq, as a result of their intefomal isolation, were forced to rely on
Turkey as a major source of needed commoditiesiitagdrom Turkey itself or from the West. By
showing no favour to either party, Turkey has bee@maior trading partner of both...In 1984 and
1985 Turkish-Iranian trade amounted to $ 230 millivaking Turkey Iran’s third most important
commercial partner after West Germany and Japkrréen Altinka, “The Iran-Irag War and Its
Effects on Turkey, Uluslararasi Hukuk ve Politikd, no. 4 (2005), p. 142.

“4The Iran-Iraq War harmed the Turkish economy alwitg the benefits it presented
especially in the realm of oil pipelines. In therd® of Altinkag “Not only did the Iraqi pipeline to the
Turkish city Iskenderun stop functioning, the aihkers were no longer able to enter the Persiah Gul
When, as a consequence, Iran and Irag stoppedishipih Turkey's reserves went down at an
alarming rate... Another disadvantage of the war thhasncreasing threat to the Kirkuk- Yumurtalik
oil pipeline between Turkey and Iraq. This pipelive stopped functioning at the beginning of the
war. The bombing of it during the war would haveamenot only a slowdown or a halt of oil
deliveries from Iraqg but the loss of transit revesifrom the pipeline, of which 690 kilometres pdsse
through Turkey.” Altinkg, pp. 142 — 143.

“1>Bilgin, p. 31.
418 just five months after the declaration of theideipendence, the Turkic states came
together in Bishkek and this meeting had beenpnéted as a new step for the formation of “Turkish-

Asian Economic Region. The date of this summit ciolead with Demirel’s visit to Central Asia.
Milliyet, 22 April 1992.
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political goals, such as Pan-Turkism. The real ainiurkey could have been
presented as the provision of mutual benefits baseatlvanced and intensified
economic cooperation.

As Jung and Poccoli categorize, the economitures between Turkey and the
Turkic republics were concentrated on four majelds: The allocation of
developmental assistance, trade and constructemsport and the
telecommunication and the energy seéloihis categorization illustrates also a
chronological line. In the early years of the 1998sse republics were thought to be
in need of considerable amounts of developmensagiasce as clarified also by
their leader$?® To the contrary, at the end of the decade, theggrsectors
dominated the economic relations between Turkeytla@d urkic republics. In
conclusion, at the end of the decade, the econmtations were pursued on a more
equal ground with each of the Turkic sates. In Getaf 1999, the statements made
by Yildirm Akbulut, president of the Turkish GraNational Assembly, were a tacit
confession of Turkey’s denouncement of the Big Beotess claim on the Turkic
republics. In the Second Eurasian Economic Sunwhiigh was held iristanbul,
Akbulut stated that, “the relations with the Turké&publics should be held mutually
and it would not be proper to expect a one-sidedcbeof interest°
Two foundations, namely TIKA (Turkish Intermatal Cooperation and

Development Agency) and Turkish Exim Bank, piondéerarkey’s developmental

17 Jung and Poccoli, p. 15.

*18 This view is problematic. Even in the first yeafsndependence, the Turkic States had
similar humanitarian development rates as Turkéys T also an indicator of Turkey’s socio-
economic capacity. SééN Human Development Report of 1993
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_1993 en_indicadtqdf [01 March 2010].

“1%0n the other this conference was held one yeaieearider the name of “First Economic
Summit of the Turkics States.” Even the chang&é@rtame of the summit and President Demirel’s
absence in the summit were clear signs of the ehangurkey’s mind towards the Turkic republics.
Milliyet, 06 October 1999.
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assistance from Turkey to the Turkic republics. Aas initially established for
the purpose of helping transition economies in 2¢risia, the Caucasus and the
Balkans** Even though the foundation broadened its targgons in the following
years, the Central Asian and Caucasian regionsinechanajor recipients of the
donations of TIKA**! From the establishment of TIKA to 2003, Turkic ubfics
such as Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistaived 69.4 % of the all of the
of TIKA.*??

The other donor was Turkish Exim Bank. Evesutih the foundation was not
established for a specific goal, unlike TIKA examplurkish Exim Bank made
considerable contributions to the Turkic republiBg.the end of 1999, Turkish Exim
Bank’s overall assistance to the five Turkic refesivas 850 million dollar& This
donation constituted a vital contribution to themamies of these states even though
the initial goal of one billion dollars of donat®mwas neutralized due to financial
deficits and bureaucratic obstructitffl.

Turkey eagerly attempted to institutionaliteeeconomic relations with the Turkic
republics. Without any exception, Economic and €r@doperation Agreements,
Agreement on the Mutual Promotion and Protectiomted Investments and The

Agreements on Preventing Double Taxation were sigvith each of the Turkic

“2Hakan Fidan and Rahman Nurdun, “Turkey’s Rol6iabal Development Assistance
Community: The Case of TIKAJournal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studi€s no.1 (October
2009), p. 99.

421 bid., 100.

422% Among these states, 47 % of TIKA’ s aid went to &ldzstan, 13 % to
Azerbaijan, 9.4 % to Turkmenistan.” Ibid., p. 99.

‘2 Bulent Aras, “Turkish Policy in the Former Sov&uth: Assets and Optiongtirkish
Studiesl, no. 1 (2000), p. 46.

424 Jung and Poccoli, p. 15.
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republic§® These were modest steps when compared to theaspkotaims

declared in the euphoria period (such as quittegRuble zone or the establishment
of a Turkic commonwealth, eté?§, and did not promise the establishment of
ordinary economic relationships.

Foreign trade constituted a significant aspéthe economic relations between
Turkey and the Turkic republics. As said previousie Turkish economy, since
1980, had been moving towards an export orientedieirend this model required
new markets to increase Turkey’s foreign trade m@uThe Turkic republics, on the
other side, wanted to attract foreign capital rdlgas of its nationality. Ethnic ties,
as it will be illustrated, did not play a signifrdarole in the course of trade relations,
however, Turkey and the Turkic republics utilized existence of these ties to create
a convergence in the realm of economic relations.

The course of trade relations between Turkwlythe Turkic republics does not
constitute an integral aspect of this thesis, tigtsignificant for two reasons: First, it
helps us to illustrate the potential of the ecoraaoperation between Turkey and
the Turkic republics, which was strongly emphasietthe initial years. Secondly,
Turkey'’s foreign trade statistics with the Turkepublics may help us understand
how the economic relations affected the coursevefall relations and how
economic relations were affected by the politiealities of the time.

Turkey’s foreign trade with the Turkic reputslican be evaluated in two ways.
First, the overall trade volume in the 1990s caulibeussed. This will lead to the
clarification of the significance of the Turkic nggics in Turkey’s foreign trade in

the 1990s. Second, the volume of foreign trade wsgith of the Turkic republics may

2 Kinmli and Temiz, p. 452.

% These were the expectations of the then PrimestinSiileyman Demirel, at least at the
discursive level. See Aydin, “Kafkasya ve Orta Algdliskiler,” p. 379.
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help us reveal the specific aspects of each Tudgablic. As discussed in the
previous chapter, Turkey did not realize the dities in the Turkic republics in
terms of foreign policy perspectives. This wasd/édir the economic structures of
these countries. Along with political relationspaomic relations also made Turkey
realize that the post-Soviet Turkic republics did constitute a monolithic bloc
showing the same or even similar characteriéfics.

When the general statistics of foreign trade betwbe Turkic republics and
Turkey are examined, it is easy to claim that tbhekit republics were not be major
partners of Turkey’s overall foreign trade. Betwd®92 and 2000, the Turkic
republics constituted only 3 % of Turkey’s overaiports and 5.9 % of Turkey’s
overall exporf? The trade volume did not show a dramatic decliméng the 1990s
However, with the exception of 1993, the overaltlx volume did not record a
desirable increase. Even this increase was moséyalthe usage of Turkish Exim

Bank credits?

® As numerical data suggests, both Turkey and thkid@republics
did not become crucial foreign trade partners &mheother during the 1990s.
Between 1992 and 2000, Turkey constituted only8.&f the overall import that the

Turkic republics realize&®

27 |n March 1992, Muammer Tekglo, a pro-Turkist economist, pointed out that Tyrke
should take the multi-colured structure of the eaghto consideration and even the possible cdsflic
to occur among these Turkic republics. Muammer Bglke “Orta Asyaile Ekonomikiliskiler,” Yeni
Forum(March 1992), p. 37. This caution, when Turkegktionswith the Turkic republics
examined years after the 1990s, seems appropriate.

2 Kinmh and Temiz, pp. 457 — 459.

2 Tyrkish Exim Bank allocated a considerable amatimxport Credits to The Turkic
republics. These credits were categorized as thedi& For Goods” and “Credits For Projects.” The
amount of the utilities of the each of the Turlépublics from the Ezim Bank Credits are as follows
(The numbers in paranthesis show the amount ofdi@&&or Goods” and “Credits For Projects” ;
Azerbaijan: 91.7 million dollars (59.6: 32.1), K&hatan: 213.1 (40: 173.1), Kyrgyzistan: 48.1(35.7:
12.4), Uzbekistan: 347.1 (124.6: 222.5) and Turkistan: 109.1(75: 34.1) ; At the end of the decade,
namely in May 1999, Turkish Exim Bank donated Zldom dollars to the Turkic republics and 1.6
billion dollars of this donation was used. SPA Repop. 88 and 151 — 152.

136



If the foreign trade with each of the Turkiate is examined, it will be seen that
how dominant the political realities and the capacf these states were on the
course of economic relations. The foreign tradeina with Azerbaijan did not
make up more than 1 % of Turkey’s overall amountrgdort. Even the modest
amounts of the late 1990s could increase afteemlaeof the political set backs in
1993 and 1994%*

A similar case is valid for Uzbekistan. Theelign trade statistics with Uzbekistan
decreased in the periods during the political sekb*** The Mohammed Salih and
the overemphasized security concerns of Uzbeklstato this dramatic decrease.

The financial capacity of the Turkic republaiso hindered the development of
foreign trade between Turkey and the region. Fangle, Kyrgizistan, a Turkic
state with a limited fiscal capacity, recorded ¢desably low amounts of foreign
trade with Turkey>?

The case of communication and transportateonbe quite helpful to understand
the limits of a comprehensive cooperation betwearkdy and the Turkic world. In
other words, thanks to the relations in the trartgpion and the communication
sectors, Turkey realized its economic capacityalad the distance between itself

and the Turkic republics by all means.

% Turkey, in respect, constituted 4.9 % of Azerdnaiijs, 2.3 % of Kazakhstan’s, 6.12 %of
Turkmenistan’s, 2.7 % of Uzbekistan’s and 0.92 %fgizistan’s overall export in this period.
Kiriml and Temiz, p. 458.

31 The trade volume between Turkey and Azerbaijaordsd in 1993 and 1994 were, 101.8
and 141.3 million dollars which were the lowest fers of foreign trade between the two countries
during the 1990s. Kirimh and Temiz, 460. For tlditizal turmoils between Turkey and Azerbaijan,
see the “Political Relations” section in this clept

32 The turn of 1994 — 1995, and 1999, when seriolitigad crisis emerged in the bilateral
relations with Uzbekistan, the trade volume recdrdevest numbers as follows, 143.9, 199.8 and
146.6 million dollars. Kirimli and Temiz, p. 461.

433 At the end of 1992, the first year of Kyrgyzistanhdependence, the trade volume was
only 3,2 million dollars and the highest record,ethwas realized in 1997, was only 57.5 million
dollars. From 1992 to 2000, the total volume o&fgn trade between Turkey and Kyrgyzistan was
only 296 million dollars. Kirimli and Temiz, p. 462
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As said previously, there was a dependencyioakhip between the Soviet
periphery and the center, Moscow. This was alsial ¥at the transportation sector
and it had an impact on the economic relations éetw urkey and the Turkic
republics in the post-cold war era. In the veryyedays of independence, Turkish
citizens and entrepreneurs had to go first to Masicoorder to reach the Turkic
republics due to the route of transportation liaed unsatisfactory number of flights

to the regiorf®

* In this manner, political problems and the disewith the region
negatively impacted the development of transpamaflhe negative climate of
relations with Armenia prevented the usage of ¢bisntry as a corridor to the Turkic
republics?®® At present, considerably indirect routes are beisep for the
transportation of Turkish goods. The security peabland the poor treatment of the
Turkish goods in many of the ports such as in Nms®isk are other significant de-
motivating factors for Turkish tradé®

The case of communication showed a differeatacter than that of
transportation. Communication was a realm whichrét&tions proceeded as an
assistance process from Turkey to the Turkic repsiloh order to develop the poor
communicative infrastructure of the region. Turkay,a country which was in search
of capturing a leadership position in the regiod amich was also being encouraged
by not only the Western world but also by the Tanapublics, undertook the duty

of developing a communicative infrastructure. Adratial attempt 12,500 telephone

lines and five digital telecommunication operatwese equally allocated to each of

*34Turan and Turan, p. 762
43 bid.

438 |bid.
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the Turkic republic®’ Apart from these initial efforts, neither the Tistk state nor
Turkish private entrepreneurs played roles thaewigrerse and superior than to
those of other states and compafii&ghe efforts in the postal service could not be
intensified and numerous projects in this sectbwtich the Eurasian Posting
Union* was the most significant, could not be realized.

The last element of the economic relationsvbeth Turkey and the Turkic
republics is perhaps the most interesting one.efeegy sector, especially in the
second half of the decade, began to hold a predgorposition in the economic
relations with the region just a couple of yeatsrahe independence. In the early
days of the 1990s, the Turkic republics, similathte other post-Soviet newly
independent states, lacked self-confidence mastilge realm of economics.
However, in the following years, the region camevird with its economic
potential. The region is the repository to thedhargest oil and gas deposits in the
world, after the Persian Gulf and West Siberia tredworld’s second largest
producer of cottofi?® On the other hand, Turkey was already a promisatgral

energy resource demanéférand it was also a country which was eager to alay

*3bid., p. 762.

“3|n many cases, Turkish companies were engageshisoctiums in the communication
sector. See SPA Report, pp.184 — 187.

“39 This organization was still being planned to bialslished at the end of the decade. See
SPA Report, p. 181.

4% Inomjon Babokulov, “Central Asia: Is There an Aiftative to Regional Integration?”
Central Asian Surve®5, no.1 (2006), p. 81.

“41n a projection made in 2001, Turkey’s demandeioergy sources was predicted to have
increased by 96 %. Nadir Devlet, “Turkey’s EneRylicy in The Next DecadePerception®
(Winter 2004-2005), p.81.
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bridge role in the “energy gam&* Apart from ethnic, cultural and historical
concerns, the energy sector was also a signifecsect of economic cooperation
between Turkey and some of the Turkic republicéwie potential that it presented
to both side$®

There has been a growing interest in the gngodtics in the last decade and this
has led to a huge increase in numbers of studassiiog on this issue. However, this
thesis does not prioritize the developments iretiergy sector. The aim here is to
illustrate the impact of economic concerns and etgi®ns on the relations between
Turkey and the Turkic republics along with the sg@mphasis on cultural and
historical ties. In doing this, the role of enesgctor in the overall economic
relations will provide satisfactory evidence foe ttlaims made here.

Turkey, in heading towards the Caspian enseggurces, had three main
objectives. These were, as Jung and Poccoli categdfeconomic benefits deriving
from transit fee income; the reduction of Turkeg&pendence on Russian gas and
Middle Eastern oil; and employment opportunitiest thipeline constructions would
created in the less developed east of Turk&The Turkic republics held the 5.1 %
of the world’ s oil and natural gas reserves, ard% of the world’s oil and natural

gas production had been ddfféFrom an economic point of view, these resources

42 This is stil an integral aspect of Turkey’s foreiggpnomic policy. See Roman
Kupchinsky Ankara Seeks Role as East-West Energy Bridgdjo Free Europe Website,
http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1078367.htrol] May 2010].

*431n the Second Summit of ECO, the attending coestaigreed on the idea that the rich
energy potential of the region should be usedvmag to satisfy the needs of the member countries
and also in a way to carry these resources tateenational marketsMilliyet, 07 July 1993.This
joint statement reveal that even in the early adyadependence, both Turkey and the Turkic
republics were aiming to use the energy potenfithi@region as a mutual benefit asset.

44 Jung and Poccoli, p. 17.

45 SPA Report, p. 190.
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seemed promising for Turkey, yet the energy exigstte was rather pursued as a
new Great Game in the region called energy polffitRolitical concerns, along
with economic needs, play a role in the constructibpipelines and thus, this
process has been an issue for the foreign pol&tjtitions of the states as wéfl.
This reality would inevitably bring the politicahlits of Turkey along with its
economic incapability in the region onto the agerdahe energy sector, Turkey did
not influence the perspectives of the Turkic remshdlue to the trans-national
character of the issue and Turkey’s political acdn®mic shortcoming&'®

In the first days of independence, even thoughetmmomic issues were stressed
by Turkey and the Turkic republics, these discoakgere not dominant. Instead of
this, the revitalization of ethnic, cultural andtairical ties was the predominantly
discussed issue. However, it is easy to predittttiezastate elite kept in mind that
these states could be fertile economic partnerguokey. The Turkic republics were
the “brothers” of Turkey, but not ordinary brotheffiey represented a considerable
potential for economic partnership, especiallyhi@ énergy sector.

Turkey’s economic relations with the Turkic wéfics was one of the biggest
determinants of Turkey’s overall perception to Thekic republics, in addition,
Turkey’'s economic success in the region was vubier many other external
factors. Economic relations were influenced bydbmestic political economic
realities both in Turkey and in the Turkic republi@he economic relations were

influenced by the roles of other actors in the@agirhe economic relations were

“4® peter Pavilionis and Richard Giragosian, “The G&ame: Pipeline Politics in Central
Asia” Harvard International Review9, no. 1 (Winter 1996-1997), p. 24.

447 Gokhan Bacik“Turkey and Pipeline PoliticsTurkish Studieg, no. 2 (20086), pp. 293 —
294,

“® Turkey developed significant policies in termsafrying the Trans-Caucasian and

Caspian energy resources to Europe during the 188fgever, the projects on the transportation of
Trans-Caucasian and Caspian natural resources lbewldtivated only in the 2000s.
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influenced even by individual problems. Howeveg éxistence of ethnic ties
between Turkey and the Turkic republics rarelyuaficed the preferences of the
leaders of these republics. The statements matthe ipreviously said Turkic world
Congresses could never become an issue of disougsstead of this, the Turkic
republics even sought new regional cooperatiomredteves. In the realm of
economic relations, Turkey failed to establish ealle economic cooperation with
the Turkic republics, just as the idea of creatinfurkic monolithic bloc in the
international political arena failed. As a strikisitistic, at the end of the decade in

1999, the Turkic republics represented 2.9 % ok&yis foreign tradé?*

A Catalyst and a Barrier: The Role of Cultural Ties

Ethnic and cultural ties have always considué big portion of the optimistic
discourses used in Turkey towards the Turkic rapsbllurkey’s long-standing ties
with the Turkic republics have been shown as thestmimportant advantage of
Turkey in pursuing policies towards them. Moreovar, the national identity
construction process during the 1930s, the Turkarldvand the Central Asian
Region were placed inpivotal positions by the Réipah elite**° Turkey's
disappointments about the West also set the gréamitie Turkish public opinion to
return to the roots. Thus, cultural ties could @ddate Turkey's profile in the

region.

49 Aras, “Turkish Policy in the Former Soviet Southp. 47.

*%|n the Turkish History Thesis, Central Asia waairtled to be the Motherland of the
Turks. Moreover Turks are from the Aryan Race antkiBh language had considerable impacts on
the other languages in the World. ;sBaiErsanli, “Bir Aidiyet Fermani: Tirk Tarih Tezifi Modern
Turkiye'de Siyasi Diiince: Milliyetcilik, ed. Tanil Bora and Murat Gultekingistanbulletisim,
2001), p. 805 ; This data reveals two facts. F&sitral Asia is the Motherland of the Anatolian
Turks. Secondly, historical ties with Central Ad@not prove Turkey’s ties with the East but with h
Western world.
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In this atmosphere, the Turkish state elitenediately and eagerly aimed to
institutionalize the cultural ties with the Turkiepublics. In doing this, the lack of
satisfactory knowledge about the cultural climatehe region led to the failure to
create a common cultural sense. However, the ratimentity imaginations of
Turkey and the Turkic republics contradict eacheotbn many points. There are
even diversities among the republics. However, listrbe noted that there were
positive steps in the realm of cultural cooperatioat warmed the overall relations
between Turkey and the Turkic republics.

Turkey'’s cultural policy towards the Turkigoeblics was based on the revival of
the cultural, ethnic and historical ties with therkic communities. The promotion of
the Turkish-style education, history writing andigen constituted the cornerstone
of this policy*** Official, semi-official and private institutionsagerly embraced this
new process. In this regard, it is useful to disctese initiatives briefly to make
conclusive remarks about the course of culturati@hs in the 1990s and its impact
on Turkey’s perception towards the region in genera

Education constituted a significant portionfafkey’s cultural policies towards
the Turkic republics. The legal framework of thidipy had been shaped by the
numerous agreements signed at the beginning afetade'> The funding of

educational assistance was provided by the gebedglet, the Ministry of National

*51 This cultural policy was on twpillars. The first pillar was a policy towards tharkic
republics. In doing this, the history and literat@ducations in the Turkic republics were aimeldeo
standardized under the principle of accomodatiedy tturriculum to the history and literature
education in Turkey. Numerous “Common History” &@@mmon Literature” conferences were held.
The second pillar was stressing the closenessthétiTurkic world. After 1993, serious differences
had been observed in the High School History bolwkghe new History curriculum, the Turkish
History before Islam began to be emphasized incager sense. On the other hand, the closeness
with the Turkic republics was held in detail witlt@nsiderably political point of view. ; Ersanli,
Iktidar ve Tarih...pp. 253 — 254.

52 For a detailed listing of these agreements;Tsd#er Erdgan Sahin, Fatma Zehra

Esmeray, Metin Akguiney, edstrkiye ile Turk Cumhuriyetleri ve Turk Topluluklagrasinda
Yapilan Anlamalar, fliskiler ve FaaliyetlerVol 2. (Ankara Milli E gitim Basimevi, 1993), pp. 1-299.
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Education Budget, the Prime Ministry Promotion Famd by the budgets of banks,
holdings and related ministrié¥’ Educational cooperation was managed by
secondary education and universities. Furtherntbig policy had been realized by
both opening schools in the region and by Turcophsindents being accepted to
universities in Turkey. The related official instibns on education and the private
initiatives concentrated on the issue of educatiooaperation. For example the
Gulen movement has twenty-nine schools in Kazakhsteelve in Azerbaijan,
thirteen in Turkmenistan and twelve in Kyrgizsit&hThe only Turkic Central Asian
country which has been hostile to the movementisais is Uzbekistafr> Along
with the Gulen movement, Turkic World Researchasnéation Turk Dinyasi
Arastirmalar Vakf) is also another unofficial organization that atm$e influential
in the Turkic world by means of educatitfi All sides in Turkey seemed to be
convinced that the way to reach the region waaititeeducation.

The education campaign proceeded in two waysaid above. The first way was
an educational exchange project. This project wadcamed as a Turkish
Rennaisance or the modernization of the Turkic /&Yl Named the “Great Student
Exchange Project® it started in the 1992-1993 academic year. Th&i$hrstate

offered 10,000 scholarships, of which 7,000 weneHgher education and 3,000

53 Yasar Kalafat, “Turkiye-Tirk Cumhuriyetleile KiilturelTiskiler: Sazuk Sava Sonrasi
Tiirk Cumhuriyetlerine Yonelik Turk RiPolitikasi,” in21 Yiizyilda Tiirk RiPolitikasy ed.idris Bal.
(Ankara: Nobel, 2004), p. 463.

54 Berna Turam, “A Bargain between Tthe Secular StateTurkish Islam: The Politics of
Ethnicity in Central Asia,Nations and Nationalisr0, no. 3 (2004), p. 360.

%% |bid.

45® Nadir Devlet, “Tiirkiye'nin Avrasya’ya Yonelik Kdilir Politikalari,” inTirkiye'nin
Avrasya Macerasi (1989-2006), ddustafa Aydin (Ankara: Nobel Yayinevi, 2007), pf91- 207.

“7yanik, p. 300.

8 |bid., p. 294.
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were for secondary educatiét. These 10,000 scholarships, which was an obsessive
goal in fact, were allocated to each Turkic countigually regardless of their
demands. In fact, this was a clear sign of Turkegttude towards the Turkic
republics that did not care for the specific conseand needs of these countries.

The student exchange policy continued in tbkowing numbers. Whether
considered in quality or quantity, the project wassuccessful. In the case of
quantity, the total amount of 32,595 scholarshipsvided only 5,019 graduates at
the secondary and higher education le$&#n the case of quality, it is hard to claim
that the general conditions that the visiting Tploone students met satisfied these
people. Even at an early date, the results of wegureveal the levels of satisfaction
of the exchange students in Turkey. Among the S&@gpants, only 23 % of the
students stated that they were satisfied with tdrelitions in Turkey by all ternf§!
Another interesting outcome of this survey was Iyetirat a half of the students
confessed that they had known nothing about Tubledgre they came as studeffts.
This fact alone, when we considered the signifiean€ Central Asia in Turkish
national identity formation, reveals the existerafean asymmetry between the
awareness levels of the Turks of Turkey about @émsia and of Central Asian
Turks about Turkey.

Even though the failure of the student exclegmmject was admitted by the high
level state officials, Turkey never gave up on finigject up to present. Even at a late

date, namely in 2001, then Turkish Minister of FgmeAffairs, ismail Cem, stressed

9 bid., p. 302.
4% Devlet, p. 180.
1 pid., p. 182.

52 |bid., p. 183.
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the importance of the student exchange prdfédilevertheless, it neither led to the
realization of a Turkish Renaissance or to an ingpéd the course of political and
economic relations. Instead of this, the studertharge program became quite
vulnerable to the political conjuncture of the tiffié

The other way of the educational cooperatiors We secondary and higher
education schools opened in the Turkic republickis Twas an even more
unsuccessful and fruitless attempt. Two universitiere founded, Hoca Ahmed
Yesevi University in Kazakhstan and Manas Univegrsit Kyrgyzistan*®® At the
secondary education level, the Ministry of Natioratlucation founded nine
schools’®® The relatively low education qualities of the eTisities prevented these
schools from being preferable options for the Tphmme students in the Turkic
republics. For instance, graduates of the AhmeteYiebniversity in Kazakhstan
claimed to suffer problems in terms of being empttff’” The statement of a Kyrgiz

official about the story of Manas University in Kyzistan reveals not only the

483 vyanik, 297.

%4 For example, the Uzbek government recalled theelapudents in Turkey by claiming
that some circles in Turkey had provoked theseesttgdagainst the Uzbek government and urged
them to support the opposition groups in Uzbekistdnis development emerged just after the well-
known Mohammed Salih crisis between Turkey and Wigen. : For detailed information about the
impact of this crisis on the overall relations betvf urkey and Uzbekistan, see the “Bilateral
Relations: Little Aspects Determining the Big Pretuin this chapter.

%> “International Hoca Ahmet Yesevi Turkish-Kazakh Uity is an international and
autonomous mutual state university of the RepulalficBurkey and Kazakhstan. Agreement on
Founding International Hoca Ahmet Yesevi Turkishzilkh University in the city of Turkistan” was
signed between the governments of two countridhatSummit of The Presidents of Turkish-
Speaking Countries on October 31, 1992 in Ankara.”
http://www.yesevi.edu.tr/eng/index.php?option=coontent&view=article&id=1&Itemid=118 . [01
March 2010]. Kyrgyz-“Turkish Manas University wasuhded in accordance with an agreement
signed on September 30, 1995 in Izmir, betweemgtivernment of the Turkish Republic and that of
the Kyrgiz Republic.” http://www.manas.kg/alt.phip2tl &id=3 [01 March 2010].

“®yanik, p. 298.

5" Devlet, p. 183.

146



course of Turkey’s cultural campaign towards thgice but also the details of the
background behind Turkey’s failure in the regf6h.

Apart from the educational campaign, anothasecrelated to the cultural
campaign of Turkey was the Common Alphabet creaitndtratives. This initiative
did not only aim at converting the alphabets of Thuekic republics from Cyrillic to
Latin alphabet, but also at preventing the possableption of Arabic alphabet in the
region?®® The aim of creating a common Latin alphabet begyaong some circles

which are intensely focused on the region in thekifh Academid.®

This was
followed by numerous conferences held by relatédiaf institutions such as TIKA,
the Turcology Research Institute at Marmara Unityeend the Ministry of Culture.
The Turkish Republics Alphabet Conference was tiel8-10 March 1993. In the
second article of joint declaration after the coafee it was stated that, “The
conference urges that the first step to overcoradaitk of communication is to unite
under a common alphabet. This alphabet should bableshed under a Latin
alphabet framework since it is more suitable todtnecture of Turkish language and

is necessary for the Turkish Republics in ordefoltow the modern world more

easily and to take a respective place in the modesrid.”*"* In a 34-lettered

%8 Ermenek Omuraliyev, then Kyrgiz Ambassador to Bytlstated that “There were great
expectations towards the Manas University in Kyisgan. While we predicted it to be the Harvard of
Central Asia, we observe that Manas University bexansuccessful. The members are not chosen
according to their merits but chosen by patronatgions and this harms Turkey’s prestige”,
Mehmet Seyfettin Erol, “Bamsizliktan Giiniimiize Turkiye Kirgizistiiskileri,” in Tiirkiye'nin
Avrasya Macerasi (1989-2006), edustafa Aydin (Ankara: Nobel Yayinevi, 2007), p143

89 Tajikistan, a country with a predominantly Pergiapulation, adapted the Arabic
Alphabet. The Muslim Uighur minority in the Sinkiginegion of China were already using the Arabic
Alphabet.

4% This was made in the International ContemporanmkitDialects Symposium held by the
Turcology Researches Institute between 18 and 2@idber in 1991. Ballhe Rise and Fall of the
Turkish Model.,.p. 91.

"1 Marmara Universitesi Tiirkiyat Enstitiis, “Milletigasi Cadas Tiirk Alfabeleri
Sempozyumu Sonugc BildirisiBir: Turklik Arastirmalari Dergisi (1994), pp. 179 -180.

147



common Latin alphabet was creaféti Among the Turkic republics, Azerbaijan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan agreed on adopting ltheén alphabet while
Kazakhstan and Kyrgizistan continued to use théll@yalphabet?’®

According to the data, the idea of creatirapamon alphabet seems to be one of
the most successful aspects of the cultural cotipardbetween Turkey and the
Turkic republics. However, the idea that theseestatdopted the Latin alphabet in
order to dedicate considerable importance to thdiural ties with Turkey is false.
This process was related to the overall transfdonairocesses of these countfi&s.
Only Azerbaijan, a country which was the earliestegptant of the Latin alphabet
among the Turkic republics can be shown as an éecepith its pro-Turkish and
anti- Russian attitude during the first monthsrafeépendence due to a conflict with
which they believed to be a Russia-backed Armenia.

The other aspect of Turkey’s cultural campammards the Turkic republics was
the promotion of so-called Turkish Islam. This cats was taken seriously by the
nationalist-conservative groups in Turkey. Thuss thsue was discussed not only at
the official level, but also attracted the interefsprivate formations in Turkey.

Similar to the education case, Turkey aimeddge religion as a tool to modernize

the Turkic communities under the framework of thecalled Turkish modél’® The

472 Devlet, p. 185.

"3 This must not be interpreted as a coincidence. #gribe Turkic republics, as noted
earlier, there were a large number of Slavic peoplazakhstan. Kyrgyzistan, on the other hand, had
not only a considerable non-Turkic population dabahis country was in a strong dependency
relationship with Russia due to its fragile econcanyg landlocked geographic position.

4" For the relationship between the language poliiesoverall politic concerns in Central
Asian countries in Central Asia, see William Fiermddentity, Symbolism and Politics of Language
In Central Asia,"Europe-Asia Studie®l, no. 7 (September 2009), pp. 1207-1228.

“’>The notion of the"Turkish Model” was invented athelveloped by the Western public
opinion. Turkish Media, as well, owned the notiothaisiastically. Turkish state elite did not
proclaim the promotion of “Turkish Model” as a majoreign policy target towards the Turkic
republics. However, it must be noted that at Ieaste aspects of the Turkish foreign policy making
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Islam that Turkey promoted in the region was a lseane and it became a field of
competition with the Muslim countries interestedhie cultural affairs of the region,
such as Saudi Arabia and especially #2nThe modernist perspectives of some
Islamist-oriented groups, most significantly the & movement, contributed to
Turkey’s modernist style of religious promotiondrway described belofv’

Even before the declaration of independenaekéy handled the development of
the religious notion in the Turkic republics. In90) during theRamadan Turkey
sent four imams to the USSR which would increaseigbt who would be equally
distributed to Azerbaijan and Tataristdf.Along with this immediate assistance,
Turkey helped these states establish their owgioels human resource. Between
1991 and 1993, 134 students from the Turkic repablisited Turkey for religious
education under the coordination of the Presidentythe Turkish Religious
Affairs.*’® On the other hand, Turkey sent Kor'ans to theargsimilar to Iran and

Saudi Arabia, but with different interpretatiofis.

process was pleased of the promotion of the “Thrki®del.” For example, Demirel stated that “It is

in Europe’s interestd to see that a modern, seemdrdemocratic Turkey to be shown as a role model
fort he ex-communist countries in the regiofitie Guardian03 April 1992. Turgut Ozal also in

favour of promoting the “Turkish Model” as an exdepven to the entire Islamic World. Bal, p. 51.

“7® |t must be noted that these states were alreadiygdy committed to secularism.
However, there were extreme-Islamist groups withese countries and on the other hand, Iran and
Saudi Arabia, with pro-Islamist regimes, were aimaidpe influential in the region.

*" The members of the Giilen Movement were commitédviiers of Said Nursi, a pro-
Islamist thinker. Said Nursi was one of the ratarfgst thnkers who mentions the compatibility of
religion and science. For him, “Religion withouteswe is a superstition. Science without religias h
gone astray... If these are separated, it givedoiggnorance and fanaticism in religion and fakasci
and scepticism in the science.” Cécilia Schmitplightened Islam: The Paradigm of Said
Nursi,” in Islamic Thology of the 2iCentury. Retrieved 11 May 2010 from http://www.satter-
stiftung.de/ll_introduction.pdf [11 May 2010], pgQ — 40. This pro-scientist perspective of Said
Nursi became considerably influential also on tlike® movement.

“’®Bal, p. 86.

4" The number of students from each Turkic repubdicsas follows, Azerbaijan: 6,
Uzbekistan: 7, Turkmenistan: 58, Kazakhstan: 57kyrgyzistan: 6, Ibid., pp. 87 — 88.

80 |bid., p.87.

149



Turkey’s modernist Islam promotion consequentlailed due to the
misperceptions in the initial years. First, Turaifed to realize that Islam could not
be used as a tool to create cultural cooperatidh thiese communities. As former
Soviet communities, the Turkic nations had been rfare time removed from
describing their identity in terms of religion. Evéhe people with Islamic faith were
not continuous practitioners of Islamic rituals. @re other hand, as repeated
previously, the leaders of the Turkic republics avdominant even in the daily lives
of their citizens and these leaders perceived amy & Islamist formation as a threat
to their security. To sum up, a cultural campaigimsped over the promotion of a
religion, even if it was done in a modernist viewdathere were positive and
successful initiatives, could not function well @stablishing a rapprochement

between Turkey and the Turkic republics.

Concluding Remarks

This chapter analyzed the relations betweekeéyuand the Turkic republics
during the 1990s. In doing this, the discussion egolvom the claim that the initial
perceptions and expectations towards the Turkiabigs had been obtained from
the discussions in the previous chapter, was uessbta. The course of political,
economic and cultural relations and each of theabns were examined distinctly to
reach a synthesis. Yet, it is concluded that tieeeemutual interaction process
between these realms, and among them the polrmheconomic relations had been
vulnerable to each other to a considerable degit@s.process revealed the fact that
non-material, ideational factors as well as intepesceptions determined the

relations. On the other hand, it has been obsahatdeven if the notion of common
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identity had played a predominant role in the refe, neither the Turkish state elite
nor the dominant political figures in the Turkigublics planned to reconstruct their
“national identity” based on the idea of uniting thurkic worlds either in the
political, economic or cultural sense.

The relations with each Turkic republic carsbenmed up as follows. In the case
of political relations, Turkey’s main failure was itnagine the Turkic republics as a
monolithic bloc with nothing specific to them. Thislusion prevented Turkey from
establishing the relations with the Turkic republan a more sustainable basis. In
the realm of economics, even though it seems decessful area, Turkey was far
from the potential of dominating the region with #&conomic capacity. Its economic
relations with the region proceeded just on theshaiseconomic donations and the
positive developments in some specific sectors.cLiteiral relations followed a
somewhat independent path from the mutual intevagirocess between political
and economic relations. However, the efforts fdtural cooperation revealed how
far Turkey was from the Turkic republics in ternisethnic, historical and cultural
identity conceptions.

To sum up, Turkey was unable to establismd kif a relationship with the
Turkic republics proportionally to the initial exgiations, in terms of political,
economic and cultural cooperation. However, alomy wolitical set backs, limits
for economic cooperation and cultural diversitiest twere discussed in this chapter,
the existence of positive steps and the distardgehwvas recorded in the two

decades after independence should not be igribted.

81 For an evaluation of Turkey’s current profile ier@ral Asian politics, see Biilent Aras
and Hakan Fidan “Turkey and Eurasia: Frontiers Neav Geographic ImaginationNew
Perspectives on Turkey0, (2009), pp. 198-202.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

In this study, the relationship between natiatentity and foreign policy making
processes was examined. In doing this, Turkey'stimatowards the emergence of
the Turkic republics in the post-cold war era wasinized. Moreover, the already
existing change process in Turkish foreign poliog also in domestic politics
during the 1980s and the 1990s were illustratemtdier to understand the underlying
causes of the “relatively” exagerrated optimismulaopossible political, economic
and cultural cooperation with the newly emergingKiarrepublics. The outcomes of
this eupohoria were sought by analyzing Turkeyiatiens with the Turkic republics
in the political, economic and cultural realms sapay in order to find evidence for
the claim that Turkey failed to create a desiralgleperation with the Turkic world.

During the period which is subject to thisdstii.e., 1990s) Turkish political life
and Turkish foreign policy making processes show&@dgmented characters. In
domestic politics, coalition governments dominatezlwhole decade. It was hard to
bring these political groups together on the saiea in any given case. Turkish
foreign policy, which had already been in a procdsshange since mid-1980s, was
also pursued by different contesting perspectivieishwvere emphasized in this
study. Basically, active policy initiatives basedidentity politics and a new
economic model overemphasized security concernshenpro-western policies
simultaneously aimed to determine the Turkish fprgolicy behavior during the
1990s. In such a conjuncture, similar to the cas#omestic politics, on numerous
occasions there were contestations of the prefeseoicTurkish foreign policy.

However, contrary to this fragmentation in Turkgsdlitical life, nearly all the
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aspects of Turkish public opinion positively reactewards the emergence of the
Turkic republics. In this study, this unification the support for cooperation with
the Turkic republics was also a major concern.ddéht groups, with different
perspectives, emphasized of the importance of dpired relations with the Turkic
republics. These perspectives, along with the divewarse of Turkish foreign policy
towards the Turkic republics during the 1990s, wexamined and the degree of
their impact on Turkish foreign policy making weyeestioned.

Foreign policy analysis, for about a half cept had been made by being loyal to
some strictly determined patterns. According teéheatterns, some basic principles
determined the foreign policy making processes whiere valid for all of the states
without any regard to their specific charactersstithese principles were hidden
under the human nature: survival and profit maxatian. However, as clarified in
the theoretical discussion chapter, these stritépe began to be questioned
especially after the 1980s by basing decision erettents in world politics.
According to these views, non-material factors saglthe perceptions of identity,
and threat may be influential in the foreign polimgking processes. These views
gained ground in the post-cold war era since tlemesvin world politics justified
these views. This study also attempted to adogetheeories in order to justifiy the
claims made. A heteredox language was develop#tiforeign policy language
and it was stated that Turkey’s determined natiareitity definitions played a role
in Turkey'’s foreign policy behaviors along with ratal security concerns. The
discussion was taken one step further and it waadieldd that even notions such as
national interest and national security maybe @efirelying on national identity and

national role conceptions.
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During the early republican period (1923-1938ainly by using the Turkish
History Thesis, Turkish national identity was consted on a pro-Western
perspective. Pre-Islamic Turkish history, which weasically Turkish history in
Central Asia and the cultural closeness with thestéfa civilizations, was
emphasized in the Turkish national identity congtan process. This fact led to a
dual chracter in Turkish national identity and fdudirect reflection also in the
Turkish foreign policy behaviour. Throughout theetwtieth century, Turkey attached
great significance to integrating itself with timarnational organizations. However,
this pro-western, status-quo oriented conservéatiregn policy trend had been
subject to changes especially during the cenfgalWwing parties’ governments. In
this study, it was concluded that these two difiefereign policy perspectives
mainly stemmmed from this dual character of thekislr national identity. Thus, in
the theoretical context, the identity of a stateyiba influential on a state’s foreign
policy preferences and the identity definition aftate may not show a monolithic
character. To the contrary, national identity d&fams are multiple within the
boundaries of a country, which causes a shifténfdineign policy preferences of a
state when different political perspectives holel éxecutive power in different
periods.

Along with the theoretical findings, this syuetvealed some main outcomes as a
result of the discussions in the last three chapligrese findings were the answers
given to the main questions asked in the introdactihapter. This thesis mainly
questioned the real motives behind Turkey’'s entsis reaction towards the
emergence of the Turkic republics. The proponehtsfierent political ideologies,

different aspects of the state elite interpretedetimergence of the Turkic republics
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as a positive phenomenon for Turkey. Thus, thiying impact of the Turkic
republics on Turkish public opinion became a majmicern. The question arises,
what were the main incentives behind this intet@strds the Turkic republics?
First, the idea of pursuing foreign policysbd on common cultural and historical
ties and on economic concerns rather than sedoaggd perspectives were not being
discussed on the Turkish foreign policy agenddHerfirst time. Turkish foreign
policy already had been in a transformation pedodng the 1980s. Turkey’s
reaction to the human rights abuses against thdifdnsajority in Bulgaria was a
clear example of this shift in foreign policy. TBesnian Civil War and the Turkish
public opinion’s interest was a similar case. Omakther hand, Turkey pursued a
leadership policy in its near geography based oscanomic cooperation
perspective. The Turkic republics emerged in sucbrguncture and this region was
thought to be also a new asset for the transfoamadrocess of Turkish foreign
policy since these republics were not only fromghme origin as Turkey, but also
promised economic cooperation facilities for thekish economy, which was also
in a transformation process towards an export-tgtémodel. In short, Turkish
foreign policy was already shifting towards a diffiet line and the Turkic republics
met the two basic requirements (i.e., common caiktiistorical ties and economic
potential) of this transformation process.

Second, there were some important reasonstpddrkey to pursue active
policies in regard to the Turkic republics. By #r&d of the cold war, the main
parameters of Turkish foreign policy were turnedsige down. The greatest threats,
the Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc had disappe&n the other hand, Turkey’s
three-decade long relations with the European Conitjnwere in a crisis since the

application for full membership was rejected. Untterse conditions, Turkey was in
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search of new roles to remind its strategic impur¢ato the West which was a quite
determinant of Turkish foreign policy. The estalireent of a political, economic
and cultural cooperation under the leadership okéycould be a message to the
Western world to remind them that Turkey is stillaeven a more important figure
in world politics. This motivation is quite visible the place given to the comments
of the Western media about the possible leaderdhipirkey in the region based on
ethnic and cultural closeness.

Thirdly, the Central Asian region and ethnieskip played a predominant role in
the formation of Turkish national identity. Turkiglationalism attaches great
significance to the notion of Outside Turks. ThekBuiving within the borders of
the Soviet Union were frequently instrumentalizgdiorkish nationalists. The usage
of the term “Captive Turks” was an example of #itsation. After the disintegration
of the Soviet Union, these “Captive Turks” gainkdit freedom and this was used
by Turkish nationalists in a way to justify theiieblogy. Thus, the Turkic republics
also functioned as a domestic politics asset. Tdglé character of the governments
of the time enforced them to support even radeadiéncies in case of the relations
with the Turkic republics. Hence, as a third firgliwe can conclude that domestic
policy considerations of the governments and the @bCentral Asia in Turkish
national identity formation also contributed to #raergence of the optimistic
atmosphere towards the emergence of the Turkidigguvhich may lead us, in
theory, also to conclude foreign policy should betinterpreted purely independent
from the dynamics of domestic politics.

In the last chapter, the political, econommd aultural relations between Turkey
and the Turkic republics during the 1990s wereya®al in order to examine the

success degree of Turkey’s campaign towards thiedtepublics. At the end of the
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decade, at least, Turkey failed to realize theahdbjectives which had been
projected by the state elite to establish a suf@eszoperation in political, economic
and cultural terms. It was found that the reasonhis failure, along with some
positive steps, was basically due to two reasoinst, Hurkey pursued policies
towards the Turkic republics without any regardts$qolitical and economic
potential. This meant that Turkey could not repléeeSoviet Union’s role due to its
political position in world politics and economils@tcomings that the Turkish
economy repeatedly faced throughout the 1990s.rM8i§corurkey interpreted the
Turkic republics as a monolithic bloc and pursuseticges towards the region
without taking the special conditions of each Tani@public. This was visible
mostly in the political and cultural relations. Baaf these states had different
foreign policy preferences and even though theigleges collectively were named
“Turkic,” each of them had its own national idewtitefinitions. Theoretically, these
findings show that if the foreign policy preferesad a state surpassed its political
and economic capacity, these policies were les$ylito be successful.

To sum up, Turkish public opinion and the Tisinkstate elite overreacted to the
emergence of the Turkic republics in the post-eedd period. This interest was both
for historical and conjunctural reasons. If therallecourse of the relations between
Turkey and the Turkic republics are examined, difScult to claim that the initial
objectives were realized. However, the existengaosftive developments mostly in
the realm of economic and political cooperationtimot be underestimated. As a
last point, for the studies focusing on Turkey’sgant active foreign policy
initiatives, Turkey’s relations with the Turkic ngplics during the 1990s teaches that
if a country opts to pursue a pro-active foreighgydine, the success of such a

policy is dependent on the political and econonaiteptial of the state pursuing this
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policy, and also is related to how it is perceifiegl, positively or negatively) by the

sides which are subject to it.
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