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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Why Turkey?

Turkey is the heir to the Ottoman Empire with territories that lie at the crossroad
of Europe and Asia. It has control over the strategic straits in the Black Sea and the
energy and transportation routes connecting the two continents. It is the corridor through
which the energy reserves of the Caspian Sea flow to Europe, the other alternatives being
Iran and Russia. It is a longstanding member of the major Western political and economic
institutions. Since the mid-twentieth century, it has been a part of the Council of Europe,
Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development, and NATO, and it signed its
first Association Agreement with the European Economic Community, precursor to the
European Union (EU) in 1963. Turkey is the only country that is simultaneously a
member of the G-20, NATO, and the Organization of Islamic Cooperation.

Turkey’s global attraction stems not only from the geopolitical identity of Turkey
at the crossroads of the Middle East, the Balkans and the Caucasian regions, but also
from its cultural identity as a modern nation state with parliamentary democratic
governance, secular constitutional structure, and mainly Muslim population.' Home to
nearly 78 million Muslims, Turkey is, with all its problems, the most advanced
democracy in the Islamic world. As the Western world is fighting Islamic extremism
around the world and the Arab Spring transformed many regimes in an unstable region,
Turkey stands out as a model that has successfully blended Islam with democratic

governance. With its involvement in conflicts from Iraq to Syria and from Georgia to



Azerbaijan, Turkey has been increasingly projecting its power outward and trying to
claim its status as a regional power. Turkey’s foreign policy is not only of interest to
comparative political scientists who analyze foreign policy change and drivers of those
changes, but also to policymakers watching the recent changes in Turkish foreign policy
in an increasingly volatile region.

There has been a recent upsurge of interest in the country because Turkey
experienced a significant transformation in its domestic and foreign policy in the last
fifteen years.” Following chronic political instability and financial crises in 1994, 1998,
and most severely in 2001, causing the Turkish Lira to plummet, inflation to go up to 80
percent and Turkish banks to fail, the Justice and Development Party (AKP) came to
power in 2002 with 34 percent of the vote, which gave it close to the two-thirds majority
needed to change the constitution on its own. The AKP embraced many of the country’s
Islamists, nationalists, Kurds, rural conservatives, Muslim sect members, and globalized
liberals and continued to benefit from and contribute to a series of institutional,
economic, socio-cultural changes in the country, which in turn was reflected in
significant foreign policy changes since 2002.

Institutional changes: Turkish foreign policy used to be the product of two sets of
actors: state elite and governing elite. The state elite, which consists of the career military
and the civilian bureaucracy dominated by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, has been the
staunch defender of the Kemalist secular ideology. The governing elite, which tended to
be more representative of different values of Turkish society, including Kemalism,
Islamism, and Turkish nationalism, had less influence on foreign policy. Thanks to

Turkey’s history of unstable coalition governments and corruption scandals, a majority of



the public trusted the military more than the governing elite in defending the secular
republic. The constitutional courts and the presidency have also checked the power of any
parliamentary majority to uphold the secular values.’

After the AKP came to power, the relationship between the state and governing
elite became less imbalanced than in the past. The AKP governing elite emerged from the
election institutionally strong with a parliamentary majority hovering around two-thirds
mark and making constitutional reforms a possibility. The electoral mandate and the
ensuing political stability allowed the AKP to pass the constitutional reforms that reined
in the dominant role of the military, expanded the civil rights of citizens and minorities,
and enacted economic reforms that further liberalized the Turkish economy with the aim
of meeting the EU criteria for membership. For example, Turkey’s mixed civilian-
military state security courts were abolished and amendments to the anti-terror law made
it more difficult to prosecute citizens based on speech alone. The AKP-dominated
parliament amended Articles 76 and 78 of the constitution, making it more difficult to
ban political parties and politicians from the political arena. Military representatives were
removed from Turkey’s Council of Higher Education and High Audio-Visual Board
established after the military coup of 1980. The reforms expanded the scope of individual
freedoms by granting some rights to its citizens who have Kurdish origin, such as
broadcasting in Kurdish and learning Kurdish through the private institutions that teach
Kurdish language.

As aresult, Turkey became more representative than it was a decade ago with the
declining role of the military in the political system in favor of the civilians. The

reduction in the influence of the military and the traditional bureaucracy in foreign



policy-making led to changes in definition of national security and threat perceptions as
well as the kind of tools used in foreign policy.* As the military lost its privileged role on
foreign affairs, its hard power and security-focused approach was replaced by a more
pragmatic and liberal approach that prioritizes economic interests and soft power. >

At the same time, a more conservative, religious, and nationalist elite, reflecting
the new generation of Turks who grew up questioning the top-down secularism and
modernization imposed since the birth of the Republic, replaced the secular elite that had
shaped Turkish foreign policy since then. The new elite has a more positive attitude
toward Turkey’s Ottoman past and to a lesser extent the Turkic world and feels uneasy
with Turkey’s unconditional support for the Western policies pursued since the Second
World War. The AKP leadership did not view closer Middle Eastern relations as
dichotomous or detrimental to Turkey’s Western orientation at home or abroad as had
been trumpeted under the military rule in the 1980s. The new Turkish leaders
deemphasized the Islamic threat in the region and pursued an approach that takes
advantage of the shared religion and heritage to boost economic opportunities.

Furthermore, the core leadership of the AKP comes from a political tradition that
glorifies the Ottoman past as well as historical and cultural ties with the Islamic world.
They favor reestablishing ties and rebuilding trust that were broken by years of neglect,
enmity, and mutual mistrust. The AKP elites’ background also demonstrates that they are
at ease in their dealings with their Middle Eastern counterparts. Erdogan graduated from
a religious vocational high school, Gul worked at the Islamic Development Bank in Saudi
Arabia between 1983-1991, and Davutoglu worked as a professor at the International

Islamic University of Malaysia from 1990 to 1993. Favoring a more moderate version of
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secularism at home and a more activist policy in foreign affairs, Ankara, under the AKP
leadership, began to exert more “soft power” in the Middle East and the Eurasia region,
emphasizing closer cooperation, greater economic interdependence and conflict
mediation.’

The new elite was able to sell its vision because its vision reflected the changing
attitude of a broad segment of the Turkish public, whose opinion on such issues began to
matter more during this period thanks to the institutional changes. For example, the
Turkish people opposed both Gulf Wars in 1991 and in 2003 but their weak voice in 1991
could not overcome the strong commitment by the executive to the war whereas their
opposition in 2003, which was stronger based on the lessons learned from the first Gulf
War, played a major role in preventing the country from fully participating in the US-led
War on Iraq. Turkey’s vibrant urban middle class, increasingly supported by relatively
free press and social media, became more vocal and increasingly more active in foreign
policy as well as in domestic policy. Pursuing a foreign policy that is not totally
commensurate with the wishes of the people became a liability in the ballot box.” Turkish
people increasingly began to call upon their country to act and not merely watch the
events on the world stage and they are increasingly willing to protest, as exemplified by
the mass protests against the US invasion of Iraq in 2003 and against annihilation of a
natural park in Istanbul in 2013.

Economic changes: Economic liberalization measures and the export-led growth
strategy implemented since the 1980s heightened the importance of economic
considerations in foreign policy. In order to support Turkey’s flourishing export sector,

which drives its economic growth, one of the aims of Turkish foreign policy during this



period became opening up new markets for the growing Turkish businesses.® The AKP
came to power with a claim of representing the groups who were outside the political,
economic, and cultural elite that had dominated Turkey since the establishment of the
Turkish Republic. The small-scale family businesses in Anatolia who were export-
oriented, well adapted for flexible production patterns, and profited from the increased
role of economics in foreign policymaking, emerged as a new cadre of businessmen,
called the “Anatolian Tigers.” Considering that these Anatolian Tigers constitute the core
of the AKP constituency, further liberalizing the economy and creating new markets in
which the export-oriented Anatolian firms could do business became important foreign
policy goals.

Catering to this growing, economically oriented electorate, the AKP pursued a
liberal economic policy and became a business-friendly party. A combination of reforms,
IMF discipline, and the AKP’s overall management of the economy under stable political
conditions have produced a significant economic transformation during this period. In
2012, Erdogan proudly claimed at a World Economic Forum in Istanbul that the Turkish
economy grew at an annual rate averaging 5.3 percent in the past 10 years, faster than any
country in the OECD in the late 2000s. The country’s GDP increased from $196 billion
in 2001 to $813 billion in 2014 in nominal US dollar terms, making Turkey one of the
world’s top twenty economies and raising its ambition to join the top ten economies
within the next ten years. Its average national income per capita increased from around
$3000 to $10,500 during this period. Foreign investment also increased from $30 billion
in 2001 to $160 billion in 2014 while its total foreign trade increased from $72 billion to

$400 billion. At the same time, inflation declined from 55 percent in 2001 to 9 percent in



2014 and the general government gross debt decreased from 77 percent of GDP to 33
percent.

Socio-cultural changes: Turkish leaders could not easily ignore the positive public
sentiment supporting closer relations with its Middle Eastern neighbors, especially if
these sentiments are espoused by powerful commercial interests. As a result of the
institutional reforms, a new set of interest groups, which had previously had no say in
Turkish foreign policy, were empowered. Civil society groups—in particular, business
associations such as the Turkish Foreign Economic Relations Board (DEIK), the Turkish
Industrialists’ and Businessmen’s Association (TUSIAD), and the Confederation of
Businessmen, and Industrialists (TUSKON)—actively lobby the government on foreign
policy questions. MUSIAD has played an active role in the party since its establishment;
many MUSIAD members have joined the AKP to complete the organization of the local
offices of the party in Anatolian cities.” The organization’s influence stems from a shared
worldview with the party and overlapping informal personal networks; as the MUSIAD
supports the AKP, so did the policies of the AKP to continue to generate support from the
organization’s members during the election.

The EU also contributed to the process of increasing NGO influence on foreign
policy issues by giving funds to NGO-prepared projects and supporting the wider
democratization project in Turkey. Key civil society organizations representing the newly
emerging conservative bourgeoisie, which is the main component of the government’s
electoral support base at the grassroots level, emerged as central actors in Turkey’s
foreign policy initiatives, with the aim of exploring new market opportunities and

creating business partnership networks for their own clientele.'” These business



associations have also actively participated in trade negotiations and in the promotion of
other contacts with their Middle Eastern and European counterparts. TUKSON with its
33,260 membership and MUSIAD with its 5,200 members have been actively pursuing
international business by organizing foreign conferences, delegations, and exchanges.
The business community began to organize the AKP’s state visits and many businessmen
accompanied state leaders at their official visits.

Institutionally, these business associations can affect Turkish foreign policy in
two ways.'' First, they create platforms for interaction with the state by bringing together
business community members and policymakers in large-scale international business
events or trade summits, and by facilitating business participation in state leaders’ official
visits, thereby creating opportunities for direct contacts with policymakers. Then
President Gul carried out 70 visits during his first three years in office attended by a total
of 2,670 businessmen, and they created a business volume of around $20 billion. Second,
these business associations, especially the DEIK, are represented in the Joint Economic
Commission meetings, which are held on a bilateral inter-governmental basis with
foreign countries, and the associations directly contribute to policy formulation as the two
countries negotiate a road map for the future of their economic relations and formulate
their policies.'” The business associations’ mobilization behind the policies formulated by
the state serves to provide greater legitimacy for the policies in question and help to
create concrete results in the form of higher trade and investment figures.

As a result of these changes at the institutional, economic, and socio-cultural level
as well as at the systemic level, Turkish foreign policy experienced significant changes.

Turkey’s international environment and its relative power position have changed



dramatically starting in the 1990s with the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the
Soviet Union, which had posed an existential threat to Turkey’s autonomy. The end of
the Cold War also created a maneuvering space for Turkish foreign policy in the Middle
East and Eurasia. As Turkey became stronger politically and economically into the
2000s, Turkish officials have gained the self-confidence to break out of their traditionally
passive foreign policy framework and began to pursue their security and economic
interests more independently and assertively.

Ankara’s more proactive, assertive, and multidimensional foreign policy during
this period marks a significant change from its previous policy of non-interference and
uni-dimensional foreign policy. Turkey launched many initiatives to improve relations
with its former adversaries through high-level diplomatic visits and increased economic
engagement during this period. It institutionalized the gains in improved relations by
signing various agreements from military cooperation to free trade agreements. In the
process, Turkey also aimed to contribute to peace and stability in the Middle East and
Eurasia by working to resolve existing conflicts, increasing the stakes for instability
through greater economic interdependence, and by actively participating in efforts to
counter terrorism in these regions.

Why this dissertation?

The Republic of Turkey since its birth in 1923 anchored itself firmly in the
Western establishment. Following the principles of its founder Ataturk, Turkey embraced
the West and reformed itself to become a part of the Western civilization. During the
Cold War era, Turkish foreign policy was aimed at warding off the Soviet threat,

protecting the Turkish interests vis-a-vis Greece and Cyprus, strengthening ties with the
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United States and NATO, furthering Turkey’s integration with Western Europe, and
defending against terrorism supported by neighbors like Syria, Iraq and Iran.

Turkey followed a very passive and reactive foreign policy in international affairs
with the exception of Turkish forces’ intervention in Cyprus in 1974, but it supported the
US foreign policy initiatives almost unconditionally during this period and the US
supported Turkey as a Western bulwark against the Soviet Union. The 1947 Truman
Doctrine provided for large amounts of US financial assistance to Turkey to fight the
communists and Turkey sent some 25,000 troops to fight alongside the US forces under
the auspices of the UN in the Korean War."? It became an active member of NATO and
closely cooperated with the US and other NATO members in the area of missile defense.
Turkey’s assistance was critical to the Gulf War in 1991 and it sent around 1,700 troops
to Afghanistan to head the Kabul Regional Command and its Incirlik Air Base is critical
to support military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Turkey was also the first Muslim
country to recognize a critical US ally, Israel. Turkey became a great friend of Israel in
the non-friendly Middle East and Tel Aviv became a major arms supplier to Ankara.

In the last decade or so, however, Turkey ceased to follow a uni-dimensional
foreign policy defined through the lens of the NATO alliance and the US interests. It
began to assert itself more aggressively and pursued a proactive and more multi-
dimensional foreign policy that was sometimes at odds with the Western interests.
Turkey surprised the US in 2003 by voting not to allow Washington to open a northern
front to invade Iraq from the Turkish territory. In 2006, Ankara hosted a high-ranking
delegation of Hamas, designated as a terrorist organization by the US and Israel. In 2009,

then Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan walked out of a live conference in Davos in
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protest to its longtime ally Israel’s policies in Gaza, making the headlines in the Middle
Eastern media. Ankara downgraded diplomatic relations with Israel in 2010 when the
Israeli forces raided a flotilla led by a Turkish non-governmental organization heading
toward Gaza in defiance of sanctions, killing 9 Turks aboard. Also in 2010, Turkey, then
a non-permanent member of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), shocked the
West by voting against sanctions punishing Iran for its nuclear program.

Ankara’s unusual assertiveness has led critics to charge Turkey with turning its
back on the West and moving toward the East, questioning Turkey’s new orientation and
its ongoing commitment to strategic partnership with the United States and the EU. A
debate over “who lost Turkey” and questioning Turkey’s reliability as a NATO ally
flourished in the media and policy circles. Some claimed that Turkey’s recent foreign
policy with a greater regional engagement with the Middle East constitutes a form of
“neo-Ottomanism” that gives primacy to religious-based cultural affinities in expanding
its sphere of influence in the region.'* These critics argued that Ankara’s increased
activism in the Middle East and Prime Minister Erdogan’s popularity in the Arab streets
as the champion of the Palestinian cause raise concerns about the party’s Islamic past.

These arguments led some in the policy circles to charge that the religiously-
oriented AKP, which was formed from the remnants of the Islamist Welfare Party,
gravitated Turkey toward the Islamic world away from its western anchor. Turkish Prime
Minister’s critique of Israel’s military intervention in Gaza and Ankara’s intention to play
a mediator role in the Iran’s nuclear problem compounded such criticisms."” Gareth
Jenkins suggested that the AKP constitutes a form of political Islam; while apparently

running West, it in fact aims to head East, and in doing so, it employs an authoritarian
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and conservative governance, which has increased fear, insecurity and social polarization
in Turkey.'® The heavy crackdown of the protests in 2013 exacerbated such fears. Soner
Cagaptay from the Near East Institute charged the AKP with being an “Islamist party,”
viewing “the world as composed of religious blocks,” and working on “anti-Western,
anti-US and anti-Israeli initiatives.”'” US policymakers wondered what course Turkey is
likely to take in the future and whether it will remain committed to its Western alliance,
which was the main question asked in a 2010 hearing organized by the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

The Western media has naturally picked sensational stories to highlight Turkey’s
actions that are seemingly contradictory to the Western interests without a deeper
exploration of the driving forces behind those actions. The frequently expressed view was
that the West had lost Turkey and that Ankara had joined the non-liberal club, which
includes China, Iran, and Russia. The academic and the policy world brought some
nuances to this view, but mostly treated the subject through a descriptive or historical
narrative without a systemic analysis.

This study aims to unpack some of the assumptions about Turkey’s new
orientation and challenge the frequently held view that Turkey has fundamentally shifted
its foreign policy away from the West. What kind of foreign policy doctrine Turkey
adheres to, and whether Ankara is abandoning the Western alliance, interests, and values
and reorienting itself to the East is the main research question of this study. It attempts to
answer the fundamental question of whither Turkey, a strategically important ally
aspiring to be a regional power in an unstable region. In the process, it aims to shed light

on Turkey’s motives, or the factors driving its foreign policy, which will have important
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policy implications. The study’s analysis of the driving factors of foreign policy change
at the domestic and international levels of analyses also hopes to contribute to the
literature on foreign policy change in middle-power countries and to the literature on the
determinants of Turkish foreign policy.

How will this study be conducted?

In order to examine Turkey’s foreign policy behavior in depth, this study uses the
case study method and analyzes Turkish foreign policy in two different regions where
Turkey has been the most active and added new dimension to its existing foreign policy,
namely the Middle East and the Eurasia region. Each case study will include within-case
analysis of several countries and areas in that region: Iran, Iraq, Syria and Israel in the
case of Middle East, and Russia, Central Asia and the Caucasus in the Eurasia region.

To systemically analyze the factors affecting Ankara’s foreign policy actions and
assess whether this change is a fundamental reorientation of its foreign policy, this study
uses the congruence method of hypothesis testing. It entails establishing two hypotheses,
determining the value of predicted policy changes for each hypothesis, and then
comparing the observed value of policy changes with the earlier predictions. If the actual
policy outcome is consistent with the predictions, then the possibility of a causal
relationship is strengthened. The study uses the congruence method, combined with
before and after analyses, as a methodology to examine the evidence supporting the two
hypotheses. In the process, it analyzes which factors are dominant in Turkey’s foreign
policy behavior.

Each case study begins by laying out the two hypotheses, the predictions based on

these hypotheses, and the parameters used in these predictions. It then provides a brief
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overview of Turkey’s foreign policy in that region. Each mini case starts with a historical
analysis of Turkish foreign policy before 2002 and then it presents the evidence for the
predictions of each hypothesis. Each case concludes with a summary of the findings and
analysis and an overall conclusion, following the completion of the mini cases, presents
the results of individual cases by identifying the common threads within an analytic
framework.

Hypothesis A, which reflects the frequently-expressed view, states that the recent
changes in Turkish foreign policy stemming from international and domestic level factors
indicate a fundamental reorientation of Ankara’s foreign policy away from the US and
the EU in favor of a completely autonomous regional power that would try to limit the
Western influence in the Middle East and Eurasia.

Prediction 1: Turkey would largely oppose or confound the policies of its NATO
allies, specifically the US and the EU, in the Middle East and Eurasia and take a stance
systematically at odds with the Western interests.

Prediction 2: Turkey would not share its Western allies’ vision for the Middle
East and Eurasia and its foreign policy initiatives in the region would exceed the bounds
of what the US, the EU, and its other NATO partners consider acceptable.

Prediction 3: Turkey would orient its trade towards non-Western trading blocs
that try to limit the influence of the West in the region and it would reject or give up its
pursuit of EU membership.

Hypothesis B, which is my argument, states that the recent changes in Turkish
foreign policy resulting from international and domestic level factors demonstrate that

while there is a significant change in the direction of autonomy, Turkey’s foreign policy
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in the Middle East and Eurasia does not represent a fundamental shift away from the
West.

Prediction 1: Turkey would largely support or conform to the policies of its
NATO allies, specifically the US and the EU, in the Middle East and Eurasia.

Prediction 2: Turkey would share its Western allies’ vision for the Middle East
and the Eurasia region and its foreign policy initiatives in the region would be acceptable
to the US, the EU, and its other NATO partners.

Prediction 3: Turkey’s bilateral trade would increase with the Middle Eastern and
Eurasian countries as well as with the Western countries. Turkey would seek greater
integration with the Middle Eastern and Eurasian countries but it would also pursue EU
membership and closer economic ties with the US.

Data for this study mainly come from official documents, government sources,
industry reports, and media sources. The case study uses evidence from the firsthand
account of events in speeches, interviews, and official government documents regarding
policymakers’ intentions and reactions. This is complemented by analytic and descriptive
accounts of what has actually happened in Turkish foreign policy in the last decade,
which are found in secondary sources such as books, academic journals, and media
reports. The empirical evidence for the case study comes from two main sources. The
quantitative data on trade, investment, and economic growth figures are mainly pulled
from the government agencies, industry, and media reporting. They are presented in
graphs and constitute important evidence for the economic reasons behind certain policy
actions. The qualitative data, such as public opinion surveys, are drawn from official

websites and policy papers. These survey results are useful in measuring public opinion
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and analyzing its impact on foreign policy actions.

Because the thrust of the case study relies on Turkey’s foreign policy actions,
which are mostly reported in the media and policy articles, this study invested most of its
efforts in obtaining and analyzing the events data. Unlike content analysis, which only
focuses on the automatic repetition of certain words to assess the importance of an event
or idea, I built a detailed chronological timeline of Turkish foreign policy from 1923 till
present. Mining through the data for Turkish foreign policy actions, as reported in the
open sources, I carefully recorded significant, relevant, and time-sensitive events in a
timeline. That allowed me to make comparisons among relevant policy actions and
analyze the correlation among various events with an attention to specific timing and
sequence. Having a long list of all the government actions in one place also allowed me
to analyze whether an event would provide support for the predominant or alternative
hypothesis without ignoring the evidence that run counter to my argument.

The proposed dissertation first provides an overview of Turkey’s foreign policy
from the founding of the Republic in 1923 until 2000 in Chapter 2 to prepare the reader
with the literature on Turkey’s historical background. The Chapter 3 on theoretical
framework introduces the literature on foreign policy change, on domestic and
international level of analyses drawn from international relations theory, and on Turkish
foreign policy. In Chapter 4, the case study on the Middle East is presented. It examines
Turkish foreign policy in Iran, Iraq, Syria and Israel. The Chapter 5 presents the case
study on Eurasia. It analyzes Turkey’s foreign policy in Russia, Central Asia, and the
Caucasus. Finally, the Chapter 6 summarizes the results of the case studies, provides an

analysis of the dominant factors driving Turkish foreign policy in these regions, and
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draws policy implications for the West and for others that are trying to understand the
future direction of Turkey’s foreign policy. The implications also provide opportunities
for the West to influence Turkey’s foreign policy behavior and offer useful analysis to
ease our understanding of foreign policy behavior of other countries at similar levels of

development with similar level of influence.
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CHAPTER 2: HISTORY OF TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY (1923-2000)

2.1. The Early Republican Years Between Two World Wars (1923-1945)

The year 1923 marks the birth of the Turkish Republic from the remnants of the
Ottoman Empire. When the Ottomans came out of the First World War on the side of the
losers, the thirty-sixth and last of the Ottoman sultans Mehmet VI Vahdettin had to sign
but never ratified or implemented the infamous Treaty of Sevres in 1920, which
stipulated the following: Greece would receive the remaining portion of the Empire’s
European territory as well as [zmir and its hinterland in western Anatolia. Turks would
abandon all Arab lands. An independent Armenian republic in the east and an
autonomous Kurdish region in the southeast would be formed. France, Italy, and Britain
could carve out “spheres of influence” from the remaining Anatolian heartland.
Capitulations—the rights and privileges given to the Christians that were abolished
during the war—would be restored and the Straits would be demilitarized and placed
under international control. Turks were only allowed to keep a small part of desolate
central Anatolia, under various restrictions. The impact of the Sevres Treaty, known as
the “Sevres syndrome” haunted the Turkish memory for the coming years and even today
justifies some suspicions about the Western powers’ ambition to split up Turkey.

As the six-centuries-old empire that had led the Islamic world and controlled
much of the Black Sea and the eastern Mediterranean disintegrated, the Nationalists
organized around Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, the father of the Turks, refused to accept the
Sevres Treaty and fought the War of Independence to oust the foreigners from Anatolia

and overturn the terms of the treaty.'® The fierce national struggle for independence
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forced the Western Allies to accept the Ankara government led by Ataturk with the
signature of the Treaty of Lausanne, which recognized the territory and sovereignty of
Turkey. The Turkish Republic officially declared its independence on 29 October 1923.
The new Turkey was a small nation-state and a parliamentary democracy, founded not on
expansionist principles but on maintaining the existing status quo. It sought to break with
the Ottoman past and disown its legacy, but it also inherited an experienced bureaucracy
and an educated official class from the empire. This elite group of administrators, under
Ataturk’s guidance and within the one-party authoritarian regime led by the Republican
People’s Party (CHP), formed the foundation of Turkey’s modernizing elite. This elite
dominated the political scene and imposed radical changes from the top."” Ataturk twice
attempted to allow opposition, but when the new parties, including the Progressive
Republican Party founded in 1924, threatened his own authority, they were closed down.
The period between the end of WWI and WWII was marked by a realist foreign
policy. Even though Russia had become the archenemy of the Ottomans since the 17"
century because of Russia’s expansionist policies and the course of conflict over the past
four centuries—World War I was the last of the thirteen Russo-Turkish wars—which had
generated mutual distrust, relations with the Soviet Union were good during this period.
Russia supplied political and material support to Turkey and signed the Treaty of
Neutrality and Non-aggression of 1925 with Turkey. Turkey tried to maintain its
neutrality during the Second World War while remaining suspicious of the Soviets.*
Even though the Turks fought the Greeks, who had territorial claims on the Turkish lands
during its Independence War, they pursued détente with Greece and relations were

relatively stable during this period.
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Ataturk never accepted the idea of a “mandate” or a “protectorate,” but he was not
against alliances or making political and military agreements with other countries. He
played a leading role in the establishment of the Balkan Pact.*' While arguing for realism,
Ataturk denounced both pan-Islamism (unity of all Muslims) and pan-Turkism (unity of
all Turkic-origin peoples) as inappropriate goals. He tried to break away from the Islamic
past by abolishing the caliphate in 1923 and declaring Turkey a secular Republic. By
choosing a democratic system of government and dismissing the idea of an Islam-
protector nation, the new Turkish state wanted to build peaceful relations with western
Christian countries. Ataturk also spearheaded mandatory social reforms, forbidding the
fez, veil, and attires connected to Islam in favor of Western hats and suits, abolishing the
Islamic law, and adopting the Swiss civil code and the Italian penal code. He replaced the
Arabic script with Latin alphabet and launched a literacy campaign around the country.

For the next several decades, Turkey followed Ataturk’s advice, “peace at home,
peace abroad,” which advocates strengthening territorial integrity at home and avoiding
adventurism abroad. That led to a more isolationist policy. Because of foreign
interventions, privileges granted to foreigners, and the capitulations, the Ottoman Empire
to a large extent had lost its independence in its last years. Hence, after the War of
Independence, Ataturk’s main concern in the country’s foreign policy was complete
independence by which he meant “complete economic, financial, judicial, military,

cultural independence and freedom in all matters.”*

He wanted to preserve the national
territory encompassed by the armistice line of 1918 and to renounce any other territorial

claims. Satisfied with its new borders and territory settled by the Treaty of Lausanne,

Turkey did not want military adventurism. Turkey also ensured peace with the Western
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powers by renouncing its claims on Mosul and Western Thrace.

While strictly guarding its independence, Turkey gradually tried to reestablish its
links to the Western world and become a part of the Western civilization, which Ataturk
believed was superior.>> Despite the fact that Turkey had fought against the western
powers during the First World War and the War of Independence, it adopted a Western
orientation and the secular western culture. A prominent Turkey scholar, Mustafa Aydin
argued that the western modernization began after a series of Ottoman defeats at the
hands of the western powers and that most Ottoman and Turkish modernizers did agree
upon one basic assumption that “there is no second civilization; civilization means
European civilization and it must be imported with both its roses and thorns.**”

The Kemalist principles naturally guided Turkey’s western orientation in foreign
policy. His ideological guidance, derived from his political principles—Republicanism,
Nationalism, Secularism, Populism, Statism, and Reformism—were written into the
Constitution in 1937. Republicanism represents popular sovereignty, freedom and
equality before the law and constituted a doctrinal barrier against a return to the Sultanate
and the Caliphate. Nationalism constitutes the meaning of Turkish-nation state in place of
Ottomanist or Pan-Turanist ambitions. Ataturk had the task of introducing people who
were attached to a religion or a dynasty to the idea of nationhood. He realistically chose
to base Turkish nationalism on a common citizenship instead of “ethnicity.” Secularism
is more than the separation of religion and the state; it is the embrace of democracy over
theocracy, covering all aspects of political, social and cultural life. Populism holds up the
equality of citizens and denies the existence of social classes in Turkish society. Statism

forms the basis of Turkey