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ABSTRACT

The object of this study is to evaluate Turkish foreign policy towards Israel in the aftermath of
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks under the light of changing international and regional
dynamics after the September 11, 2001.

The study begins with an evaluation of Turkish foreign policy towards Israel during the Cold
War era. It goes on to examine Turkey’s stance towards Israel in the post cold war era in
terms of interests, threats, limitations and policy instruments. The study concludes with an
examination of these limitations in the relationship and an analysis about the comparison
between the foreign policies of Turkey and Israel in terms of interests, threats and policies (or
responses) particularly from the Turkish perspective in pre and post September 11 2001 eras

in world politics.

In conclusion, the result of the study shows that The Turkish-Israeli entente arose from mutual
interests, but it has also depended on quiet encouragement from the United States. The new
realities created by the Iraq war have changed the geo strategic chessboard of the Middle East.
If the U.S. government assigns a role to the Turkish-Israeli relationship in the post-Saddam
Middle East, it will flourish. If not, limitations enumerated here may well gain salience, and

the future of the Turkish-Israeli entente will become one more Middle Eastern uncertainty.

iii



GENEL BILGI

Isim ve Soyadi : O. Gokge Baykal

Anabilim Dal1 : Siyaset Bilimi ve Uluslararas: Iligkiler

Bilim Dali : Uluslararas: Iliskiler

Tez Danigmant : Prof. Dr. Mahmut Bali Aykan

Tez Tiirti ve Tarihi : Yiiksek Lisans- Eylil, 2004

Anahtar Kelimeler : Tiirkiye-Israil iligkileri, Tiirk Dis Politikast
OZET

Calismanmin amact 11 Eyliil sonrasi dénemde degigsmekte olan uluslararasi ve bolgesel
dinamiklerin 15181 altinda Tiirkiye’nin Israil’e kars: dig polikasini degerlendirmektir.

Calisma Tiirkiye’nin Israil’e kargi Soguk savag dénemi dig politikasinin parametrelerini
inceleyerek baslamakta ve devaminda Soguk savas sonrasi donemde Tiirkiyenin Israil’e karg
dis politikas: ortak g¢ikarlar, tehdit algilamalari, limitler ve politika araglar1 g6z Onilinde
bulundurularak degerlendirilmektedir. Caligmanin ilerleyen bélimlerinde 11 Eylil’tin
Amerikan dig politikasinda ve Tiirkiye dis politikasinda yarattigi etkilere deginilerek esas
olarak hangi etkilerin Tiirk dig politikasinda devamlilik ve degigkenlik kaydettigi g6z niine
alinarak bu degisim ve devamlilik noktalarinin Tiirkiye-Israil iliskilerine nasil yansidig
tartisilmaktadir. 11 Eyliil sonras: dénemde devamlilik gdsteren limitlerin incelenmesiyle ve
11 eyliil 6ncesi ve sonrast Tirkiye’nin ve Israil’in ¢ikarlar, tehdit algilamalari ve bu
tehditlere kargihik veren politika araglar1 dikkate almarak 6zellikle Tiirkiye perspektifli olarak
bu iki dénemin kargilagtirmalt analizi yapilarak ¢aligma sonlandirilmaktadir.

Caligmanin sonucu gostermektedir ki Tiirkiye ve Israil iliskileri ortak ¢ikarlardan giig
kazanmaktadir ayrica ABD’den de kayda deger bir destek almaktadir. Irak savagt sonrasinda
ortaya ¢ikan yeni realiteler Orta Dogu’nun jeostratejik satrang tahtasinda birtakim
degisikliklere sebep olmaktadir. Eger Saddam sonrasi Orat Dogu’da ABD hiikiimeti Tiirkiye-
Israil alt giivenlik birimine bélgede yeni bir rol bigerse, ikili iligkiler gelisir. Yeni bir rol
vermedigi taktirde iliskiyi simrlandiran faktorler gegerlilik kazanir ve Tiirkiye-Israil stratejik
ortaklif1 da Orta Dogu’nun yeni bir belirsizlik alan1 olur.
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INTRODUCTION

September 11th, 2001 has become the date most frequently used by the media,
diplomats, politicians and academicians across the world both when discussing current affairs
and trying to predict what the future holds. It was on this day the world went through a
massive political sea-change. Within ten days of the attacks on the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon, in his speech to Congress, President George W. Bush procla'uﬁed: “Our war on
terror begins with Al-Qaeda, but it doesn’t end there. It will not end until every terrorist group
of global reach has been found, 'stopped and defeated.” With these words, the United States

began a war on terrorism, at least terrorism as it conceives.

Soon after the attacks, the United States, having secured the backing of international
coalition, launched a multidimensional campaign with the aim of disrupting Al-Qaeda and
dissuading the so-called “rogue states” from further support of international terrorism. The
Middle East, always a touchstone for political violence, emerged as a region that could
possibly be the area and mostly affected by the September 11 attacks and the developments

following it.

In this new context, the strategic imperatives mentioned in the National Security
Strategy of the USA, September 2002, under the heading of “Strengthen Alliances to Defeat
Global Terrorism”™ here made clear: “supporting moderate and modern government,
especially in Muslim world, to ensure that the conditions and ideologies that promote
terrorism do not find fertile ground in any nation.” Thus, it is not surprising that Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs Marc Grossman told the American Turkish Council in
Washington, on March 19, 2002 that “Turkey has been a steadfast partner in the War on
Terrorism since September 11, 2001.” He also mentioned that “As a model for those
countries, Turkey with an Islamic heritage, modern, secular, democratic, and true to their faith
simultaneously.” The US desire to support moderate voices in the Muslim world has certainly

reinforced Turkey’s strategic importance in Washington’s eyes.

As a regional power, Turkey will be very much affected by the possible influences of
September 11 in the region just as the September 11 attacks marked a new turning point for
Ankara. Once again, Turkey has become important for the West, though for an entirely new



set of reasons extending beyond security considerations. Assuming that Turkey is successful
in making a transition from a partial to a genuine democracy, it will have a significantly
stronger claim to be a model of multiculturalism and stability for the Islamic world. Thus, in
this new environment, where Turkey has further developed its close cooperation with the US,
close relations with Israel have also been forged. For Israel and Turkey, this new focus
provides a good opportunity to expand their strategic dialogue. It is thus not surprising that, in
the aftermath of September 11, Israeli and Turkish officials were quick to confirm their
cooperation with the United States in the war on terrorism. Both countries, threatened by
radical Islam and other forms of regional terrorism, seek recognition as crucial partners in
Washington’s anti-terror coalition. As Foreign Minister Ismail Cem remarked on a visit to
Israel, “Ankara and Tel Aviv are at the forefront of that coalition which is fighting terrorism
and there is no question about it.”! After the terrorist attacks of September 11, former deputy
chief of staff Cevik Bir listed the advantages of close cooperation between Turkey and Israel
in fields ranging from deterrence to diplomacy. He urged United States to invest more on this
relationship, which could “develop as the pillar of wider security architecture for the Middle

East with the object of keeping theocratic extremism and martial despotism in check.”

The aim of this study is therefore to analyze Turkish foreign policy towards Israel in
the aftermath of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks. There are important reasons for
choosing this issue as a topic of this study. One is that there is of yet no research focusing on
the evolution of Ankara’s stance towards Israel in the aftermath of terrorist attacks. Another is
to examine continuing and changing parameters of Turkish foreign policy towards Israel in
the light of changing regional and international dynamics following the terrorist attacks of

September 11, 2001.

This study is basically made up of three parts. In the first part the historical
background of the Turkish-Israeli bilateral relationship has been examined from the
foundation of the Israeli state to the end of the Cold War era. This part has mainly aimed to
analyze the relationship under Turkey’s regional politics during the Cold War. The Turkish
foreign policy towards Israel from 1948 to 1990 is analyzed by dividing this period into three

' The Wall Street Journal Europe, Jan.23, 2002.
? Cevik Bir and Martin Sherman, “Formula for Stability: Turkey plus Israel,” Middle East Quarterly, Fall 2002,

p-31.



different periods. In the first period, which covers the years from 1948 to 1964, Turkey’s
Middle East politics and its relations with Israel can be viewed as an extension of Turkey’s
pro-western policy. In the second period, from 1960 to 1980, Turkish foreign policy towards
Israel was conditioned first by the deterioration of the Turkish relations with West caused by
the Cyprus dispute and second by improved commercial opportunities in the Arab countries.
This paved way to generate rapprochement with the Arab countries but not at the expense of
rupturing relations with Israel. In the third period, Turkey’s policy had been guided by two
basic intercepts. The first one was maintaining diplomatic relations with Israel, the second
was that Arab political and economic support was needed.

The second part of this study analyzes Turkish foreign policy towards Israel during the
1990s under the changing dynamics of international and regional environment. The decline of
Soviet influence in the area had a destabilizing effect that contributed to the outbreak of Gulf
War, which itself gave impetus to the Arab-Israeli peace process and the signing of the
September 13, 1993 Declaration of Principles between Palestinians and Israelis, These three
events and their results became the most important factors that shaped Turkish Middle East
Policy and Turkey’s policy towards Israel during 1990s. This part begins with the
examination of Turkey’s policy towards Middle East in the light of these new environment
and security considerations.

Turkey’s foreign policy towards Israel during the mid-90s of the post-cold war era is
broken down into two different periods. The first period, follows a period of moderation that
begins with the initiation of the Arab-Israeli Peace Process in 1991, which removed the last
barrier towards the betterment of relations between Turkey and Israel. This period ends with
Hikmet Cetin’s visit to Israel and the signing of the Memorandum on Mutual Understanding,
which was the first disclosed written document. between the two states. The second period of
the rapprochement period underlines the importance of an official visit by Israeli president
Weizmann to Turkey and Ciller’s visit to Israel, which was a sign of the chancing “nature” of
relations between two countries. 'I“urkey’s policy towards Israel during 90s is discussed in its
various facets; bilateral top visits, agreements, and Turkey’s considerations and expectations
regarding to the relationship. The improvement of the relationship in dxﬁ’ereut areas is closely
examined by considering the many top level visits and agreements in chronological order.



These close relations between Israel and Turkey reached its peak with the “Military
Cooperation and Training Agreement” which was signed on 23 February 1996. Specifically,
the military agreement generated a great deal of important criticism against Turkey and Israel,
and caused great concern and even alarm among many Arab countries. These reactions and

the regional effects of the alignment are the focus of this section.

While explaining the security considerations of the Turkish policy toward Israel is the
primary focus, the domestic political developments also need to be explained. Turkey’s
domestic politics, especially policies of Refahyol and Anasol-D governments are important
areas to be discussed. As the Turkish-Israeli relationship reached its highest point, there was a
serious crisis in Turkish politics because of the tension between Islamic Refah Party led
coalition government and the secular parts of the society, especially the military. This tension
also reflected the increasingly dominant role of the military in Turkish foreign policy during
1990s. The “Reliant Mermaid” military exercise which displayed the strength of Turkish-
Israeli relations and the escalation of the October 1998 crisis in which Turkish relations with
Syria deteriorated is examined in the section ‘on the Anasol-D government policy towards
Israel. Finally, the second chapter concludes with an analysis of Turkish foreign policy
toward Israel in the post cold war era.

The last chapter of the study consists of four sections. The first section begins with the
implications of September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks in the world. While acknowledging the
new phases of world politics brought to light by the terrorist attacks, their impact is evaluated
in the light of developments preceding them, dating back to the end of the cold war when the
new world order started taking shape. The structure of the international system after cold war
era is examined and the features of the international system are explicated. Special emphasis
was put on the position of the US and the post-cold war context of US foreign policy in the
Middle East. Here it is pointed out that US policy towards the Middle East before the
September 11 attacks was in deep crisis. The two pillars of the US’ post-Gulf War Middle
East policy, namely the Arab-Isracli peace process and the dual containment of Traq and Iran
was facing formidable challenges even before the attacks. A comparative analysis of the
policies of Clinton administration with the policies of President George W. Bush’s

administration is considered here.



The secondlpan of the last chapter begins with the question of the true impact of
September 11 on American foreign policy as the “war against international terrorism” made
clear references to the Middle East; the question becomes how September 11 has been
reflected in US policy towards the region. This question is essential in order to comprehend
how September 11 is reflected in U.S’ policy towards the Middle East region and how
Tuﬂdsh—lsrael relations have evolved within this context. The United States’ foreign policy is
examined in accordance with the National Security Strategy that was declared on September
17, 2001.

The third part of the last chapter underlines the question of what are the implications
of 'September 11 on Turkish foreign policy. Turkish foreign policy was among policies of
countries that were affected by the terrorist attacks which brought the eyes of the world, the
seriousness of the threat of terrorism. The first effect which September 11 contributed to
Turkey’s policy was growing international acceptance of the Turkish approach to the fight
against terrorism. The second development regarding Turkey's growing strategic importance
was the increasing reference to Turkey as a “model country” for the Islamic world: The last
development regarding Turkish foreign policy in the aftermath of September 11, 2001
terrorist attacks, is the “Greater Middle East Initiative”. Following wars with Afghanistan and
Iraq, the United States has called for the democratization of the Middle East to tackle the
region’s many problems under the Greater Middle East Initiative. The response of Ankara to

this project is discussed in detail.

In the light of the implications of the September 11 terrorist attacks on Turkish
foreign policy, Ankara’s stance towards Israel is analyzed in the fourth part of the last chapter.
The event of September 11, 2001 is a critical date for both of the countries. Mutual interests
have driven the relation between Turkey and Israel. They are both democracies, they have
shared interests in regional stability, and they are oriented toward the west. They continue
their cooperation on the issue of terrorism has further increased in the aftermath of September
11, 2001. However, there are number of potential obstacles on the path ahead for Turkey and
Israel. It’s important to analyze Turkish foreign policy behavior towards Israel under these
potential limits and to explore whether or not these limits would affect the Ankara’s foreign
policy towards Tel-Aviv. These obstructions to better relations include, in descending order of



importance; Arab-Israel conflict and Middle East Peace Process, political Islam in Turkey,
disagreements over Kurdish aspirations especially after the fall of Saddam regime in Iraq,
criticism over Manavgat Water Project and lastly the desire of Israeli public to recognize the

Armenian genocide as a fact.

The last chapter concludes with an examination of these limitations in the relationship
and an analysis about the comparison between the foreign policies of Turkey and Israel in
terms of interests, threats and policies (or responses) particularly from the Turkish perspective
in pre and post September 11 2001 eras in world politics.



CHAPTER1

TURKEY’S FOREIGN POLICY TOWARDS ISRAEL DURING THE
COLD WAR ERA

1.1 From the Establishment of Israel to 1960

The structure of power in an international system expands or narrows the range of
foreign policy options. During the Cold War, most small states faced strong pressure to
become compliant alliance partners of the major powers. They ultimately choose to exchange

a certain amount of autonomy for the sake of security.’

Despite commonalities such as a pro-Western foreign policy orientation,
commitments to democratic rule and common ecopomic interests, relations between Turkey
and Israel fluctuated during the Cold War period. These fluctuations reflect the different
phases through which Turkish foreign policy has moved since the end of the Second World
War., Perhaps the basic characteristic of the Cold War period is the changing Turkish
perception of relations with Israel in the light of the Arab-Israel conflict.

Formal relations between Turkey and Israel started with the recognition of Israel in
1949. These facts show noticeable continuity in Turkey’s support of the Arab position on the
Palestinian issue. Although Turkey was the first Muslim state that recognized the Israel, and
in spite of the Arab opposition, it has never abandons what it has seen as its traditional

balance policy in the Israel-Palestinian conflict.

As Mahmut Bali Aykan notes the decision to recognize Israel was partly made
because Turkey wanted to avoid antagonizing the Jewish lobby in United States, which could
have endangered American aid to Turkey.* According to Nachmani, Ankara was worried that

Israel might become a Soviet-supported state. Soviet support for the Zionist enterprise

3K.J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysis, (New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1995), p. 252.

* Aptitlahat Aksin, Atatiirk 'tin Dig Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi(Atatiirk’s Foreign Policy Principles and
Diplomacy), (Istanbul: Inkilap ve Aka Kitapevleri,1966)p. 93-4, quoted in Mahmut Bali Aykan, Turkey's Role in
the Organization of the Islamic Conference:1960-1992, (New York: Vantage Press, 1994).



exacerbated Turkey’s security concerns and accelerated Turkey’s recognition decision.’

According to Yavuz, the military strength that was demonstrated by Israel during the 1948

war also influenced Ankara’s decision either.®

After the 1948 Arab-Israel war, Turkey voted along with the West against the Arab
camp by supporting the December 11, 1948 UN Resolution calling for a Palestine
reconciliation Committee to find a workable settlement between Israel and Arabs. The
resolution covered most of the controversial issues such as the status of Jerusalem and the
resettlement of Palestinian refugees. Arab countries criticized Turkey at the time for playing a

role in providing framework in which the state of Israel could exist.

According to the political philosophy of the neo realist school, the characteristics
of the international system determine the limits of the state’s foreign policy, as well as state’s
own possibilities and its own national power. Therefore, the structure of the international
system and the relative position of the state in distribution of powers should be known before
discussing the foreign policy of a state.” Using this perspective a change in government
changed Turkish foreign policy in no way. The Soviet political and military threat to Turkey
was perceived by both the government of Ismet Inonu and Democrat Party government that
came after it. All foreign policy decisions were evaluated in the face of the Soviet threat.
Consequently, Turkey regarded its Middle East policy as an extension of its pro-Western
policy, the main aim of which was to create a defense system against the Soviet Union and
communism. For this reason Ankara approved and put great effort on Western-oriented
defense system in order to protect itself from Soviet threat. One of these initiatives has the
Baghdad Pact. According to Article 5 of the Pact, the membership was open to the members
of the Arab Union and countries who share a common hope for stability in the region. More
specifically, one passage emphasizing that articles relating to military assistance in times of

crisis were valid for the Palestinian problem.® This passage also pointed out the limited nature

5 Amikam Nachmani, Israel, Turkey and Greece: Uneasy Relations in the Eastern Mediterranean, (London:
Frank Cass, 1987), p.50.

¢ Hakan M. Yavuz, “Turkey’s Relations with Israel”, Foreign Policy, Vol.5, No.3-4, 1991, p.46.

7 Kenneth Waltz, “ The Emergining Structure of International Politics”, International Security, Vol.18(2),
Winter 1993, p.46-7.

8 Amikam Nachmani, Israel, Turkey, and Greece: Uneasy Relations in the East Mediterranean, p. 51-4 see also
for the full text of the declaration: Ismail Soysal, Tiirkiye ‘nin Uluslararasi Siyasal Bagitlar: Cilt 2(1945-1990)
Kesim A (Cok tarafli Bagitlar) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991) 5.499.



of Turkey’s ties with Israel. This increased Israel’s anxieties. In order to overcome Israel’s
anxieties, the Democrat Party government stated that Baghdad Pact wouldn’t affect bilateral
relations.’ The Middle Eastern members of the Pact were Turkey, Iraq, Iran and Pakistan.
Arab countries, especially Egypt and Syria evaluated the Baghdad Pact as a “new

imperialistic” tactics of the West.

The Suez Crisis in 1956 marked some changes in Turkish foreign policy towards
Israel. During the crisis Turkey condemned Israel as the greatest threat to peace and stability
in the Middle East and withdrew its ambassador. According to Aykan it was a gesture to
demonstrate its goodwill to Arabs and to avoid being seen as a puppet of the West rather than
an act against Israel.!” During the War, Egypt accused Iraq of collaborating with Isracl by way
of the Baghdad Pact. This put pressure on Turkey and on 26 November 1956, Turkey recalled
its ambassador from Tel Aviv. However, Turkey informed the Israeli government it was a
necessary action and shouldn’t be interpreted as a hostile act against Israel.'! This incident
was only one of many similar. Turkey has performed in a similar manner, thus illustrating the

overwhelming influence of regional environment on the Turkish foreign policy towards Israel.

The developments in the late 1950s of threats such as the Soviet backed Nasserist
regime, the Syrian Crisis of 1957, the fall of the pro-Western Hashemite regime of Iraq in
1958, and the failure of the Baghdad Pact pushed the two countries into cooperation. 2
Following Iraqi withdrawal in 1959 the Baghdad Pact disintegrated. The failure of Turkey to
establish a regional defense system created a marked eagerness on Turkey’s part to develop

its ties with the Israel.

During the 1950s, Turkey closely followed changes in the international and regional

environment. Thus, with the emergence of the US as the leading power in the Middle East

® Aysegill Sever, Soguk Savag Kugatmasinda Tirkiye, Bati ve Ortadogu 1945-1958, (Istanbul: Boyut, 1997),

.129.
?" Mahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.93.

1 {akan M. Yavuz, “Turkey’s Relations with Israel”, p.47.
12 Alon Liel, Turkey in the Middle East: Oil, Islam and Politics, (Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2001),
p-203.



instead of Britain after Britain’s “last roar”® during the Suez Crisis, Ankara moved its sight

from London to Washington which indirectly enhanced the value of Israel. **

The summer of 1958 found Israel and Turkey concluding agreements for cooperation
in the diplomatic, military and intelligence spheres, as well as in commerce.”> For Israel,
which was constrained by the Arab boycott, Turkey constituted a vital alternative source for
various commodities such as agricultural products like wheat.'® The agreement was concluded
in a secret meeting between the Israel and Turkish Prime Ministers. The Turkish side wanted
to keep this meeting secret as it would harm relations between Arab countries and Turkey if it
became public. However, the secrecy made Israel uncomfortable. David Ben Gurion said:
“Turks have always treated us as one treats a mistress, and not as a partner in an openly

avowed marriage.”"’

Until this agreement Turkey’s policy towards Israel depended on the relations with
the Arab countries. This soon changed the gap between the Arab countries and Turkey grew
as Ankara’s pro-western policies such as supporting the Eisenhower Doctrine of 1957,
granting permission to the United States to use its NATO base during the Lebanon Crisis of
1958, and Ankara’s aggressive policy towards Syria in 1957 and Iraq in 1958."® During the
50s, Turkey became the leading regional force in the implementation of the American
northern tier concept. This northern tier concept focused on the containment of Soviet

influence in the Middle East through the alliance system."

13 Avi Shlaim, War and Peace in the Middle East, (New York: Penguin Books Ltd, 1994), p.30.
14 Amikam Nachmani, Israel, Turkey and Greece: Uneasy Relations in the Eastern Mediterranean, p.50.

1 Gencer Ozcan, “Tiirkiye-Israil ligkileri 50. Yilina Girerken”, Turk Dig Politikasinin Analizi, in ed. Faruk
Sonmezoglu ( Istanbul: Der Yaymlari, 1998), p. 162.

16 George Gruen, “Dynamic Progress in Turkish-Israel Relations”, Israel Affairs, Vol.1, No.4, Summer 1995,

A5,
F’ George Gruen, “Turkey and Middle East After Oslo I” in The Middle East and the Peace Process: The Impact
o{ Oslo Accords, in ed. Robert Freedman, (Florida;University Press of Florida, 1998), pp.172-3.
BMahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.93.
¥ Dietrich Jung, with Wolfango Piccoli, “Encircled by Enemies? Turkey’s Foreign Policy and its Middle Eastern
Neighbors”, in Turkey At the Crossroads: Ottoman legacies and a Greater Middle East, (London: New York:

Zed Books, 2001) pp.137-8.
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1.2 Multidimensional Foreign Policy (1960-1980)

A decreasing Soviet threat, rising tensions with Greece and the worsening political,
economical, domestic conditions that triggered a military coup in 1960 characterized the
political environment of 1960s. Ankara rearranged several aspects of its foreign policy with
its new leaders after the military coup. The appearance of suspicion towards the West was
accompanied by deteriorating economic conditions. Though following the lack of US
economic aid resulted in rapprochement with Arabs but not at the expense of harming

relations with Israel.?

Two events caused the emergence of suspicions toward the USA; firstly, the
withdrawal of Jupiter missiles from Turkey in the aftermath of Cuban missile crisis and
secondly, the conflict in Cyprus. While Ankara sought support among its allies for Turkish
military intervention, the United States maintained a policy of staying aloof from the problem.
This unwillingness was clearly seen in the letter from President Johnson in 1964. This letter
cautioned Ankara that “if Turkish action on Cyprus would lead to a Soviet attack, NATO
wasn’t obliged to defend Turkey.”?! In response to feelings of abandonment, Turkey chose to
normalize its relations with the Arab world in a response. However, this wasn’t a radical
turning point in Turkey’s pro-western foreign and security policies. It only paved the way for
a general rapprochement in relations. A major aim in Turkey’s foreign policy was to break out
of its diplomatic isolation and to gain international support for a solution to the Cyprus
problem that would protect the rights of that island’s Turkish population. In order to
accomplish this, Turkey had to seek better relations with the growing numbers of Third
World, but especially its immediate neighbors in the Middle East.?? In this new policy line,
Turkey would neither initiate any pact nor join in divisive political pacts. The difference in
attitude of Turkey towards Arab countries displayed itself in reestablished diplomatic ties

with these countries and mutual high level visits.”

20 1bid, p.139.

2 Bilge Criss and Pinar Bilgin, “Turkish Foreign Policy Toward The Middle East”, Middle East Review of
International Affairs, Vol.1, No.1, January 1997, p.6.

2 Michael Bishku, “Turkey and Its Middle Eastern Neigbours Since 1945”, Journal of South Asian and Middle
Eastern Studies, Vol.15, No.3, Spring 1992, p.13.

2 Mahmut Bali Aykan, Turkey's Role in the Organization of the Islamic Conference: 1960-1992, p. 57.
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Because of these policy changes, Turkey didn’t allow the US to use their military
base in Incirlik during the Arab-Israeli war in 1967. This new policy didn’t mean that there
was a shift toward the Arab states at the expense of Turkey’s connections with the West,
rather it was an extension of Turkey’s balance policy towards the Israel and Palestinian and

the chancing nature of its relations to the United States.

This new policy was put in the effect during the 1960s. As Mahmut Bali Aykan
points out, this new policy was the Turkish position before, during and in aftermath of the
1967 War. Following the 1967 War, Turkey voted for UN Security Council Resolution 242
which required the withdrawal of Israeli forces from the areas that they occupied during the

war. 2

However, Turkey was extremely careful not to use unpleasant rhetoric against Israel
and it refrained from condemning Israel as an “aggressor” but on the other hand, it advocated
Israel’s withdrawal to the position it had held prior to 1967 War.® The Turkish government
regarded Rabat Conference as a political forum rather than Islamic solidarity arena and
remained neutral in many issues. Turkey was able to act as a balancing factor between
opposing camps. For example, at the Rabat Conference, Turkey opposed a resolution that
called for all the participants to break diplomatic ties with Israel.?® Turkey maintained its
balanced foreign policy and refrained from doing anything that could be seen as a deviation

from its traditional principles.

In the beginning of the 70s, because of sharp increases in oil prices in the wake of
1973 War, Turkey’s economic indicators declined. The oil crisis coincided with the decision

of European states to freeze the recruitment of foreign guest workers. In this situation, Arab
states therefore provided a new field for Turkish labor migration. This situation pushed

Turkey to reorient the economic aspects of its foreign policy.”’

24 thsan Giirkan, “Turkish-Israeli Relations and the Middle East Peace Process”, Turkish Review of Middle
Eastern Studies, No.7, 1993, p. 104,

%5 Mahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.95.
26 Ramazan Gozen, “Patterns in Turkish Foreign Policy Behavior Towards the Middle East”, Foreign
Policy(Ankara), Vol.19, No.1-2, 1995, p.75.

27 Dietrich Jung with Wolfango Piccoli, “Encircled by Enemies? Turkey’s Foreign Policy and its Middle Eastern
Neighbors™, p.140.
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In 1969, Turkey joined the Islamic Conference Organization as an observer, hoping
that it could convince members support it on the Cyprus issue. Ankara also needed diplomatic
support following the military operation in Cyprus in 1974 and tried to improve its economic
relations with the Arab states because of the US arms embargo on Turkey. These movements
crystallized in a multidimensional foreign policy with three major policy modifications. First,
Turkey began to play active role in the OIC. Secondly, the economic ties with the Arab
countries were strengthened. Lastly, the Ankara government adopted increasingly critical
stance towards Israel. This critical stance was displayed during the fourth Arab-Israel war in
1973, when Turkey didn’t allow US to use military bases in Incirlik, but they permitted the

Soviet Union to use its airspace for supplying aid to Arab states.?®

Although Western countries voted against UN proposals after the 1973 War, Turkey
supported all the Arab resolutions proposed at the UN General Assembly, including the
November 1975 Resolution which qualified Zionism as racism.?® This attitude verified the tilt
in Turkish foreign policy towards the Arab cause, a position which had been developing since

the early 1970s.

In 1974 two developments gave evidence of the state of bilateral relations between
PLO and Turkey. The first was the meeting between PLO’s Faruk Kaddami, who was
chairman of the PLO Politics Bureau, and Turkish Foreign Minister Giines. This meeting was
unique in that it was the first official meeting between the parties. It was a clear sign that
Turkey saw the PLO as “unquestionably the sole legitimate representative of the Arab people
of Palestine”, Turkey was not following the US in this regard as it. The US did not yet
recognize the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) as the legitimate representative of
Palestinians. The second important development is that, Turkey was one of the countries that
voted in favor of proposal put forward in the UN General Assembly that mentioned, for the
230

first time, “the right of the people of Palestinian to national independence and sovereignty.

This marked a real beginning of Turkey’s active support for the Palestinian cause.

The shift in Turkish foreign policy was still reactive, however, and by no means a

change from its generally Western direction. The attempt to improve Turkish-Arab relations

2 Biilent Aras, Filistin-Israil Baris Sireci ve Tiirkiye, (Istanbul:Baglam Yayinlari,1997), p.137.
2 thsan Giirkan, “Turkish-Israeli Relations and Middle Eastern Peace Process”, p.113.
%Nahmut Bali Aykan, Turkey’s Role in the Organization of the Islamic Conference: 1960-1992,p.76-717.
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was a necessary adjustment to the rapidly changing international, regional and domestic

environments.>!

In contrast to the Turkey’s support of the PLO in the UN General Assembly’s
proposals, relations between Ankara and PLO were actually not as close as they seemed.
Turkish militants were receiving army training in PLO camps. In addition to these reasons,

PLO had always supported Greece in the issue of Cyprus.*>

As Holsti points out, the nature of the domestic political context constitutes the
environments in which foreign policy purposes and actions are formulated.?® In that sense, the
policies of the “National Front Governments”, was important in analyzing Turkish foreign

policy between April 1975 and January 1978.

National Front governments were in power from April 1975 to January 1978. and
the National Salvation Party, with its leader Necmettin Erbakan, was one of the coalition
partner in both the first and the second National Front Governments. Erbakan’s views were in
contrast to other coalition partners. He held that Turkey should turn its back on West and
cooperate much more closely with Muslim countries on a wide range of issues.>* Although
National Front coalition government was led by the Justice Party, NSP’s influence was clearly
seen in decisions such as approving the charter of the Organization of the Islamic Conference

and permitting the PLO to open an office in Ankara in October 1979.%°

This decision strained relations between Turkey and Israel. But with the beginning of
rapprochement process between Egypt and Israel, the signing of the Camp David records in
1978, and the signing of the Egypt-Israel peace treaty in 1979 the strained relations softened.
In addition, the head of the PLO office would have the rank of charge d’affairs, the same as

31 Dietrich Jung,with Wolfango Piccoli “Encircled by Enemies? Turkey’s Foreign Policy and its Middle Eastern
Neighbors”, p.141.

32 Mahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.98.
3 R_J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysis, p.255.

3 The interview with Prof. Erbakan made by Cumhuriyet, 2 August 1979, p.6, qouted from Mahmut Bali Aykan,
“The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.98.

35 Turkish declaration in Milliyet, 11 May 1976, p.7. quoted from Mahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian

Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.99.
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Israel had for their diplomatic core in Ankara.*® This was yet another example of Turkey’s

balanced policy towards Israel and Palestinian even when it seemed that a tilt had occurred.

1.3 Regional Politics (1980-1990)

The last years of the 1970s witnessed two important developments which have had a
lasting impact on Middle East. These were the emergence of a revisionist regime in Iran, and
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.’” During this period, Turkey’s Middle Eastern policy was
guided by two basic policy directions. The first was maintaining relations with Israel and the
second was to maintain needed Arab political and economic support. These two conflicting
dimensions have forced Turkey to use different means and policies. In that sense, Turkish-
Israeli relationship was one factor that gave Turkey room to maneuver vis-a-vis the Arab

states.

However, Turkey’s pro-Arab inclination seemed to continue throughout the first half
of the 80s, Turkish officials periodically declared that peace in the Middle East required
Israeli withdrawal from the territories they had occupied since 1967 and recognition of PLO
as the “sole legitimate representative of the Arab people of Palestine”. Interestingly, Turkey
still had not recognized the organization officially. When Turkey announced for the first time
that permission would be given to the PLO to establish an office in Ankara, the Islamic
Conference in turn gave observer status to the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus and adopted
resolution calling for equal status for Turkish Cypriots along with Greek Cypriots in

international forums.*®

There were several reasons for the delay in the opening of the PLO office in Ankara.
The first reason was the government awareness that Kurdish separatists were being trained in
PLO camps. The PLO link with the terrorist groups was the main reason Turkey abstained
from the UN resolution that accuse the Israel of creating a “genocide” during the 1982

$Mahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.100.
37 Kemal Kiris¢i, “The End of Cold War and Changes in Turkish Foreign Policy Behavior”, Foreign Policy,

Vol.17, No.3-4, 1993, p.8-9.
38 Seyfi Tashan, “Contemporary Turkish Policies in the Middle East: Prospects and Constrains”, Middle East

Review, Vol.17, No.3, Spring 1985, p. 16.
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invasion of Lebanon.*® Secondly, the PLO also supported Greek Cypriot position that Turkish
troops had no right to be on Cyprus and should be withdrawn at once.

Because of these reasons the opening of the PLO office in Ankara wasn’t enough to
end the troubles between Turkey and PLO. Turkey therefore decided that the head of the PL.O
office in Ankara would have the rank of charge d’affairs, as the same rank as the Israeli
representative had in Ankara.

In regard to relations with Israel, on 28 August 1980, responding to the decision of
Israel Knesset to declare that “Jerusalem is the united and permanent capital of Israel” ,
Ankara announced the closure of the Turkish Consulate general in Jerusalem in August
1980.%° After announcement of Ankara, 15 ambassadors from Muslim countries visited Prime
Minister Siileyman Demirel in Ankara to thank him personally for the government’s
decision.” A further step was taken by the military regime that replaced the civilian
government in September 1980. Ankara announced that they formally downgraded diplomatic
relations with Israel to second secretary level. It is commonly argued that Turkey took this
second step after Saudi Arabia offered to provide Ankara $250 million loan and to expand

bilateral trade if such an action was taken.*

It seems that this decision was an attempt to gain internal and external credibility
with the Arab world, as well as to compensate for budgetary needs. Because of the severe
economic crisis and need for oil for the coming winter the Turkish government felt it had
been forced to do so. In January 1984 President Kenan Evren decided to attend to the fourth
Islamic Summit in Casablanca. This was the first time that Turkish delegation had been led by
its President and was evaluated as departure from Turkey’s principals of Westernization by
Western press. In fact this was not so though President Evren’s speech called for Arab states

to unite around an effective counterstrategy to oppose Israel’s policy in the Middle East.®?

%*Hakan M. Yavuz, “Turkey’s Relations with Israel”, p.49.

0 ibid, p.160.

*l Resat Arim, “Tiirkiye ve Kudits Sorunu” in ed. Altunigik, Meliha Benli, Tirkive ve Ortadogu: Tarih, Kimlik
ve Givenlik.(Istanbul: Boyut Yayincilik, 1999), p.161.

2 Alon Liel, Turkey in the Middle East: Oil, Islam, and politics, p.210.

“Mahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”,
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However this pro-Arab policy was temporary and the change in Turkish foreign
policy was conditional. The first reason was the failure of Arab countries and the PLO to
support Turkey’s Cyprus policy. Secondly, Ankara was frustrated at the lack of Arab support
for the Turkish minorities in Bulgaria who were being oppressed by that government’s policy
of forced assimilation.** As a response to emerging problems with the Arab world, on the
other hand, the relations between Turkey and Israel started to improve in the mid 1980s. One
demonstration of this Turkey abstained from voting on the UN resolution condemning Israel’s
annexation of the Syrian Golan Heights.*® In fact, according to the Arab point of view, this
was a clear indication of Turkey’s ties to the West. In September 1986, Ankara ﬁade an
attempt to upgrade relations with Israel by sending a senior diplomat to Tel Aviv as charge
d’affairs. However, the development in these relations depended on the Israeli governments’
attitude towards Palestine question. Turkey saw the Arab-Israel conflict as a source of
destabilization in the region. According to Ankara, these conflicts were increasing the power
of Syria and Soviet Union in the region. In order to cope with the Arab-Israeli conflict,
Ankara regarded Palestinian statehood as the only way to resolve the conflict.

In November 1988, when the PLO declared the establishment of a Palestinian state,
Turkey was one of the first countries that recognized it. Israel formally protested to the
Turkish representative in Israel, which had some effect. Ankara didn’t grant full diplomatic
status to the PLO representative in Ankara and until 19 December 1991 and the Turkish
government still hadn’t upgraded the diplomatic representative of PLO to the rank of
ambassador. The recalling of PLO representative Ebu Firaz from Ankara at this time by

Arafat is a main sign of the strained relations.*

The era between 1980 and 1990 also witnessed the policies of the Motherland Party,
which came into power in 1983. Generally, policy makers for the sake of domestic politics
may claim that policy has changed.47 Though Prime Minister Ozal insisted there was a change

in the foreign policy that was implemented by Motherland party, the traditional principles of

# Sitha Bolikbag1, “Behind the Turkish-Isracli Alliance: A Turkish View”, Journal of Palestine Studies, vol.29,

No.113, 1999, p.28.
“Mahmut Bali Aykan, “The Palestinian Question in Turkish Foreign Policy from the 1950s to the 1990s”, p.102.
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Turkish foreign policy remained: there were, in reality, no new or different act in the
formulation of foreign policy. But it is also wrong to presume that the Ozal government was
passive in the face of Turkey’s traditional foreign policy. His government applied to EEC for
full membership and was an active supporter of economic liberalization and active export
strategy. By 1985, Turkish exports to Middle East were five times greater than they had been
in 1980.%

During Ozal’s time Ankara improved relations with the US, especially with the US
Congress. Ozal openly declared his sympathy with the Jewish lobby which continues to be
very influential in US Congress. In an interview given to newspaper Giines, Ozal stated that
“if the Arab countries ask US to sever ties with Israel, we will always place emphasis on the
cost-benefit issue. We know the role of Israel lobby in the US.” Three years later Ozal’s
statement was confirmed by events: in August 1987. A resolution which was aimed at making
24 April a day of commemoration of the Armenian genocide was rejected by the US House of

Representatives through the support of the influential Jewish lobby.*®

During the Cold War period, despite commonalities such as a pro-Western foreign
policy orientation, commitments to democratic rule and common economic interests, relations
between Turkey and Israel fluctuated. These fluctuations reflect the different phases through
which Turkish foreign policy has moved since the end of the Second World War. Turkey’s
relations with Israel were always subordinated to short-term goals and to Turkey’s relations
with the West. Ankara considered relations with Israel in the framework of Arab-Israel

conflict.

“Dietrich Jung with Wolfango Piccoli “Encircled by Enemies? Turkey’s Foreign Policy and its Middle Eastern
Neighbours”,p.141.
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CHAPTER II

TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY IN THE AFTERMATH OF THE
POST-COLD WAR ERA

2.1 Turkish Foreign Policy in the Middle East

As Holsti argues, foreign policy behavior is conceived as a reaction to the “external
environment”.”? With the end of Cold War, the structure of the world system and
consequently the external environment has changed. Undoubtedly, the change in the external
environment, which is one of the external/systemic influences in formulation of foreign
policy, accompanies a major challenge to Turkish foreign policy. However, this challenge
doesn’t mean a clear deviation from traditional principles of Turkish foreign policy by any

means.

The Republic of Turkey has four traditional principles in its foreign policy, which it
has been pursuing since its establishment. These principles can also be called the elements of
continuity in Turkish foreign policy. The first one is to protect its borders as defined by the
Turkish National Pact. Atatiirk, who is founder of Turkish Republic, qualified this by saying:
“In the formulation of our foreign policy, we pay particular attention to the safety and security
of our country and to our capability to protect our borders and rights of the citizenry against
any aggression.”>> The second principle of Turkish foreign policy has established on the most
prominent Kemalist notions of “Peace at home and peace abroad”. Atatlirk said in his State of
the Nation speech on November 1, 1928: “It is quite natural and therefore simple to explain
the fact that a country which is in the middle of fundamental reforms should desire peace both
home and in the world.”*® This principle involves the following aims; establishment of good
relations with all countries and especially its neighbors, solving disagreements through
peaceful means, encouraging regional and global cooperation in order to contribute to peace,
stability and security, as well as participating in such efforts as are necessary to achieve these

goals. The third principle of Turkish foreign policy is a broad integration with the West. As

1K J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysis, p.17.

32 Atatirk’in Soylev ve Demegleri, (Ankara: TTK Basmmevi, 1961), p.356 quoted in Bilge Crisis, Pmar Bilgin,
“Turkish Foreign Policy Toward the Middle East”, Meria, Vol.1(1), January 1997, p.2.

%3 Bilge Crisis, Pinar Bilgin, “Turkish Foreign Policy Toward the Middle East”, p.2.
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Oral Sander writes, “its Western orientation is one of fundamental aspect of Turkish foreign
policy which has remained unchanged through the history of the Republic.”®* Atatiirk stated
in one of his speeches that “Turks have always gone towards the West. We want a European
Turkey; in other words, a Turkish country that looks towards the West. We want to modernize
our country. All our effects are aimed at founding modern Westernized government.”5 It is
clear that a western orientation has always been the keystone of Turkish foreign policy.
Turkey was a founding member of the Organization of European Economic Cooperation in
1948 (now OECD), and has been a member of the Council of Europe since 1949. Turkey
opted to join the collective military alliance, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization(NATO)
in 1952. In 1963, Turkey and the European Community concluded the Ankara Association
Agreement.’® The fourth Turkish foreign policy principle is supporting multilateral and
regional cooperation. The Black Sea Economic Cooperation Organization, the Economic
Cooperation Organization, the Southeast European Cooperation Process and the Multinational
Peace Force for Southeastern Europe can be cited as examples. These four principles display
the element of continuity in Turkish foreign policy. But this continuity doesn’t mean that
policy hasn’t changed after the establishment of the Republic of Turkey. Adjustments, of
course, are constant, as in Heracletius’s observation that one can’t step in the same river

twice.

The beginning of the 1990s became a stage fbr very important regional and
international events that have had long term impacts. The Middle East region was
immediately and dramatically affected by the end of the Cold War. The decline of Soviet
influence in the area had a destabilizing effect that contributed to the outbreak of Gulf War,
which gave impetus to the Arab-Israeli peace negotiations and the signing of the Declaration
of Principles between Palestinians and Israelis on September 13, 1993. These events and their
results became the most important factors that shaped Turkey’s Middle East politics in
general and Turkey’s policy towards the Israel during 1990s. In that new era, Turkey
automatically responded to these changes by adapting its foreign policy as the new conditions

demanded.

54 Oral Sander, “Turkish Foreign Policy: Forces of Continuity and Change”, Turkish Review, Winter 1993, p.31.
35 Leonard A. Stone, “Turkish Foreign Policy: Four Pillars of Tradition”, Perceptions, Vol.6(2), June-July 2001,
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The end of Cold War and dissolution of the Soviet Union had many reverberations in
the region. The Soviet-controlled states of the region began into a profound transformation
from communism to democracy, from central planning to laissez-faire capitalism. Turkey’s
strategic posture was also dramatically affected, as for the first time in three centuries there
was no longer a border with a Soviet Union. This also somewhat reduced Turkey’s vital
relevance to NATO, its primary alliance partnership. Turkey also had to adjust and contend
with series of new neighbors and their attendant problems, and found itself after the end of the
Cold War in the middle of a triangle that was coniposed of Balkans, Trans-Caucasus- Central
Asia and the Middle East. All these regions were offered both potential benefits and risks for
Turkey. In the Balkans, where ethnic conflicts prevailed, the risks were greater than the
benefits. In addition, Turkey’s attempts at becoming a significant actor in Caucasus were
checked by Russia Federation. In the 1990s the situation in the Middle East was fluid and
hopeful, thus offering Turkey greater benefits than risks. The Middle East has now become
the most important element of Turkish foreign policy, since the chain of events has forced

Turkey to become more engaged in its immediate environment.*

During the Cold War era, Ankara had developed principle of non-interference its
relations towards the Middle East. This principle displayed itself in disputes between states in
the region and in the domestic affairs of the region’s countries. Turkish neutrality during the
Irag-Iran War indicated the application of the pﬁnciple. But, the Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on
2 August 1990 provided a new challenge to the Turkish principleé of foreign policy on the
Middle East. Sabri Sayari describes Turkish foreign policy in the Gulf Crisis as a “major
break from decades of established Turkish policy concerning non-involvement in Middle
Eastern conflicts.”* Observers have described Turkey’s efforts to chart its course in the new
international system in such terms as a policy of “new activism” or one that displayed signs of
both “daring and caution” ® Still, it is misleading to see Turkey’s Gulf War activism as a
transition to a purely active foreign policy. Any Turkish government would have sided with
the mtematlonal community. The Gulf Crisis come out Turkey’s new policy supporting
multllaterahsm and internationally sanctioned military intervention in COnﬂlCtS where Turkey

%® Sabri Sayari, “Turkish Foreign PohcymmePoa-ColdWarEmmcmmsofMum-Regmmnm
Journal of International Affairs, Vol.51, Isue.1, Fall 2000, p.162-3.
%? Sabri Sayari, “Turkey: The Changing European Security Environment and the ‘Guif Crisis”, Middle East

Journal, Vol: 46(1), 1993, p. 10.
% Malik Mufti, “Daring and Caution in Tutkish Foreign Policy”, Middle East Journal, Winter 1998, p. 32-50.
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wasn’t directly involved. Similarly activist foreign policy behavior displayed itself in the
conflict of Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the Turkish government has been very active in raising
the issue in variety of forums ranging from Islamic Organization Forum to the Conference on
Security and Cooperation.’! This new type of activity wasn’t seen as an alternative to
engagement with the West. On the contrary, Turkey emphasized that its special relations with
former Yugoslav and Soviet Republics would in fact make Turkey more valuable to the West.

2.2 Turkish Foreign Policy toward Israel in the Post-Cold War Era

With the end of the Cold‘War, Turkey’s relations with the.Middle East have entered
into new era. The newest and undoubtedly the most controversial aspect of Turkish foreign
policy in Middle East have been constantly developing Turkish-Istael relations. This
relationship may be considered “the most controversial aspect of Turkish foreign policy in the
Post-Cold War era.”®> Different terms and definitions are used to define the relationship like
rapprochement, strategic partnership, entente, alliance and alignment. However, how can we
characterize the Tmﬁéh—lsmeli relationship? Is it an alliance, strategic cooperation, or
something else? Sitha Bélikbast, for example, used the term “alliance™ in his article in the
Journal of Palestine Studies.®® But what forms an alliance among states? According to Walt,
“the more similar two or more states are, the more likely they are to be an ally.”** Adapting
this definition to the Turkish-Israeli relations, what are the similarities of the two countries?
According to Pipes, they have common characteristics. Both countries are non-Arab,
democratic and Western-oriented. Esch faces a major threat of terrorism, radical Islam and
both put great importance on their relationship with United States.*> According to Makovsky,

® Kemal Kirisgi, “TheEndofthe Cold War and Changes in Turkish Foreign Policy Behavior™, Foreign Policy,
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they share common suspicions of Syria and Iran, and common ambitions to develop trade and
commercial contacts with Central Asia’s new energy markets.*

However, according to Bengio and Ozcan, this relationship is not an alliance but an
alignment " In Makovsky’s point of view, “Turkish-Israeli ties should be described as a
“strategic relationship”.®® Meliha Benli Altumgik prefers to call this relationship a
“rapprochement” rather than an alliance or strategic relationship.®® No matter what it is called,
Turkey’s expectations and intentions from the Guif War period onward have been to establish
a long-lasting relationship with Israel that would serve both nations’ domestic and foreign
needs.

. This new and close cooperation between Turkey z_desrael began at the end of 1991,
when Turkey decided to upgrade its diplomatic relations with Israel to ambassadorial levei.7°
The two countries entered into a more public and more intense period of cooperation
following Israel’s agreement with the PLO (1993). Actually, Gulf Crisis was as mentioned
before the turning point for both states. Because of the eruption of the Gulf Crisis, Turkey
redefined its regional concerns, as ‘Turkey’s political and military elite came to view its
Middle East policy as directly tied to Turkish regime maintenance, secularism and territorial
integrity.” '

Turkey’s foreign policy towards the Israel in the post-Cold War era can be divided
into two periods. The first period corresponds to the immediate aftermath of the Gulf Crisis
and lasts until the mid90s, especially with the signing of the military agreement, 26 Feb 1996.
During this first period, Turkey mostly focused on economic, technical and cultural ties rather
than political and security issues. In this period, changes in international environment and the
repercussions of these changes in the Middle East played the major role. After the Gulf Crisis

: “Alanhhkovsky "Israel -Turkey: Strategic Relationship or Temporary Alliance™ in Judith S. Yaphe (eds). The
Middle East in 2015: The Impact of Regional Trends on U.S Strategic Planing, (Washington D.C, National
Defense University Press, 2002), p.231.
7 Ofra Bengio-Gencer Ozcan, “Changing Relations: Turkish-Isracli-Arab Triangle”, Perceptions: Journal of
Intematwnal Affairs, March-May 2000), p.134.
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in that period Turkey didn’t want to take great risks in the Middle Eastern affairs. Although
relations increased a great deal during this first period, it is very difficuit to say that there was
a military or strategic relationship. Turkey’s desire to improve its relations with neighbors
was done within the tradition of trying to keep a balance between Israel and its Muslim
neighbors. Therefore, Turkish decision-makers preferred to focus more on fostering
economic, technical and cultural ties, and was reluctant to emphasize political and security
cooperation with Israel, at least openly. .

The second period started in the mid90s and is still continuing today. It is possible to
say that, during the second period, Turkey’s internal security and political constraints have
been heavily related to regional problems and been playing the primary role in determining
Turkey’s relations with Israel.

2.2.1 Moderation Period (1991-1993)

During this period of Turkish-Israel relations, the changes that occurred in the
international system and-the regional subsystem played a major role in the relationship. With
the end of the Cold War, Turkish political elite were concerned that Turkey’s strategic
importance would decline. However, with the outbreak of the Guif Crisis in 1991, Turkey
provided an opportunity to overcome these concerns, The decisions of Ozal contributed
significantly to the US-led coalition’s war efforts. It has been argued that Ozal changed
Turkey’s traditional foreign policy. Actually, this argumenf is misleading in the sense that the
Gulf Crisis symbolized the end of the Cold War era. Turkey involved in the US-led coalition
was therefore a signal of a more active Turkish foreign policy towards the Middle East. There
was a change in the external environment and Turkey simply responded to it. Nevertheless,
this active policy has always been considered as an extension of the Western-oriented Turkish
foreign policy. . H

The first important development of the early 1990s was the peace process that was
initiated between Isracli and Palestinians in Madrid in 1991 and led to this historical
development in the Middle East. On September 9, 1993, the parties recognized each other in
an exchange of letters, and on September 13, 1993, a joint Isracli-Palestinian declaration of
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principles was signed by the two parties in a ceremony at the White House in Washington.”

This development was regarded as signs of a new dawn in the region that would convert a
perpetual conflict to peaceful coexistence.

Arafat’s support for Iraq during the crisis resulted in the decline of the “Palestinian
cause” in the international arena. The ensuing sudden interruption to the political and
economic backing of the PLO piayed a vital role in Arafat’s decision to talk peace with
Israelis. On the part of the Israel, which emerged as the strongest power in the region after the
‘crisis, this new picture was seen as a good opportunity. Israeli public opinion supported the
“land for peace” formula more than ever before. Thus, the 1992 Israeli elections, which the
Labor Party won and who formed the new government, was a further boost to the Middle East
peace brocess. The signing of the Declaration of Principles between Israel and PLO in
September 1993 was a major breakthrough which radically altered the politics of the region
and opened new horizons for Turkish-Israeli relations.

Ankara welcomed the opening of the Arab-Israeli peace talks, especially the Israeli-
Palestinian track, because of their 'anticipated coriribution to the political stability and
economic prosperity of the Middle East. In general, Turkey welcomed all Arab-Israeli peace
treaties as they eased the tension in the region; Turkey also favored all the international
efforts éimed to assure the continuation of the process. The launch of the Peace Process in
1991 seemed to have provided Turkey with greater ﬂem'bility as far as its policy towards the
Middle East concerned. Turkey didn’t play a central role in the peace process of the 1990s; it
was more influenced rather than influential in these processes. -

“Previously, when the Arab-Israeli conflict was in full swing, Turkey generally
refrained from forging close ties with either side. With the opening of peace talks between
Israel and the Arabs in 1991, Turkey founded the opportunity to get rid of the balance it had
traditionally maintained. It hoped that it would not have to have any regrets about its relations
with Israel as the Arabs themselves were involved in direct talks with Israel.”™ The Madrid
Peace Process and the agreexhe-nts between PLO and Israel kept Turkish officials immune
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from domestic Islamic reaction and fierce Arab criticism. This also increased the possibility
.of a new active Turkish rolé in the Middle East by getting rid of burden of trying to balance
the Arab and Israel sides. The initiation of the peace process created hopes that there could be
new opportunities involving cooperation in political, security and economic fields. Thus,
Turkey’s policy towards the Middle East could be shaped according to the new national

interests.”

The initiation of the Arab-Israeli Peace Process in 1991 removed the last barrier
towards the betterment of the relations between Turkey and Israel. Within this context, the
signs of closer ties with Isracl came immediately. The first apparent note sounded of
improving relations came in December 1991, when Turkey upgraded its diplomatic relations
with Israel and as well as with the PLO to ambassadorial level. This was followed by high
level visits. On June 1992 the two countries signed a tourism agreement which led to an
average of 300.000 Israeli tourists visiting Turkey annually.”* Then Israeli President Haim
Herzog’s visit to Turkey in July 1992, which marked the 500® the settlement of the Sephardic
Jews in the Ottoman Empire,”” was beginning of high profile exchanges between the two

states.

Following the tourism agreement, in September 1992, Turkey and Israel initiated a
political consultation mechanism in order to evaluate their potential for cooperation against
common threats such as radical Islam, weapon of mass destructions and terrorism.”® The
apparent declaration of improved relations came with improved economic relations between

two countries. Agreement on prevention of double taxation encouraged investment.

Indeed, a new era in Turkish-Israeli relations was beginning; however, it was not free
from limitations. In spite of the improved relations, Turkey attempted to balance her policy

between Israel and Palestinians. One example was the Turkish government statement that

7 Deniz Ulke Aribogan, “The Role of Turkish-Israeli Alliance for the Maintaing Security in the Middle East”,
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“Turkey is careful to balance its relations with Israel and the Arab world”.” Another example
was the cancellation of Turkish foreign minister Hikmet Cetin’s visit to Israel in July 1993
because of attacks of Israel on southern Lebanon.”Although the post-Cold War realities of
the Middle East region and the beginning of Middle East Peace Process encouraged Turkey to
follow an active policy, Ankara never abandoned its traditional balance policy towards Israel
and Palestinians under the new regional and international dynamics.

Starting in November 1992, on Turkey’s initiative, Syria and Turkey and Iran began
to hold tripartite meetings to primarily discuss the situation in Iraq. Syria and Turkey
supported the territorial integrity of Iraq and the trilateral meetings also provided an
opport.unit& for Turkey and Syria to overcome their bilateral problems. After the meeting,
Syrian foreign minister Tarig-al Shara announced that he was satisfied with talks and Turkish

foreign minister Hikmet Cetin said that two sides agreed on to do their best.*

Though Hikmet Cetin’s visit to Israel was postponed twice, the trip was finally made
“in November 1993. It was of historical importance. since Cetin became the first Turkish
Foreign Minister to pay an official visit to Israel. During his visit, 2 Memorandum on Mutual
Understanding®, the first disclosed written document between the two states, was signed by
Israel Foreign Minister Shimon Peres and his Turkish counterpart. But this Memorandum
didn’t include cooperation against all terrorist organizations, for example the Kurdistan
Workers Party (PKK). Israel saw PKK as an internal problem of Turkey and didn’t want to
gét involved.

After Ceﬁn’s visit, an Israel delegation headed by the Defence Ministry Director,
General David vay, arrived in Ankara to investigate for the possibility of cooperation in the

defense arena.

In this period of moderating relations, though Middle East peace process freed
Turkey to cooperate with Israel Ankara still hadn’t abandoned its balance policy towards

™ Middle East International, 23 Octobet 1992, p.3 quoted in Meliba Benli Altunmigik, “The Turkish-Israeli
Rapprochement in the Post-Cold War Era”, Middle Eastern Studies, Vol.36(2), April 2000, p.178.
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Israel and Palestinians. The two postponements of Hikmet Cetin’s visit to Israel due to the
attacks of Israel to southern Lebanon illustrated clearly the effect of the Arab-Israel conflict

on Turkish foreign policy towards Israel.
2.2.2 Rapprochement Period (1994-1996)

The official visit of Israeli president Weizmann to Turkey in January 1994 was a sign
of further developments in the relations between Israel and Turkey. Weizmann was and
remains one of the moderate statesmen in the issues of “territory for peace” and a
comprehensive peace agreement with Syria, Lebanon and Palestinians. * During his Turkey-
visit, he said that Israel need to develop better relations with Syria and asked Turkey to play
ihe role of an intermediary.®

Although there were positive developments in the relations between Israel and
Turkey, there were negative developments in the Middle East Peace Process. In February
1994, in the West Bank city of El-Halil, Israelis opened up a fire on the Palestinians, sixty
three people died and 270 people wounded in the result of the attack. Negotiators from Syria,
Lebanon and Jordan boycotted and left the peace talks then going on in Washington, even
though only three days were left to complete the issues on the table. In spite of these negative
developments, Turkey believed that Middle East Peace Process was an irreversible project
and its relationship with Israel remained unaffected.

In April 1994, Ankara hosted another important Israeli figure, Foreign Minister
Shimon Peres. His visit offered more tangible results than previous high-level Israeli officials.
In April 1994, Shimon Peres and the Turkish Environment Minister of the time, Riza Akgals,
signed an agreement on “Environmental Cooperation and Nature Protection™ This was an
outcome of the effort to develop bilateral relations at all stages. It was also during this visit
that Turkey agreed with Israel to shoulder the “leadership™ for setting up an organization
similar to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) for the Middle East.

#Mahmut Bali Aykan, Soguk Savag Sonrast Donemi Ortadogu ‘sunda Tarkiye 'nin Israil’e Kargt Politikas::
1991-1998, p.10. '
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Turkey was, once again, called on to play an active role not only in the peace process but also
in the construction of an institutionalized body encompassing whole region.

Peres’s offer to create a Middle East CSCE was actually voiced by the President
Ozal in 1991 with perhaps greater emphasis on economic cooper;a:l:ion.85 Ozal thought that the
development of economic interdependence in the region would greatly diminish the mood for
conflict. However, the lingering peace process and deep mistrust among Middle Eastern
countries was prevented the establishment of such an organization to this day.

Another important aspect of Peres’s visit was the effort to develop policieg
encouraging contacts between the two communities. Upon the completion of negotiations,
Cetin announced that visa applications wouldn’t be required for the Israelis. However, due to
the security reasons, Israel continued to implement the visa requirement for the Turkish
citizens.*

In this period of developing relations between Israel and Turkey, Israel had some
expectations from Turkey. Firstly, Israel expected Turkey to use its good relations with the
Arab side in the Peace Process to encourage them to move ahead with Israel. In other words,
Israel expected Ankara to be a facilitator between Israelis and Arabs. Especially, in terms of
its relations with Syria, Israel wanted Ankara to be a bridge between the two sides.”’

Secondly, the sharing of water is also one of the keys in the peace process and
relations between Turkey and its southern neighbors, namely, Syria and Israel. Israel expected
Turkey to agree thh Syria on the water issue so that Israel would be freed from pressure
being appliéd by Syria and Jordan pressure.®® According to Israel, as more water is granted to
Syria from Turkey, the room for friction between Syria and Israel would be diminished. It is
often emphasized that the procurement of water from Turkey by Israel lessens the pressure for
another armed conflicts with Arab countries concerning water issue. This prospect was also
stressed as a potential source of friction in Turkish-Isracli relations by Syria.® Turkish

& - For interview with Ouaal, see Jerusalem Post, 25 February 1991.
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authorities have been wary of the possibility that upon the conclusion of peace treaty between
Israel and Syria, Ankara would be pressured by Israel and the US to give up more water from
Euphrates and Tigris rivers to Syria. However, Turkey has made it clear that it will not make .
any concessions on water to facilitate negotiations between Israel aud Syria and has declared
Turkey’s water situation to be completely separate from the Middle East Peace Process.”
Israeli officials were quick to note that the water issue would be discussed only in bilateral
terms, and that Ankara would not be subject to any bargaining on the share of water in these

talks **

Thirdly, the Israelis expected, Turkey to contribute to the peace process by fighting
terrorism, especially fundamentalism. Both countries suffered from the effects of terrorism,
especially from cross border terrorist acts, and Turkey and Israel share common interest in
curbing the influence of radical Islam. Israel believed Turkey to be a model country with its
democracy, and secular tradition. Israel saw Turkey as a bulwark against radical Islam in the

region.”

In spite of the developing Israel-Turkey relations in this rapprochement period,
Turkey, much the same as in the Cold War period, never abandons supporting Palestinian side
on the issue of Arab-Israel conflict. This attitude was again exemplified in Ankara’s voting in

the United Nations. For example, 'I'ixrkey voted in favor of December 16, 1994 UN
Resolution condemning Israel’s “illegal” attempt to include Jerusalem in its borders, whereas

the US abstained from voting.”

The Israeli-Jordanian Peace Treaty and the Israeli-Palestinian Agreement on the
handing over Gaza and Jericho to the Palestinian Authority in 1994 were further catalysts for
the Turkish government, which sought to play a more active role in the Middle East. Then
Turkish Prime Minister Tansu Ciller’s tour of the region in November 1994, which included
Israel, Egypt and PLO, in November 1994 served for Ankara’s willingness to plziy a more
active role. This visit was also sign of Turkish traditional policy of balance, as well as being
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the first visit by a Turkish Prime Minister to Israel and Gaza Strip. However, despite all
appearances, at a deeper level Ciller’s visit was a first sign of the changing “nature” of
relations between Israel and Turkey. Ciller characterized relations between Turkey and Israel
as a “strategic relationship” ** She stated that she aimed to bring more substantial content to

the bilateral relations.

In her visit to Israel, besides the signing of agreements, there were more significant
developments. During her visit, Ciller also visited Orient House, the unofficial Palestinian
Foreign Ministry, and met with a Palestinian delegation headed by Faisal al-Husayni.”® Orient
House is a source of controversy in Israel domestic and foreign politics, since Israel claims
that the presence of a PLO institution in Jerusalem is a violation of the Declaration of
Principles.*® Turkey however considered it as a proper display of its commitment to pursue a
balanced policy between the two communities. Tansu Ciller stated that this visit was made
necessary by Turkey’s traditional balance policy.” This visit angered and annoyed the Rabin
government and the Israeli government voiced its anger. Peres said that they regretted the
event but preferred to focus on the positive aspects of the first visit by Turkish Prime Minister
to Israel *® However, the visit of the Orient House demonstrated how Turkey’s effort to
balance its ties with Israel and Palestinians created mini-crisis in the evolution of close

relations with Israel.

Significantly, the visit coincided with the signing of the tripartite cooperation plan
between Turkey, Israel and the US to extend agricultural aid to Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan.
The joint action scheme proved to the Aﬁrst concrete result of a much debated cooperation
model towards Central Asia.”® During her tour in Israel, several agreements were signed
between the parties; but no doubt, the most interesting one is the agreement that allowed the
Israel aviation industry to modernize Turkey’s Phantom jets.'® This was the start of a series
‘of military deals. In the background of this agreement was the evolving Turkish view of Israel
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as an alternative and cheaper source of supply of military equipments than the US. Also,
Israel unlike the US Congress would not raise questions about human rights when considering

such matter,

During Ciller’s visit, the intelligence agencies of Turkey and Israel, namely MIT and
MOSSAD, together with the CIA of the US, gathered in Israel and exchanged views on the
common struggle against fundamentalism and terrorism.'® It was also during this visit that
Ciller and her counterpart Peres signed an accord on cooperation against terrorism and
organized crime, something which had been on the agenda of bilateral ties for more than a
year.'” From Turkey’s view point, this agreement was very important.

Considering the economic cooperation between the two countries, Ciller and Rabin
agreed to pursue a free trade agreement that would cover all sectors. Failure to reach the
agreement was largely due to the opposition from the small, influential Israeli textile industry.
The inability to come to terms overshadowed bilateral relations between Turkey and Israel. It

was clear that good faith wasn’t sufficient to overcome a divergence of economic interests.

In the mid 1990s Turkey’s relations with Syria deteriorated rapidly. The lack of trust
between the two sides and issues of terrorism and water were linked together; both sides used
these issues as leverage. Since 1984, Turkey has devoted a considerable amount of its
economic and military sources to fight against PKK within and beyond its borders. As the
primary supporter of the PKK, Syria became a focal point of Turkish authorities. Since the
early eighties, the Syrian government allowed PKK militants to establish training camps in
Syrian territory and permitted the PKK to launch cross border attacks on Turkey from its
temritory. Also, the PKK leader Abdullah Ocalan had taken refuge.in Syria and made
Damascus his headquarters..,According to Turkish intelligence officials, Damascus was
reported to have providéd at least 80 percent of the basic necessities of the PKK camps
functioning in the Northern Iraq where the PKK settled down after the Gulf War,'®
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) In order to prevent Syria’s harboring of the PKK, Turkey agreed to guarantee Syria
500 cubic meters per second of Euphrates flow in exchange for anti-terrorist assurances by
Damascus with the protocol of 1987.'* However, after the end of every crisis, Damascus’s
commitment to agreements such as this with Turkey continued a short while, Syria provided

sanctuary to the PKK again and again.

In December 1995, tension again rose with Syria when they protested the
construction of Birecik Dam, which was part of the GAP project. From Syria’s point of view,
the most immediate problem between Turkey and Syria is the water problem. Syria fears that
GAP dams along with Euphrates will allow Turkey to use water for political purposes. This
problgm also has created serious difficulties not only between Turkey and Syria, but also
between Turkey and Iraq. Both Iraq and Syria reacted negatively to the GAP project.
However Syria’s response was different from Iraq’s. Damascus especially wanted to bring the
issue of constructing dam to the attention of the Arab World.'”® The Arab Summit in
December 1995 in Damascus ended with criticism of Turkey’s water politics. Syria argued
that Turkey’s water policy was a designed to encircle Syria and force it to make unacceptable
concessions to Israel.!® By 1995, Turkish officials decided to make Damascus’s aid to the
PKXK the primary criterion of their bilateral relations. Another event that alarmed Ankara was
increasing reports in the summer of 1995 of the PKK’’s efforts to establish itself in Hatay.'"”

The final strike came in 1995 when newspapers reported that Greece and Syria
signed an agreement in which Syria agreed to allow Greek aircraft to use Syrian air bases in
case of conflict with Turkey. Although both countries denied this, the idea of the relationship
between the two countries was enough for Ankara to feel a sense of encirclement.'®® The
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famous columnist, $ikri Elekdag, argued at that time that Turkey should base its national
defense strategy on the ability to fight simultaneously against Syria, Greece and the PKK.'®

As a consequence, it is possible to say that while Turkey’s relations with Israel
started to improve after 1994, the relations between Turkey and Syria and vice versa began to

deteriorate rapidly.
2.3.1 Peak Point in the Relations (1996 Military Agreement-1997)

The regional security environment poses lots of threats for both Turkey and Israel in
the post-cold war era. Although there are other considerations, coope;mion in security became
the most important motivation behind this relationship in the mid 90s. President Demirel’s
visit to Israel on 11-14 March 1996 and the military cooperation agreement between Turkey
and Israel signed on 26 February 1996 indicated that relations between Turkey and Israel on

security were continuing to develop.

Three months before Benjamin Netanyahu took office in Israel, the Turkish President-
Stleyman Demirel paid an official visit to the country in March 1996. His visit was the first
ever by a Turkish head of state to Israel. Apart from its symbolic importance, the visit resulted .
in signing of a series of important economic agreements."'® The parties agreed on the
prevcntidn of double taxation, mutual encouragement of investments, economic cooperation
in general, and most importantly, a free trade agreement was cémcluded between the two
countries which mvolved the gradual elimination of customs by the year. 2000 of custom
duties and taxes on certain industrial agricultural goods. The free-tmde agreement gave a
major boost to bilateral commercial activity. This agreement not only visualized rapid
liberalization of the trade in agricultural goods and certain processed agricultural products as
well as fresh fruit and vegetables, but also covered key textile and clothing items.""!

The most exciting prospect of this improyement in Turkish-Israeli relations lay in the
development of a “triangular trading system™ ixivolving Turkey, Israel and the US. Turkish
goods exported to Israel may receive sufficient additional Israeli content (35 Per cent) to

19 Siikril Elekdag, “ 2-1/2 War Strategy”, Perceptions, Vol.1, No.1, March-May 1996.
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enable their re-export into the US (and through it to Canada and Mexico), thus allowing the
normal quota for Turkish products to be exceeded.!'’ This system is based on existing
bilateral free trade agreements between Turkey and Israel on one hand, and Israel and the US
on the other. Under the plan, Turkey sold raw materials to Israel, while Israel supplied
finished goods to the American market, particularly in the textile, iron and steel sectors. Thus,
with the help of this plan, Turkey has penetrated the US market in certain areas such as
textiles. While Turkey saw Israel as an opening gate to huge USA market because of the free
trade agreement between them, Israel wanted to use the Turkey’s relationship to Central

Asian markets and other regional countries.

Another pivotal topic on the agenda of this visit was terrorism. Demirel called on
Peres and Foreign Minister Ehud Barak not to sign a peace agreement with Syria as long as it
continued to host various terrorist organizations, including especially PKK, which was seen as
a threat to the Turkish national unity.'*? It was reported at that time that the undersecretary of
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Onur Oymen, voiced this concern to Prime Minister
Shimon Peres about the rumors that Israel would be “prepared to turn a blind eye to Syrian

sponsored terrorism, as long as terrorism did not target Israel itself.”11?

Despite the strained atmosphere of the Middle East in April 1996 with the initiation
of an Israeli military operation dubbed Grapes of Wrath, Turkish-Israeli relations did not lose
steam. Three months after Demirel’s visit to Israel, Israeli President Weizmann paid a visit to
Turkey for second time. Weizmann stated that increasing cooperation between Israel and
Turkey doesn’t imply any harm to third country. On meeting with his counterpart Demirel, he
added that it would be “irrational to believe that the training agreement would one day

became an attack on Syria.”!!*

Infact, the rise of political Islam was the one of the main topics of Weizmann’s visit
to Turkey. When Israeli President Weizmann was questioned about a possible Islamist Prime

Minister, he had stated that both President Demirel and Turkish army would do everything to
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prevent such a development from coming about.!!® Thus, the success of the Refah Party was
feared to be a potential cause of political instability in Turkey that might have negative

implications on Turkey-Israel relations.

2.3.1.2 “Military Training and Cooperation Agreement”, February 1996 and
Reactions to the Alignment

Military agreements, officially named as “Military Training and Cooperation
Agreement” which were signed during the February 1996 visit of Turkey’s deputy chief of
staff, General Cevik Bir, to Israel. This constituted the peak of bilateral relations though this
agreement was not the first to be signed between the countries. Before this agreement, an
“Agreement on Security and Secrecy”, which stipulated that security information should not
be transferred to third parties, was signed on May 1994. After that fhe “Memorandum on
Mutual Understanding and Cooperation”, which was aimed at fighting terrorism, was signed

on November 199411

The Turkish military and politicians emphasized that there was nothing unique about
the agreement and it was not directed against third party. It is true that Turkey has signed
similar agreements with more than 30 countries, the majority of which were with Islamic

countries.

The Military Training and Cooperation Agreement was publicized two months after
it was signed.!'” The published parts of the agreement include the area of cooperation such as
joint-training, sharing of training information, observation of one another’s training exercises
and port visits. The provision for allowing air force training missions in each other air space
was very crucial for two sides since while Turkish pilots would be trained in electronic
warfare technology in Israel, Israeli pilots would benefit from large Turkish air space in

training since Israeli air space is very narrow. Within two months, Israeli F-6s had arrived in
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Turkey for week long exercises in which jets of the Israeli air forces were engaged in joint

mid-air refueling practice.!'®

The alignment in general and specifically the 1996 military agreement created
serious critics against both countries and caused alarm among many Arab countries. However,
the strong reaction not only came from the Arab countries and Iran, but also Greece, Armenia

and Russia.

Among Arabs, the close relationship of the two non-Arab states of the region was
generally perceived as an anti-Arab or anti-Islam. Arab states viewed it’as Turkey’s second
mistake against the Arabs in the last fifty years, after Turkey’s recognition of the State of
Israel in 1949. The 1996 alignment was considered a serious situation by the Arabs since it
coincided with the fragmentation of the Arab world in the aftermath of the Gulf War.
According to Bengio and Ozcan, the threat was perceived on many levels-political and
strategic-by the Arabs.!" In the Arab perceptions, the alignment increased the strategic threat
to the Arab countries in general, and to Syria and Iraq in particular. Additionally, they
regarded the agreement and its aftermath as a change in the triangle of Arab-Turkish—Iéraeli
relations in which Turkey appeared to have a change in its traditional policy of balancing
foreign policy decisions on the conflict between Arabs and Israelis.”® Also, with the
additional support and participation of an Arab country, Jordan, further fragmentation of the
Arab world was feared. Another significant foresight about the alignment was that it would

endanger the Arab-Israeli Peace Process,'>! or at the least weaken Arab bargaining power.

Arab newspapers also considered the agreement as a response to the security
agreement signed between Greece and Syria. They argued that the “Israeli-Turkish Pact could
well propel Syria to seek closer military cooperation with Greece, which could be harmful to

Turkey’s national security interest.”'?* This view was countered by Turkish military sources:
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“We are surrounded on all sides by trouble. We are in the hot seat. It is critical for us to jump
»124

outside this circle of chaos and find friends in the region. Israel was the perfect choice.

All of Turkey’s assurances regarding the alignment like “it is not against any third
party” or “it is an ordinary partnership like Turkey’s other agreements with more than thirty
countries, the majority of which were Islamic countries”’? were not satisfying for either the
Arab countries or Iran. Additionally, there was no consensus in the Arab world on how to

react to it and policy prescriptions varied from warming up relations with Turkey to isolating

it. v

The three countries which led the anti-alignment campaign were Egypt, Syria and
Iraq..Howeve_r, their style of response was varied. While Syria loudly rang the alarm bells,
Egypt and Iraq were low keyed. Palestine and Jordan were exception among the Arabs.
Although’ they declared their unhappiness they refrained from severe criticism.

The most important reaction of Arab countries -and Iran was to form a counter
alliance to create a regional balance of power. Emphasizing the Turkish-Israeli challenge, it
could become an important means for reconciliation between long-standing enemies or rivals
such as Syria and Iraq, Iraq and Iran, or even Iran and Egypt Egypt and Syria renewed
relations with Russia as a significant arms supplier, Greece and Egypt participated in joint
military maneuvers (Alexandria 98) in November 1998'%, and SYria and Iraq opened their
borders to trade deleegations.‘27 The Islamic Republic of Iran signed a bseries of trade
agreements with Syria and the two states signaled their intent to expand further relations.'*®
The situation was further aggravated when Iran offered Syria a military pact similar to the
Turkish-Israeli one.'® Yet regional counter alliance failed to materialize. The conflicting
interests between Iraq and Iran, and the scars of the long war between two, as well as Syrian-
Iragi competition, prevented the establishment of an anti-Turkish military alliance.

' Turkish Daily News, 5 June 1996.

2* Bengio& Ozcan, “Changing Relations: Turkish-Israel-Arab Triangle”, p.140.

' “Greece: Greece and Egypt To Hold Military Maneuvers”, Athens News Agency, November 24, 1998, FBIS-
WEU-98-328, ,
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2.3.2 Turkey-Israel Relations during Refahyol Government (June 1996- June
1997)

The rise of Islamic radicalism was an important aspect of world politics during the
1990s although Islam by no means a new phenomenon in the Turkish politics, the ascendancy
of political parties in the 1990s which have extensive discourse with Islamic values have

aroused concerns both among the secularist establishments of state and in the West.

The substantial gains of the Welfare Party (Refah Partisi), first in the March 1994
municipal elections and then in the December 1995 general elections was the most apparent
sign of the Islamic revival in the Turkish context,'? especially upon the creation of the
Welfare Party Necmettin Erbakan’s premiership in June 1996, in coalition with the center-
right True Path Party ( Dogru Yol Partisi).

Ironically, by the time the 1996 military agreement was signed, Turkey’s December
1995 national elections had already given the Islamist Refah Party of Necmettin Erbakan a
plurality of votes. Anti-Israeli and anti-Zionist arguments had become standard RP political
discourse and had frequently acquire an anti-Semitic tone as well.'** Erbakan had campaigned
on the promise of cut off ties with Israel, and both his speeches and his party literature were

rife with denouncement of Zionism and the Jewish state.

Necmettin Erbakan’s strong opposition to the development of Turkish-Israeli
relations raised the question of how the new government would affect the future of Turkey’s
cooperation with Israel. Erbakan’s statements for closer cooperation with the Islamic
countries and his trip to Iran, his first visit as the Prime Minister, bothered Isracl. The
postponement of the visit of the Israeli Defense Ministry Director General David Ivri, in the
August of that year, displayed the Israeli hesitancy towards the new Turkish government.'?!
The fact that Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s latter of congratulations and
request for a meeting was not responding from the Refah Party and Erbakan’s position on

Israel.

129 7iya Onis, “The Political Economy of Islamic Resurgence in Turkey: The Rise of the Welfare Party in
Perspective”, Third World Quarterly, September 1997.
130 Ali Carkoglu& Mine Eder&Kemal Kirisgi, The Political Economy of Regional Cooperation in the Middle

East, (London: Routledge, 1998), p.221.
Bl Maariv, Tel Aviv, 6 August 1996, in SWB ME/2684, 7 August 1996, p.MED/14.
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However there was an obvious difference of opinion between the coalition partners.
While, for instance, the Minister of State Abdullah Giil from the Refah Party claimed that
Turkey would not sign new security agreements with Israel, the Defense Ministry Turhan
Tayan from Dogru Yol Party, declared that the transactions with Israel would continue as it
was planned before.'*The signing of another defense cooperation agreement, under which the
Israeli Aircraft Industries (TAI) would modernize the Turkish F-4 Phantom jet fighters, in
August 1996, was a serious blow to the Refah Party’s official discourse.'>* It was interpreted
as part of the stra{tegy of the army to embarrass the Refah Party by making its sign an

agreement they had long opposed.”

. Israel’s controversial decision to open a tunnel under the Al-Agsa Mosque in
Jerusalem and the eruption of violence upon its implementation in September 1996 as well as
the expansion of Jewish settlements in West Bank in December 1996 created additional
uneasiness between the two parties. The Turkish government protésted to I’srael:and Erbakan
labeled these actions as a “provocation.”136 Foreign Minister Ciller reportedly threatened her
counterpart David Levi that, “Turkey would severe its relations with Israel if it continued its
tyrannical actions in Holy Jerusalem and its repressive measures against the Palestinians.”"*’
In March 1997, President Siileyman Demirel gave open support to the Palestinians in the
Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) Summit, stating that “Turkey shared the
anxiety of the Palestinian people concerning the settlement policies of the Israeli state in
Jerusalem.”"*® .In the fbllowing month, in the United Nations General Assembly, Turkey,
voted in favor of the Palestinians to end the construction of new settlements in Jerusalem and
Netanyahu government’s policies with regard to these new settlements.”” Ankara wanted to
show that its relations with Israel were not at the expense of the Palestinian cause and it

continued to support their demands from the Israeli side.

133 For Giil’s declaration see Yediot Aharonot, Tel Aviv, 4 August 1996 in SWB ME/2682, 5 August 1996,
. MEDY/9; for Tayan’s visit see Turkish Daily News, 9 August 1996.
3 Gencer Ozmn, “Dng Politikada Refahlt Ginler: Yalan Diinyaya Sanal Politikalar™ Sosyal Demokerat Degigim,

No:6, Ocak-Subat 1997, p.32.
135 M. Hakan Yavuz, “Turkish-Israeli Relations Through the Lens of the Turkish Identity Debate”, Journal of
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In the meantime, the internal developments in Israel also facilitated closer ties in
security and political matters with Turkey. Benyamin Netanyahu was elected prime minister
in May 1996 and it was under Likud Prime Minister Netanyahu that Israel started to elevate
the relationship to the level of an “alliance”, with some political and military leaders
projecting their Turkish orientation and stressing the strategic defensive and offensive nature
of the relationship, especially as it pertained to both governments’ policies toward Syria and
the backing they receive from Washington. Indeed, Netanyahu and his national security asides
belped Turkey warm relations with the US.!* More importantly, Netanyahu and his allies in
Washington were trying to change the notion of Israel as serving as a US strategic ally in part
of their anti-Soviet global strategy to a new strategic marketing formula: Israel and Turkey
forming a pro-American strategic alliance as part of a new US post Cold War global strategy
of containing “rogue states”, “international terrorism” and “Islamic radicalism”.**® Also,
Netanyahu had clear views about Syria and PKK. He openly and clearly said that the PKK
was a terrorist organization and Israel did not support the establishment of an independent
Kurdish state in Northern Iraq. Therefore, after the Israeli elections there were clear

possibilities of cooperation in security field.'*!

After Netanyahu came to power, the “Military cooperation” agreements began to
exert a real strain on Turkish-Arab relations. When Turkey signed the treaty with Israel there
was a pro-peace government in power in Israel. Following the Likud victory in the elections,
Arab-Israeli relations became strained in view of Netanyahu’s cool approach to Peres’s “land
for peace” formula. If Peres had won the elections, the treaty wouldn’t have caused so much
protestation in the Arab world. In view of setback in the Arab-Israeli talks following Likud
victory'*, the Turkish-Israeli deal was firmly criticized and the Turkish-Arab relations

became worse.

Another important event in the Erbakan government was the initiation of what is

called as the 28 February process. This occurred after the Sincan incident on 4™ February, a

139 T Leon Hader, “Orienting Jerusalem Toward Ankara or Cairo?Israel’s New Geostrategic Debate”,
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rally held in Sincan to protest Israeli’s occupation of East Jerusalem. Placards supporting
Hizbullah and Hamas were displayed and chants of “down with Israel” voiced.'** On the 24-
28 February General [smail Karadayi, the Turkish Chief of the General Staff, launched a
counteroffensive by visiting Israel without informing the Refah-led coalition. The timing of
his visit was widely interpreted as a response to Erbakan’s attempts to develop relations with
Muslim countries.'* Immediately, upon his return to Ankara on 28 February 1997, the
Turkish Armed Forces openly moved into politics through the National Security Council,
which ordered Erbakan’s government to implement National Security Council’s eighteen-
point plan to eliminate Islamist infiltration into the government posts. Despite Erbakan’s

affiliations with many of afore the mentioned groups, he was made to sign the plan by the

Turkish army.

Thus, arrival of the Israeli Foreign Minister Dayid Levy in Ankara on Aprit 1997, at
the height of the tension between the army and the Welfare Party, drew considerable
attention. When Levy met with Prime Minister Erbakan, he refused to shake hands with him
in front of the cameras and made statements criticizing Israeli policies towards the
Palestinians. Erbakan publicly reprimanded him, demanding a halt to Jewish settlements in
East Jerusalem, Israel’s adherence to the peace accords signed with Palestinians, and Israeli
withdrawal from the occupied territories.'* However, reportediy during their private meeting
he completely changed his attitude by warmly shaking the Levi’s hand and even asked for the
continuation of the economic relations.*'In fact, his former attitude was due to the need to
satisfy the expectations of many of his followers who were highly disappointed that Erbakan
caved into the army on the 28" February decisions.

High hopes for Turkey’s disengagement from Israel were disappointed during the
tenure of Islamist politician Necmettin Erbakan as the prime minister.**Although Erbakan
voiced ént‘i-lsra’eli and anti-Zionist rthetoric and tried to institute policy of closer cooperation
with the Islamic countries instead of with Israel, he was unable to change the course of

'** M. Hakan Yavuz, “Turkish-Israeli Relations Through the Lens of the Turkish Identity Debate™, p.1.
' Gencer Ozcan, “Dig Politikada Refahlt Ginler: Sonun Baglangict”, p.24.
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alliance. The Turkish-Israeli rapprochement was not interrupted. Despite his misgivings,
Erbakan approved the F4 modernization program and had to consent to the military
agreement of February 1996."* Throughout his tenure, Israeli aircraft continued to train in
Turkey. And the decision to hold joint naval exercises were made by the military leadership
while he was in office.!* On 26 August 1996, two months after Erbakan assumed office on
28 June 1996, Turkey and Israel completed a $590 million deal under which the Israeli
Aircraft Industries would modernize Turkey’s fleet of F-4 Phantom jet fighters with high-tech
equipment. Prime Minister Erbakan signed the deal on 8 December 1996 under extreme
pressure from the Turkish military.’>

2.3.3 Turkey-Israel Relations during Anasol-D Coalition Government (June
1997-April 1999)

In June 1997 Erbakan resigned under intense pressure form the military and
opposition parties. A new government was formed under Mesut Yilmaz of Motherland Party
(ANAP), with the Democratic Left Party (DSP) being the junior partner. President Demirel
approved the ANAP-DSP-DTP Coalition Government formed by Yilmaz, which was referred
to as the "Anasol-D" Coalition. During the Anasol-D period, which obtained a vote of
confidence on 12 July 1997, the decision to hold early election was made with the
overwhelming majority at the Turkish Grand National Assembly (TGNA). General and local
elections were to be held together on 18 April 1999.

2.3.3.1 US-Turkey-Israel Naval Exercise: Reliant Mermaid I

The partnership with the US is important political motivation behind the relations
between Turkey and Israel. After the end of the Cold War Turkey and Israel feared that the
end of the Cold War could lead to diminish US interest in the Middle East. Domestic political
opposition in the US to both Israel and Turkey heighten this fear. Because of the sense of
isolation and security both states were always preoccupied with “securing a patron”.'> First

of all, concerned with their place in the “new world order” both countries wanted to increase

8 Turkish Probe,14 March 1997.
“9 Turkish Probe, 9 May 1996.
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their strategic values in the post-Cold War era. As a response, Israel tried to sell itself as a
new pro-American “pillar” against Islamic fundamentalism, the idea of an Israeli-Turkish
alliance has been integrated into the Israeli post-Cold War strategy vis-a-vis Washington.'*®

To a great extent, the Turkish-Israel rapprochement was directed at catching
Washington’s eye and strengthening US’s commitment to the two countries. The US
welcomed and supported this rapprochement between Turkey and Israel. Both tried to
persuade Washington of the advantages their partnership offered and actively attempted to
enlist US support for it. Israel and Turkey formed a pro-American strategic alliance, played '
the unofficial role of deputies of the Washington sheriff in the Middle East, as part of a new
US post-Cold War global strategy of containing “rogue states” and “Islamic radicalism "%
While the Arab World expressed concern at the February 1996 bilateral military agreements,
the United States welcomed it as “helpful for stability in the era” and as “good to enforce
security in the region”.'” The US State Department referred to Israeli-Turkish ties as an
American “strategic objective” and added “If certain Arab cduntries don’t like that, that’s just
tough™'** Both countries are the most reliable US allies in the Middle East and their
partnership benefits US strategic interests, including such goals as containing Iran and Iraq, as
well as preserving pro Western 3or_dan.

Israel and Turkey, two pro-American and democratic states of the Middle East, were
in the process of forming an alliance permitted them to mobilize American support. The
holding of naval maneuvers in the Mediterranean, between Turkey, Israel and the US in
January 1998, dubbed Reliant Mermaid I, was an example of both the display of American
support to the strategic relationship between Turkey and Israel and the evolution of the
strategic ties between the United States, Turkey and Israel. In addition to these, the
participation of the US Navy in the Turkey-Israel joint naval exercise demonstrated that

153 1.2
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Washington intended to achieve a level of interoperability and coordination between US,

Turkish and Israeli forces that would allow joint operations in the region, if the need arose.”’

The twice postponed “search and rescue” operations in the Mediterranean, to which
Arab states were also invited, resulted in the intensification of Arab criticism. Joint operations
were initially planned to be held in November 1997. However, concerned about harsh Arab
reactions, Washington managed to convince the Israeli side to put it off for two more
months.*® When it finally took place in January 1998, neither Jordan’s participation as an
observer, nor the statements of both Turkish and Israeli officials that it did not target any third

country comforted the Arab suspicions.

: Turkey immediately sought to improve its relations with the Arab world, which were
strained over Ankara’s close ties with Israel, especially after the holding of the naval
maneuvers in the Mediterranean. Syria’s Information Minister Muhammed Salman regarded
the joint naval exercise as a show of force, bringing back the atmosphere of war in the
region.'” Syria’s al Ba’th newspaper editorialized that the “unannounced alliance aims not
only to bury the peace process but also achieving new gains at the expense of the Arabs and
their rights”.'*® Palestinian Ambassador Fuad Yasin’s attitude was much more controlled. He

stated “Until the opposite is proved, we should accept the declarations that military alignment
> 161

was not against any third party”.’

The draft resolution of Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) in December
1997 condemned ties with Israel and expressed concerﬁ over the Turkish-Israeli accords, it
also called on Jordan to refrain from joining this alignment; Syria warned both Ankara and
Amman that the two states would “face regional isolation if they continued such exercises”.!*
From Iran’s perspective, Foreign Ministry officials offered the view that “the planned January

1998 American-Turkish-Israeli naval exercise will increase the risks of a crisis in the region”
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and were aimed to enhance Israel’s influence.'® Iraqi Foreign Minister Muhammad Said al
Sahaf condemned the January 1998 naval exercises as a “provocative act against the Arab
nation.”'* Iraqi spokesman criticized Turkey’s relations with Israel and asked Ankara not to
serve the interests of “the US-Zionist alliance”. However, the visit to Israel of the Turkish
Chief of Staff, General [smail Hakki Karaday: in February 1998 indicated that Turkey was

ready to go ahead with its strategic cooperation with Israel regardless of the Arab reaction.
2.3.3.2 “Neighborhood forum™ policy towards Arab countries

Intensified Arab criticism entailed Ankara to adopt a more active approach
towards the Arab capitals. In January 1998, Foreign Minister Cem stated: “We have not given
enougﬁ emphasis to the Middle East and Arab countries. That is what I see. We have been
lacking that ability for long time. We do have deficiencies on the governmental and foreign

ministerial level. To be honest; we inherited these deficiencies.” '

During the crisis between Iraq and the United Nations over the surveillance of Iraqi
nuclear capabilities, Turkey initiated a plan to soften the atmosphere in the region and to
prevent the further isolation of Iraqi regime in the international community. Accordingly,
Ismail Cem paid an official visit to Baghdad where he proposed a plan which includes a
gradual elimination of the economic sanctions, maintaining the territorial integrity of Iragi
state, and the development of regional cooperation covering issues such as the termination of

weapons of mass destruction.'®

This policy of Turkish government towards the Middle Eastern countries, which
dated back to FErbakan’s tenure, was called the “neighborhood forum™. It gained more
substance with ismail Cem’s visit to Jordan after his meeting in Baghdad. Pro-Western
Jordan’s good relations with Turkey for decades also eased its acceptance of the Turkish-
Israeli alignment in the 1990s. For Jordan, a Middle East that excluded “Turkey and Israel
from the identity of this geographical unit”, was unfeasible.’®’ In contrast to the prevalent
Arab position, Jordanian Foreign Minister Jawad Anani said that “Turkey couid play an
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important mediating role in the Middle East Peace Process by having close relations with
Israel.”'*® Also, Turkey increasingly viewed Amman as a regional partner for future
cooperation efforts and a balancing factor in its relations with the Arab countries. Foreign
Ministry Offical Aykut Cetirge visited Damascus for the same purpose of creating a long term
security cooperation mechanism.'®® Furthermore, Ismail Cem’s meeting with his Arab
couhterparts, particularly with Syrian Foreign Minister Faruq al-Shara, during the Foreign
Ministers’ Meeting of the Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC) in March 1998, were all
parts of the effort to improve relations with the Arab world.'”

However, these efforts were not at an expense of Israel. Besides rapprochement with
the Arab capitals, Ankara continued to attach great value to the Israel. In July 1998 Foreign
Minister Cem traveled to Israel where he emphasized that “Turkey had no intention of
loosening its relations with Israel or moving towards a lower profile”.'” This reiterated
commitment displayed the strength of Turkish-Israeli ties, which had become a major source
of contention and resulted in the formation of counter blocs, most notably between Syria, Iraq
and Iran, in the region. In that respect, Cem’s call on the Israeli authorities not to inflate the
military dimension of cooperation did little to convince most of the Arab world. 17

Despite Turkish efforts, Turkish-Israeli cooperation and the existence of disputes
with the Arab states hampered the desired improvement in relations with the Arab capitals.
Moreover, the Palestinians, who had refrained till this point from criticizing the close
Turkish-Israeli relations started to express their misgivings. Palestinian leader Arafat in his
meeting with Foreign Minister Cem, stated that the close ties between Turkey and Israeli were

hurting the Palestinian cause. His failure to show up for a joint press conference following

this meeting was seen as an extension of disapproval. 173
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2.3.3.3 Escalation of October 1998 Crisis

As was mentioned before, this coalition government initiated a policy of improving
relations with Arab capitals. Dialogue with Syria was reopened and two countries foreign
ministry officials came together to discuss security issues, including the stay of Abdullah
Ocalan is Syria. This was followed by a meeting between foreign ministers of Turkey and

Syria in Doha in March 1998 during the foreign ministers meeting of the Islamic Conference

Organization.'™

However, relations once again became problematic because of Turkey’s security
considerations. These concerns led to a crisis in October 1998, during which Ankara warned
Syria that it would take military action against Syria if Ocalan remained in Syria. But two
months before the escalation of the crisis, Prime Minister Yilmaz left for a Middle East tour
including Israel, Jordan and the Palestinian territories. His visit was dominated with
statements targeting Syria. In a response to a question about Syrian reaction to trip, Yilmaz
said, “I do not care what Syria thinks about my visit to Israel, and if one would talk about
animosity it is Syria’s, which supports the terrorist organization (PKK).”'”” It is significant
‘that Yilmaz made speech in Israel. Althoﬁgh-both governments have denied that their military
cooperation was not against third country, it is also clear that Turkey made use of it to
pressure Syria about the PKK issue. In response to Yimaz speech, the Syrian government
blamed Israeli-Turkish cooperation for Turkish incursions into North Iraq, as well as for the

October 1998 escalation of Turkish pressure on Syria that led its capxtulatlon to the Turkish

demands.!”®

When the possibility of military confrontation between Turkey and Syria appeared in
October 1998, Israel immediately announced that it was neutral in the dispute.'”” Despite
Israel’s attempts to disassociate itself from the crisis, Damascus and the Arab League accused
Israel of stimulating Turkey’s action. According to reports from this time, the Israeli Minister
of Defense, Yitzhak Mordechai, ordered .the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF), to delay a serial of
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military exercises and decrease military activities along Syrian border.'”® On the other hand,
the same sources also reported that some Israeli politicians, like Uzi Landau, the chair of the
Knesset Foreign Affairs and Defense Committee from the Likud Party believed that “Israel

would be helped by the deployment of Syrian forces on the Turkish border.”*”

The October 1998 crisis with Syria partly demonstrated what Ankara had in mind.
The long running dispute between Turkey and Syria escalated when Turkish officials publicly
stated that Syria had been waging an “undeclared war” against Turkey and that Ankara had
the “right to respond.”'*® An armed conflict between Turkey and Syria was avoided when
Damascus agreed to most of the Turkish demands, and also through the important mediation
efforts.of Egypt and lran. PKK leader Abdullah Ocalan was expelled from the country. The
serious attitude of Turkey and the mediation efforts led to a resolution.'®! According to Cevik
Bir, the military agreement between Turkey and Israel also paved the way for resolution of
the Turkish-Syrian crisis of autumn, 1998. Although it was not the sole reason f‘or the
resolution of the October 1998 crisis, Syria’s more responsive attitude toward Turkey in a

way proved that Turkey’s military agreement with Israel created a sense of deterrence on

Syria. '*

Turkey and Syria signed what is referred to as Adana agreement. Syria undertook

commitments to satisfy Turkey’s security concerns without any precondition or reciprocity.'
This forced Damascus to adapt itself to the new realities of the Middle East power equation

and to curb or at least suspend its animosity toward Turkey.

After shuttling between Russia, Italy and Greece, Ocalan was captured by the
Turkish authorities in Kenya on 15 February. A Kurdish protest erupted in European cities
and some of the embassies were sieged. In an attempt to break into the Israeli embassy in

Berlin, three Kurds were killed in gunfire by Israeli security guards. The reason Kurdish
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groups attacked the Israel embassy, was that from the time of Ocalan’s departure from Syria
till his capture in February 1999, Kurdish groups claimed the Israeli intelligence agency
Mossad helped Turkey track down their leader.'®* In addition, to that declaration, Jerusalem
Post dated March 1, 1999 emphasized that Israel’s cooperation with Turkey was a complete
foreign policy failure that Tel Aviv had entered into a dangerous process given the reaction
agafnst Israel by the protesting Kurds, who had never been a problem for Israel before.'®
Israel announced that all embassies and consulates would be closed for a day, and from this
event a debate has arisen over how to on “steer clear” of the Kurdish issue. While some
Israelis drew attention to the difficulﬁes stemming from Israel’s close relations with Turkey,
particularly about the Kurds'®, there have been also views which consider the Turkish-Israeli

relations too valuable, that “Israel should not become hysterical even if they have to pay a

price.'®’

Although there were important improvements between Damascus and Ankara like
the signed Adana security agreement, as well as a decrease in the Turkish perception of threat
form Syria after the expulsion of Ocalan from Syria and capture of Ocalan, it is very diffucult
for both countries to have a trouble-free relationship because of the conflicting regional

interests and different perceptions of threats to caches vital interests.
2.3.3.4 Demirel’s Visit to Israel and Barak’s to Turkey

The near-halting of the peace process during Netanyahu’s tenure was a major
concern for the Turkish officials. Failure of the coriclusion of the necessary agreements which
would lead to permanent status talks resulted in Palestinian threat to unilaterally declared
statehood on May 4, 1999. Facing this dilemma, Ankara announced that an indepéndent
Palestine state would immediately be recognized, while the Turkish leaders also privately
advised Arafat that it was better to wait for the right conditions, and that unilateral actions -

would only complicate the picture."™ Thus; Arafat’s decision to wait for the Israeli elections

was a great relief for the Turkish officials.
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~ Turkish President Sileyman Demirel’s visit to Israel in July 1999, right after the
Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak took office, was no less speculated upon than the previous
ones. Particularly in Israel, Demirel’s visit was attributed to Barak’s wish to conclude a peace
deal with Syria which, in turn, would increase pressure on Turkey about the issues discussed
above."™ Furthermore, concerns about Israel’s relations with Turkey more frequently voiced

after the capture of Ocalan, and are said to have played a role in the timing of Demirel’s visit

to Israel.

It is, thus significant that, during his visit, Demirel stated: “We will be happy if Israel
would solve its problems with Syria. Syria is not our enemy, but our neighbor. Turkish-Israeli
ties are not against a third party, but rather aim to contribute to the peace and stability of the
region;”’go Demirel’s statement was not only due to the peaceful settlement of the serious
dispute with Syria on October 1998 or a part of the regular rhetoric in support of the peace

process, but can largely be considered as an effort to assuage increasing Israeli concern

mentioned above.

After Demirel’s reiteration of an offer to sell water during his July 1999 visit to
Israel, a delegation from the Israeli Foreign Ministry came to Ankara in September to
examine the Turkish proposal and visit the water supply facilities in the southern part of
Turkey.191 Subsequently the issue was discussed during Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak’s
visit to Turkey fn October 1999."? Negotiations with Israel over the sale of this water quite

advanced; however, no binding agreement had been concluded yet.'”

The devastating earthquake of August 17, 1999 in Turkey, which claimed thousands
of lives and caused economic harm in the billions of dollars, resulted in the further
enhancement of bilateral relations between Turkey and Israel. Israel was among the first

countries which sent rescue teams and stayed to help the relief efforts of the survivors. Some

' Briefing, Issue 1250, 12 July 1999, p.18.
' Harriyet, 15 July 1999.

! hitp://www.mfa. gov.il/mfa/go. asp?MFAHOf070, accessed on April 19, 2004,
"2 Haaretz, 24 October 1999.

193 Turkish Probe, 13 February 2000.
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survivors were treated in the temporary Israeli hospitals and some of them named their

newborn babies “Israel” as an extension of their gratitude.'™*

Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak’s visit to Turkey in October 1999, to participate in
the ceremony of the village constructed by Israel for the homeless earthquake victims, was the
first prime ministerial visit after David Ben Gurion’s 1958 visit. His presence though bore
more significance than simply a symbolic gesture for a humanitarian cause. During his one-
day but intense trip, Barak met the Turkish leaders. They discussed defense issues, importing
water from Turkey, and economic cooperation. Another topic that was underlined during
Barak’s visit was the ongoing Israeli support for the Turkish membership in the Eur,opéan
Union. .Israel, which was seeking to sign an affiliation agreement with the European Union,
backed Turkey’s efforts in the European capitals. Israeli ambassador to Turkey Uri Bar Ner
told President Weizmann that he had come to be known as the “Turkish agent” among his

European counterparts because of his efforts on behalf of Turkey’s accession.*’

In the 90s, Turkish-Israeli relations developed at a remarkable pace. Following
normalization of relations, both sides attached great importance to the exchange of official
visits between the two countries. These visits were not merely concerned with military
personnel or foreign ministry officials, but also involved exchanges among officials in high
profile-political posts. Thus, the display of political will to improve this bilateral relationship
became the backbone of the much debated, highly criticized cooperation. Signiﬁcanﬂy, the
opposition Fazilet Party (Virtue Party, the successor of the Welfare Party) leader Recai
Kutan’s meeting with representative of American Jewish organiz'ations during his visit to the
US in November 1999, and his reported call for the “improvement of the Turkish-Israeli

relations™'®® display the range of consensus among the Turkish politicians over the necessity

of having good relations with Israel.

1 Harrivet, 20 August 1999,
'%5 Harrivet, 24 October 1999.
1% Harriyet, 6 November 1999, p.13.
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2.3 An Analysis of Turkish Foreign Policy towards Israel during the 90s

From 1945 to 1989, Turkey held an integral position within the Western security
systems because of its role as a buffer state against the Soviet Union. This position enabled
acceptance of Turkey as part of the European system of states. In accordance to that, Turkey
regarded its Middle East policy as an extension of its pro-Western policy whose main aim

was to create a defense system against Soviet Union and communism.

The one of the basic characteristics of Cold War era was Turkey’s perception of the
relations with Israel in the framework of Arab-Israel conflict. On the one hand, Turkey was
the first Muslim state that recognized Israel in spite of Arab opposition; on the other hand,
Turkey voted for UN Security Council Resolution 242 that required withdrawal of Israeli
forces from the areas that Israel occupied during the 1967 War. These two examples displayed
that Turkey never abandoned its traditional balance policy in the Israel-Palestinian conflict in

the Cold War era.

During the Cold War period, relations between Turkey and Israel fluctuated, despite
commonalities such as a pro-Western foreign policy orientation, commitments to democratic
rule and common economic interests. These fluctuations reflect the different phases through
which Turkish foreign policy has moved since the end of the Second World War. Tﬁrkey.’s
relations with Israel were always subordinated to short-term goals and to Turkey’s relations.

with the West in the Cold War era.

After the end of the Cold War, Turkey found itself in a turbulent security environment
marked by volatility and instability. Such regional destabilizers as Iraq, Syria, Libya, and Iran
have alerted Turkey to the dangers of isolation in the region. The possibility of isolation and
marginality within the global and. regional security order pressed Turkey to find new allies;
Israel was the most likely candidéte. Thus, the first factor that triggered Turkey's
rapprochement with Israel was this awareness of its increased isolation in the post-Cold War
era. The second factor, the Gulf War, confirmed that the Middle East region continued to be a
major source of instability with the potential to threaten global security. It demonstrated that
Turkey was still xmportant for Western security despite the fact that its role as a buffer against
the Soviet Union ended. It emphas:zed the similarities between Turkey and Ismel two states
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which are not Arab yet exist in a predominantly Arab region in which neither was welcome
and both susceptible to common dangers. Also the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq in August 1990
highlighted the similarities between Turkey and Israel, two democratic and Western oriented
countries subject to common dangeré- in an increasingly volatile region comsisting of
authoritarian Arab countries. Israel and Turkey were siding with the US against an Arab

country to defuse a threat to their common security for the first time.

The third factor that enabled Turkey to pursue a pro-Israeli foreign policy more freely
was the evolving Arab-Israeli peace process. Turkey recognized Israel in 1949, the first
Muslim state to do so, but until the 1990s, the Turkish government was reluctant to move

towards closer cooperation with Israel because of the Arab countries' sensitivities.

During the 90s, Turkey had serious conflicts of interest with its neighbors, Iran, Syria
and Iraq. The most visible ones concerning Kurdish separatist terrorism, the distribution of
water, and Islamic fundamentalism. The question of support given to Kurdish separatist
terrorism constituted the core issue in the Turkish-Syrian relations. The Kurdish problem lied
at the core of Turkish-Iraqgi relations as well. The politics of water was a major source of
conflict in the Middle East and oné which had direct implications for the Kurdish problem.
Turkey was faced with a conflict of interest with Syria and Iraq over the Euphrates and Tigris
rivers, which originate in Turkish territory and then flow into Syria and Iraq, the downstream
countries. The Syrian government perceived a trade-off between its support for the PKK and
the politics of water. As for Iran, Turkey was also suspicious of Iran’s designs over Turkey's
internal affairs and its support for Islamic movements in Turkey. In addition, Turkey and Iran
competed for influence in the former Soviet Union's Central Asian republics and in the

transport of oil and natural gas.

Isracl faced threats to its security from the same countries in the region which
threatened Turkey's national security during the 90s. Iran finds in Israel its arch-enemy and
has now acquired missile technology and nuclear capabilities with Russian help. Iraq, during
the Gulf War, opened a second front by sending its Scud missiles into Israeli territory. Syria
has threatened Israel's territorial integrity and the peace process. The Israeli-Syrian conflict
revolved around such issues as the Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights and Southern

Lebanon, and the Syrian support of Hamas and Hizbullah terrorists opposed to Israel. In the
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Israel. In the uncertain, volatile post-Cold War environment of the Middle East, Israel faced
with hostility from Iran and the Arab states sworn to Israel’s destruction, Israel required a
reliable partner and the most likely candidate was Turkey. There is, then, a convergence of
interests between Turkey and Israel for déterring Syria, Iran, and Iraq for similar security

reasons.

Turkey and Israel do not only share security concerns, but there are other similarities
between them that makes their cooperation likely in the 90s. Turkey and Israel are the only
secular democracies in the region, both have market econbmiw, and both are integrated into
the European economic order. Their major export and import partners indicate an integration
with the states of the Western states. |

Turkey shared a vested interest with Israel in promoting stability in the highly volatile
region in which it is located; they were arfstill are also the only two countries in the region
with the capacity to do so. Furthermore, during the post-Cold War era, they were also similar
in the problems they faced: religious fundamentalist movementé, economic difficulties,
hostile behavior from their neighbors, and separatist movements that threatened their
territorial integrity.

Another related consideration in Turkish-Israeli relations in the 90s was the desire of
the Turkish military to obtain high quality hardware and technology. Because both state’s
military inventories are based on US equipment, Turkey saw Israel as an alternative and
cheapei source of supply of military equipment. Turkey and. Israel signed many military.
agreements, especially in the second half of the 19905, which not only concerned military
sales, but also technology transfers, joint exercises, military training and modernization of
weapons. These security and defense arrangements constituted and continue to be the most
comprehensive and much debated area of cooperation between Israel and Turkey. Turkey and
Israel are among the strongét military powers in the region, in terms of capabilities, mxlxtary
expenditures, standing army, and weapons technology. In addition, Israel bas strong, sound
American backing and the Jewish lobby in Washington has the freedom to try to harness
power to influence American foreign policy. The indirect benefits of a pro-Israeli policy for
Turkey may have been a change in the attitudes of the American Congress, which had not
been very friendly towards Turkey during the Cold War era. Among the Turkish motivations,
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the goal of enlisting the support of the Jewish lobby in the United States Congress, especially
against the Greek and Armenian lobbies, became very important during the 90s.

Expanding bilateral economic relations constituted another important
dimension of Turkish-Israeli relations during this time. Turkey’s military purchases of
substantial amounts from the Israeli defense industry, which also held a formidable economic
value, have been matched by increasing trade volumes, concrete steps on joint ventures, and
utilization of the potential for tourism. A unique combination of free trade agreements with
the US, the European Union and the European Free Trade Area have resulted in profitable
international trade for Israel. Following the upgrading of the diplomatic relations with Israel,
mutual visits at the ministerial level became a frequent practice. Over the years, subsequent
administrations in the both countries have shown a willingness to continue this practice to this
day.

To sum up, Turkish-Israeli security cooperation seems to be the dominant event of
post-Cold War Middle Eastern politics. Turkish concerns over the threats that Syria, Iran, and
Iraq pose to Turkish national unity and territorial integrity are the factors that led to Turkish
rapprochement with Israel. The end of the Cold War, the Gulf War and its impact on Turkey's .
Kurdish problem, and the Israel-Arab peace process prepared the fertile ground for Turkey
openly to follow a pro-Israeli foreign policy. The alliance serves a number of Turkish security
interests. However, there are also a number of factors that will be examined in the following
chapter that might potentially limit the further enhancement of this bilateral relationship or
cause friction between the parties during the current decade. ) =
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CHAPTER II1

TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY TOWARDS ISRAEL IN THE
AFTERMATH OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2001

3.1. September 11, 2001 Terrorist Attacks

On September 11, 2001 “Americans watched on television, in real time, as the twin
towers of the World Trade Center burned and their fellow citizens flung thgmselves to their
deaths from 100 stories up. Americans all watched as the towers imploded, and they all knew
that they were witnessing, in seconds, the deaths ‘of thousands of their compatriots in the

nation’s font yard.”'”’

The terrorist attacks against the United States profoundly shocked the world
community. The destruction of the World Trade Center in New York and the part of Pentagon
building in Washington D.C, were the first attacks against the United States on its home land
since the Japanese surprise attack against Pearl Harbor on December 7%, 1941. This incident
set the United States on the path of war, as in the aftermath of Pearl Harbor, this time against
the global Al-Qaeda terrorist network led by the Osama Bin Laden.

As seen from the view points of theorists such as Edward Said and Noam Chomsky,
the events of September 11 are understandable only in terms of the violent history of US
foreign policy, especially in the Middle East, standing in contrast, to President Bush and his
transatlantic political colleagues, who have the view that it is civilization and democracy
which has been attacked. Others have argued that modernity itself was the target.'*®

Therefore, it is important to clarify in what way Séptember 11" is a new departure
point in the world politics. The developments in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks have led

197 M Hirsch, “Bush and the World”, Foreign Affairs, September-October 2002,
'*® David Rief, “There is no Alternative to War”, Salon.com, 25 September 2001, at
http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2001/09/25/modemity/index.html ; Aryeh Neier, “Warring agamst

Modermity”, Washington Post, 9 October 2001, at http./www. washmg:omstcom/mmmclmmzss%-

2001Q0ct8.html.
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many to believe that September 11 is the dawn of a new era in international relations, a
completely new world order is likely to take shape as a result. 199

Some realists assert that these attacks may testify to a defining moment there is no
way to “reorder of the system”. Many academicians and political commentators seem to agree
to the assessment: “the world will never be the same again”?*® What most of the
academicians seem also agreed on was that the attacks were directed not only against the US
but also against the values of freedom, democracy, and human rights.?*'

However, interpretix;g Septembér 11 as a new point of departure for the functioning
of the entire international system and the conduct of international relations can prove too
radical and at the same time, become a simplistic way of conceptualizing the importance of
the events. While acknowledging the new phases of world politics brought to light by the
terrorist attacks, their impact should be evaluated rather in the light of developments
preceding them, dating back to the end of the cold war, when the bipolar international system

collapsed and the new world order started taking shape.
3.1.1. Post Cold War Context of US Foreign Policy

In order to detect changes on the international system (if any) in the aftermath of
September 11, 2001, the key features of the post cold war era, which had been evolving
throughout the 90s, must be evaluated. When the current structure of the international system
is examined, it is clear that the USA is leading power and that replacement of the fading
strategic parameters of Cold War by a new form of the international system has not completed

yet.

The primary feature of the new international system is unipolarity, which replaced
the bipolar world of confrontation between the two superpowers, the United States and the
Soviet Union. As Waltz stated, there are always winners and losers at the end of wars.”%
Indisputably, the winner of the Cold War is also the leading country of NATO; the USA. The

' Dominique Moisi, “Welcome to the New, New World Order”, Financial Times, September 13, 2001.
20 Susan Woodward, “On War and Peace Building: Unfinished Legacy of the 1990s™, Social Science Research
Council: September 11 Essays, fall 2001.

2! Tbid.
2 K enneth Waltz, “ The Emergining Structure of Intemational Politics™, International Securtty Vol.18(2),

Winter 1993, p.48.
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United States, by virtue of its economic, military and political power, has been the leading
power in world affairs for the last decade, and has emerged as the leading state in the
international system, capable of promoting its values and interests across the globe. The
ideological dimensions of the US’s post-cold war foreign policy, which has centered on the
issues of human rights and freedoms, as well as free markets, has been considered attractive
and felt no serious resistance from the system as a whole. Those remaining outside this trend
have been subjected to strong external pressure ranging from diplomatic and economic
sanctions to military intervention. The US has firmly established itself at the core of the
international system seeking to preserve the stability of the system. The phenomenon was
called the new Pax Americana in the early 90s by a number of authors >®

Being in a position to pursue unilateral solutions, the US nevertheless remained
reluctant to explicitly adopt and exercise its hegemonic posture in international relations,
especially with respect to regional conflicts that required a prolonged military commitment
and involvement in post-conflict construction. The US’ hesitance to become fully involved in
the Balkans in the early 1990s was an example of this US “isolationism”. This avoidance of
the role of the “global policeman™ was further reinforced by the failure of US intervention in
Somalia in 1993, and led the US to ignore the genocide in Rwanda in 1994. At the same time,
even such a selective or half-hearted US engagement sustained its leading status and evoked
hostile reactions from the some of the system’s actors. This group of states, mostly
characterized as undemocratic, felt a bigger threat in being exposed to the values and ideology
than allowing even half-hearted American intervention and saw resistance as a prerequisite
for the survival of their regimes and ideologies.

This motivation produced one of the most sustainable lines of international
conflict during the last decade-the United States and its allies versus so-called “rogue states”
such as Iran, Iraq, Syria, Cuba, North Korea and Libya. Containment of the rogue states,
which have embarked on policies of acquiring weapons of mass destruction and sponsoring
terrorism, has occupied a large proportion of the US foreign policy agenda since the Gulf Warv
in 1991, although the policy itself dates back to the years of Cold War.

% Ann Tickner, “Re-visioning Security”, in Jnternational Relations Theory Today, edited by Ken Booth&Steve
Smith, (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995), pp.1834.
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' Deriving this legitimacy for its hegemony from the cause of spreading human rights
and freedoms, the United States has appeared at the forefront of this stand, reserving the right
to intervene on behalf of international community. The air campaign of NATO against
Yugoslavia to prevent the ethnic cleansing in its separatist province of Kosovo in 1999 was a

fully matured example of the Clinton doctrine.

The Clinton doctrine, articulated in 1994 by then US President Bill Clinton,
specifically argued for the presence of national interests as a prerequisite to bring the US into
such conflicts.’®* The remarkable feature of this doctrine was that the United States’
reluctance and selective engagement in world affairs had aroused fears among its allies over
the possibility that the US would maintain a policy of self-isolationism in ortier to reduce the
cost of being the world leading power and, at the same time, to seek and impose unilateral
solutions in cases where vital US interests were threatened or challenged.

The policies of the new administration of President George W. Bush, who took office

in the beginning of 2001, aggravated these concemé, as the administration was clearly

inclined to pursue unilateralist policy schemes. The plans to deploy the National Missile

Defense system, designed to protect the US from missile attacks by hostile regimes, emerged

‘as the ultimate manifestations of the “go-it alone” approach. A string of decisions not to
cooperate in, or even to undermine multilateral efforts in various fields perceived as

inconsistent with US national interest (such as Kyoto Protocol) stirred further controversies

over the gap between US behavior and the mponsibiliti&s‘inherent in its role as the global

power. In this respect the events of September 11 have its clarified vision of how it should

behave and what kind of challenges should be given higher priority.
3.1.1.1 Post Gulf War Order of US Policy in the Middle East

The immediate response to the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks was to declare a
war against “international terrorism”. Since the actors of this “war against international
terrorism™ made clear references to the Middle East, the question becomes how September 11
can be reflected in US policy towards the region. |

4 Hugo Sllm, Military Humanitarianism and the New Peacekeeping: An Agenda  for Peace?, at
www.jha sps.cam.ac.uk/a/a015.htm, accessed on March 21, 2004.
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The Soviet Union’s collapse and the Gulf War provided an opportunity to create a
new Middle Eastern order led by those who were on the winning side; the United States and
its allies. This new order was going to be based on several pillars. At the level of inter-states
relations, the Arab-Israeli peace process and the containment of Iraq and Iran became the
most important elements of new regional politics. 2*These two elements also constituted the
main strategy of the United States, which emerged as a leading power in the region in the 90s.

However, the US policy towards the Middle East before September 11 attacks was in
deep crisis. These two pillars of the US® post-Gulf War Middle East regional order, namely
the Arab-Israeli peace process and the dual containment of Iraq and Iran, were facing

formidable challenges.**
3.1.1.1.1. Dual Containment Policy

The first pillar of the post-Gulf War Middle East order has been the doctrine of “dual
containment” of the US, which was first introduced in 1993, two years after the Gulf War.?"’
This was different from the earlier US policy in that it depended on setting the two powers
against each other in order to prevent either from becoming dominant. The long-time U.S.
policy of supporting one against the other — Iran until the revolution in 1979, Iraq until its
invasion of Kuwait in 1991 - had not produced a result in the region with which anyone was
satisfied.2®® In place of this approach (which one might term “Dual Balancing”) the Clinton
administration decided that since both states were proving inimical to U.S. interests, both
should be opposed. '

Accordingly, in a speech delivered May 13, 1993, Martin Indyk, Director for Near
East and South Asia at the National Security Council, unveiled the newly elected

%5 Meliha Benli Altumsik, “The Breakdown of the Post-Gulf War Middle East Order”, Perceptions: Journal of

International Affairs, June-August 2001, Vol.6, No.2, p.45-56.
6 Meliha Benli Altumigik, “The Middle East In the Aftermath of September 11 Attacks™ , Dig Politika Enstitiisa,

g” Aysegiil Sever, “Turkey’s Stance on Dual Conlmnment" Journal of South Asian and Middle Eastern Studies,

Vol.24, No.2, Winter Issue, 2001, p.46.
28 Nyavid H. Saltiel and Jason S. Pmcell,“MovingPastDualConmmmem Iran, fraq, the future of US Policy in
the Gulf”, Bulletin , The Atlantic Council of the United States, VoL13, No.1, Janmry2002.,pl
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administration’s policy toward Iran and Iraq. The policy, termed “Dual Containment,” aimed
to weaken both countries through strict economic sanctions and diplomatic isolation.*®

Such a strategy contemplated a virtual reorganization of the gulf region's politics and
customary balance of power. After the gulf war, Indyk stated that "the determination
President Bush showed in his efforts to liberate Kuwait was not matched by an equal
determination to restructure the Middle East in the wake of victory."*'® As the chief architect
of dual containment, Indyk was determined that President Clinton take advantage of the
opportunity Bush missed, at least with respect to the Persian Gulf region if not the entire
Middle East.2" |

In effect, the goals of the policy differed between the two governments: to
topple the one, but only to pressure the other to change some of its ways. Furthermore, the
means were necessarily different, with UN sanctions already in place against Iraq and no
appetite among thé international community for similar action against Iran. The Clinton
administration thus continued to act in a multilateral context vis-a-vis Irag, but was forced to
apply sanctions unilaterally in the case of Iran.*"

The UN sanctions regime, the imposition of no-fly zones and periodic display of air
power became the tools of dual containment policy against Iraq. In the case of Iran, the US
embargo was imposed. Increasing US military presence in the Gulf compounded the “dual
containment” doctrine.

However, in recent years, the “dual containment” doctrine has been in crisis. In the
Iraqi case, more and more countries both inside and outside the region were challenging
sanctions. There was growing criticism of the negative humanitarian UN sanctions regime.
The isolation of Iran had always been less effective. Unlike the UN sanctions regime in the
case of Iraq, Iran only faced US embargo, which members, for example, of the European
Union, traded with it freely. With the victory of the reformists in Majlis elections, there had

299 Martin Indyk, "Watershed in the Middle East,"” Foreign Affairs: America and the World 1991-92, Vol.71, No.
1 (1992) pp:71-72.

1O mbid.
2! Martin Indyk, "Special Report: Clinton Administration Policy toward the Middle East,” Washington Institute

for Near East Policy, Policy watch, No. 84, May 21, 1993, p. 2.
#2 Barbara Conry, “America’s Misguided Pohcy of Dual Containment in the Persian Gulf”, Cato Foreign Policy

Briefing, No.33, p.4
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been growing pressure on the US administration to normalize relations with Iran.*”® Thus, the
“dual containment” policy was ineffective in isolating Iran and Iraq.

In addition to being inconsistent and ineffective, “dual containment” since its
inception, proved injurious to other U.S. national interests. It aroused the anger of European
allies, created discord between the United States and its Arab partners, compromised the
credibility of U.S. diplomacy, prevented potential U.S. investment in the Iranian oil industry,
and deprived the U S. govemment of influence over the scale and direction of the Iranian

weapons programs.>!

3.1.1.1.2. The Arab-Israeli Peace Process

The other pillar of the post-Gulf War Middle East order has been the Arab-Israeli
Peace Process. The convening of the multilateral Madrid conference in 1991 and more
importantly, the signing of the Declaration of Principles in 1993 were regarded asa signs of a
new dawn in the region that would convert a perpetual conflict to perpetual peace.

However, this environment began to fade as soon as the peace process started to run
into difficulties. Since the end of September 2000, the process has been facing its most
serious challenge. The two sides are locked in violence in which more than 4000 people have
been killed.*"> All these happened after a period of high hopes for the signing of peace

treaties.

In July 1999, the Ehud Barak government came to power in Israel with promises of a
rapid conclusion of negotiations on both tracks of the peace process. The newly elected Barak
signaled his intention to restart negotiations with Damascus. There was considerable
movement and yet no agreement was achieved. The process lost its momentum.2'® Under the
second term Clinton administration, Washington began to push for Arab-Israel Peace Process.

213 Joshua Teitelbaum, “The Gulf States and the End of Dual Containment”, Middle East Review of International
“‘f?""’ Vol.2, No 3, September 1998, p. 12,
Thid.

23 Robert O. Freedlmn, Us Policy Toward The Middle East in Clinton’s Second Term”, Middle East Review

o InternatlonaIAﬂ'azrs Vol.3, No.1, March 1999, p.2.
216 Aysegiil Sever, “Turkey and The Symn-lsmeh Peace Talks in the 19905” Middle East Review of
IntmanmalAﬁ'azrs Vol.5, No.3, September 2001, p.95.
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Then negotiations with the Palestinians gained momentum. The two sides eventually came to
Camp David in July 2000.

The July 2000 Camp David summit, which set the stage for the latest Palestinian
riots, may also have been negatively affected by the.Clinton’s administration. The summit
failed in part because of the Administration's inadequate diplomatic groundwork. President
Clinton seemed to assume that he could forge an agreement by force of personality and
underestimated the difficulties in reaching a settlement on the thorny issues like the status of
East Jerusalem and Jewish settlements in the West Bank. ?!7 The two sides spent weeks trying
to narrow their differences, coming closer to a deal than ever before. But both Barak and
Arafat ended up walking away empty-handed. Their differences were just too great to be
bridged at that time. A subsequent effort near the end of the year also failed to produce an
agreement. Yet, again no agreement was reached and soon the Al-Aqgsa Intifada erupted.?'®

Just before Clinton’s term expired, he came up with a proposal, which was rejected
by the Palestinian Authority due to the fact that these proposals were designed to perpetuate
the existing status quo in the West Bank and Gaza, rather than leading to the establishment of
a viable Palestinian state*’® Finally in January 2001, yet again, negotiations took place in
Taba, Egypt under the pressure of upcoming early Israeli elections and, despite the progress
noted by participants, no agreement was reached.

In the final analysis, the Clinton’s term showed the lack of trust on both sides. The
Palestinians increasingly believed that the Israeli government had no intention of ending
occupation and allowing the formation of viable Palestinian state. On the other hand, the
Israclis increasingly believed that they had no partners in peace.

The gap in the positions of the two sides has grown since the beginning of second
Intifada. The Palestinians bégan to voice the argumexit that from their side there was nothing
to compromise on because they had already given the Biggest concession that they could ever

217 James A. Philipps, “How Clinton's Troubled Middle East Policy Has Collapsed on Two Fronts™, Policy
Research and Analysis, The Heritage Foundation, October 13, 2000. '

18 Jane Perlez, “Bush Officials Pronounce (linton Mideast Plan Dead,” The New York Times, Feb. 9, 2001.
219 Keith B. Richburg, “Jerusalem Protesters Decry U.S. Proposals; Crowd Insists City Remain Undivided As
Israeli Capital,” The Washington Post, Jan. 9, 2001.

29 1bid. For the Joint Concluding Statement of Taba Talks, sce the PA website at Wwww.pna net/peace/taba-
talks html, accessed on April 24, 2004.



give right at beginning: the recognition of Israel. As to the Israelis, especially since the
cc;ming of power of Ariel Sharon’s government, there have been more signs of changing
positions. Yet, Sharon’s policies did not help to decrease the tension. Increasing use of force
in retaliation, Sharon’s proposal to give the Palestinians only 42 percent of the West Bank, the
reoccupation of the areas that are under Palestinian control according to agreements, the
bﬁilding new settlements; all these factors emphasized the harsh direction of Sharon’s

policies, which were certainly incompatible with the spirit of peace process.

When the ‘George W. Bush administration came to power on January 2001, there
were very few clues as to shape that his policy in the Middle East would take. His
inexperience in foreign affairs contrasted sharply with his predecessor Bill Clinton’s “hands-
on” approach.”! Indeed, in his first year in office, even after September 11, President Bush
largely distanced himself from intimate involvement in the region’s blggmt crisis - the
continuing fight between Israel and Palestinians. He accused the Clinton administration of
pushing both Israclis and Palestinians towards an agreement for which neither side was

ready.

However, the new Bush administration also signaled its intention to keep the region a
priority. Indeed, Secretary of State Colin L. Powell's first foray abroad was to the Middle
East, a trip that took him on Feb. 25 to Jerusalem and the West Bank town of Nablus for

separate meetings with Sharon and Arafat, respectively.”

However, President Bush also indicated that he is not going to be as active a
"participant in the peace process as Clinton was. For one thing, Powell and Bush both said that
they were not going to try to keep alive the ambitious proposals put forth by Clinton. Bush
said that he believed Clinton was too personally involved in the negotiations. He and his aides-

2! Leon Hadar, “’IhercuneamitheSpm , Journal of Palestine Studies, Vol.23, No.2, p.87-8 quoted in Kamer
Kasim, “ USamdedanommmePw@MWuEm”AvrmyaDomSpwﬂlsm.TheUmedSm

Vol. p.130.

2
Ibid. .
23 Jane Perlez, “Powell, Mecting Both Sides in Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, Makes Little Headway,” The New

York Times, Feb. 26, 2001.

65



implicitly criticized the former president for trying to impose his own conditions and

deadlines on parties that had generations of mistrust and hatred to overcome.***

In the case of the Arab-Israeli conflict, Washington this time opted to refrain from
dﬁea involvement. Yet, as the conflict escalated, the Bush administration found itself obliged
to intervene, although it had no clear plan to do so. Thus, prior to September 11, the Bush
administration had failed to develop coherent policy towards the region, although it was

claimed that a policy review was underway.

3.1.2. US’s Foreign Pblicy in the aftermath of September 11 Terrorist Attacks

“September 11 has changed everything..nothing will ever be the same again™. Such
statements became common place in the aftermath. According to one writer “the old clichés
had lost their meaning” but at the same time “change does not occur overnight”?®. If so, what
then is the impact of September 11 on American foreign policy? This question is essential in
order to comprehend how September 11 can be reflected in U.S’ policy towards the Middle
East region and how Turkish-Israel relations can evolve within this context. There has been
insufficient time even to determine the tendencies of American foreign policy after September
11. However, it is possible to interpret the short-term tendencies.

First of all, the immediate response of the United States to the September 11 terrorist
attacks was to declare a war against “international terrorism™. Haas underlines the legitimate
basis of war in American view: “Our right to self-defense is unqv.wstionecl.”226 What this
statement implies is that the US became willing to act unilaterally, without the cooperation of
the international community. The reason for the US acting in a unilateralist way can be
summarized as follows: The suicide plane attacks that killed several thousand innocent office-
workers in New York, nearly two hundred mllrtary personnel in Washington, D.C., and
several hundred passengers on the four hijacked flights were not seen in the United States as
crimes primarily against “the international community” to be appropriately dealt with by the

" 24 «Changing Camels in Mid-Dune: Colin Powell Goes to the Middle East,” The Economist, Feb. 24, 2001,
25 D. Howard, “After September 11%: Chances for a Left Foreign Policy”, at

http://www.ssrc.org/septl 1/essays/howard2 _text -only.htm, accessed on May 27, 2004.

26 R. N. Baass, “American foreign policy after September 117, November 16, 2001, at

http://www.state. gov/s/p/rem/6310.htm, accessed on May 27, 2004.
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United Nations. For them the attacks were outrages particularly against the people of

America.®’

Therefore, the first conclusion that can be drawn from the Post-September 11
continuity in American foreign policy is that the US has discarded the consent of international
community as a prerequisite to action. Actually, unilateralism has been an element of US

foreign policy since the end of the Cold War. For example: To quash the International
Criminal Court (ICC), for example, the administration threatened in June 2002 to withdraw
all funds for UN peacekeeping. Global warming may be occurring, as an administration report
finally admitted, but the White House trashed the Kyoto Protocol that the imternational
community spent ten years negotiating, and offered no alternative plan.”®

A strong assertion of unilateralism was noticeable in the words of President Bush,
sired during his address to the Congress in the aftermath of attacks, where he framed the
imperative to the world community by saying that “every nation, in every region now has to
make decision. Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists.”** Thus, little has been
left for the rest of the world but to rally behind the US or bear the results of either indecision

or opposition.

The other immediate response of the United States to September 11 was the
declaration on September 17, 2001 of a “National Security Strategy”. The strategy declared -
by the Bush administration is similar to Clinton approach, but with diﬁ'aences in details imd
emphasis.”° In this context, post-September 11 strategies can not be counted as a purely new
approach. What the new National Security Strategy stresses is the following:

The United States has long maintained the option of ‘preemptive” actions to counter
a sufficient threat to our national security. The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of
inaction-and the more compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves,
even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy’s attack. Toforestall or

Z7 Michael Howard, “What is in a Name?: How To Fight Terrorism™, Foreign Affairs, January/February 2002,

.9
%" Michael Hirsch, “Bush and the world”. Foreign Affairs, September-October 2002, Vol.5, No.81, p.20-21
29 Adress to a Joint Session of Congress and the Amegican People, September 20, 2001, at
www. whitehouse. gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010920-8 html, accessed on May 26, 2004. -
B0 51, Gaddis, “A Grand Strategy of Transformation”, Foreign Policy, Nov/Oct 2002, p. 50-51

67



prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United States will, if necessary, act

preemptively. ¥’

The National Security Strategy is careful to specify a legal basis for preemption:
international law recognizes "that nations need not suffer an attack before they can lawfully
take action to defend themselves against forces that present an imminent danger of attack."*
There's also a preference for preempting multilaterally: “The United States will constantly
strive to enlist the support of the international community.” But “we will not hesitate to act
alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of self-defense by acting preemptively against such

terrorists, to prevent them from doing harm against our people and our country.”**?

The post-September 11 foreign policy of the US is hard to identify in a clear way.
There is no consensus among scholars. Rahman claims that terrorist attacks were a critical
turning point for both United States and the international community in that it paved a way
into multilateralism and changed the nature of international relations and the US foreign
policy as well.?** Hirsh does not agree. In his article, he states that NATO has invoked Article
V24 of its charter for the first time since its inception and this paved a way into unilateralism.
However, Rumsfeld sent his deputy, Paul Wolfowitz, to NATO member countries give the
message that exercising Article V would not be necessary since the mission would define the

coalition.”®® This clearly points to US unilateralism in fighting against terrorism.

After the September 11 terrorist attacks, it has often been said that nothing would
remain the same. It was therefore expected that US foreign policy would change significantly,
especially in the Middle East. However, there was no drastic change. September 11  should

be analyzed more in terms of continuity rather than drastic change.

20 White House, A National Security Strategy for A New Century, The White House, Washington D.C, 2002, at
http:/fwww . whitehouse.gov/nse/mnssS hitml , accessed on May 29, 2004.

Bbid.

22 1hid,

23 S, Rahman, “Illiberal democracy five years later” Harvard International Review, Summer 2002, No.24,
Vol.2, p. 44.

24 Article V, which was signed in April 1949, says, “The parties agree that an armed attack against one or more
members in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against all members and consequently they
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each...will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith,
individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed
force, in order to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.”

233 Hirsch, “Bush and the world”, p.21.
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First of all, the international system remains fundamentally unipolar. The attacks
exiwloited more vigorously the US unique position in the international system. Secondly, it is
obvious that September 11 has been followed by deep US engagement. Having been opposed
to the role of global policeman and hesitant to commit itself wholeheartedly to building
security and prosperity wherever such a need arouse in the last decade, the United States has
started interpreting its position in word politics more robustly. As the US Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld wrote: “Forget about “exit strategies”; we are looking at a
sustained engagement that carries no deadlines.””’ Thus, it was no surprise that on 7 October
2001, the USA together with Great Bntam struck against the terrorists’ facilities in
Afghanistan, marking the beginning of the “Enduring Freedom™ military operation against
international terrorism. The impact of the US operation upon the Taliban could not be clearer.
Just two months after the commencement of bombing, Northern Alliance forces entered the
radical Islamist movement’s spiritual capital of Kandahar, effectively ending the Taliban’s
seven-year rule in Afghanistan. However, the repercussions of Operation “Enduring
Freedom™ went far beyond the mountains of Afghanistan® The declared readiness on the
part of the US to stay in Afghanistan and assist its newly formed government for as long as it
takes to build a viable state served as a precursor to a revised US gpproach to its international
responsibilitiés as was seen in Iraq. >’ A

The “rogue states versus the United States” line was strengthened in the aftermath of
September 11, 2001. At the very early stage of the war on terrorism, the US administration
made it clear that this connection would be central to the US ann-termnst strategy. During his
address to Congress, President Bush stated that, “any nation that continues to harbor or
support terrorism will be regarded by the United States as a hostile regime.”*** Thus, it was
no surprise that Iraq was the next target after Afghanistan in the anti-terrorist campaign.
Many Western commentators and European diplomats cited a lack of interniational backing
for any American military action in Iraq, especially since no proof has emerged that Iraq was

2’ Donald H. Rumsfeld, “ A New Kind of War”, The New York Times, September 27, 2001.
5% Michael Rubin, “The Afghan Aftermath in the Middle East”, Perceptions, May-March 2002, VoL8, No. l

1
B See the White House Report The Global War on Terrorism: The First 100 Days, at
http://www.whitehouse. gov/news/reledses/2001/12/100daysreport. html, accessed on May 29, 2004.
2% Adress to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People, September 20, 2001, at
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in any way behind the 11 September terrorist attacks.*! On the other hand, American forces
in Iraq continue to suffer casualties, the mumber of soldiers coming under attack and returning
home in body-bags is mounting. One of the most credible justifications for the intervention in
Iraq was that democratizing the country would give rise to new wave of democratization in
the Greater Middle East. The war in Iraq has weakened the credibility of the US in its fight
against Islamic terrorism and shattered the fragile international consensus which had emerged
after September 11, 2001 on the need to deal with failed states that sponsor terrorism and

engage in WMD programs.

Shortly, what September 11 did was show the practical application of the US power.
The world-wide rallying behind the United States in the aftermath of September 11 and in
Afghanistan underscores the extent to which the US has positioned itself as the central power
in the international system, ensuring its stability and security. The US remains the leading
power in international relations. Its influence, interests and policies continue to formulate
imperatives to other actors. September 11 is giving a way to a wider and deeper global
engagement to prevent further challenges like September 11 terrorist attacks, bringing the US
closer to the role of “global policemen”. The hopes of multilateralism have been dashed,
however, and the expected shift towards multilateral decision-making has been made a failure

by the unilateralist US foreign policy behavior.

3.1.2. September 11, 2001 Terrorist Attacks Implications on Turkish Foreign
Policy

The most important event that shaped the foreign policy of many countries was
certainly the events of September 11; 2001. It created new paradigms and priorities in
international relations. Turkish foreign policy was among the policies of many countries that
were affected by the terrorist attacks, and which brought the senousnms of the threat of
terrorism to the eyes of the world.

Ankara’s first response to the terrorist attacks was delivered byForexgn Minister
Ismml Cem, who stated on September 11 that Turkey shared the grief of the American people

240 \fichacl Rubin, “The Afghan ARermath: in the Middle East™, p.3.
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and was following developments in order to “do whatever was necessary.”2*? The following
d:;y, Prime Minister Ecevit expressed solidarity with the American people in a message of
condolence to President Bush that described the attacks as “not just against the United States
but against humanity and world peace.” He added, “These attacks have shown that leaders

must come up with new strategies against terrorism. All humanity must unite against
¥y 243

terrorism.
The first effect of September 11 which contributed to‘Turkey’s position was growing
acceptance of the Turkish approach to the fight against terrorism. Turkey itself had long
struggled against separatists’ terror in a domestic context. Since the 1980s, Turkey has been
engaged in fighting against Kurdish separatism, as well as other terror groups ranging form
factions of the from left to Islamic fundamentalist organizations, and continues to be one of
the major targets of terrorist activities. During the last two décades, the Kurdish issue,
military operations involving cross-border operations became one of international concern.
Therefore, one paft of the Turkish strategy to deal with this problem was to seek international
cooperation in fighting against terrorism. On the other hand, Turkey did not hesitate to resort
to the use or threat force outside its borders, as in the case of Turkish incursions into northern
Irag, thus echoing the new American pre-emptive policy. Turkey even tried to several ties to
bring the issue onto the NATO agenda. As Turkey’s Permanent NATO Representative
Ambassador Onur Oymen said, “We have always called for terrorist activities to be included
within the Article V of the NATO Treaty.”** Turkish activities to this end were hardly
welcomed by its neighbors, nor by its Western partners, as a result, Tyrkey did not find the
necessary international support in its own fight against terrorism. To the contrary, these issues
have constantly been a point of tension and disagreement in Turkish foreign policy
throughout the 1990s. |

Against this background, Turkey was indeed the main beneficiary of the new
international atmosphere. Finally, the phenomenon of terrorism and the threat of terrorist
activities were formally recognized as an international concern. The challenge posed by
terrorism . to international security was considered so acute that it could ew}en justify the

242 «Tyrkey Condemns Terrorist Attacks In The US”, Milliyet, September 12; 2001.
3 «Council of Ministers Mecting on Terrorist Attacks in the US”, Cumhuriyet , September 13, 2001.
24 “Ankara is pleased with NATO’s Invoking of Article V", Cumbhuriyet, September 14, 2001.
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invocation of NATO’s Article V for the first time. After demonstrating allied solidarity with
tﬂe United States by supporting the activation of Article V of the NATO Charter on
September 12, Ismail Cem stated that Turkey, which had suffered from terrorism, had long
been advocating such a move and considered it “beneficial both to NATO and to the people of
the whole world.”*** From the United Nations to the OSCE, several other international and

régional organizations also adopted similar resolutions or decisions.

Turkey quickly utilized this opportunity and gave its full support to these
international initiatives. Ankara repeatedly emphasized that the September 11 proved the
validity of Turkish arguments. President Ahmet Necdet Sezer pointed out that terrorism was a
crime committed against all humanity. He also added, “That’s why we have always repeated
in all international platforms that international cooperation ‘ in the fight against terrorism
should be improved. The attacks on the US have shown how: correct Turkey is in her stance
against terrorism. I guess the attitudes of European countries have begun to change too.”2*

As mentioned above, Turkey has confronted the problem of political violence
since the 1980s. Particularly galling from Ankara’s perspective has been the attitude of its
allies, particularly those in Europe but also the United States, who have been content to allow
Turkey to struggle with PKK terrorism. In the wake of September 11, it became apparent that -
Turkey would no longer allow this policy to continue. On October 1, the Turkish government
renewed a request that State Department and the other US govémmeni agencies review the
status of Kani Xulam, a Kurdish activist in the United States who Ankara claimed promoted

the PKK’s agenda in Washington.*”

The second effect of September 11 was the increasing reference to Turkey as a
“model country” for the Islamic world. The war against the Taliban and the al-Qaeda was, in
a political and intellectual sense; also a war against a militant, reactive, anti-Western, or anti-
American interpretation of Islam. The protests against American operations and suﬁport for
bin Laden in some parts of the Islamic world created fears that the developments might lead
to a so-called “clash of ciﬁlizations,” or a “Christian-Muslim confrontation.” The US

25 «Cem’s Statement”, Hirriyet, Scptember 14, 2001.
246 «Sezer: This should be a lesson for European Countries”, Cumhuriyet, September 13, 2001.
27 «Cem Asks US to End Support for PKK Activists®, Turkish News, October 1, 2001.
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President Bush’s usage of the word “the Crusades”**®, when speaking about terrorist, added
fuel to this fire. However, Prime Minister Ecevit stated that Bush’s statement was
misunderstood by some circles. He added, “Terror is just what it is. It has no religion and a
joint fight is essential.”**® Foreign Minister, ismail Cem agreed with Ecevit’s statement and
said, “There is struggle between democracy and terrorism, common sense and fanaticism.
There is no struggle between Islam and Christianity. Naming a religion as an adjective before
the term “terrorism” shows extreme disrespect to all religions.”?

In response to this gaff, the American administration tried to use every opportunity™
to prevent this negative interpretation of the American role and the State Department stated
“the fight against terrorism is not a clash against Islam or Arabs.”** As concrete proof of this
pomt, the inclusion of Muslim countries like Turkey into the international coalition against
terrorism appeared to be necessary. Within this light, Turkey emerged as a valuable asset for
American policy.

Hengce, the fact that Turkey is the only Muslim country with a secular system of
governance, which is also member of NATO and other European institations, a position
repeatedly expressed by both the Turkish policy makers and international observers. For
example, Francis Fukuyama in his article in the Wall Street Journal said that “There is no
Islamic country other than Turkey which had been able to pass to First World country status
from a Third World country status.”>” Bernard Lewis also touched upon the issue in an
article published in the French Daily “Le Figaro”. He said that the only way out for both
Islamic countries and Central Asian countries was to adopt Turkey as a role model?™ The

**Bush's remarks during a visit to the partiaily-demolished Pentagon after the Sept 11 attacks that ‘this crusade,
this war on terrorism is going to take awhile’, Sally Buzbee, “Bush’s Use of Word “Crusade™ A Red Flag”,
Seattlepl com, September 17, 2001.

“9 “Ecevit’s Statement on International Terrorism”, Cumhuriyet , September 18, 2001,
2% Bimer Oztiirkmen, Tarkiye, September 23, 2001.
B! “Transcript: Powell Says Campaign is Against Terrorism, not Islam or Arabs”, (Powell interview with Al-
Jazeerah Television), September 19, 2001 at http://usembassy state. gov/islamabad/wwwh01091903.html,
accessed on June 21, 2004mxd‘“rmnsmpt: Rice Says CampaxgnlsAgmnstTermnsm,notIslamorAmbs”
(Powell interview with Al-Jazeerah Television), October 15, 2001 at

hitp:/fusembassy.state. gov/islamabad/wwwh01101701 html accessed on June 21, 2004. and “Transcript: War

Against Terrorism and Evil Not Against Iskhm”, BushmadedﬁrmmmaxksmWashmgmnOGtober 12, 2001 at
the 63rd anmual March of Dimes Volunteer Leadership Conference,
http://usembassy.state. gov/, k1/wwwh01101303 . html, accessed on June 21 2004,
*? George Gedda, “State Department: No War On Islam”, First Coast News, September 27, 2001 and
3 Hasan Cemal, “A New Policy In a New Era”, Milliyet, October 11, 2001.
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views of Michael Radu, an expert at the Foreign Policy Institute in Washington, echoed this
view. He said that the state system established by Ataturk was successful example showing
that political values of the Islamic world and the West need not clash >**

These arguments implied two aspects: First, Turkey's support for the coalition was
proof that the war was not a Muslim-Christian confrontation. Second, the Turkish model was
offered as an alternative to a Taliban version of Islam. This means that Islam and modern
values are compatible with each other, and it is possible to reconcile Islam within a modern,
Western-style, democratic ‘and secular system. When viewed from this position, the
significance of Foreign Minister’s Cem’s visits to Doha and Brussel can be better understood.
Foreign Minister Ismail Cem had the opportunity to convey and explain the sensitivities of
both sides to the other. On the one hand he said that terrorism can not be excused: it is a crime
against humanity. On the other he made it clear that Islam could not be target of animosity
and hate. **° In this regard, the OIC-EU Summit, which was held in Istanbul on February 11,
2002 was an expression of this policy. Orgamzmg sach a conference which brought together
EU member states and Muslim countries had a symbolic meaning and was seen as the start of
the new Turkish role as a mediator and role model”” ¥ is important to underline Marc
Grossman statement that the terrorist attacks of September 11 highlighted the Turkish model
for those countries with an Islamic heritage who choose to be modem, secular, democratic
and true to the faith simultaneousty.”® Yet, this argument remains controversial in some

aspects.

Turkish ambitions in the direction of being a model country are not new, so there is

. enough evidence to judge how Turkey is perceived in other parts of the Islamic world. Turks
themselves are proud of being the only secular country in the Islamic world: and from time to
time, Turkey has been offered as a role model from the outside as well. Yet, it is also true that
Turkey's perception of itself as a model cannot go beyond being an illusion and these ideas
cannot penetrate other Muslim societies; Arab criticism of the secular Turkish model and the

S 1hid.
36 “Cem To Travel To Doha”, Cumhuriyet, October 9, 2001.
57 “Istanbul ready for historical EU-OIC Joint Forum”, Turkish Daily News, February 11, 2002
% Marc Grossman; “Grossman Calls Turkey a Steadfast Partner In War On Terrorism”, Remarks to the
American Turkish Council By US Under Secretary State For Political Affairs, U.S Department Of State, March
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other problems that dominate Turkish-Arab relations are no secret. In this sense, any
fundamental shift in the perceptions of other Muslim societies which would ease the
objections to adapting a Turkish style system cannot be observed. To the contrary,
considering the growing anti-American feelings, it is hard to expect that such a role for
Turkey would be welcomed. It might even widen the existing gap between Turkey and other

Islamic societies.

The third effect of September 11 was expectation of Turkish active role in the war
against terrorism. The war against Afghanistan and terrorism brought Turkey once again into
focus. In the hours before US and British forces first launched attacks on Taliban and al
Queda targets, Vice President Dick Cheney telephoned Turkish President Ahmet Necdet
Sezer to inform him of operation “Enduring Freedom”.?*® The phone call reflects Turkey’s
importance to the United States as Ankara has become a pivotal ally in Washington’s new
battle against terrorism.>* However, in the aftermath of September 11, Ankara needed to be
persuaded that Osama Bin Laden and his al-Qaeda network were responsible for the attacks
on the World Trade Center and Pentagon. Prime Minister Ecevit said that Turkey would not
send troops to Afghanistan if the US had no sufficient evidence.”® In reference to Ecevit’s
statement, US Ambassador in Ankara Robert Pearson presented evidence which indicated that
recent terrorist attacks on the US were backed terrorist Usama Bin Laden and his organization
Al-Qaeda.?*®! And only then did Ecevit tell the press, “The facts that US had found are
persuasive and persuades us to support.”262 After persuading from evidences, TGNA, at its
meeting on 7 October 2003, granted permission to the Government in accordance with Article
92 of the Constitution and for duration of one year, to dispatch the Turkish Armed Forces to
Iraq.2®® And the decree was adopted by the Parliament on October 11, 2001.2%*

Turkey, therefore rigorously supported the international coalition against the Taliban
and the al-Qaeda. When the Taliban rule in Afghanistan came to an end, it became possible

28 «Cheney Informs Sezer”, Turkiye, October 8, 2001.

2% Steven A. Cook, “US-Turkey Relations and the War On Terrorism”, Analysis Paper, No.9: American’s
Response to Terrorism, November 6, 2001.

260 «Tyrkish Troops Not Going To Afghanistan”, Turkish News, September 24, 2001.

%1 «peevit: Evidence is Credible”, Turkiye, October 3, 2001,
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to launch international initiatives to rebuild the country, and the role of Turkey was again at
the forefront. Although it was not able to make a significant contribution in terms of financial
and economic reconstruction aid, Turkey actively participated in the International Security
and Assistance Force (ISAF), and was charged with assisting the newly formed interim
Afghan authority and with providing order and stability in the capital, Kabul. Within the
ﬁﬁmework of the ISAF, Turkey is contributing to training a national Afghan police and
military force and providing military aid and equipment. Moreover, in June 2002, when the
British mandate ended, Turkey also took over command of the ISAF. This decision displays a
point of continuity in the Turkish foreign policy behavior in the aftermath of September 11,
2001. Turkey continues to support encouraging regional and global cooperation in order to
contribute to peace, stability and security.

- Based on these developments, it is claimed by some analysts that Turkey is going to
become a more active power in the aftermath of September 11, not only in its immediate
neighborhood, but also "out of area.” Turkey had already been involved in several U.N. and
NATO peacekeeping missions, from Somalia to Bosnia and Kosovo but this role was seen as
expanding. Like in Somalia case, besides helping the reconstruction of Afghanistan by
participating actively in the ISAF and commanding this multinational force, Turkey showed
its military capabilities and ability to project power abroad, thus expanding the Turkish sphere

of influence.

Besides these contributions, which are similar to the general arguments regarding
Turkey being an example to the Muslim world, it is also claimed thathTurkey can become a
model for Afghanistan as well. Yet, as was discussed earlier, Turkey's potential for becoming
a model for the Muslim world is highly limited. In the case of Afghanistan this is farther
limited by the particular characteristics of this war-torn country: The people of the country are
illiterate and have been closed-off from the world; the society is very much fragmented and
economically impoverished. Considering that even in relatively more developed Muslim
countries, Western liberal values are not welcomed, one may wonder how Turkey would be
able to carry these values to Afghanistan. In regards to the ISAF command, there were still
some problems resulting mainly from Turkey's own economic difficulties. These problems
were resolved; the underlying difficulties in the Turkish economy remain.
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) Another area of activity in the aftermath of September 11 is the operation against
Iraq. In an effort to root out sources of international terrorism, the United States shifted its
focus to the so-called rogue states. Bush took this one step further by declaring Iraq, Iran and
North Korea as the axis of evil. Even before this speech, extending the military operations
against Iraq was on the U.S. agenda. Following developments such as the supposed Irag-al-
Qéeda links, the anthrax cases and the dispute over UN. arms inspections in Iraq, Iraq
became the next potential target for the U.S. fight against terrorism.
Turkey strongly opposed a possible an extension of war against terror to Iraq as it would upset
the status quo with unknown firture reverberations to the region.

. In addition, before Sept. 11, the current Turkish government had been trying to
norn;alize relations with Iraq -despite U.S. opposition- in order to compensate for the
economic losses from the Iraqi embargo. Therefore, the U.S. intention to intervene in Iraq was
an unwelcome development. There was a fear that the operations against Iraq and the turmoil
created by a post-Saddam Iraq might have serious repercussions for Turkish security. Turkey
was worried that the war against Iraq might end up with the breakup of Iraq and the
establishment of a Kurdish state in the northern part of Iraq. Such a possibility would, from
the Turkish perspective, encourage Kurdish separatist elements within Turkey. For this
reason, Turkey's main priority was and is that Iraq should remain one nation.

Turkey was consistently against the US intervention in Iraq by military means
throughout the run-up to the war. Nonetheless, prior to the war, the AKP leadership signaled
that it would be a reluctant partner of the US, in a US-led operation against Iraq due to its
desire to have a say in the reconstruction of Iraq, especially because of its ongoing economic
issues and a desire to have a say over the Kurdish situation in Northern Iraq. 2 It is xmportant
to underline that besides the effects of September 11, 2001 on Turkish foreign policy, the
outcome of the November 2002 elections brought a government with Islamists roots, namely
AKP( Justice and Development Party), which had far-reaching ramifications for Turkey’s.
. foreign policy. Thus, it will be appropriate to analyze contimuity and change in Turkish
foreign policy. k:onsideljing AKP government.

%5 Aysegiil Sever, “Turkey At The Crossroads on Iraq: A Test Case For US and Turkey Relations”, Near
Working Paper, April 20, 2003, p.3. ‘ '
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The AKP government’s indication that it was taking a clear pro-American line during
AKP leader Tayyip Erdogan’s visit to Washington D.C on December 2002 was short-lived.
The pro-American stance was reversed on March 1, 2003, when the National Assembly
rejected the motion that American troops be deployed on Turkish s0il.2%¢ This was a serious
setback both to the AKP government and the Bush administration. On the Turkish side, the
AKP government wanted to be assured that a Kurdish independent state would not arise, that
Turkey would receive economic compensation in return for its prospective assistance to the

US on Iraq, and also wished to have a say in the future Iraq.2’

Regardless of the Turkish decision, the US launched the war without using Turkish
territory to open a front in Northern Iraq. In so doing, Turkish-US cooperation in the war was
confined to Turkey’s granting fly-over rights to the Americans. This decision is important
point of change in Turkish foreign policy principles, regarding multilateral cooperation. The
US intervention in Iraq was a unilateral act and thus lacked the legitimacy. Thus, it was a
signal of how AKP’s foreign policy —if there is any- lacked any underlying solid reasoning
and vision, and how it was based on saving the day rather than being grounded on a carefully-
crafted, and well-formulated conceptualization of Turkish foreign policy under its

government.

The last effect of September 11 regarding Turkish foreign policy is the “Greater
Middle East Initiative”. Following wars with Afghanistan and Iraq, the United States called
for a democratization of the Middle East to tackle the region’s many problems under the
Greater Middle East Initiative. William J. Burns, Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affairs,
summarized this project in his speech “The Transatlantic Community: Helping Build Peace,
Prosperity, and Security in the Greater Middle East” on November 12, 2003 under four
headings; Iraq, Israel-Palestinian conflict, the struggle against terrorism and WMD, and

supporting economic modernization and democratic change.®®

26 «Brdogan: Everybody Should Respect for Parliament’s Decision”, Milliyet, March 3, 2003.
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The first heading of the Greater Middle East Initiative is related to the challenge of
helping Iraqis be liberated from the tyranny of Saddam Hussein, and to build a unified, stable
and prosperous country. The second is to renewing progress toward the two state vision of
Israel and Palestine which President Bush outlined. The third vision of the initiative is to
struggle against terrorists and their state sponsors, as well as against the spread of weapons of
mass destruction. And the last is to support efforts at economic and political reform will be
able to achieve.?®® In order to achieve this project, the US needed allies, particularly moderate
Islam countries. Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs Marc Grossman told the
American Turkish Council in Washington March 19, 2002 that “Turkey has been a steadfast
partner in the War on Terrorism since September 11, 2001.” He also mentioned that “As a
model for those countries, Turkey is modern, secular, democratic, and true to their faith
simultaneously,” In that sense, US desire to support moderate voices in the Muslim world

such as Turkey has often been cited by US politicians.?”

However, Ankara has rejected the US’ request attempt to hold up Turkey as a
‘moderate Islamic state.” During the visit of Deputy General Chief of Staff Gen. Ilker Bagbug
to US, Bagbug said, “Since its founding in 1923, Turkey has been a secular, democratic, and
social state under the rule of law.”*"" While stating that Turkey can contribute to the project
under its own conditions, Ankara officials urge that it not be held up as such the moderate
Islamic model the US desires to make it.’* Also, Ankara criticizes perception of the initiative
as only concerning issues of security and the military.>” Foreign Minister Abdullah Gul
shared this view and said that countries in the region to follow Turkey’s example would be a
mistake. According to him, it would be better to tell Middle Eastern countries that Turkey can

be an inspiration. Such a stance would be both sincere and workable. 274

In addition to these views that rejected positioning Turkey as a “moderate Islam
model” country, Ankara does not want NATO to have a role in the Greater Middle East

Initiative. Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan gave this message in the recent G-8 summit

269 1bid.
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in the US.?” Actually Turkey, which is not a G-8 member, was invited to the summit for its
‘possible contributions’ to the Greater Middle East Initiative as a democratic ally. During the
Summit, Erdogan emphasized the following facts concerning the Middle East. He underlined
the fact that the regimes, social and economic conditions and geographies of the ‘target’
countries in the Middle East are different from each other, and that applying a standard, single
democratization to the entire region is unthinkable. A standard, single plan cannot be applied
to all countries in the region and he also added that GME could not succeed without first

resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.””’

Erdogan argued that the EU’s support should be obtained in the formation and
implementation stage of the Greater Middle East, added that it would be very difficult to
implement a project without EU support. He repeated that Ankara wasn’t pleased by the
concept of “moderate Islamic country” because it thought it would create serious problems
within the Middle East and Turkey can be accepted only as an ‘example’ country. GME can
only be efficient through developing the macro finance and banking systems of Middle
Eastern countries, strengthening nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), improving the
Middle East’s educational system and harmonizing it with democratic norms.””® This opens
new vistas for the Israeli-Turkish relationship, Indirectly, the Israeli-Turkish alignment may
also encourage democratization and liberalization of the economies in the region, two goals
the United States advocates. As Efraim Inbar, a leading authority on this relationship,
observes: The success of their societies in achieving far more freedom and prosperity than any
other country in the Middle East is a constant reminder that dembcmcjg is not a feature found
exclusively in Western Europe and North America. This fuels the hope that such an

experience can be emulated by their neighbors.

3.2 Turkish Foreign Policy towards Israel in the aftermath of September 11, 2001

Al-Qaeda’s attacks on Washington and New York have galvanized a broad
international consensus about the threat posed by terrorism. For Israel and Turkey, this new
focus provides an unprecedented opportunity to expand their strategic dialogue. In Israel, the
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growing power of Hamas and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad in the West Bank and Gaza,
coupled with the emergence of Hizbullah as a major terrorist powerhouse in adjacent
Lebanon, have become top items on the country’s national security agenda. In Turkey, the
terrorist attacks on November 2003 underlined the threat of ascending radical Islamist terror
organizations and also, Turkish military remains rightly concerned about the challenge posed

by their Islamist ideology to the country’s secular and democratic rule.

Counterterrorism is an area of overlapping interests of both countries. Thus, it is not
surprising that, in the aftermath of September 11 terrorist attacks, Israeli and Turkish officials
were quick to affirm their cooperation with the United States in the war on terrorism. Israel
and Turkey’s support against the Taliban in Afghanistan were in contrast to most other

Middle Eastern countries that lent only qualified support to Washington.

Cooperation between Turkey and Israel creates a synergy that increases their
importance to the United States. As the United States initiated a comprehensive campaign
against Al-Qaeda since September 11, 2001 and cooperation between Turkey and Israel has
become more valuable. Both welcome the greater apprehension of the radical Islamic threat
since Turkey and Israel share similar concerns about the challenge of Islamic radicalism. Both
countries share the need to curb the influence of radical Islam in the region, thus both

welcome the demise of Taliban regime.

In the aftermath of September 11, Turkey and Israel constitute a formidable force for
stability that compliments US interests. From the stand point of US interests, Turkish-Israeli
cooperation serves as, firstly, a model of regionél normalization between Israel and a Muslim
majority state, secondly a potential nucleus for pulling other pro-US states, such as Jordan
into wider Middle Eastern regional security regime, thirdly an opportunity for deeper trilateral
cooperation, enhancing Israeli and Turkish security and increasing weapons operability for
US forces at times of regional crisis and lastly, a source of pressure on Syria’s peace process
policies.278 In accordance to this, Turkish-Israeli alignment is directed at catching

Washington’s eye and strengthening its commitment to the two countries.

28 Alan Makovsky, “U.S Policy Towards Turkey”, in ed by Norton Abramowits,Turkey’s Transformation and
American Policy, New York: The Century Foundation Press, 2000),p. 236.
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" Following the events of September 11, 2001, it became even more obvious that the
Turkish-Israeli partnership on terrorism constitutes a formidable force for stability that
compliments US policy in the area. It could provide the nucleus of an American-oriented
regional partnership made up of democratic allies. Turkish-Israeli alignment creates, for the
first time, the possibility of developing an alliance of- pro-American democracies.”™ At
various crucial points, the Turkish-Tsraeli relationship has received encouragement of the U.S.
Perhaps its most tangible manifestation is the US participation to the military exercises, in
which dozens of American, Israeli and Turkish pilots engaged in mock combat maneuvers
and ground attack sorties over central Turkey.”'

From Israel and Turkey perspectJve, both states believe that USsupport for the
entente is growing not just as a result of concerns about terrorism and stability in the eastern

Mediterranean basin, but also because of the Bush administration’s empbhasis on stability in
the Gulf Israel and Turkey form a de facto northern rim for US strategic interests in the
Gulf >

However, in the spring of 2003, when the United States moved to eliminate Saddam
Hussein, Israel and Turkey stood on opposite sides of the debate over the war. Turkish media
ran strongly against the war, and Turkish government denied U.S. forces access to Turkish
territory. In contrast, Israeli public opinion strongly supported the removal of Saddam by
force, and the Israeli government coordinated its wartime moves closely with Washington. In
the immediate aftermath of Saddam's fall, Turkey and Israel sought to reaffirm their
commitment to their relationship despite this sharp divergence. But, this could not obscure the
question marks left by the fact that Turkey and Israel had been poles apart over a key strategic
issue in the Middle East.

Regardless of the dramatic difference in the position of Israel and Turkey over Iraq,
and regardless of the potential complications this presents for future relations, mutual interests
have continued to drive the relationship between Turkey and Israel in the aftermath of
September 11, 2001. The indisputable strengths of the Turkish-Israeli relationship are taken
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