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INTRODUCTION 

Casual Western observers of Turkish politics have 

witnessed some very perplexing developments in Ankara of 

late : the reluctance of NATO's southern flank bastion 

to cooperate in monitoring Soviet SALT compliance; the 

opening of a PLO office in Ankara, as just one aspect of 

an avid new courtship of Arab Islamic favor by Turkish 

leaders , including some of the more rigid Kemalists in 

this constitutionally secular country; and the abrupt 

suspension of democracy by military chiefs for the third 

time in twenty years. The notion that Turkey looks un

swervingly Westward for its security, political role 

models, economic integration and cultural identification 

is no longer as self-evident as perhaps it once was. 

The external political orientations of every country 

are usually related to its geography and history, and 

often reflect the impact of seminal events and the inexorable 

process of modernization. The purpose of this study is to 

construct a framework for analysing Turkey's foreign policy 

outlook in the 1980s, based upon an understanding of the 

historical forces which have shaped republican Turkey's 

experience since World War II. The central thesis of this 

paper is that there are three broad historical forces which 
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underlie the foreign policy record of the 57-year-old 

Republic of Turkey. These may be summarized as follows: 

(1) First, Turkey's geostrategic position straddling 

two continents has made it a crossroads between many diverse 

peoples, cultures, ideologies and religions, and a key 

transit point for commercial and military activity involv

ing north and south, east and west. As a result, the Ana

tolian mainland harbors a rich and varied cultural heritage, 

and its people retain an equally copious (if confused) his

torical memory, one which has imbued them with a heightened 

sense of victimization by powerful and self-serving out 

siders. The first section of this paper will explore several 

significant aspects . of the Turkish experience from the ear

liest arrivals of Turks in Anatolia to the final disintegra

tion of the Ottoman Empire. 

(2) The second historical factor owes its importance to 

the first, to which it is an . equally profound reaction. The 

nation-building experience of the early twentieth century 

in Turkey, led by and apotheosized in the person and deeds 

of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, sought to create and rigidly in

stitutionalize a single "Turkish" ethnos from one of history's 

most variegated bloodlines. Ataturk's quest for a singular 

Turkish identity, involving a radical cultural severance 

from the past, capitalized on residual Turkish feelings of 

having all-too-frequently been pawns in externally-orchestrated 

power plays, and transformed the Anatolian Turks' war-weary 
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dejection of 1918 into impressive pride and devotion after 

1923. The extraordinary depth of these feelings accounts 

for the phenomenon one finds today wherein Ataturk's cult 

of personality has not merely survived, but evolved into 

a veritable ideology of Turkish nationalism more than forty 

years after his death. 

Hence these first two formative elements are very much 

related, yet quite different one from the other; the dog 

matic rigidity of Kemalism and the radical homogenization 

of Turks it envisaged were a response to the inordinate 

intrusion of international and supranational influences 

on Anatolia's peoples in centuries past. Just as the Ottoman 

Turkish experience holds the key to understanding the shared 

character of Turkey's peoples, the twentieth century nation

building experience shows how the Ottoman legacy was trans

lated into an institutional entity with a distinct "national 

character" of its own. 

(3) The third historical factor postdates the founding 

of the republic, and draws its significance both from the 

historical experience of Turkey's peoples and from the 

strict republican blueprint which Kemal superimposed on 

them. The process of modernization, especially since World 

War II, has contributed to major changes in Turkey and indeed 

the world, with consequences unforseeable to Ataturk's gen

eration. Communications advances have awakened and bred 

new political constituencies in Anatolia's rural hinterlands 
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since multiparty democracy was inaugurated in 1950; indus 

trialization has disrupted feudal village economic patterns 

and induced massive migrations of uneducated peasants to the 

outskirts of western Turkey's major cities; and increasing 

global economic interdependence has subjugated Turkey's 

hard - won and jealously-guarded political independence to 

economic need, especially since the world oil crisis of 

1973. These and innumerable other evolutionary effects 

of modernization have altered the world in which Atatfirk 

lived several decades ago. In Turkey there are new problems, 

new elites, new ideologies and new political forces. 

Thus, the attitudes and foreign policies of Turkey's 

government and people in recent years cannot be satisfactorily 

explained by alluding only to the Ottoman legacy and the 

republic's formative experience, although the effects of 

both will be shown to have remained very much in evidence. 

The thesis here is perhaps best expressed in two propositions: 

first, that because the Turkish Republic was formed of a 

people from such an unsettled set of historical circumstances, 

it was expressly designed by Ataturk to compensate for many 

of the ills of the past, and then institutionalized by him 

in such a way as to allow for a modicum of democratic flexi 

bility while precluding any reversion to the conditions of 

pre - republican Turkey; and second, that a good deal of the 

political inconsistency, turmoil and failure evidenced since 

democracy was first tried in 1950 has been due to the inability 
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of Atatilrk's rigid constitutional plan to comfortably accom 

modate the far - reaching changes subsequently brought about 

by technological and social evolution. 

The result of these three confluent historical waves 

of influence has been, very often, contradictory govern 

ment goals and policies, contention, and even the breakdown 

of political, economic and social order in Turkey. In 

attempting to form judgments about present-day issues such 

as the depth of Turkish identification with the Islamic 

world or the extent of Turkey's faith in the Western world 's 

political systems, we will do well to examine key events 

in Turkey's recent past through the "lens" of this analytical 

framework. Thus a secondary purpose here will be to inves 

tigate Turkey's involvement, past and present, with Europe, 

the U.S., the U.S.S.R., the Islamic countries of the Middle 

East, and the Balkan countries, particularly Greece. 

In each case, the influence of these three historical 

forces will be evident, and Turkish perspectives -- official 

and popu l ar -- on each of its foreign relationships will 

become more comprehensible to the outsider. 



PART ONE 

THE TURKISH EXPERIENCE--THREE COMPONENT INFLUENCES 

I. Geography 

Few regions in the world have experienced as much diverse 

cultural penetration over time as have eastern Thrace and 

Anatolia. Popular migrations, trade routes, reli g ious cru

sades and military conquests by land and sea have passed 

through the strateg ic crossroads which is today Turkey. 

Constantinople, the Byzantine and later the Ottoman capital, 

has represented the gateway to the East in Western eyes for 

centuries. Understanding today's Turkey would scarcely be 

possible without an appreciation of the many-layered cultural 

and political legacy of the past 1500 years. 

The land itself is believed to have been originally 

inhabited mostly by Hittites and Phrygians, joined over time 

by Sumerians, Mongolians, Tatars, ' and later, cohesive settler 

populations of Greeks in the west, Arabs in the south, and 

Armenians, Kurds and Circassians in the east. l Most of these 

latter populations still existed in Turkey, unassimilated, 

by the turn of the twentieth century, and a few endure today. 

Anatolia was part of the empire of Imperial Rome until 

the By zantine Empire overtook the region . During the fourth 

to sixth century A.D., Anatolia was "Hellenized and Christ

ianized" . under Greek administration, and the dominant language 
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thereafter was Greek. 2 This is the way it remained for half 

a millenium, the only alien influence coming from the west 

ward movement of Arab nomads, who did not settle but in time 

receded eastward. 

The people called Turks 3--primarily descended from 

Mongols of east central Asia, Finns of northern Europe and 

Hungarians of central Europe--did not settle in the land 

which is today their home until the eleventh century. A 

series of four invasions from the east by Seljuk Turks against 

Byzantine Anatolia culminated in a Turkish victory when 

Sultan Alp Arslan's invading Seljuk forces ousted the Christ

ian Greek defenders of Romanus Diogenes' domain. It was 

this event, in the middle of the eleventh century, which 

prompted Pope Urban II in 1095 to call the Council of Clermont 

in France, from which followed the first of eight crusades 

to save the Holy Land from Turkish domination. By this 

time, however, not only had central and western Anatolia 

been "Turkified," but both Seljuks and Anatolian peasants 

had become fundamentally "Islamized" as well. 

The Crusades debilitated the Byzantine Empire; much blood 

was spilled by both sides alternately attacking and defending 

Constantinople. To the east, meanwhile, a population of 

Osmanli Turks was being subjected to the destructive exploits 

of Ghengis Khan and his Mongol troops. At the turn of the 

thirteenth century, the small destitute group of surviving 

Turks managed to escape westward. By an accident of fate, 
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the Osmanli Turks happened to rescue a Seljuk Turkish army 

fighting Mongol troops near Konya; in return for their help, 

the Osmanli people were given land near Anka ra on wh i ch to 

settle late in the thirteenth century. 

The rise of the Ottoman (from "Osmanli") Empire was very 

rapid due to the simultaneous weakening of the Turks' compet 

itors: the Mongols waned militarily after Ghengis' death in 

1227; the Byzantine Empire lost much of the support of West

ern Europe's peoples after the initial Crusades, and declined; 

and the Seljuk Turks became "decadent" and "Persianized.,,4 

By the time the Turks crossed the Dardanelles and entered 

the Balkans in 1356, no one could force them out (and no 

one ever has). A century later, in 1453, the Ottoman Turks, 

led by the Conqueror Mohammad II, overtook Constantinople, 

thereby ending the Eastern Empire. The Ottomans now held 

the last of the Seljuk principalities and governed the many 

nationalities of the Balkans. 

One of the more remarkable aspects of the Ottoman Empire, 

which reached the height of its power in the sixteenth cen

tury and thereafter unravelled through the nineteenth cent

ury until its dissolution in 1918, is the fact that the 

Ottomans refrained from suppressing the religious practices 

and local community codes already extant within each of the 

discrete national g roups over which they ruled . By dividing 

the Empire into Ottoman Muslim and Greek Orthodox "church 

nations," presided over by religious leaders, the Sultan 
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guaranteed the rights of Byzantine Greeks In Turkey to 

practice their Christian religion. 

The ruling Turks, who were greatly outnumbered by their 

subject peoples, capitalized on the latter's mutual animosi 

ties by delegating regional government authority over a 

given group to leaders from its neighboring rivals. Public 

spectacles of state terror ensured popular submission to 

the Sultan's onerous tax collection (or haraj) policies. 

Through all of these methods, the Ottoman Turks were able 

to dominate a vast portion of the civilized world. 

The Turks did not segregate themselves socially, but 

facilitated the racial "Turkification" of Anatolia's peoples 

through intermarriage while assimilating many more--especially 

Greeks, but all subject races to some extent--through military 

and civil service. Young males of every community were 

conscripted to fight for the Sultan in his janissary military 

corps; once forcibly converted to Islam, they generally 

abandoned the cultural trademarks of their upbringing, hoping 

instead to be thought of (and treated) as Turks. One histor

ian has written that the Turks "added the entire gamut of 

racial traits to the receptive stream of Turanian blood."S 

Thus the legacy of the Ottoman Empire before its reversal 

of fortunes in the seventeenth century features several key 

points which are relevant today: 

(i) First, religion was the fundamental instrumentality 

of political stratification, the singular criterion from 
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which legal and social institutions derived their authority. 

As a consequence, long-standing Christian religious traditions, 

even in Anatolia, survived intact under Ottoman rule. Of 

equal significance was the rise in Anatolia of a powerful 

class of Islamic ulema, or guardians of the sheri at law of 

Islam. Although arguably the peasant Turks were never fully 

converted en masse to Islam, the impact of Islam on the 

Turkish people was very profound and enduring. 

(ii) Secondly, the Turkish "race" evolved with a very 

ambiguous conception of its own racial roots, even while 

it blended with much more homogeneous ethnic strains all 

around it. 

(iii) Thirdly, and related to this ancestral ambiguity, 

is the way in which the Turks, only recently converted to 

Islam (from the older pagan religion of Shamanism) and 

lacking a traditional Turkish jus sanguinis, drew their 

common identity instead from the impressive status they 

had gained by the early sixteenth century (under Suleiman 

the Magnificent) as the conquerors and ruling caste over 

the peoples of the Balkans, the Levant, Persia, Mesopotamia, 

western Arabia and northern Africa. The Turkish self - image 

as a superior people, gifted above all with military prowess, 

still resonates strongly in the somewhat less exalted Turkish 

Republic of the 1980s. Sidney N. Fisher, a military histor

ian, notes that, "Almost as far back in Turkish history as 

one may wish to delve, the well-known leaders of society 
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have been military men.,,6 As a people, moreover, the Turks 

have never been noted for an aversion to violence or to the 

use of force; this too is quite evident today. 

(iv) The fourth point concerns the subject peoples, 

particularly in the Balkans, who came to associate the Turks 

with imposed hardships, such as the Sultan's burdensome 

taxation and the abduction of their young men to fight for 

the empire and administer the territories. It is worth noting, 

however, that for more than a century the Ottoman Sultan's 

administration was widely credited with being more humane 

than the Byzantine Christian rule which had preceded it. 

Halid~ Edib , a Turkish historian (and well-known nationalist 

during the republic's founding), has written of the pre

Ottoman period that " .. . the effect of eastern Christianity 

on the outward conduct of the eastern Christians was very 

ugly. The church was one of the tools of oppression and 

persecution, and it had ceased to act either as a moral or 

unifying political · and administrative force." 7 Cruelty and 

corruption on the part of Turkish administrators, which 

earned them the notorious appellation "the terrible Turk," 

became widespread only after the Empire began to weaken, 

beginning in the seventeenth century. Nevertheless, there 

remains today a legacy of ill will between Turks and their 

former subjects. 

(v) A fifth point stems from the Sultan's "divide and 

rule" practice, borrowed from the Romans, of · retaining control 
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over the subject peoples by exploiting their mutual animosi

ties. Reinforced by this system, latent nationalistic senti

ment within each of the Balkan communities grew instead of 

dissipating, fueled as it was by unrelieved ethnic enmities. 

Bulgarians, Serbs, Greeks, Macedonians, Bosnians, Herzego 

vinians, Dalmations, Wallachians, Moldavians, Ruthenians, 

Ukrainians, Magyars, Saxons and others in the Caucasus and 

Transylvania developed substantial nationalistic fervor 

which was finally unleashed when conditions permitted in the 

ensuing years. 

Opportunities for nationalistic expression arose from 

the turn of the eighteenth century onward, when Ottoman 

imperialist fortunes were reversed. Ottoman rulers became 

corrupted and preoccupied with palace intrigues, while distant 

subject peoples (often supported if not manipulated by great 

powers) agitated for freedom from the Sultan's rule. At 

the same time, the West underwent a spiritual and material 

revitalization which turned around the tide of relative 

power and influence vis - a - vis the Ottoman Turks, leaving the 

latter disunited and feeling victimized and insecure. 

The Empire's fortunes were decided on the battlefield. 

After the end of Suleiman's very successful (and very per

sonalistic) 46-year reign, his son Selim the Sot became 

Sultan. At the naval battle of Lepanto, on the eastern Greek 

coast, Ottoman soldiers suffered their first major military 

defeat, at the hands of the Holy League forces of the Pope, 
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r or a time thereafter, the Ottomans were 

by European armies, with deleterious effects 

on the leadership. Selim's immediate successors, Murad II 

and Mohammed III, and a f ter them a series of ineffectual 

Sultans, fell into corrupt ways, mistrusting and sometimes 

killing their prospective heirs and mishandling or neglect

ing the affairs of state. The janissaries were often paid 

late or not at all, and destructive mutinies resulted. 

The Turks regained their military vitality temporarily, 

pushing up the Danube River into Hapsburg territories. The 

siege of the Hapsburg capital of Vienna in 1683 was, however, 

repulsed; from this point on, the Ottoman Empire fell into 

irreversible retreat. 

The legacy of this second Ottoman period, the period 

of decline and dismemberment, includes three important facets 

which may be added to the five points discussed above: 

(vi) The first point, coinciding with the rise of Euro-

pean imperialist ambitions in the Near East and far beyond 

(and with technological advances in the mobility of their 

armies , navies and commercial enterprises), is that Turkey's 

geographic significance to the fortunes of Europe"' s great 

powers grew substantially. In particular, control of ship 

passage through the Bosporus and the Dardanelles, which con-

nect the Black Sea to the Aegean and Mediterranean Seas, 

became a central issue ln European diplomacy . Only in the 

late twentieth century has the issue of "the Straits" begun 
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to diminish in geopolitical importance due to technological 

advances in superpower conventional and strategic capabili-

ties. 

The principal challenger to Turkish control of the Straits 

has always been Russia. Under the Czars and then the Bol 

sheviks,S Russia has engaged the Turks in conflict no less 

than thirteen times, sometimes with grand visions of taking 

Constantinople and reestablishing the Byzantine Empire, 

sometimes with hopes of capturing eastern Anatolia as a 

stepping-stone to further southward expansion, but always 

with an eye to gaining unlimited ship passage through the 

Straits. Western European powers, seeing their trade routes 

to the Middle East and Far East jeopardized, generally sided 

9 with Turkey, preferring to see this crucial maritime choke-

point in non - threatening Ottoman hands. The "Eastern question," 

which resurfaced in the West whenever the collapse of Con -

stantinople's hegemony over various strategically valuable 

dominions appeared to be imminent, centered around control 

of the Straits. 

There are positive and negative sides to the geographical 

importance of Turkey for the Turks, both amply illustrated 

in Ottoman as well as republican times. The more pronounced 

effect has been a negative one, namely that the Turks have 

come to look upon all of their powerful neighbors with a 

well-founded measure of suspicion and cynicism. European 

"friendship" with weak and problem-ridden Ottoman Turkey 
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was generally a secondary by - product of great power geo

political maneuvering; the capitals of Europe were, in Edib's 

words, focused on "disposing of the 'Sick Man's' goods."lO 

The terms and circumstances surrounding Ottoman Turkey's 

major diplomatic agreements--the Treaty of Kuchuk Kainarja 

(with Russia, 1774), the Treaty of Adrianople (1829), the 

Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi (with Russia, 1833), the Treaty 

of San Stefano and then the Treaty of Berlin which superseded 

it (1878), and the twentieth century Sikes-Picot Agreement 

(1915), Mudros Armistice (with England, 1918) and Treaty 

of Sevres (1920) -- consistentlyll show one or more European 

powers advancing territorial designs on Turkey, with others 

maneuvering to frustra t e the process. 

The only European power with which the Turks can be 

said to have cultivated a genuine fraternal bond is Germany. 

It began as a convenient partnership between Sultan Abdul 

Hamid II (who wished to counter British and French influence 

in the Near East) and Kaiser Wilhelm (\IThose Drang nach Osten 

envisaged a Berlin - to-Baghdad railway running through Turkey}. 

From the late nineteenth century onward, the Kaiser offered 

the Turks badly-needed trade and diplomatic support (for 

example, after the first Armenian massacre of 1895). The 

ill-fated German - Turkish alliance in the First World War may, 

in the long run, have deepened the mutual ties; Mustafa Kemal's 

wartime experience in collaborating with the German military 

mission led by General Liman von Sanders, especially in the 
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Syrian campaign, probably served to soften his own initial 

prejudices against the German connection,12 with lasting 

effects once he became Turkey's leader. Germany is today 

Turkey's most faithful supporter in the West. What is remark 

able about this example, however, is that it stands as a lone 

exception to the norm: at the core of European motives in 

dealing with Ottoman Turkey in the nineteenth century was 

nothing more than self-interest. 

The beneficial aspect for Turkey of this mixed geographic 

blessing is that Ottoman Sultans and republican Turkish lead 

ers alike have often attempted to profit from Turkey's strategic 

value to others, with some success. This was true in the 

nineteenth century, when the Turks repeatedly exploited the 

value to the British of their independence, and later exploited 

the value to the German Kaiser of their geographical access 

to the Middle East. It is no less true in the 1980s, as 

Turkish generals frequently confront official Washington 

with gloomy assessments of their sagging military capabili-

ties and growing mission requirements In hopes of increasing 

the level of U.S. assistance. 13 

(vii) The second historically - significant aspect of this 

period is the widespread Turkish sense of being victim~zed 

by outsiders, not only in the external geopolitical arena, 

but inside the Ottoman administration as well. Augmenting 

the perennial popular notion that the Sultan was "selling 

out" to imperialist powers in his foreign diplomacy · was a 
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pronounced dislike of two Ottoman administrative institutions 

which blatantly catered to foreign economic interests: the 

Ottoman Public Debt admini s tration, and the "capitulations" 

agre ements. If the Sultan's disastrous foreign diplomacy 

can be cited as a major contributor to the headstrong, fiercely 

independent political character of twentieth century repub-

lican Turkey , these latter domestic intrusions on Turkish 

sovereignty can similarly be thanked f or an equally fierce 

modern-day streak of economic nationalism. 

The Ottoman Public Debt administration , by giving Euro -

pean powers the opportunity to divide the more healthy sectors 

of the Turkish economy among themselves, generated resentment 

primarily among Turkish civil servants, to whom the effects 

were most apparent. The capitulations, on the other hand, 

were a visible embarrassment to all Turks living in or about 

the cities of western Turkey which made them feel like second-

class citizens in their own country. Geoffrey Lewis has 

described the system in this manner: 

Under the capitulations, which were first granted 
in 1535 as a friendl y gesture to encourage forei gn 
trade, and which continued throughout the life of the 
Ottoman Empire, foreigners were not subject to Ottoman 
law. Disputes involving them were tried in their 
own consular courts, and according to their own laws. 
Foreigners paid no taxes, their businesses were in 
violable, and they could be arrested and deported 
from Turkey only by their own ambassadors. 14 

According to Osman Okyar, a scholar at Anka ra's Haceteppe 

University, the Turkish sense of humiliation became acute 

to the point of obsession by the end of the nineteenth century: 
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The fo~emost desire of all concerned with pol
itics, Ottoman officials as well as reformers and 
nationalists, came to cente~ on getting rid of these 
infringements of national sovereignty. This was 
achieved in 1923 at Lausanne, but the feelings 
of reserve, verging sometimes on open hostility 
toward foreign capital and credits, generated 
at the time, have not totally disappeared even 
today.lS 

(viii) A third historically important trend -- perhaps the 

most significant trend--to arise during the two centuries of 

Ottoman decline is the rise of the nationalist ideal amongst 

many subject peoples in central and southern Europe. An 

early manifestation of nationalist aspirations was the osten 

sibly- religious separation of Serb, Rumanian and Bulgar bishop-

rics from the Greek Orthodox church (hence from the Sultan 

via his Greek Phanariot administrators) and the subsequent 

creation of their respective "exarchates." These stirrings 

for independence were helped by the train of events in the 

seventeenth century. 

The Turks were in strategic retreat after being repelled 

by the Hapsburgs at Vienna. Turkish armies were subsequently 

driven out of Hungary, the Ukraine, the Dalmation coast and 

southern Greece. During the consecutive reigns of Sultans 

Abdul Hamid I and Selim III, moreover, the janissaries opera -

ted for themselves alone, much to the distress of subject 

populations. 16 While the Danubian principalities of united 

Wallach.ia and Moravia gained a new measure of autonomy, 

Balkan peoples chafed under the administrative excesses of their 

corrupt local governors, who were overtaxing the populations 
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in the name of the Sultan. 

Coincidental with the deterioration of Ottoman power 

was the revolutionary technological explosion in the West, 

which inspired the intelligentsia of southeastern Europe, 

giving them new vitality and aspirations well before their 

Ottoman rulers in Constantinople became attuned to it, with 

d b 'l" 1 17 F hOT k esta 1 lZlng resu ts. urt ermore, once ttoman ur ey 

did take notice of the new political thought in Europe, 

schisms developed among the civil servants and educated 

elites, with Islamic fundamentalists opposing enlightened 

social reformers and conservative pro-imperialist "centralists" 

opposing dissident "decentralists." The domestic ferment 

was at times salutary, particularly during the Tanzimat reform 

era of 1839-1876, and at other times des tructive. One un-

ambiguous consequence, however, was that Ottoman rule weakened 

its external grip substantially, enabling subject peoples 

to rise against their despised foreign masters. 

One such revolt, in Serbia in 1804, triggered similarly 

rebellious sentiments among Greeks. 18 Czar Alexander I saw 

Greek nationalist aspira tions as a pretext for advancing 

Russian interests in the Balkans, while the Hapsburgs of Vienna 

led by Franz I (and guided by the diplomat Prince Metternich) 

strongly objected to a new Russian presence in the Balkans. 

The Czar desisted, but a Russian General of Greek lineage, 

Constantine Ypsilanti (and his brother Alexander), took up 

the cause of Greek nationalism and declared a Greek revolt 
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in 1820 against the Ottoman Sultan. Turkish garrisons in the 

Balkans were attacked. Guerrilla armies materialized in 

Greece (the Klepths) and Serbia (the Heyduks). Rumanian 

nationalism surfaced. 

The l820s, in sum, saw the Balkans become a bloody theatre 

of war. Many Turks were massacred by armed nationalists, 

and Sultan Mahmud II lost the allegiance of his janissaries. 

In 1826 Serbia gained a measure of autonomy, and in 1829 

Greece became the first independent state to be formed out of 

the Ottoman Empire. Throughout the next seventy-five years, 

until the rise of the German threat to Europe, a geopolitical 

pattern persisted as Ottoman power disintegrated from within: 

while Russian power grew, the other European capitals endea

vored to prevent Czarist expansion from replacing the Sultan's 

hegemony in the Balkans. This great power configuration 

held true in 1833, when the Sultan attempted to trade exclu

sive access the the Straits for Russian naval protection 

against a threat from Egypt,19 and again in both the 1853 

Crimean War and the 1877 Balkan War, when the Russians took 

sides in local conflicts in order to advance their own ambi-

tion of taking Constantinople. 

Invariably, the local catalyst was the contagion of the 

nationalist ideal. After Greece, Serbia gained independence. 

Central and eastern Europe was swept by a series of unsuccessful 

revolutionary upheavals in 1848.. Following Russian-backed 

uprisings against the Turks in 1876-77, Bulgaria gained a utoncmy 
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while Rumania and Wallachia became independent. The Berlin 

Congress of 1878 formally stripped Turkey of much of its 

Balkan territories. 

After the turn of the twentieth century, when the ascend

ant German threat consumed the attentions and diplomatic 

energies of Russia and Western Europe, the Balkans --first 

Montenegro, and then a Greek-Serb-Bulgarian alliance--rose 

vengefully against Turkey, driving the Turks to surrender, 

and almost out of Europe entirely. (Kemal's heroic stand 

at Gallipoli may have saved Turkey's hold on Constantinople 

and eastern Thrace.) 

The list of significant ramifications from the advent 

of the Western-inspired nationalist revolution in the Ottoman 

Empire is long. As Turkey came under cultural and intellec-

tual siege from the West, so did Islam as the dominant 

influence in Turkish value structures; the Arabian CKejazl 

revolt during the First Wor ld War illustrated the complete 

disappearance of fraternal bonds between devout Arab Moham~ 

me dans and the occupying Turkish "infidels.,,2Q Furthermore, 

the West's superior military establishments and the evolution 

toward democratically-oriented political systems gained new 

admirers within nineteenth century Turkish elites. 

Another major consequence was the deterioration of trad 

itional Greek-Turkish amity into what is today viewed as a 

historic enmity. In the span of one hundred years, from 

the l820s Greek war of independence to the 1918-1922 Turkish 
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"war of liberation" against western Anatolia's Greek popula-

tion, Greeks and Turks came to view each other with a hos-

tility and suspicion which endures today. Perhaps the most 

unfortunate aspect of this period was that Greek independence 

in 1829 freed only 750,000 Greeks; the fact that two to three 

million additional Greeks remained under Ottoman rule for so 

long left an indelible anti-Turkish imprint on the Greek 

nation. Writes P. J. Vatikiotis: 

The integration of the ethnos (nation) became 
the singular obsession of Greek political life 
for 90 years after independence. It was conse
crated as the supreme article of national faith 
and the foremost priority of practically every 
political and military leader. Irredentism 
rendered war with Turkey an inevitable policy 
and a clear prospect for several generations. 2l 

It is now more than two generations since that inevitable 

war, and although the particular bones of contention have 

changed, Greek irredentist sentiment against Turkey lives on. 

A further by-product of the coincidence of Ottoman weak-

ness, great power meddling and the rising nationalist fervor 

was the manipulation and genocide of the Armenians in eastern 

Turkey, and the consequent creation of one of modern civili-

zation's ugliest unhealed scars. This rarely-discussed 

chapter of Turkey's history offers many insights into the 

final years of Ottoman decline. 

Had it not been for the great power geopolitical contest, 

Armenia might well have been spared the horrors which befell 

it at the end of the nineteenth century. For nearly three 
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thousand years, the Armenian population had inhabited eastern 

Turkey;22 in recent centuries, Armenians had practiced their 

own Christian faith (Gregorian Catholicism) without being 

oppressed by Ottoman rulers. In fact, under the 1864 

Turkish Constitution, the "Armenian Nation" (Ermeni MiTleti), 

roughly 2.5 million strong, had been granted a measure of 

official autonomy. This was consistent with the Western 

inspired Tanzimatist reform movement in Turkey, which stressed 

the importance of individual liberty and cultural identity 

within the state, and introduced these concepts to Ottoman 

administration in Anatolia from 1839 on,23 

The new rights and priveleges granted to Christians in 

Turkey were welcomed by the Armenians; yet some of the duties 

of full citizenship were not. Edib cites the conflicting 

political ideals held by Ottomans and Christians: while the 

reformist Sultans sought a movement toward democracy, the 

Christian minorities held nationalist aspirations. Thus, 

the Armenian population in Turkey began to agitate for in 

dependent statehood. 

The policies toward Anatolia's Armenians pursued by 

Great Britain and Russia in the last quarter of the nineteenth 

century represented the height of self-serving intrusiveness 

on Turkish political affairs. Under the terms of the Treaty 

of San Stefano, dictated by Russia following its successful 

military occupation of parts of eastern Turkey and Armenia, 

the Czar became Armenia's guarantor ostensibly against 
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harassment by the re gion's Kurds and Circassians, some of 

whose tough mountain tribesmen staged frequent raids against 

the more peaceable village Turks and Armenians. Great Britain, 

characteristically, recognized the Czar's expansionist motives 

and intervened to evacuate the Russians from Armenia and 

rewrite the treaty arrangement, this time making itself 

Armenia's protector. The Treaty of Berlin contained a pro-

vision for "reform in Ana tolia," and even mentioned Armenia 

by name (an unprecedented occurrence in Ottoman diplomacy). 

The Armenians placed excessive trust in their great 

power support. Believing that genuine independence was 

attainable, they formed revolutionary societies in Turkish 

Armenia (Hunchak) and Russian Armenia (Dashnak), and pressed 

for autonomy. Sultan Abdul Hamid II, who had come to power 

in 1876 just as the Congress of Berlin was redrawing the 

Ottoman map on a greatly reduced scale, feared and resented 

the rise of this nation of ambitious, gifted and conspicu

ously prosperous Armenians in eastern Anatolia. Soon, he 

was denouncing the Armenians as "usurers" and "infidels"; 

as the tide of long-suppressed nationalism overwhelmingly 

dashed Ottoman hopes of salvaging the Empire through demo

cratic reform, Abdul Hamid's loss of control drove him to 

desperation. "The way to get rid of the Armenian question," 

he declared, "is to get rid of the Armenians.,,24 

Already by 1890 Abdul Hamid was offering rewards to 

Kurdish tribesmen in eastern Anatolia for each Armenian 
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killed; he even sent his regular army troops to the east. 

When, in 1 895, Armenians rose up in Constantinople against 

him, the Sultan retaliated by having tens of thousands killed 

in the first of several Armenian massacres (which claimed 

approximately 200,000 lives by 1900 25 ). While France, 

Britain and Russia expressed outrage, Germany's Kaiser 

Wilhelm II offered no criticism, and even visited Abdul 

Hamid II in Constantinople in 1895. In a perverse historical 

convergence of motives and events, the Kaiser's desire for 

Turkish acquiescence in his Berlin - to-Baghdad railway plans 

translated into tacit support for Abdul Hamid's desperate 

policy of using Armenia as his own domestic political scape 

goat. 26 This in turn set the basis for Turkey's eventual 

alignment with Germany in the First World War. 

By 1915 Ottoman Turkey had been wracked by internal 

crises [the Young Turks' Revolution of 1908-1909), followed 

by reactionary mutinies in Constantinople and in the Armenian 

region, and costly external bouts with imperialist intruders 

and rebellious subject' peoples alike (the 1911 Tripolitanian 

war against Italy, the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913) . When the 

Sultan and his Young Turk ministers sided with the Central 

Powers in the First World War, the Armenians were branded 

en masse as Russia's allies, its "fifth column" in Turkey.27 

The result was the second chapter of the Armenian genocide, 

beginning in June 1915: this time, full-scale massacres and 

forced deportations into the Sy rian desert left an estimated 
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1.5 million Armenians dead.
28 

The surviving fraction (one

third at most) of Anatolia's Armenian nation resettled in 

Russia, Iran, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Europe and the United 

States. A mere handful remained in Turkey, only to face 

further persecution in the early 192Ds. 

By the end of the First World War, the Turkish people 

were exhausted and dispirited from the traumatic final tribu

lations of the Ottoman Empire. The Turkish self-image was 

in disarray: the Ottoman Turkish "master race" had lost 

its supremacy to Western ideas and technology; the Ottoman 

administration had buckled under the multiple pressures of 

palace intrigues, corruption, reformist and constitutionalist 

movements, anti-"capitulations" xenophobia, and difficulties 

with Ottoman troops and local governors throughout the Em

pire. Attempts to resurrect Turkish unity under pan-Turanian 

or pan-Islamic banners failed, and served instead only to 

highlight and reinforce Turkish disunity. 

In the eyes of Armenians, Balkan peoples, north Africans, 

Arabs and Europeans alike, the Turks' image was abysmally 

bad. Small wonder, therefore, that the Allies of the First 

World War believed that the Turkish state was on the verge 

of dissolution. 29 As the 1919 Peace Conference assembled 

in Paris, Lord Curzon proposed self-determination for Turks 

as well as for Arabs and Armenians ,30 but the resulting peace 

plan emphasized instead the ousting of Turks from Europe 

and the partition of Anatolia. It was in the final days 
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and months of this long and agonizing period of Ottoman 

disintegration that Mustafa Kemal desperately organized 

and led a movement which produced, in a few short years, 

the miracle of a cohesive and independent Turkish Republic. 

II. The Nation-Building Experience 

The constitutional republic which has existed in Turkey 

since 1923 was born in the period 1918-1923, and refined in 

the ensuing fifteen years until Atattirk's death. The laws, 

institutions, policies and leadership roles developed by 

the regime of the republic's founders are directly related 

to each of the eight general themes drawn (above) from the 

rise and fall of the Ottoman Empire. The present-day 

"character" of the republic, embodied in the words and 

deeds of the leaders and the polity over the three decades 

since the Atatiirk/ln6nii "benevolent dictatorship" gave way 

to multi-party democracy in 1950, owes a great deal to the 

ways in which the new state responded to the basic elements 

of Turkey's unique historical legacy. It is these thematic 

relationships with which this section is concerned. 

The so-called "war of liberation" of 1919-1922, in which 

Kemal organized and led Turkish nationalists against Greek 

occupation forces carrying the European Allies' diplomatic 

imprimatur, was in fact a struggle against two sets of ad

versaries, one external and one internal. The above dis

cussion of the Ottoman Empire traced the steady accretion 
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of powerful Turkish enmity toward imperialist European 

powers and rebellious subject peoples. It is quite under

standable that, as Neville Brown has written, "Atatilrk ... 

was able to recharge the spirit of national unity with a 

'war of liberation' against the two million Greeks then 

living in western Turkey: a campaign which may have been 

provoked but which must be adjudged, none the less, brutally 

xenophobic.,,3l 

Furthermore, while 100,000 Greek troops were advancing 

into southwest Anatolia from Smyrna (Izmir) to Angora (Ankara) 

in order to claim the lands promised to them by the Allies 

in Paris, a Greek political organization in and around the 

Black Sea port of Samsun, led by a Greek bishop, was rallying 

support for the creation of an independent Greek state of 

Pontus. 32 The imperialist tenor of the irredentist pan

Hellenism preached by Greece's Prime Minister, Eleftherios 

Venizelos (at this time leading an anti-royalist "alternative" 

Greek government), gave the Turkish nationalists ample grounds 

for alarm. Thus the Turkish nationalist xenophobia was 

accompanied by a wholly legitimate practical concern for 

Turkish sovereignty in Anatolia. 

Nor were the Greeks the only "foreign" adversary. In 

May 1918, an Armenian Republic was proclaimed, comprising 

400,000 square miles straddling most of what is today Turkey's 

land border with the Soviet Union (and including Mount Ararat, 

still the symbol of the Armenian nation). The European 
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Allies, distressed by the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia, 

harbored two motives in backing Armenian nationhood: first, 

they hoped to keep their First World War adversary Turkey 

as unsettled and weak as possible; and secondly, the new 

Armenian Republic was to serve as part of an Allied-supported 

"cordon sanitaire" around the Soviets' southern perimeter. 33 

Under the terms of the 1920 Treaty of Sevres, Turkey was to 

be partially dismembered, retaining only its capital and 

a fragment of Anatolia; Kurds were granted a national pleb 

iscite; Greeks obtained a sizable portion of southwestern 

Anatolia and the hinterlands; and England, France and Italy 

were each to establish spheres of influence in the territories 

they occupied. The "capitulations" system was to be restored. 

Armenia, meanwhile, was to become a free and independent 

state. Considering that the Armenians had asked in Paris 

for a twenty-year protective mandate, the attainment instead 

of full recognized independence appeared at first to be a 

magnificent Wilsonian gesture of Allied magnanimity. Yet 

very soon thereafter, the Armenians learned that "indepen

dence" meant "lack of Allied protection" against the Turks, 

who branded them as traitors in their midst. By December 

1920, Turkish (and Russian) troops had bloodily crushed the 

Armenian Republic, ending the final chapter of the Armenian 

genocide. 

During this same period of unsettled rule in Turkey, 

Kemal and his collaborators faced an internal (i.e., Turkish) 
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set of adversaries as well, consisting of those Turks 

occupying positions of power or influence in Constantinople. 

Sultan Mehmed IV and his ministers still inhabited the 

Sublime Porte, and they continued to appoint various admin-

istrators and emissaries to carry out the affairs of state. 
, 34 

In addition, the Macedonian political action group known 

as the Committee of Union and Progress, whose members had 

been instrumental in the 1908-1909 Young Turks revolution, 

still exerted a degree of influence over the Sultan's 

1
., 35 

po lCles. 

Kemal was himself a Macedonian Turk, born in Salonika, 

the eventual site of a key Committee base. Yet from an early 

age, his political outlook and ideals had developed along 

very different lines from those of the Committee. Many of 

the Young Turks who belonged to the Committee (the so-called 

"new" Young Turks) were of a lower-class breeding, not unlike 

Kemal. But the former were motivated primarily by concern 

over the deterioration of the Ottoman Empireis hegemony 

throughout the subject territories; they were ashamed to 

hear from Turks in Constantinople who had fled the Balkan 

revolutions that the Turk had acquired a reputation in those 

regions for stupidity. 

There was also an older, more elitist stratum of the 

Young Turks' movement, a residual clique from the earlier 

Tanzimatist reform movement, many of whose members had re-

treated to Paris during the reactionary reign of Sultan 
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Abdul Hamid II. These more idealistic Young Turks, intel

lectuals who had made the Sorbonne their base of operations 

until the 1908 coup, also held no feelings of kinship toward 

Anatolia's peasant Turks with their backward Islamic ways. 

Rather, they responded to the pan-Turanist philosophy of 

Ziya Gok Alp, a Salonikan scholar who sought to revive 

the pre-Islamic heritage abandoned centuries earlier when 

the Turks migrated westward from the central Asian steppes. 

Kemal, on the other hand, drew his inspiration not from 

pagan Turkish folkloric revivals, nor from elitist ideologies 

or- imperialist designs; his political role model was Western 

Europe-he repeatedly said, "There is only one civilization"

and his deepest sympathy lay with the common Turks, "stupid" 

and Islamized though they might have been. The 1908 Young 

Turks revolution, moreover, was not a Turkish nationalist 

movement, notwithstanding its goal of restoring a liberal 

constitution to the Ottoman government. Lord Kinross has 

described the revolution's objectives in this manner: 

There was no ideology, no programme behind it, 
no understanding of the fundamental problems which 
confronted the Ottoman state. Imperialists in 
essence, blind to the new nationalist forces now 
at work in the modern world, the Young Turks aspired 
merely to conserve, if in a more liberal form, the 
Ottoman Empire of their forbears. 36 

The notion of a reconstituted Ottoman Empire was completely 

out of step with the times, as the Balkan uprisings and the 

Arabian revolt vividly demonstrated in the wake of the Young 

Turks revolution. As Andrew Mango has explained: 
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[T]he minorities were taught by their nationalist 
mentors ,to prize reforms only as a step to complete 
national emancipation which was tantamount to the 
break-up of the Ottoman Empire. This fact was obvious 
to Mustafa Kemal AtatUrk, who consequently embraced 
Turkish nationalism while he was sti ll a cadet in 
the Military Academy in Istanbul. 37 

Kemal's struggle to promote Turkish nationalism was there-

fore as much a battle for bure~ucratic influence wi thin the 

Ottoman administrative circles of Constantinople as it was 

an effort to prevent foreign dismemberment of Turkey.38 

This background of intense intra-elite conflict-in which 

Kemal's initiatives were continually frustrated by leading 

Committee members, whose influence within the army and civil 

service was greater-.became particularly significant after 

Kemal attained a position of supreme leadership in the mid-

1920s. Throughout Kemal's long crusade for the nationhood 

of common Turks, therefore, 'Turks themselves proved to be 

every bit as formidable an obstruction as foreign (i.e., 

non-Turkish) peoples. This fact explains why the guidelines 

of Kemal's Turkish Republic, and the manner of their implemen-

tation, were so strict and inflexible. They directly re -

flected Kemal's obsessive concern that the past never be 

allowed to repeat itself. A discussion of each of the eight 

elements of the Ottoman legacy highlighted in the previous 

section will bear out this conclusion. (The original themes 

are condensed and underlined.) 

U) For centuries in the Ottoman-ruled' lands 
na remaine , the "currency" 0 

Seven centuries of practicing Islam and proselytizing 
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millions of people produced a profound attachment between 

Turks and Islam, an identification far too deeply ingrained 

to be erased in a single generation by any measure of per

suasion or coercion. In evaluating the secularistic aspect 

of Kemal's blueprint for the Turkish Republic, it is crucial 

to understand, first of all, that it was Kemal's own personal 

aversion to the Islamic faith and his long-standing rivalry 

\'lith the Sublime Porte which explain the virulence of his 

campaign in the mid-1920s to de - Islamize Turkey; and secondly, 

that precisely because the peasant Turk's personal identifi

cation with Islam was immune to t~e government's eradication 

of Islamic institutions, Kemal's all-encompassing version 

of secularism was doomed to eventual revisionism (beginning 

after his death) and ultimate de facto failure (in the 1970s). 

Even amongst the local Anatolian elites around whom the 

nationalist movement coalesced from 1918 to 1923, devotion 

to Islam was unquestioned . Kemal's efforts at organizing a 

cadre for the liberation movement in Anatolia produced two 

"congresses" in 1919, the first in August at Erzerum and 

the second in September at Sivas. The Sivas Congress issued 

a declaration formally expressing ten nationalist objectives 

which had been agreed upon at Erzerum. Two fundamental prin 

ciples were set forth. The first principle was to base 

government on national will (~illi ir.de), and the second 

confirmed t~e movement's allegience to the "holy Caliphate" 

and the "Ottoman Sultanate." Kemal ~imself told th.e parti

cipants: 
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As the institution of Sultan signifies at the 
same time the institution of Caliph, our Sultan is 
the head of the Islamic peoples as well. As regards 
our struggles, OUT first objective is to show our 
enemies, whose aim is the separation of the Sultanate 
and the Caliphate, that the national wil l is opposed 
to this, and to free these holy institutions from 
the captivity of the enemy.39 

Kemal's statements throughout this period weTe crafted in 

such a way as to functionally incorporate the pro-Caliphate 

concerns of his Anato lian partners into his anti-imperialist 

strategy without betraying his own personal aversion to 

Islam. For example, he repeatedly affirmed that the "consensus 

of the people" (in itself a concept of Islamic jurisprudence) 

clearly originated in Islam. 40 With th.e Anatolian peasantry, 

he invoked Allah, whose "eternal will" it was "that the 

Turk should command and the Greek obey.,,41 In this way he 

rallied support for the nationalist movement. 

What Kemal could not afford to divulge at this time was 

his deep animus toward Islam as either a personal or an in

sti tutional force among Turks. Writes Arnold Hottinge-r, 

"It was his enemy, because he recognized it as lying at the 

heart of the Turkish mentality that he wanted so much to 

change.,,42 Kemal was a Macedonian; his personal habits and 

values were essentially Western, acquired during his youth 

at military schools in Nacedonia. "Since childhood," explain 

two of Kemal's many biographers, "he had no use for God, an 

abstract name wrapped in mystery and fallacy . ,,43 His hearty 

indulgences with women, alcohol and profanity are by now 

a familiar aspect of the Atatilrk legend. 
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Kemal's antipathy toward the governing institutions of 

Islam was equally well-rooted in his personal experience. 

As a y oung student at the Imperial Military Medical School, 

Kemal joined in a secret revolutionary society which tried 

unsuccessfully in 1896 to bring down the Sultan's regime. 

In 1905 he was arrested and briefly imprisoned for having 

plotted against the Sultan. His subsequent far-flung military 

postings were a form of exile; his shrewd critiques of the 

Sultan's diplomatic and military strategies were never 

permitted to threaten the position of higher-ranking advisors 

in Constantinople. 

Augmenting his personal grudges, Kemal knew that (in 

Hottinger's words), "The previous history of Turkish attempts 

at reform .. . showed that they had always been frustrated by 

the religious element.,,44 He also knew that his own ideal 

of a Western-oriented Turkish society was quite incompatible 

with Islam; it is doubtful that he held any illusions of 

genuinely reconciling the two during his campai gn to unite 

the Anatolian resistance movement . 

By the time he was established as the president of the 

new republic, from 1923 on, Kemal had seen some neighboring 

regimes elevate their political standing at the expense of 

religious establishments . In Persia, Reza Shah had reinforced 

his constitutional monarchy's power by suppressing the leading 

ulema (without, however, repud iating Islam) . The Soviet 

Union, whose geographic sharing of the Armenian " problem" 



-36-

with Turkey had drawn Kemal's Turkish nationalists and , 
45 Lenin's new Bolshevik government together as victims in 

the Allied peace process, offered a powerful example of 

a secular political and social ideal triumphing in spite 

of a large historically-entrenched religious establishment. 

Neither the Shah's Persia nor Lenin's U.S.S.R . resembled 

the democratic model contemplated by Kemal, but the political 

decline of their respective religious institutions gave 

him reason to believe that his own goal of de-Islamizing 

Turkey was attainable. 

The measures enacted by President ~mal were unequivo-

cally radical: the Sultanate and the Caliphate were abolished, 

as was the Office of Religious Affairs and Pious Foundations; 

the Islamic law courts and religious colleges were closed; 

Swiss civil law, German commercial codes and Italian penal 

codes were adopted in place of the Islamicsheriat; Arahic 

script (including the Koran) was replaced by Latin (and ' 

Kemal himself tailored the new Turkish alphabet); the Hagia 

Sophia, since 1453 the much-revered mosque of Constantinople 

(and a Byzantine cathedral for over 900. years before that}, 

"as made into a m1+seum; the legal holiday was changed from 

Friday (the Islamic holiday) to Sunday; the mystical dervish 

order and religiously significant tombs were closed; and 

the original constitutional clause making Islam the state 

religion was replaced by an amendment declaring that the 

Turki.sh Republic is by definition secular.. Thus did Kemal 
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strive to impose his vision of a thoroughly Westernized 

republic upon a theretofore religiously-based political 

culture. 

(ii) The racial roots of Turks i"er'eunconimonly indistinct, 
and became ever more variega'ted over time. 

Because the Ottoman Empire lost its vitality after more 

than three centuries of superiority, Turkey increasingly 

fell prey to external ideas and influences, leading to a 

loss of self-confidence and cohesion among Turkish elites. 

The resulting fragmentation of the Turkish polity became 

acute during the anti - Ottoman nationalist upheavals of the 

nineteenth century, and reached its peak in the bloody decade 

of maximum Young Turk influence, from 1908-1918, when Turks 

found themselves defending an obsolete political order whose 

legitimacy had long since eroded. 

President Kemal ts remedy was to strip away all of this 

accumula ted cultural and intellectual "baggage, ", and to 

start anew with a fresh invention, Turkish nationalism 

(milliyet§ilik). In so doing, he purposely deviated from 

the historical basis for the Turkish identity, placing "race" 

before religion and function (e.g., the Turks as master castel. 

Two recent events in Turkey hade made the conditions par -

ticularly favorable for a sweeping cultural reorientation. 

First, the upheavals of the Balkan Wars and World War I 

had caused substantial migrations in Anatolia and eastern 

Thrace; large numbers of Turks were newly-resettled, hence 

not rooted to the traditions of their communities. 46 Secondly, 
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under the terms of the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne, a peaceful 

population transfer [assisted by the League of Nations) of 

unprecedented proportions--1,200,000 Greeks in western Ana

tolia exchanged for 400,000 Turks in Greek Macedonia 47 -- made 

the Turkish polity far more homogeneous than it had ever 

been under Ottoman rule. 

As with his drive to de-Islamize Turkey, Kemal's Turki

fication program sought to penetrate the realm of the Turkish 

citizen's private life. It was, writes Metin Tamkoc, 

... a massive campaign to re-educate and indoc
trinate in the Turks a sense of pride for their 
past accomplishments and a desire to achieve greater 
things in the future, and to develop in them a know
ledge of their identity and worth as a people. The 
new history books which emphasized Turkey's contri
butions to past civilizations, and accomplishments, 
the new language which revived old Turkish words, 
the flag, the proliferation of patriotic stories, 
poems and music, political slogans, pictures and 
statues of the national hero, Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, 
were devices used in building a genuine and homo
geneous Turkish nation. 48 

Some of the measures were more controversial than others. 

Western institutions such as calendar, time and measurement 

systems encountered little resistance; progressive social 

advances such as labor laws, compulsory education [never 

fully achieved), women's rights, and the abolition of titles 

and hereditary positions were also relatively secure once 

enacted. In two areas, however, the reforms were particularly 

personal and extreme in nature, as they confronted every 

Turk with the discomforting duty of rejecting and reconsti 

tuting his own self-image: these were the linguistic reforms 
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and the mandatory changes in appearance. 

A substantial slowdown in book publishing toward the 

end of the war of liberation period minimized the disruption 

caused by Kemal's linguistic transformation from Osmanlica, 

h 0 1 ····1 49 f f' d t e ttoman anguage cons1st1ng pr1mar1 y 0 ore1gn wor s 

and using Arabic script, to Ozturkce (Pure Turkish), a 

reconstituted pre - Ottoman Turkish containing many new words 

and utilizing a modified Roman alphabet. Nevertheless, the 

effect on Turkish society can hardly be overstated: a genera -

tion of schoolchildren was weaned on a totally new curric -

ulum which emphasized science and the glorious heritage 

of pre - Ottoman Turks. 

Unable to read the language of their parents, these youths 

were never exposed to the vast literature of the nineteenth 

and early- twentieth century Ottoman intellectual movements, 

including the lively controversy over Turkey's linguistic 

heritage. The classic works of literature, ph.ilosophy and 

political thought were thus effectively eliminated from the 

education of the Republic's citizens from 1923 on. The 

Turkish Language Association, founded in 1932 by Kemal lusing 

his personal funds), endeavored to promote the acceptance 

of Ozturkce among Turkey's writers and among professionals 

in all fields. Yet as with so many aspects of Turkey's sharp 

break with its past, the seeds ,.ere sown for an eventual 

revival of the linguistic debate in Turkey. 

No less controversial was the introduction in 1925 of 
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the so-called Hat Law, and the proscription of Islamic dress 

generally. Muslim custom forbids wearing a hat with a brim 

in prayer; yet the new law prohibited Turks from wearing 

the brimless fez or turban. Kemal astonished onlookers in 

the provincial cities of central and southern Anatolia, the 

region with the strongest popular attachment to Islam, by 

strolling through the streets with a white Western-cut suit 

and a Panama hat, exhorting the people to open their eyes 

to the modern world of the West. 

Kemal'·s Turkification program of the 192Qs marks a very 

important milestone in the history of the Turkish people, 

because it produced a distinct Turkish identity where one 

had never quite existed before. However, by deliberately 

"engineering" out, instead of incorporating, some of th.e 

maj or elements of the Turkish. heri tage, mos t notab ly the 

ties to Islam and the intellectual movements of the previous 

one hundred years, Kemal took on the futile challenge of 

forever eradicating (or at least successfully suppressingl 

these influences or else facing their vengeful opposition. 

Turkey's first multiparty election, in 1950., showed Kemal's 

designs to have been overambitious: with almost 90. percent 

of the eligible populace voting, the party of AtatGrk was 

soundly defeated by a coalition including those very elements 

whose influence on "the modern Turk" w·as supposed to have 

disappeared. 

Furthermore, Kemal's methods of reindoctrinating Turks 
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with a new identity had the effect of heightening the 

SO public's sensitivity to symbols. Linguistic usage and 

hats were the symbolic vehicles of the 1920s; to these may 

be added beards (indicative of Islamic devotion in southern 

Anatolia) and styles of mustaches (revealing leftist or 

rightist sympathy) in present-day Turkey. 51 

( iii) consis't 'ent racIalo'r' reli ious' r 'oots Turks 
ed a functional identitas a militaril -
master 'caste ., 

By 1923, when the Anatolian nationalist movement finally 

achieved complete sovereignty in Turkey, Turkish soldiers 

had exhausted themselves on the battlefield, fighting nobly 

but unsuccessfully in the Tripolitanian War, the Balkan Wars, 

and World War I. When the post-war resistance movement took 

root in Anatolia, the remaining remnants' of the army were 

torn between allegience to the Sultan in Constantinople and 

sympathy for Turkish nationalist organizers, 

In spite of the army's demoralized and debilitated con-

dition, Kemal struck a bold new pose as President of the 

Turkish Republic. At the 1923 Lausanne Conference, Turkey 

presented itself not as the loser in a succession of Ottoman 

wars -- th,e vulnerable dispos i tion clearly preferred by .the 

Allies-but as the victor in a heroic war of national libera-

tion. Overnigh~, Turkey's international image became confident 

and even jingoistic. This reflected Kemal's domestic success 

in capitalizing upon Turkish xenophobia in the 1919-1922 

war, as with his suggestions of inherent Turkish superiority 
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over Greeks (albeit with an Islamic-versus-Christian overtone). 

Having achieved Turkish independence despite formidable ex -

ternal and internal obstacles, President Kemal was under-

standably proud, self-confident and optimistic. 

What Kemal reawakened was the long-dormant sense that 

Turks are uniquely gifted and somehow superior to other 

peoples. The result, as so much of the post-Atatfirk experi

ence came to demonstrate (see below), was a Turkish national 

pride that was as easily wounded as it had been inflated, 

an inordinate tendency toward self-righteousness in dealings 

with other countries, and even a "chip on the shoulder" 

mentality at times. Comb ined with the Turkish public's 

heightened sensitivity to symbols and appearances, this 

propensity for overinvesting foreign relations with fragile 

national pride has repeatedly left Turkey unable to be seen 

to compromise in diplomatic situations where greater flexi

bility might well have better served the country\s interests, 

(iv) Centuries of onerous Tu'rkish administration bred 
a vIsceral d'islikeof Turks among subject peoples. 

Not all subject peoples viewed the Ottoman Turks as 

their worst enemies, as has been pointed out. Nevertheless, 

the final decades of Ottoman decline placed Turkish armies 

in direct opposition to the nationalist movements all around 

them, Understandably, th.e resulting "bad blood" between 

Turks and former subject peoples was impossible to erase 

overnight, notwithstanding republican Turkey\s considerable 

progress in "turning over a new leaf" in th.e Balkans and the 
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Arab world. 

The Ottoman legacy of widespread ill will toward Turks 

has remained a burden for the Turkish Republic. Turkey's 

reputation has been particularly vulnerable, as European 

and formerly Ottoman countries have been all too ready to 

recall "the terrible Turk," "the lazy- Turk" or "the sick 

man of Europe" in remarking on Turkey's modern-day problems 

with political violence, administrative inefficiency and 

economic recession. 

The Turks, in turn, retain a sense of perpetual friend

lessness. This feeling was reflected in President Kemal's 

approach to international relations; while he strove to 

build diplomatic bridges with neighboring countries, in 

the economic realm he emphasized Turkish self-sufficiency 

and minimized the country's participation in foreign trade. 

Kemal shared the still-pervasive Turkish suspicion that 

foreign peoples' personal prejudices against Turks would 

infect Turkey's official and commercial relations interna

tionally. To give a recent example, throughout Turkey's 

twenty-one year effort to attain full membership status in 

the European Economic Community, Turkish public opinion 

has focused not on the economic ramifications of membership, 

but on the political objective of preventing "Christian" 

Greece from exerting a new unchecked lever of influence 

with "Christian" Europe, to the detriment of "J.!uslim" Turkey. 52 

Related to this hyper s ensitivity to real or imagined 
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foreign prejudice is a genuine fear of strategic isolation, 

emanating from Turkey's historical dearth of strong bonds 

of abiding friendship and mutual respect with other states. 

Lacking dependable allies during times of international 

crisis, the Turks have repeatedly found themselves desper-

ately alone, bargaining with the great powers from a position 

of acute weakness. Just before the outbreak of World War I, 

for example, when Great Britain commandeered two dreadnoughts 

which it had been building for Turkey (and refused to pay 

compensation), the Turks feared that Greece would receive 

the ships instead. Confronted with a sudden adverse shift 

in the naval balance in the Aegean Sea and the Straits, the 

Turks were moved from their preferred position of neutrality 

to a panicky state of vulnerability. Due to these circum-

stances, Germany was able to bring Turkey into its alliance 

for the relatively modest "price" of two warships (the 

Goeben and the Breslau), offered as a gesture of goodwill. 53 

The aftermath of World War II produced another crisis 

of strategic isolation for Turkey when, in 1945, the Soviet 

Union repudiated its treaty of neutrality with Ankara and 

claimed certain territories and basing rights (see U.S.S.R . 

section) 1n Turkey. Once again, a naval vessel symbolized 

the hope of salvation for the Turks when the U.S. battleship 

Missouri paid a courtesy visit to Istanbul in the spring 

of 1946. One year later, U.S. President Truman elucidated 

his doctrine of American protection and aid for Turkey (and 
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Greece), and the basis was firmly established for Turkey's 

strategic alignment with the U.S., a relationship in which 

the Turks arguably invested unrealistic expectations--attributable, 

once again, to their phobia of isolation. 

Thirty years later, Turkish fears of abandonment continue 

unabated. As Bernard Lewis explains: 

In a world where almost all countries are organ
ized in groups or blocs, the Turks find themselves 
alone: not part of the Islamic bloc, not part of the 
third world bloc, not part of the communist bloc · 
and, as they see it, forsaken and betrayed by the 
Western bloc to which they had made such great efforts 
to belong. 54 

In fairness to Kemal Ataturk, this is one adverse aspect 

of Ottoman Turkey's legacy for which time was the only remedy; 

to his credit, he started the Turkish Republic on the road 

to recovery by attempting to strengthen Turkey economically 

and militarily, and by setting a personal example for his 

countrymen of confidence in the future and goodwill toward 

many of the Turks' former adversaries. 

Cv) Ottoman administration reinforced the ethnic bonds 
of coh.es ion among subject peoples. 

Had the Ottoman Sultans of the seventeenth century under-

taken sweeping measures to break up and intermingle the various 

pockets of ethnic homogeneity throughout the dominions, the 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries might never have 

witnessed the succession of independence movements which 

achieved freedom at Turkey's expense. Tha fact is, however, 

that Ottoman governance hardened the collective consciousness 
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of each of its subjugated nationalities, and paid a dear 

price for it in the end. 

After the Turkish Republic was established, Kemal re

mained ever mindful of the fact that among the greatest ob

stacles to his quest for Turkish nationalism had been Greek 

nationalism (both pan-Hellenism and the attempt to establish 

Pontus), Armenian nationalism and Kurdish nationalism. The 

legitimacy of all of these had been recognized by the Allies 

and the Sultan in the 1920 Treaty of Sevres. When, therefore, 

in February 1925, the Nakshibandi ( Kurdish) tribal chief 

Sheikh Said led an eastern Anatolian revolt (in the name of 

the Caliph) against the reformist regime in Ankara, Kemal 

was quick to recognize it as a major flaring-up of the ever

active Kurdish movement. 55 Within two months, government 

troops pacified the eastern regions, executing a number of 

Kurdish tribal leaders in the process. 

Kurdish nationalism was (and has remained) the most 

potent minority movement in republican Turkey ; Kemal's regime 

faced additional Kurdish insurrections in March 1930 and 

August 193 7 . His response to the threat of ethnic separatism 

is significant for its scope and severity. For the sake 

of preserving the officially-propagated fiction of "Turkish" 

cultural homogeneity in Turkey, the Republic sacrificed much 

of its democratic spirit and reverted to a more dictatorial 

and intrusive form of government. 

Immediately a f ter Sheikh Said's revolt, Kemal proposed, 
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and the National Assembl y in March 192 5 passed, the Law of 

Maintenance of Order, establishing Independence Tribunals. 

For two years, the Tribunal s undertook what Halide Edib later 

called a "reign of terror"; she further remarked that " ... what 

is of supreme interest is the change of a democratic state, 

of five years' standing, into a dictatorial one without 

either altering its form or even closing the National Assem

bly.,,56 

Other ethnic minorities in Turkey were less of an irritant 

to the government. The Greek population in Turkey had been 

reduced to a small fraction of its former size by the popu-

lation exchanges with Greece; furthermore, the war of liberation 

had rooted out most if not all of the pan-Hellenic organiza-

tional elements in Turkey. The remnants of Turkey's Armenian 

population were even less likely to agitate, given the cruel 

ravages they had suffered in 1895, 1915 and 1920. Unlike 

the Greeks and Armenians, Turkey's Jews--many of them descendants 

of Jews who had been expelled from Spain in l492--chose to 

become full Turkish citi zens under the 1923 Constitution, 

thereby waiving the rights originally granted by the Republic 
. .. 57 to mlnorltles . 

Kemal's 1936 decree that Turks adopt surnames lKemal's 

was "Atatiirk") was a useful device for obscuring the diverse 

ethnic heritage of Turkey's citizens .. An estimated one-fourth 

of Turkey's Armenians adopted Turkish surnames so as to 

·d 1 " h· d·l I" 58 aVOl unp easant treatment ln t elr al y lVeS . Yet 
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neither this measure nor the far more repressive measures 

of the late 1920s laid "the minorities question" to rest; 

on the contrary, the battle lines were more sharply drawn 

for future generations of strife once the government's dicta-

torial powers were reduced. 

Equally significantly, the tightening of Kemal's grip 

on the reins of power from 19.25 onward, while succeeding 

in overcoming the separatist threat, had the additional effect 

of alienating many would-be supportive participants in the 

Turkish Republic's political process. As is explained below 

(see viii), Kemal's monopoly of control denied various ac-

tivist elements of Turkish society--some of them former co-

participants with Kemal in the nationalist struggle--any 

input in the new Republic's governance, and forced them 

into an adversarial stance. Furthermore, the harshness and 

broadened scope of governmental authority under Kemal of-

fended others who had envisioned a laissez-faire approach 

to government in republican Turkey. In many ways, Kemal's 

dictatorship, "benevolent" though he may have intended it · 

to be, set an unfortunate precedent for future leaders while 

alienating ethnic minorities and dissenting elites alike. 

C.vil Turkey's strategically vital locationniadeit a 
prime arena of great power geopolitical machinations. 

The miracle of Turkey's history is that no great power 

ever took away Constantinople, the Straits, the eastern prov

inces of Anatolia, or any of the other Turkish territories 
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coveted by great power imperiali s ts. It is thus understand-

able that for Kemal, no priority was greater after 1923 

than securing Turkey's national boundaries. To this end, 

priority was given to the long-term rebuilding of Turkey's 

armed forces. 

Furthermore , in signing the Treaty of Lausanne three 

months before the Republic of Turkey was proclaimed, Kemal 

(through his friend the nationalist delegate, "Minister 

f F . Aff· "I I··· .. 59) d 1 . o orelgn alrs smet nonu renounce any calms 

on territories beyond Turkey's borders in return for recip -

rQcal guarantees by the other signatories against claims 

on Turkey's territory. The logic of this bargain, writes 

Metin Tamkoc, was '~ased on Atatllrk's realistic assessment 

of the power of his country and the then prevailing configu

rat ion of international power.,,60 At the time, Greek irre-

dentism had lost most of its momentum. Moreover, the Soviets, 

struggling to shore up their own country economically and 

militarily after the October (1917) Revolution, had officially 

renounced Czarist claims to eastern Turkey and the Straits, 

and befriended the Turkish nationalists. 

Thus reassured, republican Turkey legally bound its 

own hands against any future sovereign pretensions in Cyprus, 

the Aegean islands, the Alexandretta province on Syria's 

northern border with Turkey, Mosul and western Thrace. Fur-

thermore, Turkish sovereignty over the Straits was greatly 

circumscribed. This was the price paid by Turkey for secure 

borders. 



- 50 -

Now Kemal and his government could focus virtually all 

of their energies and concerns inward, something no Ottoman 

Sultan had been able to do for decades. Yet the concessions 

granted by the Turkish nationalists at Lausanne would haunt 

successor governments, undercutting Turkey's legal standing 

in the Cyprus and Aegean disputes, to cite two current 

examples. Kemal's own non-recognition of the Alexandretta 

provision in the late 1930s, after seeing that the French 

mandate over Syria would soon be ending, set a Turkish 

precedent for revising prior commitments in light of changed 

circumstances. 

Successive Turkish governments have shown themselves 

to be pragmatic and somewhat unpredictable on jurisdictional 

matters governed by international legal agreements. The 

Turks have also exhibited a deep sensitivity - again, in an 

unpredictable manner-to their physical sovereignty, in 

granting or denying foreign military access to their air

space, roadways and facilities. Centuries of fending off 

covetous intruders has left the Turkish people with a 

distinctive "great power phobia" which can appear very 

suddenly and unexpectedly. 

Lvii} Perpetual foreign manipulation of the SuI ta·n caused 
Turks to develop a strorig sense of victimization 
by outsiders. 

The despised "capitulations" were formally abolished in 

the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne, but Turkey's persecution complex 

did not disappear, and Turkish economic nationalism has 
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manifested itself throughout the twentieth century. Kemal 

nationalized all foreign-owned and -operated industrial 

enterprises in Turkey . Beyond this, he strove to minimize 

Turkish foreign trade interdependence. Following the world 

wide economic depression of the early 1930s, he took much 

of the country's economic decision-making prerogative out 

of the private sector and placed it in the hands of the 

state by proclaiming "etatism" as a "cardinal principle" 

in the Republic's 1937 Constitution. The State Planning 

Organization, introduced in September 1960, further insti

tutionalized this decidedly guarded (and inefficient) approach 

to economic activity in Turkey. 

More recent examples of the Turks' mistrust of economic 

dealings with foreign parties include negotiations with the 

EEC and the IMF, as noted already. Turkey hastened to 

apply for EEC membership ln July 1959--three weeks after 

Greece applied--in order to avert undue favoritism of 

Greek interests within the EEC; in the two decades of nego

tiations since then, Turkish attitudes toward membership 

have reflected far more suspicion of anti-Turkish maneuver

ings than genuine interest in new multilateral economic 

opportunities. In the case of the IMF, former Prime Minister 

Bule.nt Ecevi t' s government was severely cons trained in its 

spring 1979 negotiations for an IMF loan by the Turkish 

public's hostile attitude toward the austerity measures 

conditioning the loan. The aversion to perceived foreign 
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economic manipulation is still very strong in Turkey. 

There is an internal dimension to this legacy of 

victimization, one which transcends purely economic matters. 

Kemal championed the interests of the peasant Turk, who 

had theretofore borne the brunt of the Sultan's corrupt 

and perfidious foreign dealings. Having assumed this per-

sonal role, Kemal was able to utilize his image as the defen

der of "true" Turkish interests in legitimizing the suppression 

of his political opponents within Turkey. 

Without wishing to overstate the point, Kemal's approach 

to political opposition introduced a McCarthyesque dimension 

to republican Turkish politics. A key event in this process 

occurred in 1925, when a group of laissez-faire civil lib

ertarians, led by military veterans of the independence 

struggle, formed the Progressive Republican Party to oppose 

Kemal's radical activist brand of government. Kemal ampli

fied rumors of foreign instigation and aroused fears of 

possible renewed armed struggle in order to mobilize support 

for extra-constitutional measures to close down the party. 

In this regard, the growing unrest in eastern Anatolia proved 

useful to Kemal. "The Kurdish revolt," wrote Edib, " ... proved 

a trump card for the extremists in the People's Party to 

play against the Progressive Republicans.,,6l 

A second episode occurred in 193U, when Kemal himself 

introduced political pluralism to th.e Republic. Believing. 

that the monopoly held by his People's Party should now be 
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broadened in the spirit of democracy, Kemal recruited his 

own sister and recalled his Ambassador in France to organize 

and direct a new political party, the Liberal Party (also 

known as the Free Party). When, however, anti - Kemal elements 

such as Islamists, dervishes, Kurds and various hitherto-

unrepresented elites began to resurface in support of the 

new party, Kemal ;1gain invoked the foreign "scare," closed 

down the party, declared martial law and executed many of 

the activists. 

Since then, whenever the military/civil service "Kemalist" 

faction in Turkey has felt its preeminent position to be 

in serious jeopardy, a similar rationale has accompanied 

its response. Such familiar phrases as "deviation from 

Atatiirk's principles" and "guardians of Kemalism" carry an 

unmistakeable overtone of questioning one's fidelity to the 

Turkish national interest. Unfortunately, the reappearance 

of Kemal's Independence Tribunals in the 1970s (as State 

Security Courts) only perpetuated Turkey's poor record on 

human rights. In this sense, Kemal's contribution to the 

welfare of the formerly-victimized peasant Turk was less 

than optimal, especially since it routinely utilized the 

public's "foreign devil" fears as a tool of legitimizing 

the government's domestic extra - legal measures. 

(yiii) Ottoman territories proved to be extremely fertile 
breeding grounds for the rise ofth.e nationalist 
ideal. 

Of all the nationalities in the Ottoman realm, the last 
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one to organize around a truly nationalist ideal was none , 

other than the Turkish people. By that time, nationalism 

had been flowering in the Balkans and the Near East for over 

one hundred years, during which the Ottoman Turkish intelli

gentsia had divided its attentions and support among many 

different schools of thought (see earlier section). When 

Turkey's own nationalist movement finally attained indepen

dent statehood in 1923, some of its strongest supporters 

soon found their ideas and interests unrepresented in Ankara. 

The liberation movement had consisted of a broad coali-

tion of heterogeneous elements from (i'l1 Mohammed Sadiq's 

words) " ... the bureaucracy, the intellectuals, both relig-

ious and secular, including the Seyhs, the military and the 

landed aristocracy, i.e., the aghas and esrafs, including 

the tribal chiefs.,,62 Almost immediately after independence, 

there was a crisis revolving around the differences between 

two clear-cut groups. Frederick W. Frey has described Kemal's 

group as the "ardent nationalists," seeking to build up 

Turkey's strength to counter the more developed countries 

which. had been imposing their respective wills on Turkey 

for so long . Th~ concentration of power in this group was 

opposed by a military faction which Frey has called the 

"postindependence conservatives," whose primary concern 

was to enact constitutional protection of the rights of 

the . d' . d 1 63 ln lVl ua . 

As has been noted, this latter group's unsuccessful 
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attempt to oppose Kemal by establishing the Progressive 

Republican Party only resulted in a greater concentration 

of governmental powers and a further erosion of civil lib-

erties. In 1927 Kemal permanently undercut his military 

detractors by legally removing the army from politics com-

pletely; soldiers and officers were not even allowed to vote. 

This action was accompanied by a host of other measures 

aimed at rendering Islamic leaders, ethnic minorities, wealthy 

businessmen and other interest groups politically impotent. 

Andrew Mango has described the political consequences of 

this initial period in these terms: 

The Republic of Turkey started on its course with 
a gulf between the new ruling elite and the people 
it ruled, irrespective of class. Landowners, mer
chants and craftsmen, differed but little from the 
peasantry in being the unquestioned recipients of 
the policies of the new rulers. In spite of the 
inevitable personal links between members of econ
omically powerful groups and the men in positions 
of political power, the economically powerful and 
the economically weak shared a common resentment 
of their arbitrary rulers. As a result, the politi
cal history of the Turkish "Republic has been very 
largely the story of the struggle between two castes 
rather than classes: the caste of the new establish
ment and the undifferentiated mass of outsiders. 64 

It is interesting to note that the Turkish Republic, 

once securely established, no longer had a natural cause 

or issue around which to rally nationalist sentiment in Tur-

key. The previous twenty years had seen a number of such 

causes fail to attract widespread support: constitutional 

reformism, the Young Turks' guiding principle in 1908, had 

failed to unite the upper-class Tanzimatists and the lower-
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class Macedonian imperialists; pan-Turanism, espoused as 

a cultural ideal in 1912 (the so-called "Turculuk" movement), 

had not generated much enthusiasm beyond an elite cadre 

of literati; Islam had proven to be an unsuccessful basis 

for uniting Turks when the SuI tan's call for a jihad (Holy 

War) was widely ignored in 1914. Xenophobia, on the other 

hand, had shown itself to be a very potent force for Turkish 

unity from 1919-1922; yet following Turkish independence, 

there was no cause for invoking it, notwithstanding some 

of Kemal's questionable domestic political tactics. 

In the absence of a pre-existing focal point for Turk-

ish nationalism, "Turkification" became the new common 

denominator, and ,Kemal himself became the national symbol. 

The virtual deification of Kemal Ataturk was intended as 

a glorification of the long-neglected, much maligned common 

Turk. "The Anatolian peasant," writes Metin Tamkoc, "was 

always identified as the backbone of the nation, the lord 

and master of the regime.,,65 

In one sense, this symbolism worked magnificently, since 

the people of Turkey came to identify very strongly with their 

proud and confident leader. In another sense, however, 

this cult of personality, built around a dictatorial ruler, 

left the country ill-prepared for the transition to demo-

cratic government. The lack of flexibility in Kemal's regime 

left his successors with inappropriate precedents on which 

to draw during times of crisis after 1950 . The Republic's 
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democratic self - confidence was thus excessively vulnerable, 

since it was tied more to the political fortunes of a specific 

group (the army/ civil service Kemalists) and ideology (Kem 

alism) than to the system as such. 

Because of this over-reliance on Ataturk's example after 

his death, the system itself faltered, and the principles 

of Kemalism became the army's dogma of ultimate authority, 

to be treated with such reverence that they were often 

interpreted more literally and prohibitively than Kemal 

himself might have intended. This, unfortunately, has made 

Kemalism seem hypocritical and irrelevant to many of the 

problems afflicting modern Turkey, and may ironically have 

contributed to the army's need to resort to force where 

persuasion was lacking. Moreover, the original unifying purpose 

of Kemalis-m has long since been fulfilled; the Turkish 

people have a country to call their own, with more than 

fifty years of sovereign independence to their credit. If 

the Turkish polity's democratic self-confidence were not 

so highly dependent on the army 's ability to restore order 

amidst anarchy, perhaps Kemalism would not enjoy the lofty 

degree of legitimacy it continues to retain in Turkey. 

III. The Impact of Modernization 

The central premise of this study is that Turkey's 

foreign policy attitudes and orientations are rooted in 

the history of its people and the formative years of the 
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Republic. The previous two sections have explored the 

meaning of Kemalism. This section seeks to explain Turkey's 

apparent deviations from this Kemalist course after multi -

party democracy was first introduced in 1950 . 

It will be argued that the social, economic and political 

changes wrought by modernization in Turkey--specifically, 

the effects of mass communications, industrialization, and 

growing trade interdependence--altered the political environ-

ment so fundamentall y that Kemalism was rendered somewhat 

obsolete as an ideolog ical basis for the Republic. Having 

demonstrated this, we will be in a better position to interpret 

the seemingly incongruous recent trends in Turkish foreign 

policy. 

COMMUNICATIONS 

What Daniel Lerner has termed "the communication revo-

lution" in Turkey coincided with the momentous transition 

from Atatiirk's "tutelary" regime to multiparty democracy, 

From May 1946, when the new Electoral Law introduced direct 

universal suffrage and secret balloting, until the May 1950 

elections, in which the new Democratic Party ousted the pro-

Kemalist 

in rural 

Republican People's Party, the number of radio sets 
66 Turkey more than doubled. Thereafter, wrote 

Lerner, "the added stimulus of a new party come to power, 

unexpectedly and for the first time, released a great burst 

of energy into the channels of social change. Within a year, 

the spectacular road-building program was under way, . .. and 
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construction of the largest radio transmitter on the Eura

sian continent was started in Istanbul . ,,67 

The significance of this "revolution" was two-fold: ln 

the first place, the various elite groups whose interests 

had been either suppressed or ignored by Kemal's regime 

now had an opportunity to reassert themselves with relative 

impuni ty, and a new vehicle through "hich to do so with 

great effectiveness; more importantly, however, the Turkish 

rural masses began to awaken to a new political consciousness. 68 

This latter development fundamentally changed the Turkish 

political arena, for it introduced an entirely new power 

base whose interests in many ways clashed with those of 

the Kemalists. 

This tension had been present, in latent form, right 

from the Republic's embryonic stage. 1Vrites Mohammed Sadiq, 

"The early development of the national liberation movement 

indicates an uneven and varied character of mass participa 

tion in the struggle. By no stretch of imagination can one 

speak of an identity of interests between the elite and 

the masses.,,69 Nor did the multiparty system rectify this 

imbalance after the emergence of mass political conscious

ness from the 1940s on. Referring to the country's two 

major political parties today lthe moderate-left Republican 

J?eop1e's Party and the moderate-right Justice Party), Sabri 

Sayari has recently noted that •• ••• the absence of individuals 

with peasant or working class origins from the elite nucleus 
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f b h 
. .. . ,,70 

o ot partles lS qUlte consplcuoUS. 

What has taken place, therefore, in the past three 

decades of Turkish politics is a form of multiparty democ-

racy very different from the West European experience upon 

which Atatiirk had modeled his republican designs. "A com-

petitive party system," explains Sayari, "came into existence 

largely as a result of intra-elite conflicts rather than 

through the materialization of the cleavages of society 

in the national political life . ,,7l Hence in analyzing 

Turkey's national electoral data and the National Assembly's 

voting patterns, one should not assume that the balance 

of power amongst the various parties provides an accurate 

reflection of the polity's attitudes on the issues. 

The campaign preceding the 1950 election witnessed 

various anti-Kemalist elite groups advancing their own 

interests by broadcasting promises of economic betterment 

to the rural masses and thereby enlisting their overwhelming 

voting strength. Kemal having departed the scene, his many 

detractors now resurfaced after a long hibernation. The 

new Democratic Party appealed to the laissez-faire conservatives 

and entrepreneurial free-marketeeTs, and during the 1950s 

this coalition established itself as a permanent rival elite 

to the military/civil service Kemalist group. 72 

Equally significant in 1950 was the resurgence of Islam 

in Turk.ish politics and public life, if for no other reason 

than it directly contravened Atatiirk's "cardinal principle" 



-61-

of secularism, and therefore posed a serious threat to the 

legitimacy of Kemalism as the national ideology. The Is -

lamic "issue," hOl,ever, was only a means for the anti-lCemalist 

conservatives to appeal to the voting masses; in contrast to 

the issue of free enterprise, the Islamic resurgence had 

no existing leadership cadre on which to draw for direct 

political representation,73 since Kemal1s regime had effec -

tively razed the Islamic institutional superstructure in 

Turkey during the 1920s. Nevertheless, the grassroots Is -

lamic reassertion, beginning in the mid - 1940s, convincingly 

demonstrated the irreconcilability of Kemal's personal non -

Islamic vision of Turkey and the Turkish masses' basic 

attachment to Isl<lm. Writes Arnold Hottinger: 

For Cthe village peasants in Central Anatolia) 
civilisation was Islam; and as soon as democracy 
was given freer play-and they were actually asked 
for their opinion- they did not fail to let it be 
known that they wanted a certain activation of 
traditional Muslim religious and cultural life. 74 

In sum, the communication revolution enabled Kemal's 

political adversaries" to fashion a lopsided victory in 1950-

the Democratic Party won 408 of 450 Assembly seats - by offering 

the masses a program of economic betterment and freedom of 

religious expression (whose multiple aspects soon came to 

be subsumed under the official media catchword of "Re-Islamization"). 

The lasting result has been aptly described by Heinrich Bechtoldt 

as a "dualism" "in Turkish politics: 

Kemal Ataturk died too soon-IS years after the 
republic was founded - to have been able to lead 
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Turkey along this Kemalistic path to its goal. 
As a result, two forces are still struggling with 
one another in this country today: a Kemalist
reformist force and an Islamic - conservative force. 75 

INDUSTRIALIZATION 

Kemal's "etatist" economic policies, especially after 

the worldwide depression of the early 1930s, had a major 

positive impact on the standard of living in and around 

Turkey's urban centers. The villages, however, were hardly 

affected. 76 By the end of the Ataturk/inonU period, there-

fore, one historically-rooted condition which remained un-

changed was what Bechtoldt has called the "extreme difference 

between the few developed, which is to say productive, cen-

ters of life and a broad, long exploited and neglected hinter-

1 d ,,77 an . 

The 1950 electoral coalition between the Democratic 

Party's entrepreneurial elites and the rural Anatolian masses 

whose votes they attracted brought together as never before 

the dynamism of the government and the aspirations of the 

rural peasantry. According to George S. Harris: 

After the Second World War, the tempo of moderni
zation of village life speeded dramatically in Turkey . 
... Under (the) new stimuli the Turkish peasant began 
for the first time to be caught up in the 'revolution 
of rising expectations.' His desires were for material 
advance ... rather than for any wholesale modernization 
of social life in the villages. These attitudes ... 
fed a growing discontent with the achievements of the 
old order Cthe RPP) and a desire for ... change. 78 

Rapid industrial expansion in the cities of western 

Turkey, spurred by the free-spending policies of the Democratic 
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Party, generated a national economic growth rate which 

averaged an impressive 6.5 percent from 1947 to 1977. 79 

This burst of economic vitality, combined with the rural 

peasantry's rising hopes for economic betterment, resulted 

in large-scale migrations of unskilled, illiterate and poor 

village Turks to the major western cities of Istanbul, An

kara and Izmir. On the outskirts of each city, shanty 

dwellings appeared by the thousands. 

By the late 1970s (to give the most extreme example), 

Istanbul's population had risen fifteen-fold in barely two 

decades,80 and the urban slums, or gecekondus, contained 

more than half the city's population. 81 The migratory peasants 

tended to transplant within the gecekondus much of the cul

tural and religious heritage of the villages they had left 

behind. In the words of one Turkish scholar, " ... in Turkey 

the peasantization of the city ... proceeded faster than the 

urbanization of the peasant.,,82 

The proliferation of peasant neighborhoods on the out

skirts of Turkey's largest cities has had a number of sig-

nificant effects on Turkish politics. The revolution of 

rising expectations, so pronounced in rural areas newly 

touched by roads and radio transmissions, was even more 

acute in the gecekondus, which sat alongside the centers of 

modern industry and European-influenced cultural affluence. 

The rise of a significant leftist political constituency 

in Turkey is attributable in large part to the appeal of 
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two movements, labor union activism and student activism, 

among the frustrated offspring generation of these backward 

urban migrants. 

Whereas in Ottoman times the division of labor in Anatolia 

had been structured very much along ethnic lines--recall the 

Turk's resentment of Armenian commercial prowess--in repub

lican Turkey Kemal's homogenization of the populace took 

away this basis for economic roles . The rise of new industries 

after 1950, moreover, led to a more socially-differentiated 

structure as well, since the limited access to education 

tended to impede the upward mobility of the poorest and most 

backward Turks, i.e., the shanty-dwellers. Labor unions, 

legalized in 1947, became a considerable political force 

by the late 1960s, as workers in the three largest cities 

discovered the potential leverage to be gained from strikes 

and mass demonstrations. Their unfulfilled expectations were 

catalyzed into activism by the rise of leftist ideas in the 

1960s, ideas whose most ardent purveyors were university 

students. 

The advocacy of diverse ideologies has always been a 

feature of university life in Turkey no less than in any 

other country. Even during the 1920s and 1930s, despite 

Kemal's far-reaching efforts to indoctrinate the nation 

with a single ideology, students espoused variations of 

nationalism tending toward fascism, communism, pan-Turanism 

and Islamic reaction. 83 By the time the Democratic Party 
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took of fice in 1950, s tudent support for anti-establishment 

ideologies had diminished somewhat. The Soviet Union had 

alienated Turks with its postwar territorial demands, following 

which a national anti-communist student organization, HTTB, 

was formed. The 1946 Universities Law had granted unprece -

dented autonomy to the universities. 

Increasingly, students looked to their national organi-

zations as stepping-stones leading to careers in Turkish 

politics. Thus , the psychological dynamism in Turkey at 

this time, whose impact among peasants, conservative elites, 

entrepreneurs and Islamists has been noted, affected the 

students as well, and bred in them optimistic expectations 

which would in time be unmet. The immediate source of their 

frustration was to be the Democratic Party itself, which 

employed a range of tactics--ethical and unethical--throughout 

the 1950s to keep the students out of national politics. 84 

The violent anarchy which erupted in Turkey's universi-

ties from 1968 on cannot, however, be explained away to the 

jousting between student organizers and government leaders 

in the 1950s. The impact of modernization was at the root 

of the widespread psychological dislocation among Turkey's 

youth. Writes §erif Mardin: 

(T)he social mobilization of Turkey, the pro 
pelling of persons who were formally part of a dormant 
rural and provincial culture on to the national scene 
since 1950, has shown the inability of Kemalism to 
provide a psychological anchor for educated, highly 
motivated and socially mobile young men and women 
at a time when the entire surrounding social frame
work is changing . 85 
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No longer were village elders the predominant source 

of local authority, except perhaps in the eastern provinces. 

The gecekondus became a fertile breeding ground for anti-

establishment ideologies and extremism among students and 

unemployed alike. Mardin cites various studies which have 

revealed that " ... University activists have been found to 

share a rural and small-town background .... A study of stu-

dents killed in these encounters underlines the peasant 

d 11 b k d f . ,,86 an sma -town ac groun 0 protagon~sts. 

In sum, modernization in Turkey led to significant social 

changes after World War II. New interest groups evolved 

as old ones resurfaced; all were influenced by the media 

revolution, and most were tantalized by the prospects of 

economic betterment through industrialization. The Kemalists, 

who had lost the 1950 election, faced a major dilemma by 

1960. The Democratic Party government's policies had led 

to high inflation and social unrest; the civil service and 

armed forces saw their economic position rapidly deteriora-

ting along with their political standing. When, in May 1960, 

the army took over the government · in a well-planned coup, 

the question was whether to attempt to return to the 1945 

status quo ante by suppressing the various anti-Kemalist 

groups, or to "fine tune" the system to be less susceptible 

to the abuse of power, thereby to ensure that no group could 

ever effectively exclude the Kemalists from the levers of 

power. 

Clearly the former choice was the less practicable; 
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moreover, to "safeguard Kemalist principles" by replacing 

one self - serving monopolist of government control by another 

one was hardly likely to enhance the popularity of Kemalism. 

It was this consideration which prompted the army's interim 

Committee of National Unity to draft a new constitution in 

1961 which stressed the inalienable democratic right of 

free expression and safeguarded individualistic freedoms 

as never before in Turkey. 

The 1961 Constitution is of seminal importance in the 

political history of Turkey, because it gave all of the 

country's interest groups--new and old, religious, ideological, 

economic and otherwise--a decade of unimpeded activity (until 

the second military intervention in 1971) in which to build 

and strengthen national organizations and cultivate mass 

voting constituencies. 87 Under the terms of the new Con-

stitution, the electoral system was converted from a simple 

plurality system (which had been abused by the Democratic 

Party in the 1957 elections when it enacted a last-minute 

ban on coalition slates, thereby averting almost certain 

defeat} to a system of direct proportional representation. 

This led immediately to a redistributive trend in parliamen-

tary seats which seriously weakened the two major parties 

(the Republican People's Party and the outlawed Democratic 

Party's successor, the Justice Party). Wrote Frederick W. 

Frey in 1965, "that elite unity which permitted mobilization 

of the society for rapid reform has degenerated intp the 

f h . 11 ,,88 war 0 eac agalnst a .... 
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The diversification of Turkey's foreign policy orienta

tions away from a strictly pro - Western stance was due in 

large part to the multiplication of entrenched political 

constituencies in Turkey during the 1960s. Since then, no 

uni-directional foreign policy, be it exclusively pro-NATO, 

pro-Islamic, pro - EEC, or even neutral or nonaligned, has 

been politically feasible due to the prohibitively broad 

spectrum of discrete factions in the National Assembly and 

the Turkish voting public. 

There is another critical factor in this trend toward 

external diplomatic diversification, one which is not social 

or political, but purely economic. 

TRADE INTERDEPENDENCE 

There is some disagreement among economists as to whether 

the 1973-1974 oil price explosion was the root cause or 

merely a key precipitating factor in Turkey's severe eco

nomic crisis of the mid-to-late 1970s. 89 Two potent under-

lying causes, one old and one new, can fa irly be cited in 

analyzing the collapse: the continuation of Kemalist policies 

of economic nationalism, stressing minimal foreign trade 

interdependence; and the uncontrollable growth in consumer 

demand due to the rising aspirations of Turkey's modernizing 

(and rapidly expanding) masses. 

--economic nationalism--The Ottoman roots of Turkish economic 

nationalism have been discussed above. What is interesting 

is that this aspect of government policy survived the transition 
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from Ataturk's regime to that of his pro-business rivals. gO 

According to a 1978 World Bank study: 

A major goal of post - war Turkish economic po licy 
has been to promote industrialization in general, 
and import substitution in particular. Turkish 
policy has strongly favored import substitution both 
through direct protection and through import rationing 
and exchange rate policy. The result has been severe 
discrimination against exports and a rather autarkic 
development strategy. 

The significance of this autarkic approach is that, i n the 

report's words, it "may in fact have increased the country's 

dependence on foreign resources.,,9l (emphasis added) 

Turkey's dependence on foreign crude oil was approximately 

70 percent at the time of the oil price quadrupling, and 

remained so for three years. 92 This dependence was especially 

acute due to the very high proportion of Turkey's domestic 

energy needs serviced by oil. 93 A March 1980 U.S .. Senat"e Committee 

on Foreign Relations staff report suggests the magnitude 

of the oil price effect on Turkey's vulnerable economy; 

Turkey was not prepared for the world of inter
dependence. Import prices rose, but Turkey lacked 
the capability to increase its exports to pay fo r the 
required imports. The terms of trade began to shift 
against Turkey. Today, Turkey's oil bill alone is 
equal to its total export revenue. 94 

The sequence of economic setbacks from 1973 on was un -

relenting and very severe. Turkey immediately ran down its 

reserves of foreign exchange, which had been plentiful due 

to the increasing remittances from Turkish workers in Europe, 

particularly since 1969. After the oil price shocks induced 
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a recession in Europe in 1975, the revenues from Turkish 

workers abroad decreased considerably. In desperation, 

Turkish leaders in 1976 and 1977 undertook massive borrowing 

of foreign exchange on extremely unfavorable terms. 95 By 

the end of 1977 the country's borrowing capacity had been 

exhausted and its economic growth rate had plummeted to 

zero. Lacking any further sources of earned or borrowed 

money, the government began printing it instead: the money 

supply grew by 39 percent in 1977, 37 percent in 1978, and 

an estimated 45 percent in 1979. 96 

Thanks to the overly-cautious emphasis on economic self-

sufficiency, adopted first by Kemal Ataturk and then by 

all of his successors into the 1970s, Turkey's economy buckled 

under the strain of its dependence on foreign crude oil. 

The impact was so extensive that Turkey's domestic production 

of crude oil, gasoline and fuel oil ac t ually declined from 

1978 on;97 thus as Turkey exhausted all available remedies, 

the country's dependence on foreign oil actually increased. 

What had originated as a unifying force - namely, post-Ottoman 

Turkish economic nationalism-seriously backfired in an era 

of unavoidable industrial interdependence, as the economic 

emergency undermined Turkey's political and social fabric 

in the late 1970s. 

-- rapid growth in demand--Turkey's population has almost 

doubled since 1960, to 45 million, and by most estimates the 

population growth rate continues at 2 . 5 percent per annum98 
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a very high rate by Western standards. Combined with the 

revolution of modernization among peasant Turks, the result 

has been a continual surge of rural peasants to the cities. 

"As a consequence," notes a 1978 OECD survey, "over 400,000 

people enter a labor market that has been able on average 

99 to offer only 250,000-300,000 new jobs annually." 

The migration of Turkish workers to Europe throughout 

the late 1960s and early 1970s alleviated much of the excess 

in the Turkish labor force, while their remittances of earn-

ings from abroad greatly bolstered the country's balance 

of payments. After 1973, however, t~'_ e European "safety 

valve" was no longer available; Turkey's oil financing 

crisis coincided with a major new glut in the already-

overflowing labor supply, leading to unprecedented levels 

of unemployment and underemployment, as well as scarcity of 

basic goods in the marketplace. 

At the root of Turkey's excess demand - problem is, of 

course, the high birth rate, and the OECD assessment of its 

effect on Turkey's future economic prospects is rather grim: 

Even if the crude birth rate was (sic) likely 
to fall to more normal levels under the influence 
of an appropriate family planning policy, on present 
trends unemployment would still rise by one million 
workers or so every five years for a decade and a 
half, and the cost of providing adequate social 
infrastructure (housing, schools, hospitals, etc.) 
for such a rapidly increasing population would be 
forbidding. The alternative, letting already de
ficient services deteriorate further, is however 
equally hardly acceptable. lOO 

Turkey experienced this less-acceptable "alternative" in 
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1978 and 1979, as the economic crisis 

proportions: inflation exceeding 100 

reached truly major 

101 percent, unemployment 

at 25 percent, industry operating at no more than 50 percent 

capacity, new investments at a virtual standstill, foreign 

debt at $16 billion, rationing of gasoline and queues for 

ff . d d· · 102 co ee, soap, margarlne an me lClne. Corruption and 

black marketeering became more widespread as the officially-

regulated market place failed to cope with popular consumer 

demand. l03 

Newspaper readers the world over are familiar with the 

greater social problems stemming from Turkey's economic dis-

aster. As terrorist anarchy proliferated, martial law was 

repeatedly declared in many of the country's 67 provinces. 

In time, Turkey's political fabric proved equally susceptible, 

as the leaders of both major parties struggled in vain to 

curb the economic crisis and the social unrest . If the 

army's 1960 government takeover was a reaction to the abuse 

of political- power and the 1971 intervention was a response 

to the extremist excesses of the population, in the final 

analysis the army's September 1980 suspension of constitutional 

activity was a long-anticipated outcome of the post-1973 

economic debacle--a crisis whose social origins we have iden-

tified in the Ottoman, Kemalist and post-World War II periods 

of Turkey's history. 

Why is the economic crisis of the 1970s so important 

to an understanding of TurkBY's foreign policy orientations? 
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The answer has been readily apparent: as of 1974, Turkey 

could no longer indulge its post-Ottoman aversion to trade 

interdependence or its proud Kemalist self-image as a non

Islamic Europeanized republic. Desperate economic need 

made a Koran-kissing candidate out of NATO's traditional 

friend SUleyman Demirel, and an ideologically-malleable 

supplicant for Soviet largesse out of Kemal's heir as 

Republican People's Party leader, Bulent Ecevit. 

In a move which poignantly illustrated the perversion 

of values caused by economic distress, the Nat ional Assemb ly 

in February 1980 passed a bill allowing Turkish male workers 

abroad to buy their way out of the mandatory 20-month military 

conscription for $6,300. 104 By this time, Prime Minister 

Demirel had abandoned all "post-capitulationist" qualms and 

opened up the economy to almost unlimited foreign investment, 

prompting the Economist to comment that he had " ... gone for 

broke in an attempt to change the whole structure of the 

economy."lOS 

As Part Two of this study wil l demonstrate, many recept 

developments in Turkish foreign policy have been strongly 

influenced by economic considerations. No foreign ties, be 

they with the U.S., Europe, Greece, the U.S.S.R. or the 

Islamic countries, have been uninfluenced by Turkey's economic 

needs. In the 1980s as perhaps never before, Turkey realizes 

the full meaning of interdependence. 

* * * * * 
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The impact of modernization since World War II has 

meant many things to Turkey's foreign policy, notably the 

emergence of new mass political constituencies and the rising 

importance of economic considerations as a basis for foreign 

relations. In a broad historical sense, however, perhaps 

the most significant effect of modernization has been its 

distortion and diminution of the role of Kemalism in the 

shaping of Turkey's national personality. 

Politically, Kemal's secularistic and pro-European model 

of Turkish society became only one of many competing ideals 

after the 1961 Constitution opened up the polling booths 

and the media to practically unchecked ideological competition. 

By 1971, when the Constitution was again suspended and revised, 

it was clear that Turkey's elite-based party structure had 

developed along very different lines from the model of mass-

based party development found in most European countries; 

in this very important sense, Ataturk's vision had failed 

to materialize . 

As Turkish voters, reflecting rapid social chang e and 

ideological stimulation, began to shift their party preferences 

in the 1969 and 1973 elections, the parties re -tooled their 

1 d "I" "I " 106 N appea s to accommo ate preval lng popu ar sentlments. ow 

the Republican People's Party became the ideological haven 

of the left; as Bulent Ecevit courted Moscow and the socialist 

world generally, the "guardian of Kemalism," the army - whose 

vitality for three decades had largely been due to its importance 
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as NATO's frontline agains t a southern flank attack by 

Soviet-led forces--found itself strangely alienated from 

Kemal's own party.lO? Similarly, the rightist Justice Party, 

whose support for business interests had firmly tied it 

to the West, now became a coalition-mate of Turkey's new 

hard-line Islamic party, and thus exhibited a bizarre new 

deference to the Arab world's political wishes. From 19 7 3 

on, fragmentation in the Turkish polity rose substantially, 

as previous allegiences weakened in the face of these new 

and confusing signals. 

Just as the proponents of Kemalism undermined its political 

future by failing to give it a consistent and survivable 

definiti on (either constitutionally or as a policy platform). 

so did much of the new younger generation in Turkey reject 

it precisely because it met none of their own psychological 

requirements in a difficult and rapidly-changing environment. 

While Kemal's generation had found enormous gratification 

in the proud and positive spirit with which Kemal shaped the 

new Turkish Republic, their children and grandchildren lived 

in a different world, and took a different view of the West 

than had the father of their country. Writes LeMonde corres-

pondent Jean-Pierre Clerc, the terrorist extremists from 

both the left and right 

... tend ... to be the children of Turks who have 
got a very poor deal out of the economic upheavals 
of the last 25 years, and who have come to detest 
Western capitalism: they hold it responsible for the 
introduction of a model of development which is not 
only inhuman but incompatible with the Turki s h na
tional genius.IO B 
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Today, in 1981, a military junta led by army Chief of 

Staff Kenan Evren presides over Turkey. The September 1980. 

army intervention was the third in twenty years; like the 

first two, it was accompanied by reverential Kemalist rhetoric. 

Calling the country "a state without a master,,,109 Evren 

said that " ... the Turkish armed forces, as a last resort, 

carried out the duty entrusted to them by Ataturk's legacy." 

Referring to the universities, which had been centers of 

extremist movements, Evren blamed them for teaching "rightist, 

leftist reactionary ideas" instead of "providing education 

based on the principles of Atatiirk."llo. 

Gen. Evren was undoubtedly correct wh.en he explained 

that the army intervention had been necessary in order to 

forestall "one of the most severe crises in the history of 

the Turkish Republic. ,,111 The cris is to which he referred 

was the spread of anarchy to every region of Turkey. Yet 

there is a deeper, if less tangible, crisis which was 

similarly forestalled by ths junta's suspension of consti

tutional government. When the interim regime finally intro

duces republican Turkey's fifth Constitution, there may be 

no way to reconcile the need for strong and effective leader-

ship with the scattered and contentious factionalism in the 

Turkish polity without sacrificing democratic freedoms. 

Furthermore, should such a leader somehow emerge, bridging 

the political gaps with (to give a hypothetical example) a 

modera te leftis t, social reformis t, Islamic platform wh.ich 
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supports a strong army and free trade while moving to a 

determined neutralism in East - West relations, it is unclear 

whether the army would indefinitely tolerate such a departure 

from the Kemalist tradition. 

For, ln the 1980s, Turkey may still be ruled by the same 

elite which won its independence and fashioned its institu-

tions, but it is peopled by a new breed of Turks, a genera-

tion whose character has been colored more by the tribulations 

of the 1960s and 1970s than by the historical memory of its 

forbears. Writes ~erif Mardin, 

Kemalism has not "taken" as a value cluster in 
the periphery and has lost its elitist structural 
support. The emerging national "collective repre
sentation" has thus been a crude and misshapen thing 
in which bits and pieces of Islam, nationalism, 
elitism and Kemalism float in the midst of a much 
more solidly anchored core authoritarianism together 
with its institutional and symbolic reinforcements . llZ 

If the incongruities of Turkey's recent foreign policy fluctu

ations can be explained with any satisfaction, their utility 

as a basis for predicting policy orientations in the post

junta constitutional era is dubious indeed. Obviously, much 

remains to be resolved in the domestic political arena. 



PART TWO 

THE TURKISH REPUBLIC'S APPROACH 

TO INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

Fifty-eight years since the founding of the independent 

Republic of Turkey, no consistent basis, model or pattern 

of foreign policy formulation has emerged. Rather, various 

trends in Turkey's diplomatic, economic and military policies 

have been shaped primarily by the three waves of historical 

experience discussed in the previous chapter . Thus, Turkey's 

external orientations have developed not so much out of 

any particular national strategy, doctrine or ideology

Ataturk's personal vision of a Europeanized Turkey being 

the exception, not the rule-as from historical enmities, 

geopolitical vulnerabilities, economic and military benefaction 

(or dependence), the affinities of the elite(s) in power at 

a given time, and an overriding concern for maintaining an 

image of indomitability. 

Ironically enough, the Turkish people's residual psy

chological bearings from the past have been as much a hindrance 

as a help to the government in its pursuit of the country's 

interests in the world, as a result of which today's Turks, 

no less than their Ottoman ancestors, continue to find them

sel ves (in Bernard Lewis' words 1 " .. . . abandoned, isola ted 

and friendless in a hostile world.,,113 



-79-

The following profiles of Turkey's relations with key 

countries and blocs of countries are offered as an addendum 

to Part One. Far from striving for comprehensive factual 

coverage of each set of ties as it has developed in recent 

decades, the purpose here is to relate the essence of Turkey's 

various foreign policy inclinations to the impact of its 

historical experience, thereby providing both illustration 

and confirmation of the thesis just elucidated. Residual 

Ottoman phobias, controversy over strict Kemalist precedents, 

and unplanned-for reactions to a radically changing world 

have all played a central role--yea, (to accurately reiterate 

the thesis,) the central role--in the determination of 

Ankara's policies toward the rest of the world. 

The dominant trends in Turk~sh foreign policy are here-

with abstracted in advance, so as not to be obscured in the 

separate treatment of Turkey's various foreign alignments; 

It is not inaccurate to characterize the thrust of 

Kemal Atatiirk's foreign policies as neutral, with an 

emphasis on bilateral, regional and international codifi

cation of mutual nonagression (enhancing Turkey's security 

and legitimacy) in the 1930s. The end of World War II 

ended both the Kemal/lnonil regime's tenure and its neu

trality policy, as Turkey faced a critical hegemonic 

threat from Soviet Russia. As a result, the 1950s saw 

Turkey firmly tied to the Western camp, with the United 

States as its guardian and patron. 

Internal political fragmentation and turmoil in the 

1960s generated pressures to back away from such an une

quivocal alignment with the United States, and Turkish-
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Soviet relations began a process of steady amelioration . 

The oil crisis of the 1970s coincided with the rise of 

an Islamic political force in Turkey to expand Ankara's 

focus to the south and east, and new Arab and Islamic 

ties were forged. 

The necessity of sustaining the benefits from each 

of these relationships--i.e., with the West, the commu

nist bloc, and the Arab/Islamic world--led Turkey to 

create ex post facto a neutralist-sounding, "regionalist" 

declaratory approach to international politics, a stance 

bolstered by diplomatic fanfare with other Balkan coun

tries wishing to downplay their own dependence upon and 

subservience toward greater powers, but as yet compara

tively little economic or military substance. 

There is, of course, one very central relationship in 

Turkey's multidirectional foreign policy portfolio. Relations 

with Greece hold a special significance in Turkish foreign 

policy, because the Turkish people are so highly attuned to 

every twist and turn of Turkish - Greek affairs that popular 

perceptions playa dominant role in Turkey's policy formu-

lation; hence appearances tend to outweigh "objective" factors 

1n the decision - making calculus . . 

The Greek - Turkish relationship 1S at once central to 

Ankara's overall foreign policy development and rich in its 

illustrative value for the thesis at hand. It is thus an 

appropriate starting point for this policy survey. 

I. Greece 

Since the decline of the Byzantine Empire, the dream of 

restoring greater Hellas (the Megali Idea} has never died 
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among the Greek people. "The fall of Constantinople in 

1453," 1irites P. J. Vatikiotis, "strengthened Greek attach-

ment to the classical Hellenic past, providing the seed 

for the eventual rise of the national idea in the 18th and 

19th centuries . ,,114 Turkish sovereignty (both Ottoman and 

republican) over western Anatolia and eastern Thrace was 

gained at the expense of Greek self - government; conversely, 

Greek national independence was bloodily wrested from Turk

ish hands. 115 It is not unnatural, therefore, that Greeks 

and Turks continue their historical "tug-of-war" today over 

Cyprus ahd the eastern Aegean Sea. 

The end of Turkey's "war of liberation" against Greece 

resulted in 1923 in a massive population exchange and the 

settlement of a number of Greek-Turkish territorial disputes. 

A period of relatively tension-free bilateral relations 

in the 192Us led to a Greek-Turkish rapprochement in 1930, 

engineered by Kemal Atattirk and Greek Prime Minister Eleuthe -

rios Venizelos. In the ensuing decades, however, external 

pressures and political polarization and fragmentation in 

both Turkey and Greece served to elevate each country to 

the status of preferred foreign "bogey man" within the other's 

domestic political arena, and today "the Atatiirk-Venizelos 

spirit" is ruefully invoked by statesmen on both sides won

dering how the knot of Greek-Turkish competition, mistrust 

d h . 1- b . d 116 an OSt1 1ty can e unt1e . 

--Cyprus-- "The problem of Cyprus 1S at the base of all our 
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differences," says Greek Foreign Minister Constantine Mit-

sotakis. "Without CYRrus the other problems probably wouldn't 
117 

exist." Today this island has formal independence but 

not genuine freedom, and constitutional self-government but 

not de facto autonomy. Problems between its small Greek 

and Turkish populations have had a magnified effect on 

relations between mainland Greece and Turkey since the early 

1950s. 

Who "owns" Cyprus? For two decades, the Cypriot peoples 

have held documents making the island their own; nevertheless, 

as "guaranteeing Powers" to those agreements, both Greece 

and Turkey have continued to treat Cyprus as an inseparable 

part of their respective ethnic spheres of influence . This 

has fueled an intense and unending debate between mainland 

Greeks and Turks seeking to establish a superior claim to 

the island, in spite of the argument's questionable relevance 

to the aspirations and best interests of the Cypriots them-

selves. 

Turkey bases its claims upon geographical circumstances, 

since Cyprus lies on the continental shelf of the Anatolian 

mainland, only. 40 miles off the coast; it is 570 miles from 

mainland Greece. The historical "first settler" argument, 

however, favors Greece, if one accepts Greek claims that 

Mycenaean Greek merchants came to Cyprus in 1500 B.C., fol-

lowed three centuries later by an Achaean Greek settler 

population. Greece also emphasizes the "dominant culture" 
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criterion, as in this statement by the scholar George Kour-

vetaris: 

(D)espite the successive conquests and occupations 
by a number of foreign invaders--Persians, Arabs, 
Franks, Byzantines, Turks, British--Cyprus has re
tained her essential Hellenic character and culture. 
Cyprus has been an integral part of the Hellenic 
civilization since antiquity. Her people were among 
the first to accept Christianity. lIE 

The Turks, who after all gained and consolidated every 

inch of their sovereign territory by force of arms, do not 

so lightly dismiss their own three centuries of suzerainty 

over the island from 1573 to 1878. The ultimate legitimacy 

of de facto control is especially important to the Turks 

in light of their current support--with diplomatic recognition, 

financing (.one-third of the budget), and 26,000 troops--of 

the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. The Cypriot Turkish 

community, which contains 18 percent of the island's people, 

sits on 37 percent of its territory, some of it held by them 

only since the Turkish armed intervention in the summer of 

1974. 

The Greeks counter this criterion of legitimacy with a 

"majority rule" approach. Reflecting generations of stirrings 

forenosis (the "reunification" of Cyprus with Greece), a 

January 1950 plebiscite amongst Greek Cypriots, who constitute 

over four-fifths of the people on Cyprus, showed that 96 

f d 
. 119 percent avore enOS1S . On the other hand, Turkey's Col. 

Alparslan Turkes, the fanatical right-wing pan-Turk activist 

()\Tho was born a Cypriot Turk), rejects the Greek majority 
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rule argument by claiming that Greeks leaving Turkey from 

1571 onward forcibly compelled 250,000 to 300,000 Cypriot 

Turks to emigrate to "mainland" Turkey, and furthermore that 

Cypriot Turks sought their own "reunification" with Turkey 

but were frustrated only by the maladministration of foreign -

dominated Ottoman Turkish leaders. Cyprus, says Turkes, 

- T k- h An 1- 120 lS as ur lS as ato lao 

Nor does the accumulated body of internationally-valid 

agreements pertaining to Cyprus provide a clear - cut legal 

justification for the position of either Greece or Turkey. 

Until 1960, Cyprus was a colonial pawn in the game of great 

power imperialist competition. In 1878, the Ottoman Sultan 

had given Great Britain the right to occupy and administer 

Cyprus in return for British aid in repulsing the Russian 

expansionist threat to eastern Turkey. When Turkey allied 

with Germany in World War I, Britain annexed Cyprus; in 1915 

Britain offered the island to Greece as an enticement to 

enlist the Greeks in the Allied war effort, but Greece de-

clined the offer. When the victorious Turkish nationalists 

bargained for international recognition at Lausanne in 1923, 

part of the price was the formal recognition of Britain's 

sovereignty (and hence the renunciation of Turkish sover

eignty) over Cyprus in Article 20 of the Treaty of Lausanne. 121 

As a result of this rather arbitrary sequence of diplomatic 

"horse-trading," Cyprus became a British Crown Colony from 

1925 until its independence in August 1960. 
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All of the pre-independence agreements are therefore 

as ' legally precarious as they are obsolete. Frustratingly 

enough, the same is said about the 1960 Cypriot Constitution 

as well, and the 1959 Zurich and London Agreements on which. 

it is based. Intercommunal violence on Cyprus, which had 

steadily built up throughout the 1950s,122 was the immediate 

reason for the Zurich talks attended by Britain, Greece 

and Turkey . Yet the constitutional formula negotiated amongst 

them dealt primarily with their own greatest concerns--pro-

hibiting both enosis (Turkey's fear) and the partition of 

Cyprus into separate independent entities (Greece's fear)--

without adequately addressing itself to the problem of stability 

on Cyprus itself. Writes one Greek observer, the 1960 Con -

stitution 

... not only failed to resolve the ethnic conflict 
but exacerbated it further. Its artificial and rigid 
structure could not absorb the inter-communal tension 
created by the difficulty of implementing and operating 
it. Almost everything became controversial, and the 
accumulation of unresolved issues resulted in the 
intensification of the existing differences.1 23 

The Constitution granted rigidly separate-but-equal powers 

to Greek and Turkish Cypriots; both the Greek Cypriot Presi 

dent and the Cypriot Turkish Vice President held full veto 

powers. Thus, while ethnic Greeks strove for a unitary 

system after 1960, the ethnic Turks spared almost no oppor-

tunity to obstruct the conduct of government business, as 

they feared the loss of their fragile new legal protections 
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against resurgent (and oft~n violent) discrimination by 

the Greek majority. William Hale's interpretation of the 

post-1960 Cypriot crisis is that " ... the Greek majority 

showed the greatest reluctance to implement the priveleges 

which the Turks had won in the Constitution, while the Turks 

attempted to use their rights to the full.,,124 Regardless 

of who (if anyone) was primarily at fault, by the end of 

1963 the island was once again deeply embroiled in conflict. 

In sum, the legal status of Cyprus and its "guarantors" 

is as confused as the cacaphony of historical argumentation. 

What is most problematic, however, is that while the leaders 

in Athens and Ankara have tied their respective political 

fortunes ever more tightly to irreconcilable positions, the 

situation on the island itself has changed significantly, 

leaving the mainland benefactors in a position of awkward 

political immobility with little to gain and much to lose, 

especially in the public eye. 

To illustrate the investment of prestige invo lved in 

Turkey's official support for the Cypriot Turks , two inci

dents come readily to mind. The 1963-1964 crisis, in which 

Turkey was poised to intervene militarily under the provisions 

of the 1959 London agreement [Annex I, Article 2) to prevent 

what it saw as an imminent threat to the security of Cypriot 

Turks, led instead to a major Turkish soul - searching after 

U.S, President Johnson stayed Turkish Prime Minister in6nfi's 

hand with a letter warning that the invasion could leave 
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Turkey undefended by NATO.125 The domestic shock to Turkey's 

military pride reverberated so powerfully that the country's 

long-standing trust in the American security umbrella was 

suddenly and irrevocably diminished. Furthermore, Prime 

Minister tnBnli and his Republican People's Party thereafter 

plummeted in the Turkish polls; tnBnli never recovered his 

political standing, and the RPP which rebounded years later 

was a totally changed, left - leaning party. 

The second incident was the July-August 1974 Turkish 

military invasion of Cyprus, again to stop a Greek Cypriot 

threa t Cthe Sampson coup) to the Cypriot Turks. Mos t certainly, 

Turkey's decisive ~ove in 1974 was influenced by the humiliating 

memories of 1964 and 1967, when Ankara had stood by and let 

other countries take the lead in dealing with the crisis 

situation on Cyprus. This time America became the bystander, 

and the u.S. Congress penalized Turkey with an arms embargo 

which allowed Turkey's proudest institution, the army, to 

suffer considerable material deterioration and obsolescence. 

Having paid such a high price for its intervention (which in 

any case thrilled the ailing Turkish public and made Prime 

Minister Bulent Ecevit an instant hero), the Turkish govern

ment--even the politically almost-invulnerable army commanders 

governing in Ankara today--remains unable to remove its 

occupying forces without a highly visible and publicly credible 

incentive. Thus, the political stakes in Turkey over Cyprus 

are hyperinflated. 
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Yet while opposition party leaders in Turkey (and, 

incidentally, in Greece as well) have stood poised, ready 

to let the Cyprus issue fall like a sword of Damocles onto 

those whose political capital has been so heavily invested 

in a publicly-gratifying outcome, the interests of the 

islanders and mainlanders have diverged. The Turkish Federa-

ted State of Cyprus (TFSC), once totally dependent upon 

Turkey for trade and subsidies, has steadily built a solid 

trade relationship with Britain at the expense of the Turkish 

mainland. 126 Ironically, the dependence now runs in the 

other direction as well: Cyprus is a primary source for 

Turkey's black market gold, cigarettes and automobile parts. 127 

Unemployment on Cyprus, . over 20 percent in 1974, has since 

then practically disappeared. 

Most significantly of all, the Cypriot Turks have changed 

their outlook and goals since 1960. Instead of partition, 

TFSC President Rauf Denktash is nO\~ said to want a loose 

federation with substantial local powers and autonomy for 

each community. According to Stanley Mayes, "The majority 

of Turkish Cypriots--including Mr. Denktash--would rather 

cooperate with the Greek Cypriots, provided the political 

terms were right, than be absorbed as an offshore province 

of Turkey.,,128 

Thus, as political party leaders, labor chiefs and jour-

nalists from both ethnic communities increase their mutual 

contacts, there is new hope that the original problem of 
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intercommunal hostilities, and the original issues of enosis 

and partition, are now past. The remaining unresolved ques-

tions on Cyprus concern the constitution, the territorial 

question, the status of 150,000-200,000 post-1974 refugees 

(mostly Greek Cypriots) , the quarantined resort town of 

Varosha, the issue of free movement across communal lines, 

and the issue of demilitarization. 

Perhaps both ethnic communities are ready to cooperate 

after years of stalemate and economic sacrifice. But the 

"guarantors" have a different stake in the outcome . Cyprus 

represents Turkey's one and only demonstration of military 

muscle and political will since the Korean War . Rather than 

directing its hopes and attentions toward every possible 

means of settlement through compromise, Turkish public opinion 

tends instead to dwell on the Greek Cypriot excesses of 

the past : 129 the EOKA terrorism of the 1950s (and the revived 

EOKA-B agitation in the late 1960s and early 1970s), the 

post-1960 "virtual genocide against the Turkish [CypriotJ 

. ." ( .. k ) 130 mlnorlty to quote Gen. Ihsan Gur an , the economic 

warfare against the Cypriot Turkish community, and the repeated 

pro-enosis coup attempts (the thwarted 1967 Grivas coup at-

tempt and the successful but then militarily checkmated 1974 

Sampson coup). ,. (T) he Turks," writes Nancy Crawshaw, "tend 

to regard every Greek Cypriot male as a potential, if not 

t 1 t . t ,,131 an ac ua, errorlS ... . 

To conclude, Greek and Turkish pride have been "on th.e line" 
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ln Cyprus in a stalemate that approximates a zero-sum game. 

The issues are overblown by emotional public perceptions in 

each country, which infuse every point of contention with 

all of the enmity and competitiveness of the entire Greek

Turkish relationship . A look at the other aspects of this 

relationship confirms the unsalutary nature of the overall 

bilateral competition. 

--The Aegean-- Greece has 3,054 islands and islets in the 

Aegean Sea; Turkey has 2. Over the past three decades, the 

two countries have become embroiled in a complex dispute 

over not just the islands, but the sealanes, the airspace, 

the continental shelf and the division of civil and military 

responsibilities for all of them. What started out as an 

administrative squabble between two NATO allies now looks 

increasingly like a creeping mobilization for military con

frontation. 

There is th.e issue of sovereignty . The 1923 Greek-Turkish 

settlement granted Greece sovereignty over several Aegean 

islands near Turkey which had been in Ottoman hands for 600 

years. Today, Turkey claims sovereign rights to a number 

of these islands closest to its shores, even though they 

are populated by some 600,000 Greek inhabitants. 132 This 

has led to instances of localized hostilities between Greek 

and Turkish islanders. 133 

The sovereignty issue is complicated by the dispute 

over the Aegean airspace. Here again, the past offers no 
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clear guidelines for a settlement. Until 1950, Turkey 

was responsible for the entire zone from the borders of 

eastern Italy to eastern Turkey . In 1950 the International 

Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) divided the Aegean air

space into two sectors, but because the Turks lacked modern 

electronic facilities, the ICAO pushed the Flight Information 

Region (FIR) line eastward into Turkish territorial waters. 

Greece then utilized this internationally-sanctioned arrange 

ment as a pretext for advancing claims to the sea bed, sea 

column and surface area beneath the airspace as well. 134 

When Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit sought in 1974 to extend 

Turkey's FIR westward into the Aegean, Greece closed the 

airspace; this stalemate was not resolved until February 

1980, when Turkey and then Greece retracted their respective 

actions and the airspace was reopened. 

During the late 1970s the division of NATO command and 

control responsibilities between Tu rkey and (as yet not re 

integrated) Greece developed into a hotly disputed issue. 

One curr.ently-proposed solution, that of having a third com 

mand between the two headed by an American, may satisfy 

the NATO commanders in Ankara and Athens, but public opiniofr 

in both countries is far less amenable to any more U.s. in

volvement in their cherished feud . 135 

As if the islands and airspace were not sufficient grounds 

for contention, the Aegean sovereignty issue became immeasurably 

complicated after oil was discovered in 1973 off the Cundisputedly 
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Greek) northern Aegean Isle of Thassos. The introduction 

of the oil factor, as well as the prospect of other sea bed 

mineral resources, made each country that much less amenable 

to compromise on the question of territorial rights. The 

role of foreign oil dependence in Turkish economic and political 

life has been described in Part One . Not surprisingly, 

Greece's efforts under the 1958 Geneva Convention on the 

Continental Shelf (to which Turkey is not a signatory) to 

extend its territorial waters from (the present) six miles 

to twelve miles--a regime which would exclude Turkey from 

the Aegean continental shelf, since no tract in the Aegean 

is wider than twelve miles 136 --have been denounced as "a 

form of annexation" and "insidious Greek expansionism" in 

Turkey.137 In addition to their truly desperate desire to 

find domestic sources of oil, the Turks fear for the freedom 

of their coastal shipping lanes. 

The Greeks, for their part, are particularly sensitive 

to Turkey's disposition in this dispute, since Greece's normal 

oil supplies could effectively be interdicted by Turkey. 

Soviet oil to Greece must pass through the Dardanelles, while 

Iraqi oil to Greece crosses Turkey via a pipeline. While 

there have been diplomatic attempts to clear the way for a 

negotiated settlement,138 there have also been setbacks to 

the process, as in the summer of 1976 when the popular Greek 

Pan Hellenic Socialist Party leader Andreas Papandreou called 

(without result) upon the Athens government to sink the 
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Turkish exploratory vessel Sismik, which was operating in 

the disputed area of the Aegean. 139 

In fact, by far the most troublesome aspect of the Aegean 

dispute is the growing militarization of the area by both 

Greece and Turkey. In what would appear to be a violation 

of the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne (Article 13) and the 1947 

Treaty of Paris (Article 14), Greece has since the 1960s 

b t t · . t f th A' 1 d 140 een s a lon1ng roops on some 0 e eastern egean 1S an s. 

Greek Prime Minister Caramanlis openly admitted the existence 

of these forces after the 1974 Cyprus crisis, justifying 

the deployments as "defensive" in nature. 

Turkey's response has reportedly been to create a sizable 

"Army of the Aegean," including amphibious forces, deployed 

within rapid striking distance of the Greek islands. 141 

This separate Aegean Army command, established in 1975 as a 

new Fourth Army,142 is headquartered near Izmir on the island 

of Uzan Ada; it is the only Turkish military unit with no 

NATO commitments. 143 As such, it stands alone as a symbol 

to the Turkish public (not to mention the armed forces} of 

Turkey's freedom from external control of its defense assets, 

and is thus effectively immune to the urgings of U.S. and 

other NATO countries seeking to demilitarize the Aegean dispute. 

Since September 1980, ,.,hen the Turkish armed forces as-

sumed governmental control in Ankara, Western observers, in-

cluding Greek officials and journalists, have generally ex-

pressed optimism that Turkey will be more flexible on the 
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Cyprus and Aegean issues, thanks to the army's supreme political 

standing in Turkey. The army, however, may in fact harbor 

a much greater degree of mistrust, jingoism and domestic 

political caution than these assessments presume. New York 

Times sources have "said that [Turkish] military leaders 

consider a clash with Greece 'a real possibility' ... ," and 

that there is "concern in some Turkish military quarters 

over rumors of a 'vendetta mentality' among Greeks who feel 

that the Turkish invasion of Cyprus was a defeat for Greece 

and are pressing for retaliatory strikes against Turkey 's 

t .. 11' ,,144 stra eglc lnsta atlons. 

While Greek fears of "a Turkish grab at the eastern Greek 

islands" and Turkish fears of "a surprise air attack on Turkey 

across the Aegean" (to quote the Economist)145 appear to 

be exaggerated, particularly in light of Greece's military 

reintegration within NATO, the situation is nevertheless 

exacerbated by the overpowering chauvinism of the Turkish 

people. Writes Marvine Howe of the New York Times, "Turkish 

military leaders are said to feel that any kind of defeat 

by the Greeks, even the smallest incident, would be fatal 

for the prestige of the armed forces in Turkish public 

opinion.,,146 Such is the burden of more than 160 years of 

Greek-Turkish contention . 

--regional multilateral organizations-- Greece and Turkey 

are both full members of NATO . Greece is a full member of 

the European Economic Community, while Turkey is an Associate 
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Member. Both countries belong to the OECD and the Council 

of Europe as well. Rather than acting as military allies 

and economic partners, however, Turkey and Greece have 

carried out an essentially competitive and mutually mistrustful 

relationship within these various groupings. 

The NATO partnership has been particularly stormy, since 

Greece and Turkey are adversaries in all but the superpower 

context; and even here, both countries harbor leftist move-

ments whose aversion to American-led anti-Sovietism is shared 

by a considerable portion of their respective voting publics. 

Furthermore, although the conservative military establish-

ments in Greece and Turkey have recently made great strides 

in repairing the rift on NATO I s sout.hern flank, arguments 

over the u.S. military aid "ratio" and the optimal balance 

of forces between both armies continue to plague the dialogue. 

As with all of the other bilateral disagreements, objec-

tive single-issue pragmatism is precluded in Turkey by public 

sentiment-in this case, what Marvine Howe has termed "the 

Turkish superiority complex." Howe quotes a civil servant 

in Ankara: "We· can I t forget that we ruled Greece for nearly 

400 years, defeated her in the war of liberation in 1922, 

and belong to a much bigger country with five times the popu

lation.,,147 The Turks also contend that they have a greater, 
.. .,. 

more dangerous and hence more vital NATO mlSSlon Vls - a - V1S 

the U.S.S.R. than does Greece, and thus that proportiona t ely 

more support should go to Turkey. 
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The EEC situation is analogous to that of NATO. We 

have noted earlier that Turkey's zeal to attain EEC member 

ship status was a panicky reaction to Greece's application, 

and not a position primarily based upon dispassionate economic 

analysis. Now that Greece has become the EEC's tenth full 

member, the Turks are all the more concerned that, as Sir 

Bernard Burrows has reported it, "this machinery might be 

used to give an anti-Turkish slant to Community attitudes 

over the matters in dispute between the two countries.,,148 

And so it goes with the other multilateral fora: Turkey 

operates on the basis of fears that Greece will gain an 

"inside track" advantage and muster new leverage in the 

Cyprus, Aegean and NATO-related disputes. 

--minorities-- Although the 1923 population exchanges re

moved a massive pocket of Greeks from Turkey, there are today 

7,000 Greek Orthodox Christians in Turkey, mostly in and 

around Istanbul,149 where there remains a Greek Patriarchate. 

(There is also a small residual Muslim minority in western 

Thrace.) Greek government officials have expressed concern 

about the treatment of the Greeks in Turkey. There have 

been no recent allegations of persecution (although there 

were anti-Greek riots in Turkey in 1955), but the' New York 

Times has reported from Istanbul that "there are complaints 

about discrimination, including a lack of political repre-

sentation, restrictions on civil service jobs, favoritism 

shown to Moslems in disputes and the obligation to do military 
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service in the infantry, not the navy or the air force.,,150 

These minor irritants further poison the atmosphere bet\;een 

Greece and Turkey by injecting ethnic animosity into the 

diplomatic arena. 

* * * * * 
Without an appreciation of how prominent the Greek 

Turkish relationship is in Turkish public affairs, one could 

not place Turkey's other foreign relations in their proper 

perspective. The Turkish public is more attuned to the 

disputes with Greece than to any other foreign affairs issues. 

The political fortunes of Turkish leaders have risen and 

fallen on the basis of Greek issues as much as any foreign 

issues. In many instances, Turkish flexibility on matters 

involving other countries is inhibited by the requirements 

of sustaining the competition with Greece. This, as will ' 

be demonstrated in the following sections, is one of the 

major impediments to smoother relations between Turkey and 

the rest of the world. 

II. Europe 

"Turkey," declared , ruling junta chief Gen. Kenan Evren 

in March 1981, "is an indivisible and inseparable part of 

a democratic and free Europe and wishes to stay 50.,,151 

These words unmistakeably echo the sentiments dearest to 

Kemal Ataturk a half century ago, but whether they reflect 

the predominant thinking among present-day political leaders 
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and their constituencies in either Turkey or (the rest of) 

Europe is far less certain. 

The primary basis of Turkish-European relations in recent 

decades has been neither cultural nor political, but economic. 

Roughly half of Turkey's foreign trade in recent years (not 

including oil imports) has been with Western European coun-

. " 11 G 152 trles, prlnclpa y ermany. Remittances of hard currency 

earnings from Turkish workers in Europe have made an indis-

pensable contribution to Turkey's foreign exchange require -

ments over the past fifteen years. Yet the formal embodiment 

of Turkey's economic relationship with Western Europe, namely 

its status as a prospective member of the European Economic 

Community, has forced both parties to soberly assess the 

potential economic compatibility of Turkey and the EEC. 

In the process, historically- colored negative perceptions 

as well as hard economic realities have risen to obstruct 

the fulfillment of Atatiirk's dream of Turkey's inclusion 

in the "club" of European democracies. 

Gen. Evren's fraternal remark betrays no sign of the 

economic nationalism still lingering in Turkey from the 

Ottoman period. A report in European Trends explains th.at 

while support for Turkey's association with the EEC is not 

strong among the Turkish. public generally, the main impetus 

comes 

. .. chiefly from the higher echelons of the civ
ilian and military bureaucracy who regard Turkey'· s · 
integration with Europe as one of the chief goals 
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of the Ataturkist legacy .... Public opinion, right 
across the political spectrum, is more hostile, mind

' ful of Turkey's "capitulations" at the hands of 
western European powers in the nineteenth century .153 

In addition to residual economic nationalism, the impact 

of modernization on Kemalist Turkey can be seen as well in 

what Duygu Bazoglu Sezer terms "a new and less Eurocentric 

generation with new ideas" whose outlook differs greatly 

from that of the founder of their country: 

The dream of being in Europe which has persisted 
since the Congress of Vienna now looks irrelevant to 
the young who move to Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir 
from the provincial towns. They learn that their 

'daily problems are more like those encountered by 
the youth of third-world countries than those of 
young Europeans. 154 

In a still broader context, the rise of anti-capitalist and 

anti-Western attitudes among union workers, students and 

the urban poor in Turkey since the 1960s has further eroded 

the compatibility of Europe and Turkey. 

From the EEC ,member countries' point of view, there are 

reciprocal reservations about treating Turkey as "one of 

their own." The Turks, it is well remembered, came westward 

from central Asia barely a millenium ago and savaged the 

Christian empire of the eastern Mediterranean. Many a Western 

European gave his life in the Holy Crusades against the Turk-

ish Mohammedans, and many more might have succumbed to Turkish 

swords had the Ottomans succeeded in overtaking Vienna in 

the fourteenth century and continued westward. 

It is modern Turkey 's strategic and political value-not 
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cultural affinity with the Turks -which has persuaded many 

of the EEC members to proceed with the Association arrange-

ment. To quote the European Trends report, "Few members . . . 

feel that Turkey is linked to Europe by ties of historical 

sentiment; indeed some deny that Turkey is a European state 

at all. "ISS 

The accession of Greece to full EEC membership on January 

1, 1981, had the dual effect of increasing Turkey's own 

eagerness to gain full membership (currently not contemplated 

until the mid-1990s at the earliest) while fueling Turkish 

suspicions and anxieties about a possible Greek-induced 

EEC bias against Turkish interests, political as well as 

economic. The fear of being diplomatically outmaneuvered 

b G • 1 1 h C . 156 . Y reece-partl.cu ar r on t e yprus lssue -contlnues 

to prejudice Turkey's approach to the EEC, as it has from 

the beginning in 1959. 

In the eighteen years since the Ankara Agreement was 

signed, Turkey's economy has failed to progress to a level 

of industrial competitiveness believed necessary for smooth 

integration into the EEC . The unmitigated high population 

growth rate, high illiteracy, high dependence upon the ag

ricultural sector, and high degree of social underdevelop-

ment have bred misgivings among many EEC members, who fear 

that the benefits from full Turkish membership would flow 

in one direction only, namely toward Turkey. 

One benefit eagerly anticipated by the Turks has been 

the free movement of Turkish workers in Europe, since Turkey 
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depends upon foreign exchange from exported labor more 

than any other country.lS 7 This privelege, however, was 

never viewed by the EEC members as an automatic out growth 

of Turkish membership. Notes Sefik Alp Badahir: 

Concerning the Turkish wish to expand the export 
of labor to Europe, the European Parliament commented 
as far back as its session of 22 January 1964 that 
"mass migration of labor in Europe at present, espec 
ially from south to north, does not represent the 
desired freedom of movement for labor," saying that 
"the Treaty of Rome calls for a genuinely free 
choice by the individual rather than decisions re
sulting from material want in the home country."lS8 

, 
Evidently , the Kemalist economic principles of autarky and 

etatism--as embodied, for example, in the Turkish Employment 

Service, the government agency which places workers abroad--

do not sit well with the Treaty of Rome's adherents. 

There have been other economic problems between Turkey 

and the EEC since 1963. As the mid - 1970s recession in 

Europe sharply contracted Turkey's foreign labor revenues 

(and indefinitely shelved Article 36, the "freedom of workers 

in Europe" clause, in Turkey ' s 19 70 Additional Protocol 

with the EEC), Turkey's own economy plunged into crisis 

and its terms of trade with Europe rapidly deteriorated, 

leading to huge bilateral deficits . Another source of 

disillusionment is the fact that Turkey'S leading non-agricultural 

export, textiles, is not granted the same liberal access 

to the various country markets under EEC regulations as are 

other products, And now, to compound the Turks' frustrations, 

Greece--their leading competitor for the export of similar 
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goods on the European market-has gained full entry, while 

Spain is looking to become the EEC's favored agricultural 

exporter to Europe. 

The Turkish public, having originally attached high 

hopes to the EEC association arrangement, has instead suf-

fered a very grave economic crisis. Not surprisingly, 

given historical attitudes, the finger of blame in Turkey 

has been pointed by some 159 at the EEC itself, even though 

the primary causes of the Turkish economic calamity were 

indigenous (see above). For example, a 1977 report cited 

"acute anxieties inside Turkey that the country's mounting 

deficit with the Community derives in large measure from 

the terms of the association and jeopardises progress towards 

industrialization.,,16Q Sir Bernard Burrows notes "real 

dissatisfaction that the current transitional agreements 

with the EEC have not produced greater benefits for Turkey," 

made even more acute by the fact that neighboring states 

without association status have been given the same trade 

. T k 161 conceSSlons as ur ey. 

The fact that Western European countries have taken 

the lead in mobilizing emergency credits and loans for 

Turkey in the last two years has not substantially improved 

the atmosphere of alienation, since the conditions attached 

to the aid-IMF "austerity measures"-were the object of 

derision and negative symbolism on the part of Mr. Ecevit's 

many political opponents throughout the course of the 
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multilateral negotiating effort during his most recent tenure 

as Prime Minister. Germany's outspoken advocacy of a financial 

"rescue operation" for Turkey has not compensated for its 

controversial tightening of visa regulations on foreign 

laborers,162 and in Turkey the proponents of stronger 

economic alignments outside of Europe continue to find a 

receptive audience in the government and the universities 

as well as the general public. 

The military junta temporarily governing Turkey has . 

undertaken a major effort to repair and expand Turkey's 

ties to Europe. Minor (but previously unforthcoming) con

cessions have been made to facilitate Greece's reintegration 

into NATO and to help defuse the Aegean and Cyprus disputes 

with Greece . Conciliatory overtures have been made toward 

the Council of Europe, and the IMF's bitter economic "medi-

cine" has been uncomplainingly "swallowed." 

The armed forces, however, are more Eurocentric than 

many of their neutralist, devout Islamic or pro-socialist 

countrymen. One of the most interesting questions surround-

ing the present suspension of constitutional government in 

Turkey is whether or not the voting public shares the Kemalist 

foreign policy preferences of the mi.1i tary commanders -and 

if not, whether the constitutional system, once revised, will 

nevertheless permit these alternative orientations to become 

the basis for Turkish foreign policy in the 1980s. 
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. Tn. The United Stat·es 

In the aftermath of the First World War; the Fourteen 

Points of U.S. President Woodrow Wilson fed the idealistic 

hopes of the Turkish nationalist movement that the right 

to self-determination would prevail in Anatolia over the 

imperialist designs of the Allied victors. How ironic it 

is, therefore, that two generations later the United States 

should be held up in the Turkish press as the prime would-

be intruder on Turkish sovereignty. Whereas the latter-

day "imperialist threat"-i.e" the prospect that the U.S. 

might unilaterally use Turkish bases to proj~ct American 

forces into the Middle Eas·t i .n a non-NATO mission-is hardly 

Comparable to the 1918 endeavor to carve up the Turkish 

homeland among European states, the very fact that U,S. 

basing arrangements are subjected to such intense and hostile 

public scrutiny illustrates the deterioration which has 

taken place in U.S.-Turkish relations in recent years, 

The United States and Turkey came to be closely allied 

as a result of two coincidental events at the end of World 

War II: the Soviet Union's repudiation of its treaty of 

neutrali ty with Turkey,. accompanied by a series of menacing 

claims against Turkish territory and sovereignty (see below); 

and Britain's strategic retreat from the Middle East and 

Near East, leaving Turkey without great power support and 

protection. U.S. President Truman inaugura te d the contain

ment doctrine which bears his name on March 12, 1947, by 
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asking the Congress f or $400 million in emergency military 

and economic assistance to Greece and Turkey. Although 

the thrust of Truman' s remarks concerned the ongoing communist 

insurgency in Greece , he stated that, "The future of Turkey 

as an independent and economically sound state is clearly 

no less important to the freedom-loving peoples of the 

world than the future of Greece.,,163 

With the subsequent enactment of Public Law 75, the 

u.s. Congress made Turkey and Greece the first two recipients 

of assistance under the Marshall Plan, and the American 

aid pipeline to Turkey remained the cornerstone of both 

Washington's and Ankara ' s strategic schemes until the early

to mid_1960s.l 64 In the ensuing ten years, Turkey solidified 

its identification with the U.S. and the West . In 1949, 

the United Nations General Assembly appointed Turkey, along 

with France and the United States, to serve on the Palestine 

Conciliation Commission. In 1950, Turkish troops joined 

American soldiers in Korea and acquitted themselves very 

well in combat . Turkey became a member of NATO in 1952, 

and pursuant to the t e rms of the North Atlantic Treaty , 

Turkey and the U.S . entered into a number of secur.ity agree 

ments, most notably the June 1954 secret Military Facilities 

Agreement. 165 

It is no exaggeration to say that b y the mid - 1950s Turkey 

was a devoted and unquestioning ally of the United States . 

Writes Ilter Turan of the University of Istanbul, "The euphoric 
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mood created by the beneficial aspects of the relationship 

deferred a consideration of its long-range consequences 

and implications.,,166 Whether the Turks were "too trusting" 

is a matter of opinion . In any event, two series of events 

ln the latter part of the 1950s--one involving internal 

Turkish politics, and the other involving unilateral American 

actions affecting Turkish security--served to lay the basis 

for an abrupt reassessment of the American "connection" in 

Turkey during the 1960s. 

Internally, the ruling Democratic Party increasingly 

resorted to corrupt practices, including bribery, electoral 

rule-bending and press restrictions, in order to stay in 

power. These tactics, .combined with the opposition Repub

lican People's Party's frantic efforts to appeal to the new 

rural constituencies with confusingly anti-Kemalistic posi

tions Canti-authoritarianism, revival of folkloric culture}, 

left Turkey's intellectuals yearning for some fresh ideologi

cal vitality, which was forthcoming after the liberal 1961 

Constitution came into effect. 

Coincidental with this internal trend was a train of 

external events invol ving-- and thereby giving definition 

to--the U.S.-Turkish security relati.onship, The first was 

in 1958 when the U.S. staged the landing of Marines in Leb

anon from Turkish bases without giving the Turks any prior 

notification. "This incident ," suggests a Congressional 

Research Service analysis, "was perhaps the first dramatic 
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illustration of diverging U.S. and Turkish perceptions about 

th f h 1 · h . ,,167 e correct nature 0 t e re atlons lp. When American 

pilot Francis Gary Powers' U-2 out of Turkey was shot down 

by the Soviet Union in 1960, the Turks received a stern 

rebuke from Moscow which they resented since they were not 

active participants in the American intelligence-gathering 

operation in Turkey . 

At the conclusion of the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, 

President Kennedy reassured Premier Khrushchev that the obso-

lete American Jupiter missiles in Turkey would be removed 

(i t had actually been planned before the crisis). The 

Turks' reaction to this development was two-fold: one body 

of opinion took offense at the apparent treatment of Turkey's 

security umbrella as a bargaining "chip" to be traded for 

Cuban missiles in the larger U.S . -Soviet strategic contest; 

an even wider segment of public opinion saw the removal of 

the Jupiter missiles as a blessing, since presumably the 

Soviets would thenceforth be far less likely to contemplate 

nuclear strikes against Turkey. Both reactions tended to 

diminish Turkey's psychological dependence on United States 

protection. 

Notwithstanding the negative influence of the aforemen

tioned incidents on Turkish attitudes toward the American 

"big brother," the singular turning point in U, S.-Turkish 

relations can be traced to June 5, 1964. On that date, just 

as Turkey appeared to be contemplating a (legally justifiable, 
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in Ankara's view) military invasion of Cyprus, U.S . President 

Johnson wrot e a letter to Turkey 's Prime Minister Inonu, 

deterring him from proceeding with the invasion. The Johnson 

letter was sincere and deferential in tone, and legalistically 

thorough and non - judgmental in content; the purpose was to 

forestall any unilateral Turkish interpretations of the many 

treaty provisions involved, pending allied consultations. 

Nevertheless, Turkish sensibilities were forever ruffled 

by one sentence in particular: 

r hope you will understand that your NATO allies 
have not had a chance to consider \~hether they have 
an obligation to protect Turkey against the Soviet 
Union if Turkey takes' a step which resul ts in Soviet 
intervention without th.e :i;ull consent and understand
ing of its NATO allies. 168 

The reaction in Turkey to being publicly faced with the 

choice of either backing down on Cyprus or jeopardizing 

allied protection was intense and emotional, and it encom-

passed several distinct feelings: deeply hurt pride, since 

the country's most admired institution ( the army) had been 

denied operational discretion over the country's most pressing 

foreign concern (Cyprus); outrage, since the U. S. had in the 

past unilaterally availed itself of Turkey's facilities and 

assets repeatedly 0~hile Turkey had dutifully suffered the 

consequent criticism), and now the "bargain" was revealed 

to have been totally non-reciprocal; and finally , acute 

embarrassment, since the Turks had demonstrably invested 

more faith and confidence in the supposed i dentity of U. S . 
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and Turkish security interests than should have been prudent 

for any sovereign state. It was "a rite of passage," writes 

a congressional analyst, "for Turks to learn that the intense 

emotionalism they felt towards Americans in the fifties 

. d ,,169 was not recIprocate . 

And so began the reevaluation of Turkey's international 

posture in the mid-1960s. America's involvement In Vietnam 

provided a focal point for the growing community of ideologi 

cally left-leaning intellectuals in Turkey, and relations 

with the Soviet Union assumed a less hostile and more business-

like tenor as diplomatic and trade contacts multiplied; in 

1965, Ankara cancelled American reconnaissance flights from 

Turkey over the Soviet Union to demonstrate its revised 

outlook on the Cold War.170 The United States was closely 

identified with Israel's 1967 victory over its Arab neigh-

bors, at a time when Turkey was beginning to abandon its 

cultural preoccupation with the West and openly rediscover 

its Middle Eastern heritage for the first time since before 

independence. The U. S. and Turkey have disagreed over Turkey's 

role in military contingencies involving Israel ever since 

the 1967 War. 171 

The Cyprus Issue, however, continued to dominate Turkish 

attention, and U.S. - Turkish relations continued to revolve 

around it. In November 1967, when it again appeared that 

Turkey might invade Cyprus to forestall a Greek-led right-

wing coup there, President Johnson was again compelled to 
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urge restraint, and he sent Cyrus Vance as a special nego-

tiator to help defuse the crisis. By this time the United 

States had a significant political investment in preventing 

armed conflict on Cyprus. 

That investment could not be overlooked in July 1974 

when Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit--telling U.S. Undersec-

retary of State Joseph Sisco that, "We have done it your 

f N . . ,,172 way or ten years. ow we are gOlng to try lt our way 

ordered a full-scale military invasion of Cyprus following 

the overthrow of Archbishop Makarios by pro-enosis zealot 

Nikos G. Sampson and a cabal of ex-EOKA National Guard offi-

cers. A s"econd wave of Turkish troops was sent in August 

after inflexible Turkish demands for an autonomous Cypriot 

Turkish Federation (retaining 34 percent of the island's 

territory) were not met . 

The U.S. Congress punished Turkey by enacting an arms 

embargo in February 1975, citing Turkish violations of the 

1947 legislation originally governing "the provision of aid 

to Turkey.173 The embargo was to be lifted only when "sub-

stantial progress" was made toward settlement of the Cyprus 

issue. True to character, the Turks became less, not more, 

amenahle to compromise under the prodding of a great power, 

and vehemently denounced the notion of "linkage." Greece, 

meanwhile, assumed that Turkey would be forced to make hroad 

concessions, and therefore refused to settle for less. With 

both sides now more intractable than before, the embargo 
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remained in force f or more than three years, until the 

American legislators were finally persuaded of its negati ve 

value; and even then, the Congress continued to tie its 

largesse (rhetorically, at least ) to progress on a Cyprus 

settlement. 

If the Johnson letter had primarily affected Turkish 

attitudes, the arms embargo damaged the substance of the 

U.S . -Turkish relationship, perhaps irreparably . The army, 

naturally, was most directly affected by the embargo, and 

the commanders felt truly wronged by their American patrons, 

on whom they depended for "well over 9.0 percent" of their 

military requtrements . 174 According to one account, "It 

seemed unreasonable to Ankara that the U. S .. should withhold· 

arms supplies to its NATO partner, while providing military 

equipment to some 90 other countries, including communist 

Yugos lavia. ,,17 5 Equally galling to the Turks was the fact 

that the U.S. had seen fit to supply military aid to the 

non-democratic military junta which had seized power in 

Greece in 1967. From Turkey's perspective, the embargo 

was arbitrarily discriminatory, hence patently unfriendly. 

Most damaging from the American standpoint was the 

revelation in Turkey that the ostensible Soviet threat 

presupposed by U. S.-Turkish security collaboration now 

appeared to have been greatly exaggerated by the Americans, 

since Washington seemed perfectly content to allow Turkish 

military capabilities to atrophy. Greece having withdrawn 
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from the military structure of NATO on August 14, 1974, 

the Turks believed that, if anything, their share of alliance 

assistance should have been vastly increased to compensate 

for their newly-doubled southern flank responsibilities. 

In this context, apparent American complacency regarding 

the Soviet Union served to undercut the influence of anti-

communist conservatives in Turkey. 

In July 1975 the Turks responded in kind by abrogating 

all military arrangements with the United States and by 

halting the activities of most of the 26 American-staffed 

bases in Turkey.176 The Turkish military command stopped 

providing routine readiness reports to NATO, and later 

declared that Turkey could not fulfill its goals under the 

NATO Long Term Defense Program. Military-related contacts 

with the Soviet Union increased significantly, and a radically-

new "National Security Concept" was eventually adopted, re -

flecting an unprecedented degree of estrangement from Western 

anti-Soviet doctrines (see below). 

In October 1975, the U, S. Congress moderated the embargo 

by authorizing Turkey to purchase $125 million worth of 

American arms annually.177 Writes Michael M. Boll, "For 

Turkey, a nation critically short of foreign-currency reserves, 

this partial lifting of the arms embargo proved more insulting 

than fruit£ul.,,178 To compound the insult, the U.S . report

edly asked the Turks to pay storage fees for the previously 

purchased but undelivered arms held up by the embargo . 179 
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American policy toward Turkey could now persuasively 

be portrayed as being unsupportive of the two most basic 

Kemalistpriorities - enhancing national security and pro -

moting economic development. During the embargo, which 

ended in October 1978, the Turks went to considerable lengths 

to reduce their near - total military dependence on the United 

States. Predictably, the Kemalist solution was to strive 

for as much future self-sufficiency as possible in armaments 

production. Highly ambitious plans were drawn (perhaps 

reflecting anger as much as analysis) to make Turkish arms 

a major export item. To this end, Turkey's already over -

burdened budgets were further strained by large increases 

in defense spending, which exacerbated the problem of critical 

sli..ortages elsewhere in the economy.180 

Another aspect of this military "decoupling" effort was 

to diversify Turkey's foreign arms sources, in consonance · 

with Ankara's new multidirectional political and diplomatic 

orientation. Defense-related ties were therefore initiated 

with several Arab, Islamic and socialist countries. At the 

same time, Turkish leaders threatened to seek Arab financing 

to purchase heavy Soviet weaponry if the West failed to 

. f h' '1' d 181 satls y t elr ml ltary nee s. 

Because Turkey was wracked internally by mounting economic, 

social and political crisis throughout the embargo, the Cyprus 

dispute-in which, writes Neville Brown, the 1974 invasion 

had owed "more than a little to the classic reflex [ofJ 
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recourse to foreign adventurism to ease internal stress,,182 _ 

assumed an extraordinary degree of symbolic importance to 

the Turkish people, who required an outlet for their frustra 

ted hopes and an excuse for their failures. Consequently, 

the United States became something of an all-purpose scape

goat, and Turkish attitudes toward AmeTicans, in the general 

public as well as the army, became less cordial. 

In August 1977 C.L. Sulzberger wrote, "Anti-Americanism 

is noticeably growing among younger officers who blame air 

crashes on the lack of replacement parts and Tesent ammuni

tion shortages that curb artillery practice.,,183 Terrorist 

attacks by extreme leftists against Americans in Turkey, 

civilians as well as military personnel, increased in th~ 

late 197Qs;184 from a level of 27,000 in 1965, the American 

military presence had dropped to apPToximately 6,000 by 

1979. 185 Today there is a well-developed political constit-

uency in Turkey whose views are hostile to the United States, 

NATO and the West. At the risk pf overgeneralizing, one 

can readily see that Turkish journalists and scholars rou

tinely stress some degTee of divergence in the interests 

and outlook of Turkey and the United States. 

In assessing the damaging effect at the embargo on American

Turkish relations, one ought to consider two factoTs which 

place this episode in a more balanced overall context . The 

first is that American policy toward the region, since the 

Truman Doctrine was proclaimed, has been concerned with 
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Greek interests no less than those of Turkey. Turkish 

phobias over the so - called "Greek lobby" in the U.S. Congress 

notwithstanding, the United States enacted the arms embargo 

not to deliberately alienate the Turks, but to compensate 

for its own failure (after two success .ful, if diplomatically 

costly, deterrent efforts in the 1960s) to shield the Greek 

Cypriots from having a unilateral "solution" imposed upon 

them from the outside. Despite the conflicting perceptions 

and bilateral frictions over the Cyprus issue, it may be 

in the best interests of both Turkey and the United States 

for the Turks to have arrived at a more mature appreciation 

of the potential policy' constraints upon American "friend-

ship," however strongly backed by historical and ideological 

affinities . 

In the case of the embargo, th.e Greek "constraint" on 

U. S. policy flexibility 'vas considerable. Efforts by the 

outspoken Greek opposition leader Andreas Papandreou since 

1974 to pull Greece out of NATO and to close the four Ameri-

can bases there have been a major cause for concern in Wash

ington, given the considerable reservoir in Greece of public 

antipathy toward the United States. 186 Despite Greece"s 

recent strides back into the Western "camp" - reduction of 

Soviet naval docking and repair priveleges, military rein~ 

tegration into NATO, ascension to full membe r ship in the 

EEC - the United States must continue to tread very carefully 

at least until the 1981 Greek elections, in which a PASOK 
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CPapandreou) victory, which is by no means an impossibility,187 

could very well jeopardize a whole panoply of governmental 

arrangements reinforcing Western security interests in the 

region. 

The second balancing factor in the U.S.-Turkish "falling

out" of the 19705 is the apparent reversal of this trend in 

the early 1980s, at least at the official level. In Ankara, 

the pendulum began to swing Wes tl-lard when SUleyman Demirel' s 

Justice Party returned to power in November 1979. Demirel's 

far -reaching economic program [including, to give two exam-

pIes, abolition of the Ministry of State Enterprises and 

full adherence to the Internati.onal Monetary Fund's contro

versial austerity plan, accompanied by a huge government

financed public relations campaign in the Wall Street Journal 

to attract private investment) as well as his aggressive 

diplomatic maneuvering, which included hosting the spring 

1980 NATO meeting in Ankara for the first time in twenty 

years, signalled a reassertion of the Turkish government's 

faith in a pro-Western orientation. 

A key indicator was the U.S.-Turkish "Agreement for 

Cooperati.on on Defense and Economy" initialed on January 10, 

1980, which reportedly contains secret supplementary provisions 

enabling the United States to use Turkish bases, depending 

upon the circumstances, for non-NATO Middle East missions. 188 

Since this one issue so profoundly affects Turkey's relations 

with most countries of the Middle East (see below), Ankara's 
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policy decision on the matter is especially meaningful. 

More than likely, fears and disillusionment generated by 

the Soviet aggression in Afghanistan and the Isla~ic revo-

lution in Iran have motivated the Turkish leaders' rush to 

repair their security arrangements with the United States. 

When the military commanders assumed control in Ankara 

in September 1980, the move was widely viewed (inside and 

outside of Turkey) as a further step back into the Western 

camp. By pledging to return Turkey to its Kemalist path, 

the junta was expressing its disapproval of the internal 

fragmeritation and the external isolation which had evolved 

in the 1970s. By offering various "gestures of goodwill" 

toward Greece, the generals demonstrated an expensively 

arrived-at conviction that Turkey's interests will be far 

better served by preserving the integrity of the Western 

alliance in the eastern Mediterranean than by allowing the 

local disputes tp dominate and harm larger relationships 

and interests. Given their obsolescent defense arsenal, 

the military commanders are ever more anxious to obtain 

large-scale American assistance, and they vielv the embargo 

--incorrectly, it seems--as having been catastrophically 

d b 'l' . 189 e i ltatlng. 

"The election in the United States of Ronald Reagan, and 

particularly his choice of former NATO Supreme Allied Com-

mander Alexander Haig as Secretary of State, has raised 

hopes in Turkey among the army and conservatives seeking 
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closer and friendlier ties to the United States. In con-

trast to the policies of President Carter, who had campaigned 

in 1976 on a pro-embargo and pro-Greek stance,190 the Reagan 

administration is expected to take far greater cognizance 

of Turkey's strategic value as a traditional ally with a 

large standing army bordering on the Soviet Union. The April 

1981 announcement that Turkey plans to purchase 15 F-4 jets 

from the United States--the first American sale of combat 

planes to Turkey since September 1976--indicates a genuine 

. . l' 191 lmprovement ln re ations. 

Thus, between the conservative Reagan administration 

and the Kemalist Evren junta, there appears in 1981 to be 

more geopol itical 1 ike-mindedness and bilateral goodwill 

than at any time since the 1960s, if not earlier. This does 

not mean, h.owever, that the clock can be turned back in U, S. -· 

Turkish relations. While the new American leaders are con-

ducting a foreign policy utilizing a revived bipolar emphasis 

as a framework for downplaying local quarrels (including the 

Greek-Turkish ones), Turkey's political complexion has changed 

irreversibly since the earlier days of bipolarity. 

Recently-forged iies to Islamic countries in the Middle 

East, whose own regional strategy is to keep both superpowers 

out of the Persian Gulf, can be tampered with only at the 

risk of major economic dislocations, even assuming that 

Turkey's pro-Islamic constituency can be outvoted in Ankara. 

Similarly, the neutralist and anti-Western elements so conspicuous 
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in Turkey since the 1960s will not disappear, silent though 

the y may presently be under extra-constitutional military 

rule. 

Finally, to the Kemalists themselves, the American bond 

has provided very little to cheer about over the past two 

decades; the warm cordiality exhibited by Gen. Evren toward 

Western diplomats reflects his country's (and his Kemalist 

faction's) dependence on the West for loans, arms and affili-

ation with Western institutions. Gen. Evren, who was feted 

in Moscow and escorted to the Leningrad and Volgograd military 

districts in May 1976, has surely not forgotten the contrast -

ingly shabby and insulting treatment he received in the 

United States in June 1979 . 192 

In 1981, the main issue between the U, S. and Turkey is , 

not surprisingly, aid . Nothing more succinctly illustrates 

the constraints on American policy toward Turkey than the 

aid equation, under which American assistance to Turkey and 

Greece is granted in an approximate ratio of 10 to 7, so as 

to maintain a stable "balance of power" in the region. Says 

Greek Forei gn Minister Constantine Mitsotakis, "What is vital 

for us is for the United States to understand the need to 

maintain a balance of power between Greece and Turkey, for 

h k f d . . h ,,193 t e sa e 0 peace an security ln t e area. Counters 

Turkish Foreign Minister lIter Turkmen, "The determination 

of such a ratio would be extremely out of place and unneces

sary.,,194 For the Unite d States , the dilemma is painful. 
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With the Kemalists in firm control and a new defense 

cooperation pact with Turkey alr e ady negotiated and initial

led, American efforts are presently focused upon Greece, 

with whom a new basing pact is still being negotiated. The 

unpredictable November 1981 Greek elections provide a second 

overwhelming incentive for the United States to avoid openly 

favoring the Turks in any way. It is therefore possible 

that this fleeting U.S.-Turkish conservative "honeymoon" 

may pass without substantial reward for the Turks, b y wh i ch 

time a new Turkish constitution will come into force, and 

all of the anti-American, pro-neutralist, pro-socialist and 

pro-Islamic elements in Turkey will reassert themselves, 

all the more effectively if the Kemalists' hopes of a reju

venated--and profitable--friendship with the United States 

turn out to have been illusory. 

IV. The Soviet Union 

Throughout the history of the Ottoman Empire, no external 

power exhibited a greater covetousness of Turkish territory 

than czarist Russia. No fewer than thirteen wars with the 

Russians left the Turks indelibly impressed with the perma

nence of Russian designs on their geopolitically valuable 

land and sea routes to the south. Republican Turkey, whose 

borders with th.e U.S . S.R . measure 380 miles by land and 

702 miles along the Black Sea, has si~ilarly encountered 

the Russian threat, and the historic mistrust of its great 
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northern neighbor lives on today. 

Two new factors, however, have emerged in the twentieth 

century to complicate the Turkish-Russian relationship. The 

first is the qualified but nevertheless real affinity for 

Lenin's Bolshevik Revolution felt by Kemal Ataturk in the 

ini tial years of his own nationalist "revolution" in Turkey. 

Although ideologically at odds, Kemal and Lenin inaugurated 

their respective regimes with a policy of mutual friendship. 

Recent Soviet leaders have been able to utilize the example 

of Ataturk to great effect in promoting closer relations 

with Turkey. 

The second factor is the strong compatibility of Turkey 

and the Soviet Union as trade partners, as evidenced by their 

economic dealings since the mid-1960s. Because both coun 

tries have been plagued by shortages of foreign exchange, 

they have evolved a mutually-beneficial arrangement whereby 

Turkey trades agricultural commodities and raw materials to 

the U.S.S.R . directly for Soviet assistance in building up 

Turkish heavy industries. In the absence of this trade com-

patibility, it seems improbable that the political aspects 

of the relationship would have progressed as far as they 

had by th.e end of the 1970s, notwithstanding the Turks' 

disillusionment over their security links to the United 

States . In order to assess the prospects for the 1980s, one 

must weigh each of these factors in its historical context. 

The Turkish nationalist movement, from 1918 until 1921, 



-122-

contained a wide ideological spectrum of splinter groups 

including, in the eastern provinces, a "Green Army" of pur

portedly Turkish communist irregulars and an "Eastern Ideal,,195 

group which had been influenced by the October Revolution 

in Russia and by Marxist ideas. It is little remembered 

today that the Communist Party came into existence in Turkey 

at Kemal's express request; this was, however, merely a 

tactic to prevent an anti-Western upheaval within the fragile 

nationalist movement. In time, the Western Idealist group 

asserted its primacy, and within it the army emerged as the 

only W·esternizing "caste'·' in Turkey to survive the factional 

struggles intact. The Communist Party was dissolved, and 

Kemal's faction went on to lead the nationalist movement to 

. d d d . 196 ln epen ence an soverelgnty. 

Kernal's dealings with the Soviet leadership appear to 

have been essentially pragmatic, In 1921, while the Turkish 

nationalists were fending off Allied attempts to partition 

Anatolia, Kemal concluded a treaty of friendship with Lenin 

and Chicherin as a possible counterweight to the Allies. 

At the very same time, however, Kemal's forces were arresting 

and killing Turkish Communists returning from the Baku Com-

197 intern Congress. Thus, any admiration he may have felt 

for the Bolsheviks as fellow revolutionaries clearly fell 

short of political and ideological sympathy. 

The December 1925 Friendship Treaty, including a non-

aggression pact, between the Turkish Republic and the Soviet 
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Union served Kema1's goal -of consolidating his internal 

power by minimizing the dangers of external threats or 

intrusions. It was, in this sense, a natural complement 

to the Treaty of Lausanne, which had resolved similar con

cerns with the Allies in 1923. For their part, the Soviet 

rulers harbored identical motives in seeking stable rela

tions with their southern neighbor while they contended 

with internal problems of economic and political stabili

zation after Lenin's death in 1924. 

In the early 193Qs, as Turkey began to emerge from its 

isolationist period of reform and consolidation, new con

tacts were made with the Soviet Union, which was escalating 

its own pace of brutal internal reorganization while enlarging 

the scope of its diplomatic activity externally. One of 

Maxim Litvinov's many achievements as Soviet Foreign Minister 

was a treaty with Turkey, which was followed in 1932 by the 

extension of an $8 million loan to help Turkey import machin

ery for its first project under the new etatist State Office 

of Industry. In 1933, Marshal Kliment Voroshilov visited 

Kemal Atatiirk. When, following the outbreak of World War II 

in September 1939, Turkey initialed a Tripartite Treaty 

with France and Great Britain, the Turks insisted on a 

special protocol (protocol No.2} relieving Turkey of any 

obligation to go to war against the Soviet Union. 

This sequence of Soviet overtures to Turkey--a diplomatic 

document followed by large-scale industrial assistance, 
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followed by attempts to obtain closer political and military 

cooperation-- has repeated itself in recent years, and not 

without continual Soviet reference to the precedent set by 

Kemal Ataturk in responding favorably. As a basis for de 

termining Turkey's attitude toward relations with the U.S.S.R., 

it has offered an appealing alternative to the historical 

assumption that above all, the Russians seek to gain control 

of key Turkish land and sea routes. By the 1980s the newer 

image of Soviets as economic partners and friends might have 

successfully replaced the old image of Russians as duplici

tous hegemonists had Stalin not dispelled the illusion of 

a fundamentally transformed Russian outlook in 1946 with 

a brazen reversion to czarist goals vis-l-vis Turkey. 

One such goal concerned the governance of the Straits. 

In July 1936, at Turkey's request, the Montreux Convention 

convened to revise the 1923 Lausanne Treaty provisions per

taining ~o the Straits. Understandably, the thirteen year

old Turkish Republic believed that the legal status of the 

waterway should reflect the post-1923 reality of a stable, 

internationally recognized Turkish state. The resulting 

document, while preserving the rights of free transit for 

non-belligerent ships, clearly established Turkish sovereignty 

over the Straits. Thereafter, records Jonathan Knight, the 

maintenance of Turkish control of the Straits became a "cardi

nal tenet" of Ankara's diplomacy.198 

As tensions mounted in Europe in 1939, the Sovi.ets made 
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known to Ankara their desire for military bases in the Sea 

of Marmora and a joint Turco - Soviet administration of the 

Straits. At the same time, records Richard H. Nolte, Soviet 

Foreign Minister Molotov "had been explicit that 'the center 

of the aspirations of the Soviet Union '. was 'the area south 

of Batum and Baku in the general direction of the Persian 

Gulf,,,199 _ in other words, eastern Turkey. The Turks broke 

off all discussions with the U.S,S .. R. and thereafter held 

to a tenuous position of neutrality, ever fearful of being 

victimized like their Ottoman predecessors in the secret 

diplomatic machinations of the b~11igerents ·.2QO After Germany 

betrayed its pact with the Soviet Union in June 1941, Stalin 

pressed Churchill and Roosevelt to support a revision of the 

Montreux Convention; and although much diplomatic discussion 

on this matter took place thrQughout World War II, Turkey 

. d 1 h S . 201 contlnue to contro t e tralts, 

On March 19, 1945, Stalin abrogated the 1925 Turco-Soviet 

Treaty of Neutrality and Non - Aggression as the first step 

in an escalating "war of nerves'·' against Ankara. This was 

followed in June by new verbal demands for Turkey to cede 

its eastern provinces of Kars and Ardahan to the Soviets, 

in addition to revising the Montreux Convention. Although 

the United States and Britain seemed initially receptive to 

the Soviet arguments that Turkey'·s wartime "neutrality" had 

actually favored Germany and that in any case the newest 

naval technologies rendered the Montreux Convention obsolete 
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and inadequate, the "Big Three" postwar discussions about 

the Straits led the U.S. Government to become increasingly 

concerned over Turkey's vulnerability to Soviet expansionist 

pressures. Writes Anthony DeLuca, "In the opinion of the 

American ambassador in Ankara, Edwin C. Wtlson, the question 

of the Straits was a secondary matter to the Soviets, 'merely 

a facade' behind which lay Moscow's real objective--'actual 

domination of Turkey' .,,202 

The final "straw-" was Stalin's infamous note of August 

7, 1946 to Ankara, W-ashington and London, detailing a number 

of territorial demands; revision of the Montreux Convention; 

Turco-Soviet "j oint means of defense'-' for the Straits; Soviet 

military and nava-l bases in the Sea of Marmora; and cession 

to the Soviet Union of the eastern Turkish provinces of Kars 

and Ardahan. The Soviets even revived the long-dormant czar

ist claims to Istanbul. 

Stalin's note is singularly responsible for Turkey's 

subsequent eagerness to embrace Western security institutions. 

Even though ~loscow was quick to reassure Turkey in May 1953, 

soon after Stalin's death, that the U.S.S.R. held no terri

torial claims on Turkey, the damage to Turkish-Soviet rela

tions was not to be easily repaired. Not until the 1960s 

did public opinion in Turkey begin to reexamine the logic 

of a foreign policy geared almost entirely to the primacy 

of the Soviet threat. 

It may be simplistic to view Ankara's rapprochement with 
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the Soviet Union as a direct by - product of the decline of 

American standing in Turkey. Nevertheless, the coincidence 

of both developments is striking, suggesting an interrela -

tion of the two. When the Turkish armed forces suspended 

the corrupt pro-Western civilian government of Adnan Menderes 

in May 1960, Moscow quickly recognized the interim military 

Committee of National Unity in the hopes of rekindling the 

spirit of friendship once enjoyed with Kemal Ataturk. Soviet 

Premier Khrushchev made no attempt to conceal his goal of 

neutralizing Turkey in the East -West context. 203 Following 

this ges ture, the Soviets· proceeded to capi tali ze on the 

aforementioned American affronts to Turkish sensibi l ities. 

In May 1963, three weeks after President Kennedy\s pledge 

to remove the Jupiter missiles from Turkey, the head of the 

Turkish Senate and several legislators accepted a Soviet 

invitation to visit Mosco~; this was the first official 

Turkish parliamentary visit to the Soviet Union. In 1964, 

immediately after the Johnson letter, the Soviets changed 

their position on the Cyprus issue from pro-Greek to neutral; 

soon thereafter, they suspended clandestine arms shipments 

to the Greek Cypriots. When Prime Minister Suat Hayri Urguplii 

visited the U,S.S.R, in August 1965-the first Turkish head 

of state to do so officially - the Soviets declared opposition 

to enosis and pledged technical assistance to improve Cypriot 

T k - h 1- . d d 204 ur 1S 1V1ng stan ar s. 

As the rising tide of leftist party activism in Turkey 
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drew from the climate of disillus ionmen t with Ame:dcan securi'ty 
.. 

ties in the 1960s, the Soviet leadership pressed for political 

rewards. These, however, were not to be obtained rapidly: 

in 1965 the Turks reportedly declined a Soviet offer of a 

nonaggression pact. 20S Nevertheless, the pace of rapproche

ment was steady . In December 1966, Premier Aleksei Kosygin 

visited Ankara--the first state visit to Turkey by a Soviet 

Premier--and three months later a major economic agreement 

was announced, providing for Soviet assistance in large-

scale industrial and infrastructural projects throughout 

Turkey. After turkish Prime Minister SUleyman Demirel com

pleted a reciprocal visit to the Soviet Union in March 1967, 

he proclaimed "a new era in our dealings with the Russians" 

in which "the last traces of hostility" have vanished. 206 

Thereafter, reciprocal high~level official visits continued 

on a regular basis. 

In May 1972, as the spirit of detente warmed the overall 

tenor of East-West relations, Soviet President Nikolai Pod-

gorny visited Ankara and succeeded in achieving his govern -

ment's long-awaited goal of a signed political document with 

Turkey. The "Declaration of the Principles of Good-Neighborly 

Relations Between the U.S.S.R. and Turkey" represents a 

milestone in republican Turkey's international relations 

because of its pledge to abide by "the non-use of force or 

the threat of force and refusal to allow their territories 

to be used for staging aggression and subversive actions 



-129 -

. h ,,207 agalnst ot er states . (It was this clause which placed 

Turkey in an ambiguous position in 1979 regarding permission 

for the U.S. to use its irreplaceable SALT verification facil -

208 ities in Turkey, and caused much consternation in Washington.) 

The February 1975 American arms embargo provided unprece -

dented new opportunities for the Soviet Union to weaken 

Turkey's political and military ties with th.e United States. 

The Soviet economic "carrot" was a major new agreement on 

technican cooperation, including a $7QO million loan to 

Turkey, which was signed on July 9, 1975. 209 In November 

1975 - just ten months after the U.S. embargo was initiated, 

and merely one month after the U,S. Congress tried without 

success to mitigate th.e political damage by partially '·'lifting" 

it - the Soviet Union sold sixty military· helicopters to Turkey,2l0 

thereby reaching a new level of security~related dealings 

with Ankara. 

Within the Turkish government, Prime Minister Demirel's 

unstable three - party coalition had to contend with a strong 

and assertive leftist opposition led by the popular RPP 

leader Bulent Ecevit, who would emerge later in the 1970s 

as the prime advocate' and articulator of the Turkish foreign 

policy reformulations most sought by the Soviet leadership. 

After the Soviet helicopter sale to Turkey, Ecevit told Time 

magazine: "While we should continue to be part of the collective 

security system of the West, we should not deceive ourselves 

by thinking that membership in NATO or bilateral arrangements 
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with the United States can guarantee Turkey's security.,,2ll 

Repeating the mid-1960s pattern, in December 1975 Aleksei 

Kosygin came again to Turkey and the two countries agreed 

"to draw up a political document on friendly relations and 

cooperation.,,2l2 At the 25th Party Congress in Moscow in 

early 1976, Chairman Brezhnev reported that Soviet-Turkish 

ties were expanding "from the sphere of chiefly economic 

to political questions.,,2l3 Brezhnev's sanguine assessment 

was justifiable. Only a few weeks earlier, from January 

25 to February 6, 1976, a Turkish delegation had observed 

Soviet military maneuvers in the Georgian and Armenian 

republics, after which it met in Hoscow' with. Defense Minister 

Grechko. "Unquestionably," writes Michael M. Boll, "the 

Soviet invitation was, in part, motivated by a desire to 

demonstrate the high quality and potential availability of 

Soviet arms for Turkish use.,,2l4 

And so the Soviets began to reap a geopolitical windfall 

from the harsh discord in U.S.-Turkish relations. In May 

1976, Gen. Kenan Evren (then Deputy Chief of Staff) was 

escorted around a number of Soviet military districts, mark-

ing the first such visit by a high-ranking Turkish commander. 

As one Soviet commentator pointed out, the Evren visit sig-

naIled a growing estrangement between Turkey and the West: 

Ties are also developing in the military domain. 
For a long time Turkish ruling circles did not dare 
to go against the directives of the NATO leadership 
and so refrained from establishing such ties with 
the U.S.S.R. In the end, however, a growing sense 
of realism prevailed . 2l s 



-l31-

The 1936 Hontreux Convention-the prized covenant legi-

timizing and guaranteeing Turkey's sovereignty in the Straits, 

attained only after centuries of staving off Russian hege-

monic advances-lost an incalculable degree of legal validity 

when the Soviet light aircraft carrier Kiev steamed through 

the Straits on July 18, 1976. Article 14 and Section B of 

Annex 2, specifying tonnage limits and definitions of vessel 

types, were circumvented by the Kremlin's classification of 

the Kiev as an anti-submarine cruiser, a misrepresentation 

with which the Turks unprotestingly complied. 216 

Although the U.S.S.R.. had previously stretched the law 

on occasion by sending through concealed l</eapons cargoes, 217 

Western officials were greatly alarmed at this strategically 

significant violation of the Montreux Convention, all the 

more so after an article in the Soviet naval journal Mdrskoi 

Sbornik indicated that the Soviet Union sought to render 

it meaningless as a barrier to the Soviet navy. According 

to Barry Buzan, "Captain V. Serkov, the author and a legal 

specialist, argued that 'passage through the straits by any 

ships of states on the Black Sea does not contradict the 

letter and spirit of the convention'. ,,218 (emphasis original) 

In the eyes' of Western defense planners, it was one 

thing for the Soviet Union to attempt to smuggle illegal 

military assets through the Straits past the Turks (as in 

the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis and the 1973 Arab-Israeli War),2l9 

or for that matter, for the Turks to bend the rules in favor 
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of their military ally the United States (which had also 

happened);220 it was quite another thing for Ankara (and 

by extension the West) to be forfeiting an internationally 

sanctioned protection against possible Soviet aggression. 

Asserts Gen. Ihsan Gurkan of the Turkish Naval Academy, a 

former NATO commander, "If Turkish. control over passage 

through the straits were abrogated, Soviet naval vessels 

would enjoy a significant surge capability in times of inter 

national crisis or actual war.,,22l Glirkan further predicts 

that, "As the Soviet stake in Suez and the Persian Gulf 

increases, pressure for full Soviet control of the Turkish 

Straits is likely to mount.,,222 

Despite these substantial Soviet inroads on Turkey~s 

security links to NATO and the United States, the U,S. Congress 

continued to allow the arms embargo to prejudice Turkish 

public opinion against W'estern security doctrines and insti

tutions. To be sure, many Turks viewed their own "ostpolitik" 

as no different from that of several European countries whose 

relations with the U.S.S.R. had steadily improved in the 

season of detente; nor was the illusion widely shared that 

by relaxing the Montreux Convention, Turkey could somehow 

avoid facing 

of a general 

Soviet firepower 

223 war. 

in th.e St:rai ts in the event 

Nevertheless, Soviet economic aid at a time of severe 

recession in Turkey and Soviet offers of arms during the 

embargo were more than sufficient to wean conservative Prime 
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Minister Demirel (and, it must be,added, his NSP coalition 

mate Necmettin Erbakan) toward a receptive posture 6n expanding 

defense ties with Moscow. Said Demirel in January 197 7 : 

Turkey has so far been able to obtain the arms 
she requires within the NATO alliance. However if 
this path is closed to us, we will naturally take 
steps necessary for our national defense . 224 

When his Foreign Minister, Ihsan Caglayangil, visited Moscow 

two months later, a series of bilateral agreements were signed, 

providing for greater economic, legal, technical and scien-

" f" "225 tl lC cooperatlon ; the resulting joint communique referred 

to the shared intention of signing a "political docUlJlent" 

during future high-level discussions,226 

It was the ascens·ion to power of RPP leader Bulent Ecevit 

in January 1978, however, which enabled the Soviet leaders to 

qualitatively shift the focus of their efforts from what 

had essentially been a goodldll campaign, appealing to the 

pragmatism of Turkey t s beleaguered leaders, into th.e realm 

of solid political and ideological bridge-building. Ecevit, 

after campaigning for more than two years on a pledge to 

legalize the Turkish Communist Party C.TKP) if elected,227 

had been in office scarcely one month when he told the armed 

forces (to quote Marian Leighton) "that NATO membership could 

not assure Turkey's security and that a new defense policy 

must be formulated . ,,228 

On March 19, 1978 , the Kiev transited the Straits for the 

s econd time. In April, Marshal Nikolai V. Ogarkov, First 
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Deputy Minister of Defense and Chief of the Soviet General 

Staff, made a five-day visit to Turkey. Reportedly, the 

Soviet technicians accompanying Ogarkov discussed the possi -

bility of helping Turkey to upgrade the armaments factory 

at Kirikkale while constructing a new plant to build spare 

parts for the Turks' American-made planes and tanks. 229 

Additionally, Turkey signed an agreement to purchase a number 

230 of civilian aircraft from the U.S.S.R. 

In May 1978, U.S. President Carter was forced to abandon 

his plan for a special declaration by the member countries 

of NATO reaffirming their faith in the alliance when Turkey 

refused to comply.23l In London, also in May, Ecevit told 

the International Institute of Strategic Studies of his dis-

illusionment with "the peculiarities of American policy and 

the uncertainties affecting its credibility," asserting th.at; 

"We cannot be content any more with being evaluated as th.e 

armored frontier guard of the Western Alliance.,,232 

Ecevit's refusal to sign the NATO document took on an 

added significance one month later when he traveled to Moscow 

and signed the long-anticipated (since 1975) Turkish - Soviet 

Agreement on the Principles of Good-Neighborly and Friendly 

Cooperation . Said Ecevit, "I am absolutely convinced that 

with the consolidation of such an atmosphere, alliances and 

differing systems will lose their characteristics of con -

f 
. ,,233 

rontatlon .... Soviet analyst V. Alenik attached "cardi-

nal s'ignificance" to the Ecevit visit and the pact, and he 
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indicated Moscow's ambitions to tender further economic 

'carrots' in return for geopolitical benefits which would 

amount to the neutralization of Turkey: 

Particularly significant are the pledges of the 
two sides to carefully observe the principles of the 
non-use of force or threat of force in their mutual 
relations and refusal to allow their territories 
to be used for aggressive and subversive activities 
against other states . 

.. . (T)here are tremendous untapped possibilities 
for a further consolidation of mutually advantageous 
all - round cooperation and its extension to more and 
more fields. Success in this depends largely on a 
mutual desire to extend ties in the various spheres 
envisaged by the political document. In this con
text, the strict and continuous fulfilment of the 
obligations laid on each side under the provisions 
of the document assume particular significance.234 

For the duration of the Ecevit reiimets tenure, which 

ended in October 1979, the Soviet Union was highly success

ful in furthering these political objectives. As the annual 

volume of bilateral trade rose by oyer 30 percent in 1978,235 

and Soviet aid to Turkey surpassed that of any Western donor 

-- making Turkey the largest single recipient of Soviet aid 

in the Third World 236 - the Ecevit government set forth a 

new National Security Concept, comprising two basic compo-

nents. First, in foreign policy and trade, it called for 

expanded relations with the Soviet bloc, the nonaligned coun 

tries, and Turkey's neighbors in the Balkans and the Middle 

East. Secondly, in defense, it foresaw greater indigenous 

armaments production, diversification of foreign arms sources, 

a reduction in Turkey's NATO contribution, and a reconfiguration 

of the Turkish army to adapt to the "sources of imminent threat," 



-136-

which have "changed considerably in recent years.,,237 

In the latter months of 1978, Turkey pursued policies 

in accordance with the new doctrine. The non-NATO Fourth 

Army in the Aegean was given greater emphasis as the Greek 

"threat" assumed primary importance in Turkish defense 

planning. Without fanfare, Ankara exchanged ambassadors 

with Cuba. 238 In November and December, the Soviets and 

the Turks staged unprecedented reciprocal visits by warships 

to Istanbul and Odessa respectively.239 

By 1979, anti-Americanism in Turkey may well have ex

ceeded anti-Sovietism in the general populace as well as 

the public sector, With the economy in deep trouble, Turkish 

leaders· were much annoyed by the West's reluctance to con-

tribute large-scale aid and credits. Publicizing the coun-

try's plight in the WalT Street Jour'nal in May and June of 

1979, the Turkish government featured several telling com-

mentaries, such as this one by the moderate leftist academic 

and columnist Mumtaz Soysal: 

The mistakes of th e West, more than the change 
in Soviet a ttitudes, have played an important ro+e 
in the growth of cooperation between the two coun
tries [(the U.S.S.R . and Turkey}] .. . . Such a coopera
tion will naturally continue to grow, so long as 
Western mistakes continue to repeat themselves in 
the form of strings attached to aid, conditions im
posed with credits, and an inexplicable lack of 
understanding of Turkey's self-generated patterns 
of development. 240 

The Soviet Union, meanwhile, proceeded to triple the 

volume of bilateral trade ove r the 1978 leve1 241 ( including 
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a doubling of oil supplies), and reached agreement with Turkey 

in June 19 79 to build, along with ei gh teen other "major in

dustrial projects," an $880 million nuclear reactor on Turkey's 

Black Sea coast-the first Soviet-built nuclear plant in a 

NATO country.242 

The political and military ties progressed accordingly, 

with increased visits at many levels. Wrote a Soviet com-

mentator, "These contacts ... have enabled the Turkish high 

command to see for themselves that the Soviet Army, which 

stands guard over the peaceful labour of its people, poses 

no threat to anyone, and that its huge might makes it an 

important factor behind the maintenance and consolidation 

f . . 1 ,,243 o lnternatlona peace. The campaign to eventually draw 

Turkey out of NATO was in full progress. 

Furthermore, it was succeeding. No less a figure than 

the Turkish Defense Minister and Chairman of NATO ' s Eurogroup, 

Ne~et Akmandor, revealed the extent of Soviet goodwill in 

Turkey in an August 1979 article in: NATO Review. At the 

same time that Soviet troops were massing for invasion north 

of the Afghanistan border, prompting private inquiries and 

\,arnings to Moscow from Washington, Akmandor wrote: "Today, 

there is no evidence indicating that the Soviet Union and 

her allies have aggressive intentions towards countries with 

different political and social systems.,,244 

A bona fide political "victory" for the Soviet Union in 

its quest to neutralize Turkey vis-a-vis the West came in 
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mid-1979, when Ankara chose to make its willingness to allow 

Turkish bases to be used by the U. S. for SALT verification 

activities (specifically, U-2 flights), contingent upon 

Moscow's express approval. 245 This was precisely what the 

Soviets had sought in their suggested interpretation of the 

1972 and 1978 political documents with. Turkey. Had the 

Ecevit government not lost its parliamentary majority in 

the October 1979 by-elections, forcing its resignation, 

further limits on American basing priveleges in Turkey might 

well have been imposed at Moscow's gentle prodding. 

In fact, the bipolar "pendulum" began to swing back to 

the right of Turkey's political spectrum after Demirel took 

office, and a period of considerable opportunity for the 

Soviet Union in Turkey came to an end. Ankara joined in 

various condemnations of the December 1979 Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan,246 and the Turks boycotted the summer 1980 

Olympic Games in Moscow. The further reinforcement of Turkey's 

Western security ties under the Evren military junta has 

unquestionably reversed some of the U.S . S.R. 's political 

gains, and today the Turkish government is more conservative 

and politically sympathetic to the West than at any time 

since before the inception of the arms embargo. 

* * * * * 
In looking to the future of Turkish-Soviet ties, about 

which speculation will be most haphazard until the Greek 

elections are completed and the next Turkish constitutional 
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format has been fashioned and introduced, the most fruitful 

approach for the time being will be to identify the elements 

which are most likely to give definition to the relation-

ship. In some cases, it is difficult to tell whether a 

facet of the relationship will be a source of harmony or 

friction between Moscow and Ankara; if anything, this uncer -

tainty offers all the more reason for Western countries to 

attune themselves to t he dynamics of Turkish-Soviet ties. 

--trade -- Economic compatibility is th.e cornerstone of the 

Turkish - Soviet relationship, in the absence of which the 

Soviet Union would probably not have been able to achieve 

such political progress with Ankara by the mid - to late 1970s, 

At a time when Turkish exports were faring poorly on world 

markets, thereby contributing · to a severe foreign exchange 

cris is, t he Soviet Union -i tself short · of foreign exchange 

provided a welcome customer for Turkish tobacco, cotton , 

raisins, livestock, bauxite and aluminum. 

Similarly, Turkey's powerful desire to become an exporter 

of heavy industrial products - again, frus tra ted by th.e economic 

crisis and an unfavorable image within the Western investment 

community-made it a receptive client for Soviet industrial 

aid, including engineering assistance with major infrastruc~ 

tural projects, machinery and equipment, iron, steel, oil 

d h . 1 f '1' 247 an c emlca ertl lzer. 

Another economic factor appealing to Turkey is th.e prospect 

that projected future labor shortages ln certain sectors of 
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the Soviet economy will provide opportunities for Turkish 

workers in the U.S.S.R.248 Since the European market became 

far less accessible to Turkish workers in the mid-1970s, 

Turkey has been especially anxious to develop new foreign 

outlets for its excess labor supply. Even though the Soviet 

market would generate no hard currency receipts, it could 

nevertheless help to finance the purchase of Soviet goods -

such as oil-while partially relieving Turkey's chronic 

unemployment problem. 

To the extent that Greece, Spain and Portugal overshadow 

Turkey in exporting farm products and labor to the EEC market 

in future years, the Turks will value the Soviet trade rela

tionship highly, all the more so while Turkey's economy 

struggles its way to an improved level of international 

trade competitiveness. 

--left ist sentiment in TurkeY--Another factor enhancing the 

potential for harmonious political relations between the 

two countries is the large constituency of left-leaning 

voters in Turkey. Far from being monolithic, it encompasses 

a variety of interest groups, such as: politicians, bureau 

crats and intellectuals who bear a heavy grudge against both 

the United States, for having been such an unsatisfactory 

ally, and the EEC, for favoring Greece; the large and very 

well organized labor unions in the main cities, to whom 

leftist politics strongly appeal; rural and particularly 

eastern Turks, who are convinced that decades of Kemalism 
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have conspicuously ignored their interests; poor and unedu

cated young people in the metropolitan gecekondus, whose 

frustrated aspirations have led them to identify with the 

anti-colonial (hence anti-Western) politics of the Third 

World; and other Turks who harbor an ideological preference 

for the left. All have been supporters of Bulent Ecevit, 

who was forced into retirement from politics by the ruling 

junta in 1980. 

When Turkey again ventures into constitutional politics 

and free elections-no matter ,.hat curbs on ideological 

expression or formulas for the allocation of legislative 

seats may be in effect-there is certain to be a party repre

senting the constituency that supported Ecevit and the RPP 

before the military takeover. It is possible, however, that 

a rejuvenated U.S.-Turkish relationship could reveal a sig

nificant body of Turkish intellectuals and civic leaders 

to have been merely temporary "friends" of Moscow during 

a time of critical need, i.e., the economic crisis and the 

arms embargo. rf so, future attempts by the Soviets to 

resume their neutralization campaign in Turkey where they 

left off in late 1979 could generate more criticism than 

sympathy. 

A case ln point is Suleyman Demirel, who changed his 

rhetoric on Soviet matters from conciliatory to hard-line 

after the U.S, arms embargo was lifted and Prime Minister 

Ecevit nevertheless continued to expand Turkish-Soviet political 
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ties. Accusing Ecevit of "complicity with the communists," 

Demirel offered the following responses in a June 1979 inter -

view with L'Europe magazine: 

Q: In your opinion is Moscow behind [the terrorism 
in Turkey]? 

A: The Russians are not active here. They are watching. 

Q: 
A: 

But elsewhere, where our emigrees live, from Paris 
to Berlin, who do you think is spreading the com
munist propaganda . .. ? The Russians and a handful 
of Turkish traitors. 

So Moscow 

Judge for 
and Iran. 

favors Turkey's destabilization? 
yourself. I recall Afghanistan, 

Yes, of course they want Turkey 
Ethiopia 
as well. 249 

How skillfully the Soviets advance their objectives in 

Turkey after the resumption of constitutional activity, and 

what sort of public response they will receive, cannot be 

reliably foretold. For now, during this phase of returning 

the .country to Kemalist principles, the greater opportunities 

surely lie with the West. 

--Cyprus--Although Moscow demonstrated its interest in forging 

new ties with Turkey by wi th.drawing its public support for 

the Greek Cypriots in the aftermath of the 1964 Johnson letter 

episode, th.e fact remains that the Soviets were favorably 

inclined toward Archbishop Makarios of Cyprus from the 1950s 

until his death in 1977. Even while th.e U.S.S.R .. proclaimed 

its neutrality on the Cyprus issue in 1965, Egypt was shipping 

sizable quantities of Soviet-made military equipment, including 

scores of tanks and artillery pieces, to the Greek Cypriot 

National Guard. 250 The following year, Czechoslovakia shipped 
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ISO tons of light arms to Cyprus, and reportedly cancelled 

a second heavier shipment only after Ankara threatened to 

withdraw its ambassador to Prague. 2Sl 

Moreover, Moscow reportedly continued to "retain close 

links" with AKEL (the Cyprus Communist Party), whose member

ship is predominantly Greek Cypriot, throughout the 1960s 

and 1970s. 252 In January 1972, four months before the Soviet 

Union signed a political document with Turkey, Czechoslovakia 

provided 10,000 cases of ammunition and light arms to the 

Greek Cypriots. Writes Neville Brown, "This was consequent 

upon a religious and state visit to Mosco\i by Makarios the 

. ,,253 prevl0us summer. 

After the 1974 Sampson coup on Cyprus-which was later 

characterized in a Soviet commentary as an "anti-government 

putsch provoked by NATO's secret services,,254- the Soviets 

publicly urged the return of Makarios, despite the obvious 

risk of alienating Turkey. In July 1977, when Demirel re-

gained power following Ecevit's unsuccessful attempt to 

put forth a one-party minority government, the Soviets resumed 

the flow of small arms to the Greek Cypriots through Bulgar ia ,255 

In effect, the Soviets were supporting both sides-Greek 

Cypriots and mainland Turks-while sharing neither party's 

f d . f 1 f h C . 256 pre erre verSlon 0 a sett ement 0 t e yprus lssue. 

Explains Gen. Ihsan Glirkan: 

The U,S.S.R. clearly preferred the continuation 
of a situation that would further the aspirations of 
its foreign policy rather than the restoration of 
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peace and stability in the region. The Russians 
were willing in this respect to forego improvement 
of Turkish-Soviet relations.257 

Only if the Soviet Union were to play a leading role 

in an internationally-negotiated solution to the Cyprus 

problem would Moscow be interested in seeing the dispute 

resolved. Far more fruitful to the U.S.S.R. is the frustra-

tion, anger and impatience in both Ankara and Athens caused 

by the continuation of frictions on the island. The Cyprus 

conflict has repeatedly provided Moscow with the most pro -

pitious circumstances in which to promote both Greek and 

Turkish disillusionment with NATO and the United States. 

For example, as the following 1979 Soviet commentary indicates, 

one primary objective of the Kremlin has been to portray the 

past di,scord on Cyprus as the handiwork of NATO, thereby to 

promote the inclusion of the island's British airbases in 

any demilitarization process that might result from nego -

tiations; 

The question of demilitarization concerns all 
Cypriots,. They are well aware that the West> s desire 
to turn their country into a strategic base on the 
approaches to the socialist states and in the vicinity 
of the Middle East was the cause of all the intrigues 
and conspiracies against the independence of the 
republic .... 

It was in th.e NATO capitals that plans were 
drawn up for partitioning the island and turning 
it into the bloc's >·unsinkable aircraft carrier> 
in the Eastern Mediterranean. 258 

W'ith both Greece and Turkey officially more favorably 

disposed toward NATO in 1981 th,an at any time since 1974, 
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and perhaps more inclined toward a negotiated solution on 

Cyprus as well, the Soviet Union's pernicious Cyprus strategy, 

if continued, will be a serious liability to Moscow in its 

future attempts to win the confidence of Turkish leaders. 

- -Turkey's Kurdish minority problem- -Potentially the most 

destabilizing domestic problem for the Turkish Republic is 

the geographic overlap of the Indo-European Kurdish diaspora 

with eastern Turkey. Thirty percent of Turkey's total area 

--20 out of 67 provinces--serves as the mountainous hame-

l d f h ' . 1 . 'II' 259 K d an or t e country s approxlmate y SlX ml 10n ur s, 

referred to officially as "Eastern Turks." The Kurdish 

quest for freedom of self-expression and, among the more 

activist elements, an independent Kurdish nation, has always 

posed a challenge to th.e homogeneous and geographically 

intact Turkish "nation-state" envisioned and forged by Kemal 

and his reformist ~ollowers. 

In Ottoman times, the possible geopolitical benefits of 

exploiting separatist sentiments in eastern Turkey proved 

an irresistable temptation to czarist Russia, as in 1878, 

when Sultan Abdul Hamid II handed Cyprus over to Britain in 

a desperate play for assistance against Russian meddling in 

eastern Anatolia. The successor Soviet state has found Turkey's 

Kurdish "problem" no less a temptation. In 1945, as Moscow 

pressed its territorial demands on Turkey, the Soviets also 

supplied clandestine assistance to Kurdish and Armenian sep 

aratist groups in the two eastern Turkish provinces coveted 
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by Stalin, namely Kars and Ardahan. 260 Even today, reports 

David Landau, the historical pattern persists: 

Informed Turks say they are convinced that Kurdish 
separatism is incited and exploited by the local Com
munists, who in turn are schooled from across the 
border in an insinuating design of the classic kind. 
'The Kremlin seeks in this way to nibble away at 
Turkish resistance to Russian expansionism,' asserts 
a leading liberal journalist . 261 

Or, as former Turkish Senator Kamran Inan--himself a Kurd--

more bluntly puts it: "Their aim is to set up a pro - Moscow 

Kurdistan state.,,262 

Republican.Turkey has never exhibited much tolerance 

for Kurdish agitation in the east. Only in 1923, when Kemal's 

envoy Ismet In6nu successfully outmaneuvered Allied propo

nents of Kurdish statehood at the Lausanne Conference by 
263 referring to Turkey as the "homeland of Kurds and Turks," 

did the Kemalists confer upon the Kurds the slightest measure 

of legitimacy by recognizing them as a discrete ethnic entity . 

Kemal's subsequent harsh suppression of the Kurds is docu-

mented in Part One. What is most interest'ing, in retrospect, 

is that in the thirty-six years since the end of the Kemalist 

single-party regime, while so many religious, political, 

cultural and social elements have found it possible to resur-

face in Turkey, the Kurdish "genie" has been forcibly kept 

"in the bottle" by all Turkish leaders and under all legal 

frameworks, constitutional or extra-constitutional. 

Even the otherwise very anti-authoritarian Constitution 
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of 1961 strictly forbade political parties from mentioning 

the existence of national minorities. Kemalist-era prohibi

tions on the use of Kurdish as a written language or as a 

spoken tongue were later expanded to include radio and tele -

vision broadcasts . Recordings of Kurdish music have always 

been outlawed. 264 The Turkish Parliament continues to re -

quire fluency in Turkish as a prerequisite for holding office, 

despite the fact that millions of Kurds in Turkey do not use 
265 or even comprehend the language. 

In addition to linguistic and cultural suppression, one 

grievance which has intensified in recent years is the eco-

nomic neglect of eastern Turkey by the government in Ankara. 

As western and central Turkey have participated (for better 

or worse} in th.e modernization process since the 1940s, the 

mountainous east has continued to languish in a condition 

of underdevelopment, with relatively· very low levels of elec

trification, medicine and education. In Diyarbakir, the 

unofficial provincial "capital" of Kurdish Turkey, fully 

half of the population (99 percent of whom are Kurds) is 

unemployed. 266 If there is one thing upon which Turkey's 

Kurds can agree, it is that Kemal Ataturk and his successors 

in Ankara have been no friend to the Kurdish people. 

The potential for mobilizing Kurdish nationalist senti

ment, however, is limited by several factors, such as ; the 

Kurds' close-knit tribal structure, and specifically the 

deep intra-tribal feuds over such matters as grazing rights 
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and marriage partners; linguistic differences between the 

three dialects and many sub-dialects of the Kurdish language; 

lack of uniformity in Kurdish religious practices; the on-

going class struggle between the essentially feudal land-

lords and the commoners whose economic and family affairs 

they regulate; and the rifts which have recently developed 

between the young radicalized Kurdish students moved to 

violent agitation and their quiescent uneducated kinfolk. 267 

With roads, radio and television has also come greater 

movement of Kurds from the eastern provinces to the urban 

centers of opportunity in western Turkey. By one estimate, 

80 people of Kurdish origin were sitting in the 635-member 

Parliament in Ankara as of mid-1980. 268 Yet these assimi-

lated Kurdish politicians have consistently operated very 

cautiously in legislative matters pertaining to the eastern 

provinces, realizing the political pitfalls of pressing 

merely the economic (let alone the more controversial lin -

guistic and political) grievances. 

They recall that in March 1971, the Turkish Labor Party 

- the leading vote~getter among Turkish Kurds in 1965 269 but 

by no means an advocate of Kurdish secessionism-was banned 

and many of its officials given lengthy jail sentences after 

a party statement, citing inonli's 1923 acknowledgement of 

the Kurds, noted simply that, "In the east of Turkey lives 

the Kurdish people.,,270 Although the word "Kurd" has since 

1971 begun to appear in the press without reprisal, the current 
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military junta undertook a major crackdown in November 1980 

to ensure that future Kurdish legislators and potential acti

vists will continue to be deterred. 27l In any case, notes 

George Harris, "The possibility of substantial benefits 

within the system discourages most of the prominent Kurdish 

political leaders from risking their positions by overtly 

. h . . ,,272 promotlng et nlC separatlsm. 

While all of these incentives, disincentives and factors 

of sub-ethnic fragmentation may serve to impede the movement 

toward Kurdish separatism in Turkey, there is considerable 

evidence, first of all, that the unrest in eastern Turkey 

has become more widespread, more violent, better organized 

and more ideologically - colored in the past few years;273 

secondly, that the Turkish government and armed .forces have 

reacted so sternly as to betray a historically - undiminished 

fear of "partitionism in east Anatolia,,;274 and thirdly, that 

the Soviet Union has welcomed and abetted the ethnic strife 

in Turkey's vulnerable hinterland. 275 Writes David Landau, 

these internal difficulties "provide a fertile potential 

breeding ground for the kind of subversion at which the 

Soviets excel.,,276 That being the case, the Kurdish problem 

promises to remain a central, if scarcely acknowledged, ob

stacle in Turkish - Soviet relations for years to come. 

--the Soviet Union's Turkic minority problem--Just as the 

Kurdish regions are Turkey's weak eastern flank, the Muslim 

Turkic republics further east constitute the Soviet Union's 
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"soft underbelly ." And just as Turkey 's leaders have always 

feared the effects of nationalist agitation among the Kurds, 

the Soviet leaders have harbored misgivings of their own 

concerning the potential for dissension among the enormous 

body of Turkic peoples ruled by them since the 1920s. Accord -

ing to Bernard Lewis , these concerns are not likely to dimin-

ish in future years: 

The numbers l sic) of Turkics in the U.S.S.R. is 
rising rapidly; they may soon outnumber the Slavs. 
Their position on both sides of the Soviet-Chinese 
frontier gives them a vital strategic importance. 
The potential role of Turkey, as the leading Turkic 
power and indeed the only independent state in the 
Turkic world, has grown accordingly, and for this 
reason too the Russians must seek to win over or 
at least neutralize the Turkish leadership.277 

Beyond the superficial and somewhat ironic similarities 

in both countries' latent minority problems (particularly 

ironic in light of each government ' s special position of 

influence over the other ' s minority), there are overriding 

circumstantial differences which give the Soviet Turkic 

"situation" a unique importance in Soviet -Turkish relations . 

While Turkey is a democratic state dedicated to free elections, 

free speech, and a free press (to the extent that these do 

not jeopardize Atatfirk's cardinal principles), the Soviet 

Union is a closed society tightly run by a dictatorial ruling 

hierarchy. Thus while eastern Turkey makes an easily acces-

sible target for foreign subversion, the Soviet republics 

of Azerbaijan, Turkmenia, Uzbekistan, Tadzhikistan, Kazakhstan 
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and Kirghizia are infinitely more insulated from external 

influences. The Turkish threat to the U.S.S.R. is ~herefore 

more theoretical than real. 

Nevertheless, were the level of political self-consciousness 

now evidenced in Kurdish Turkey ever to develop among the 

Soviet Turkic peoples, Moscow's problem l<1ould be far more 

serious than is Ankara's. This is not simply due to the 

vastly greater size and proportion of the U.S.S.R. 's minority,278 

although as a consequence of this the state security forces 

necessary to subdue an agitated Soviet Turkic population 

would greatly outnumber those recently deployed in eastern 

Turkey. Rather, there are sharp religious and racial differ

ences between Turkics and Russians which add potentially 

inflammatory dimensions to the core issues of ethnic suppres

sion and inferior treatment which sustain Kurdish nationalism 

ln Turkey. 

The significance to the Kremlin of these fundamental 

human differences is compounded by the Soviet state's internal 

emphasis on Russian supremacy in the political and bureau 

cratic ranks, and on atheism, since devotion to a deity 

undermines adherence to communism. In Turkey these differen -

ces are not nearly as pronounced; the Kurds are basically 

Sunni Muslims, like their Turkish countrymen. Furthermore, 

as many Kurds have demonstrated in Turkey, there are opportu

nities for assimilation into the mainstream of Turkish society, 

including the higher political ranks in Ankara. Not so in 
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the U.S.S.R., where the darker-skinned, turbaned Muslim 

Turkics of central Asia are unassimilable, hence systemically 

condemned to be dominated by their Slavic Russian masters. 

One other major factor to consider is the difference 

in both outlook and capabilities between the leaderships 

in the Soviet Union and Turkey. While Turkey has a very 

large army -- 550,000279 -- and a national character marked by 

a powerful self-protective streak, the Soviet Union completely 

overshadows Turkey in both categories. In discussing and 

comparing the potential influence which each country retains 

over the other's minority population, therefore, one cannot 

overlook the basic truth the· Soviet Union is the would-be 

aggressor against Turkish territory, and not the reverse; 

historical precedent and the current balance of military 

power on the southern flank make the latter prospect virtually 

unthinkable. 280 Hence Ankara is unlikely to undertake the 

risks involved in a campaign of subversion among the Soviet 

Turkic peoples. 

Furthermore, the Kremlin's demonstrated willingness to 

use force in defense of its system of political hegemony has 

been unsurpassed in the world since World War II, if not ear-

lier. More to the point, the December 1979 Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan, coming in the wake of the fundamentalist 

Islamic revolution in Iran, revealed Camong other things) 

the acute concern in Moscow that Muslim fervor could spread 

into Soviet Central Asia, thereby destabilizing the entire 
. 281 reglon. 
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In sum, although Turkey lacks both the motive and the 

wherewithal to pursue a strategy of fomenting unrest in 

the Turkic Soviet republics, the potential for destabili -

zation remains considerable, and it must therefore be borne 

very much in mind by the Soviet leadership in its pursuit 

of closer relations with Ankara. Nor is Moscow's concern 

without basis. As in Ottoman times, republican Turkey has 

always harbored various interest groups, political as well 

as cultural, seeking to build upon the racial and linguistic 

bonds common to all Turkic peoples. It is these pan - Turk 

organizations in Turkey whose activities and objectives 

are anathematical to the Kremlin, much as the Soviets may 

have tried in recent years to 'preempt the political elements 

b . h h . f 1 1· . 282 Y pos·lng as t e c amplon 0 cu tura 'lnteractlon. 

A look at the history of the movement explains the 

Soviets' deep misgivings. Wrote Jacob Landau in 1974: 

Pan-Turkism started about one hundred years 
ago, chiefly in the writings of intellectuals who 
were looking for a common bond as a response to 
Ottoman weakness and military defeat ... . First cul 
tural in character, early in the twentieth century 
Pan-Turkism acquired a political nature. 283 

During the First W'orld War, there was a movement in Turkey 

to unite with the Turkic peoples in Russia; to this end, 

Enver Pasha died on a Russian battlefield. Although in the 

ensuing two decades Kemal Atatlirk proferred an alternative 

nationalistic ideal, namely "Turkification" within the 

Republic's borders, there remained a modicum of pan-Turk 
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sentiment throughout his tenure as President, and afterward. 

Thus, in World War II the Soviet Union had to contend 

with the skillful manipulation of pan-Turk sentiments in 

both Turkey and the U.S.S.R. by the Nazis. 284 According 

to J.C. Hurewitz, "The determination to avoid a repetition 

of this experience must have weighed in the [Soviet] con 

siderations leading to the attempted subordination of Turkey 

and Iran, the two non-Soviet Muslim states with potential 

irredentist grievances against the U.S.S.R.285 

As print and broadcast media proliferated in postwar 

Turkey, concern for the "Outer Turks" became a permanent 

feature of nationalistic politics in Turkey. Pan-Turk acti-

vism in the 1950s and 1960s exhibited many different under-

currents of fanaticism and prejudice in Turkey, including 

anti-communism, militant conservative Islamicism, and Nazi-

. fl d' h . h 286 ln uence raclsm, to name X.e most promlnent t emes. 

In the numerous magazines and journals directly or indirectly 

promoting pan- Turkism, the Soviet Union was routinely por -

trayed as a persecutor of the Turkic peoples through Russifi-

cation and even genocide. 

It is therefore understandable that toward the end of 

the 1960s, when the sharp political fragmentation resulting 

from Turkey's permissive 1961 Constitution led to the out-

break of violent extremism in the univer s ities, the far right 

was as extensively mobilized as the left. Its leader was a 

former army Colonel, Alparslan Turkes, who had been arrested 
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in 1943, reportedly "for advocating that Turkey should join 

Hitler in attacking the Soviet Union so as to ' liberate the 

Turks there.,,287 Turkes' political party was (until suspended 

by the army in September 1980) the Nationalist Action Party 

(NAP),288 advocating what Neville Brown has termed " ... a 

platform of secular irredentism involving the unification 

of all Turkish people from Cyprus to Mongolia.,,289 

A 1970 "intelligence report" prepared by the Turkish 

General Directorate of Security described an extensive network 

of "Turkist" student organizations called the Union of rdeal-

ist Hearths as an "auxiliary" of the NAP, created "for the 

purpose of raising and sharpening youths' consciousness of 

Turkish nationali,sm and of shaping them into nationalists 

who will serve the country." The report listed a number of 

"commando camps" managed by this organization, and described 

personal vis its to th,e camps by Col., Turkes. 290 To many 

youths, Turkes l visionary appeals--in ' the name of Atatlirk--

"to make Turkey the most prosperous', strongest, and most 

civilized nation on earth,,29l provided a psychological bridge 

between the elevated aspirations borne of their country's 

heritage and the grim economic realities of daily life in 

modern Turkey. Much of the right-wing terrorism of the 1970s 

was attributed to these pan-Turkist commandos, otherwise 

known as "gray wolves." 

Col. Turkes, however, managed to survive allegations of 

personal involvement in the right-wing extremism. His party, 
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the NAP, received 3.4 percent of the popular vote in the 

1973 national elections, which gave it 3 Assembly seats. 

Turkes served as Deputy Premier from 1975 to 197 7 . In the 

1977 elections, the NAP gained fully one million votes (ap 

proximately 6.4 percent) and 16 assembly seats--enough to 

make Turkes an indispensable and powerful partner in Demirel's 

Nationalist Front coalition. Interestingly, much of the 

NAP's strongest support came from Turks living among Kurds 

in the eastern provinces; for these people, Turkes' quasi

racist insistence on the supremacy of Turks held a particu

larly strong appeal. 292 

While the "gray wolves" sought out and killed leftists 

in the name of anti-communism, Turkes publicly prosecuted 

an intense veTbal attack against ' leftist politicians, particu-

larly Bulent Ecevit, the principal architect of Turkish 

Ostpolitik. If there is one influential Turkish leader 

whose political activities remained steadfastly opposed 

to the S'oviet-Turkish rapprochement of the 1970s, it is 

Turkes, from whose ideological writings comes this paraphrased 

translation by Jacob Landau: 

Preliminary conditions for embarking upon devel
opment ... are the establishment of national unity and 
its pTotection, the institution of security, and the 
defense of territorial integrity. All these are 
endangered by subversive activities. Chief among 
these is communism, which aims at weakening the Turk
ish nation from within, destroying its unity and 
breaking up its fatherland. Communism is an ideology 
invented by a Jew in a foreign country; it clashes 
with the concepts of nationalism, religion, and fami l y; 
it is recognized everywhere as the bait offered to 



-157-

sabotage a nation and subject it to the most fearful 
and cruel imperialism-- that of Moscow .... The commu
nists are spies, servants of Turkey's enemies and 
traitors to the Turkish nation. 293 

Arrested by military authorities in September 1980 and 

charged with "forming right-wing terrorist organizations," 

Alparslan Turkes mayor may not be permitted to re - enter 

politics when constitutional democratic activity resumes in 

Turkey. In any case, the Soviet leadership will continue 

to find its diplomatic and covert efforts strongly opposed 

by the right wing in Turkey, including many of the one million 

Turks who voted for t 'he NAP in 1977, the NAP party bureaucracy 

itself,294 the legions of youths "indoctrinated" from the 

late 196Qs through the 1970s bY' Turkes and his associates-

of which the armed extremists alone were said in 1980 to 

295 number 10,000 -- and by some among the scores of pan-Turkis t 

cultural societies in Turkey. 

Furthermore, the recent political "swing" tlo the right 

in Ankara has softened official attitudes toward all but 

the terrorist anti-communist elements in Turkey. The RPP - led 

government's particularly vigorous prosecution of right -wing 

activists in the late 1970s slowed considerably following 

Ecevit's resignation in October 1979. The Soviet Union's 

invasion of Afghanistan, and especially its brutalization 

of th.at country's partially Turkic (Tatar) -descended Sunni 

Muslim population, has played directly into the hands of 

Turkey's pan-Turk critics of the Kremlin lnot to mention 
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Turkey's Islamic leaders), making future Soviet diplomatic 

progress with Turkey more problematic. 

Finally, Turkey's reassertion of its pro-Western ties 

may portend further problems for the Soviet leadership within 

the Turkic republics. The Reagan administration reportedly 

plans to increase the funding for American radio propaganda 

activities; according to the Washington Post, the "first 

emphasis will be on upgrading Radio Liberty's ability to 

broadcast to Central Asia and on hiring language and research 

experts to deal with that predominantly Moslem part of the 

S . U· ,,296 OVlet nion. Since the election of President Reagan, 

there have been repeated warnings by both the Communist 

Party chief and the state security chief of Soviet Azerbaijan 

against "the special services of the United States ... trying 

to use subversive means to achieve their aims against the 

Soviet Union" in the Caucasus and Soviet Central Asia. 297 For 

the next few years at least, the pan-Turk movement could 

become a more important factor in East-West relations than 

ever before. 

* * * * * 
In 1981 the NATO countries are increasingly proclaiming 

the death of detente, and talk of a new Cold War is in fashion. 

Turkey's twenty-year rapprochement with the Soviet Union has 

largely halted while Ankara tests anew the value of its tradi-

tional Western ties and waits to see if the Soviet "threat" 

is as real and dangerous as the conservative Western governments 
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say it is. If the Kemalist army regime can bring a lasting 

domestic peace and an improved economic outlook to the cities 

and towns in Turkey, perhaps the spread of popular anti

Western sentiment will be checked, and leftist politicians 

willing to extend further strategic concessions to Moscow 

will be outvoted when democratic activity resumes. For all 

of the reasons given above, however, this outcome is by no 

means assured. 

V. The Middle East and the Islamic World 298 

The temporary pause in normal political activity induced 

by the September 1980 military takeover invites speculation 

as to the likely shape and definition of Turkey's "multi

directional" foreign policy in the 1980s, following the 

reintroduction of constitutional government in Ankara. As 

the foregoing analysis and case studies suggest, in fashioning 

an approach to international relations based upon the much

extolled if ambiguous principle of "multidirectionality," 

the Turks have made a virtue of necessity--strategic, economic, 

and social. 

The sudden and rather incongruous reincarnation of Turkey 

1n the 197Qs as a seemingly enthusiastic participant in the 

international Islamic political movement raises many questions 

of great consequence to the future of Turkish foreign policy. 

For example; Has Atatlirk's quest for secularism failed? If 

so, are today's Kemalists--including the military commanders--
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ultimately weakened in their moral authority and hence their 

ability to determine the country's long-term international 

orientations? Are Turkey's contributions to the Islamic 

political movement necessarily made at the expense of Western 

security interests? For that matter, are the West, the 

Soviet bloc and the Islamic movement competing for the same 

things from Turkey? In sum, on what basis can profitable 

judgments be made regarding the future importance of Islamic 

relations within Turkey's overall scheme for a "multidirectional" 

foreign policy? 

The past offers a wealth of clues as to the meaning of 

Turkey's recent engagement in Islamic politics, based upon 

which the above questions invariably merit the confounding 

answer "yes and no"; Yes, Atatiirk's plan to de-Islamise 

Tur·key has by any objective measure failed; but no, this 

does not mean that the Republic--or the people--are ever 

likely to seek or permit the mixing of religion and politics, 

as in th.e Ottoman Empire and, to cite two present-day "'friends," 

Iran and Saudi Arabia. 

Yes, the Kemalists have had no choice but to bend their 

doctrinal blueprint-and their foreign policies--to fully 

recognize (~nd be no less proud because of) the fact that 

98 percent of Turks are Muslims;299 but no, the reemergence 

of Muslim self-awareness in Turkey after Atatiirk is not causally 

linked to Ankara's new affiliations in the Middle East, since 

economic and political considerations--not grassroots religious 
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and cultural affinities--are the primary underpinnings of 

these official relationships. 

Lastly, yes, clearly there are geopolitically important 

policy choices in Turkey's hands--such as the rules govern -

ing the use of Turkish bases, transit access to Turkey's 

strategically-central land, sea and airspace, and Turkey's 

voting power in international fora--which generally cannot 

serve the interests of one of the three powerful blocs sur-

rounding Turkey lthe West, the Soviet bloc and the Islamic 

countries) without penalizing one or both of the others; 

but no, NATO's future interests need not be necessarily 

equated with a policy of discouraging or denying Ankara's 

harmonious dealings with the Islamic countries. 

The key to this paradoxical construct lies in the uniquely 

personal and private nature of Islam in Turkey . While recent 

decades have Shd,VIl Islam to have been far too deeply ingrained 

in Turkey to be eradicated by the otherwise reverentially

followed leadership of Atattirk and his radical nation-building 

regime, they have equally revealed that Islam is nevertheless 

very weak as a force for political mobilization in Turkey. 

The two driving forces behind Ankara's new involvement in 

l~iddle East politics since the early 1970s have been economic 

and political, i.e.: the sudden post-1973 crisis of depend-
, 

ence on Middle Eastern countries for newly-expensive oil, 

which also compounded the need to open new outlets for Turkish 

labor and exports; and Turkey's singular political desire 
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after 1974 for international support on the Cyprus issue. 

The essentially non-Islamic basis for Ankara's new 

posture in the Middle East has been further obfuscated by 

the high international profile attained in the 1970s by the 

vociferous and dynamic National Salvation Party leader, 

Necmettin Erbakan. But for the fact that both of Turkey's 

major parties, the JP and the RPP, perpetually failed to 

win quite enough National Assembly seats to sustain a one

party government --making them hostage, respectively, to 

splinter parties and a handful of independents and opposition 

defectors--Erbakan could never have risen to such a position 

of influence. Yet because the JP's electoral base was slightly 

smaller than the RPP's from 1973 to 1980, JP leader Suleyman 

Demirel had no choice but to form coalitions in 1975 and 

1977 with both Col. Turkes' NAp and Mr. Erbakan'·s NSP. Erba

kan soon became very adept at having the elector ally -minor 

NSP "tail" wag the Nationalist Front coalition government 

t1dog." 

Islam as a factor in Turkish foreign policy, therefore, 

is not the monolithic spiritual/political movement it may 

appear to be. Rather, a number of basically unconnected 

factors--th.e post-Atatiirk reassertion of Islam in Turkish 

daily life, the 1973 oil price/supply cris is, the JP- RPP 

stalemate of the 1970s, the 1974 Cyprus invasion followed 

by the Turkish-American estrangement, and the rise of the 

Islamic movement as a global political force--have contributed 
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to the erroneous impression that Turkey' s political contri

butions to the international Islamic movement are a reflection 

of some new popular yearning in Turkey for religious, cul

tural and ideological solidarity with the Islamic world. 

They are not. 

This is not to say that certain Islamic governments 

do not look upon Turkey as (at least potentially) "one of 

their own," or that Turkish diplomacy does not seek to cul

tivate and benefit from this sense of mutual goodwill . In 

analysing Turkey's relations with the countries of the Middle 

East, however, it will be more relevant to look at all of 

the other factors -his tori_cal , geographical, economic, as 

well as domestic political-which underlie these relation 

ships-. Thus disaggregated, Turkey's Niddle East ties will 

be seen to be far less homogeneous, and potentially far more 

compatible with Western interests, than they might appear 

through the faulty mirror-imaging lens of global Islamic 

politics. 

- -the reassertion of Islam in T~rkey--For over four centuries, 

Ottoman Sultans exercised supreme authority over the entire 

Islamic world by maintaining the Caliphate from the Hagia 

Sophia in Constantinople. Once the military and administra

tive prowess of the Ottoman janissaries and governors began 

to wane in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, how-ever, 

the moral authority of the Caliphate correspondingly declined, 

so much so that a 1914 call by the Sultan for all Muslims to 
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rise and fight a Holy War was universally ignored. When 

President Kemal abolished the Caliphate and dismantled Tur

key's religious institutions on Harch 3, 1924, therefore, 

he was merely altering the structure of Turkish leadership, 

albeit radically, to match a profoundly changed reality. 

For far too long, the Turks had suffered under inept, corrupt 

and unrepresentative religious leaders. 

The fact that Kemal Atatilrk and the army successfully 

molded a democratic and modern republic earned for them the 

enduring prestige which the Sultans had long since squandered. 

Thus, in interpreting the resurgence of Islam in Turkey from 

1945 to the present, it is necessary to recall, first of all, 

that combining politics and religion is regarded by most 

Turks as very detrimental to the country, and secondly, that 

in any Case, there is no dearth of popular respect for the 

institution of secular leadership, specifically the armed 

forces and the ideology of Ataturk, which supplanted the 

failing Ottoman institutions. 

It is now fully apparent that Atatiirk's enforced secu

larization program failed to reach all the way into the homes 

of rural Anatolia. We have noted the electoral efforts of 

both the Democratic Party and the Republican People's Party 

in the late 194Qs and 195Qs to attract the votes of rural 

peasant Turks through Islamic appeals--a tactic used by 

Kemal himself in the earliest stages of the Turkish national 

ist movement at Sivas and Erzerum. Even today, reports 
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Arnold Hottinger, " . .. in the peasant villages of Central 

Anatolia, Muslim law relating to polygamy and the specifi -

cally Muslim law of inheritance in practice are operative 

in spite of the theoretical validity of the 'European' law 

in these matters.,,300 

Moreover, public institutional manifestations of Islamic 

adherence have been permitted to reemerge in recent decades, 

and the long-running linguistic controversy among literati 

questioning the merits of Kemal's de-Islamized Pure Turkish 

( see earlier section) has come out into the open . 30l The 

city of Konya is the center of Islamic culture in Turkey, 

with the Institute of Superior Islamic Studies and over 4QO 

mosques. 30 2 Al though. there are fundamentalis t Turkish Mus lims 

who undeTstandably cannot reconcile ·their faith with the rule 

of the secularistic and Europeanized Turkish state, virtually 

all observers agree that the reemergence of Islamic insti

tutions in Turkey doe s not represent a step toward the re 

vitalization of Islam as a rival political ideal to the 

r epublic of Ataturk. The significance of the survival of 

Islam in modern Turkey , therefore, relates not to the issues 

of who among the Turks will rule, and by what laws, but 

rather to the cultural bearings and s e lf-image of th.e indi-

vidual Turk. Writes Hottinger ; 

[AtaturkJ defeated Islam when he deposed the 
Caliph; but his objective was a change in Turkish 
mentality . He wanted the Turks to turn to the mod
ern western world, and Islam was an obstacle to this. 
The central i s sue of Turkish contemporary politics 
is this question of mind and spir i t, the extent to 
which it has in fact changed, the extent to which 

\ 
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the old mentality survives, and the developments 
pointing to the future that are taking place in 
both old and new. 303 

A look at the progress of Islam as a political force 

in post - Ataturk Turkey confirms that, while the mainstream 

political parties have consistently capitalized on the Is-

lamic heritage of Turkey's population, first in the electoral 

arena and more recently in the conduct of international dip -

lomacy, the "guardian of Atatiirk's principles"-the army

has been very careful not to let the freer expression of 

Islamic culture translate into effective political activism. 

Most interestingly of all, public opinion in Turkey appears 

to be far more sympathetic toward the Kemalists on this 

issue than it is toward the relatively few suppressed would-

be Islamic political activists. 

--I ~lamic political activism sihc~ Atatiirk--In the 19SQs, 

while the ruling D~ and the rival R~P competed for the new 

rural peasant vote by promising ever - greater relaxation of 

the Kemalist prohibitions on Islamic schooling and public 

worship, two smaller parties, the Nation Party and the Freedom 

Party-, were closed down for advocating the restoration of 

thesheriat, the Islamic traditional law. The 1961 Consti-

tution, introduced eighteen months after the army removed 

the DP government, explicitly forbade the manipulation of 

religion for political ends. 

During the 19605, therefore, while Marxists and other 

previously - banned elements availed themselves of the new 
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constitutional freedoms, Islamic political activists formed 

semi-secret groups, call ed Nurcular, to avoid official har

rassment. Many of these groups actively recruited support 

in the universities and published newsletters. When the 

military again suspended the government in Harch 1971, Nur

cular members were arrested and charged with acts of extremist 

violence. In 1971 as in 1960, when the army commanders told 

the country that the principles of AtatUrk had be en gravely 

threatened, it was clear that "secularism" was at or near 

the top of their list. 

By this time the political mainstream had diversified 

sufficiently since the early 1960s that a moderate Islamic 

oriented faction had evolved. Having lost out to Suleyrnan 

Demirel for the Justice Party leadership just before the 

1969 elections, Necmettin Erbakan, a conservative university 

profe.ssor and business leader from Konya , formed the Party 

for National Order CPNO) in January 197Q. In May -1971, two 

months after the army takeover, the PNO was closed down by 

the military authorities. 

Erbakan's followers and the Nurcular activists espoused 

a new concept - Islam milliyets;iligi, or "the nationalism of 

Islam"-which combined Turkish nationalism and a strong 

identification with the Islamic world, suggesting a rever-

sion to the golden years of Ottoman supremacy. They repeatedly 

emphasized, writes Jacob Landau, that "Islam was a strong 

contributing factor to the formation of a Turkish nation, 
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and the Turks were the foremost soldiers of Islam.,,304 

The October 1973 national elections, which ended thirty 

months of non-elected governments guided by the ~ilitary 

leaders, showed the JP and the RPP to have lost a fair amount 

of vitality and hence voting strength during the lengthy 

crackdown. The four much smaller parties on the ballot 

reaped a windfall of sorts as a result. Of these, the 

National Salvation Party (NSP) , Erbakan's successor party 

to the PNO, benefited the most, gaining 11.8 percent of the 

vote and 48 legislative seats. 

For the next four years, Erbakan wielded his Assembly 

power like a blunt instrument in coalitions first with Ece-

vit's RPP and then with Demirel's JP (along with Turkes' NAP). 

Using the ultimate threat of withdrawal from the coalition--

a threat which Demirel took quite seriously, since Erbakan 

had managed to bring down Ecevit's extremely popular govern

ment by withdrawing NSP support after the Cyprus invasion 

in 1974--Erbakan fought for bureaucratic control over govern -

ment ministries and budget appropriations, all the while 

seeking maximum media exposure with immoderate stands on 

the issues. 

At a time of delicate diplomatic maneuvering over Cyprus, 

Erbakan sought an immediate Cypriot Turkish declaration of 

independence encompassing the entirety of the newly-occupied 

territory right up to the so-called "Atilla line.,,3D.S As 

the country tried to sort out its options after the imposition 
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of the U.S. arms embargo, Erbakan clamored for the immediate 

severance of all of Turkey's ties to NATO, the EEC and the 

West generally. As the Turkish economy contracted under 

the strain of a severe foreign exchange crisis, Erbakan 

pushed for massive new investments in heavy industry. It 

was perhaps to be expected, therefore, that in the 1977 

national elections, the National Salvation Party dropped 

to 8.6 percent of the vote and only 24 seats, reducing it 

to half its previous strength. 

Nevertheless, during the late 1970s, as the tempo of 

international Islamic politics increased, particularly among 

Arab oil-exporting countries supporting the Palestinian 

cause and opposing Israeli positions, Erbakan was able to 

sustain his public visibility by serving as the de facto 

representative of Turkey within the global Islamic movement. 

Stripped of his domestic bureaucratic power, Erbakan pitched 

his policy recommendations toward international Islamic 

endeavors: an "Islamic Nations Common Defense Organization"; 

an "Islamic Nations Common Ma.rket"; an "Islamic dinar" mone-

tary unit; an "Islamic Nations United Nations Organization"; 

and an "Islamic Nations Cultural and Research Organization.,,306 

In spite of this, the fact that Ankara increasingly lent 

support to the Islamic political movement during this time 

is rooted in factors other than th.e political undertakings 

of Mr. Erbakan and his followers. 

This has becQme particularly evident since Erbakan and 
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several other NSP officials were arrested by military authori-

ties on September IS, 1980, three days after the a r my coup, 

and charged with attempting to es tablish an Islamic state. 

Although Mr. Erbakan faces a possible prison sentence of 

14 to 36 years (while lesser terms have been recommended 

for seventeen of his NSP parliamentary colleagues) ,307 reports 

from his political base in Konya indicate that he "has not 

become a martyr, even among his followers. There have been 

no protests here or calls for his release.,,308 Even in 

Konya, it should be pointed out, the NSP controls the local 

government only with a 37 percent plurality, based on the 

. . 1 1 . 309 most recent munlclpa e ectlons. 

In retrospect, one can see that Erbakan's most successful 

appeals to the Turkish electorate were not his calls for 

political solidarity with the international Islamic political 

movement, but his defiance of official bans on the free ex-

pression of I slamic culture. The 1980 army intervention 

was similar to those of 1960 and 1971 in that it was immediately 

preceded by provocative religious activism, in this case a 

public rally of 80,000 people at which fezes were worn, Arabic 

script appeared on posters, youths wore prayer beads and 

children sold turbans. 3lO 

On this grassroots cultural issue, the struggle between 

Turkey's strict secularists and the proponents of Islamic 

self -expression continues unresolved as it has for decades. 

Ankara's official relations with the Islamic countries, however, 
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must be viewed within the context of all of the historical, 

economic and diplomatic linkages which have weighed more 

heavily on recent developments than the simple fact of Turkey's 

res~dual Muslim heritage. 

- - historica1 factors--It was only two and three generations 

ago that local garrisons of Ottoman Turkish soldiers were 

the prime objects of dread and resentment among Middle Eastern 

peoples in Tripolitania, Egypt, the Arabian peninsula and the 

Levant. Conversely, according to Halide Edib, the reali

zation among Turks during the First World War that the Arab 

Muslims in their midst were covertly opposing the Turkish 

state "cured Turkey of pan~Islamism once and for all . ,,3ll 

To the extent that popular sentiment is a factor today in 

government-to~government relations between Turkey and the 

Muslim countries of the Middle East, the lingering recip

rocal memories of "the terrible Turk" and the duplicitous 

Arab most assuredly counterbalance any nel" illusions of 

trans - ethnic Muslim unity. 

A second factor is geography. Turkey's relations with 

Iran, Iraq and Sy ria are gove~ned largely by the kind of 

neighborly matters which commonly involve contiguous states. 

In the cases of Iran and Iraq, one problem inducing Turkish 

cooperation with each- although clearly not between the two

is the restive Kurdish population on either side of both 

countries' borders with Turkey. Additionally, there are 

logistical matters concerning communications, tourism, oil 
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pipeline access, and the sharing of the water from the 

Euphrates River. 

This last matter will require extensive agreement on 

the part of Turkey, Iraq and Syria in the coming years, or 

serious strains could develop. Ninety percent of the Euphra -

test water is generated inside Turkey; the river then passes 

through Syria en route to Iraq . Although Turkey presently 

uses very little of the Euphrates water, its usage is pro-

jected to increase considerably after the Karakaya Dam is 

opened in 1982, since there are at least one million hectares 

of irrigable cultivable land in Turkey which may then be 

brought into production. Syria is also planning to extract 

more water in the coming years, leaving Iraq short of water 

for its own agricultural base. lI"ri tes Peter Beaumont: 

At the present time it is difficult to foresee 
on what bas'is an agreement between the three coun
tries can be reached, as all of them claim to need 
the water for the planned development of their 
economies . . .. I f an agreement is not reached, . •. th.e 
''iaters of the River Euphrates may produce the pretext 
for yet another armed conflict within the Middle· East. 3l2 

A further "neighborly" bone of contention is the Hatay 

province on Turkey's border with Syria. Formerly part of 

Syria under th.e French mandate, the sanjak of Alexandretta, 

as it was then called, was transferred to Turkey in July 1939 

under the authority of a Franco-Turkish commission. After 

Syria proclaimed its independence in September 1941, it sought 

to regain the province . Turkish officials today refer to 

the threat implied by Syria's continued persistence in officially 
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d bl · 1 . h· .. 1 1· 313 an pu ~c y promot~ng t ~s terr~tor~a c a~m. 

A third historical factor is geopolitics. Because Russia 

under the czars, and then the Soviet Union under Stalin, ex-

erted expansionist pressures on the belt of states beneath 

its southern perimeter, these latter countries developed a 

shared sense of vulnerability which brought them closer to

gether diplomatically. This is especially true of Turkey 

and Iran, the countries threatened by the U.S.S.R. in World 

War II, but Afghanistan and Pakistan can also be so described . 

The Russian threat, it should be stressed, is not the 

only basis for Turkey's traditional goodwill toward Iran, 

Afghanistan and Pakistan. There are also ethnic ties, not 

only due to the existence of millions of Turkic peoples in 

Iran and Afghanistan (see above}, but also because of what 

J.e. Hurewitz has termed the "common isolation" of the Turks, 

Pers ians and south As ian peoples in and around th.e predomi-

nantly Arab Middle East. Of the post-World War II period, 

HUrelyi tz points out that, "The very banding together for 

regional and extraregional politics tended to separate the 

Arab states from the non-Arab.,,3l4 Economic considerations 

were also relevant at this time, since Turkey, Iran and 

Pakistan were all recipients of large-scale American assistance 

in the 19SQs. 

Still and all, geopolitics underlies Turkey's traditional 

friendship with all three countries. In the case of Afghan-

istan, the pre-independence Turkish nationalist government 
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in Ankara signed its very first Treaty of Friendship, on 

May 1, 1921, with the newly-independent government of Afghan 

istan, a link which was renewed in the 1937 Saadabad Pact 

between Turkey, Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran. Significantly, 

the Turkish government protested unhesitatingly and force 

fully against the December 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghan

istan, despite Turkey's extensive new economic and political 

ties with the U. S.S.R. 

Moreover, while Pakistan's postwar motives for entering 

into regional security arrangements may have been primarily 

related to its rivalry with India, the Turkish-Pakistani 

relationship, sustained by twenty-five years of institution

alized contacts, is quite naturally suited in the 1980s to 

share a common outlook on the threat from the U.S,S,R. now 

that Soviet hegemony has reached the Khyber Pass. 

Turkey·ls relations with Iran have continued to serve 

traditional common interests since the end of World War U. 

In 1955 Turkey, Iran, Iraq and Pakistan formed the Baghdad 

Pact in conJunction with the United Kingdom Ca full member) 

and the United States enot a formal member). Within this 

alliance, which was renamed CENTO after Iraq wi.th.drew in 

1959, there were several permanent committees established 

for consultation on a broad range of concerns . 

The Regional Cooperation for Development CRCD), an eco

nomic spin-off of CENTO established in 1964, became useful 

to Turkey in 1975, when th.e U.S. arms embargo was initiated. 
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In June 1975, Turkey and Iran signed a five-year economic 

agreement, including plans for a joint defense industry;3l5 

similar arms production arrangements were discussed with 

Pakistan in November 1975. 316 

The enduring value of these traditional ties between 

Turkey and Iran was· clearly demonstrated following the 

revolutionary . overthrow of the Shah of Iran in 1979 by 

fundamentalist Muslims led by the Ayatollah Khomeini. Iran 

withdrew from CENTO (as did Pakistan and Turkey, causing its 

dissolution in March 1979) and repudiated the Shah's agree

ments with pro-Western ·countries; yet despite Turkey's deep 

attachments to the United States and the West, Turkey''' s 

ambassador was the very first foreign envoy to be officially 

recei ved in revolutionary Iran by Khomeini. Furthermore, 

writes Michael M. Boll, "The Iranian revolution in partic-

ular, motivated by a nationalistic concern to ensure Teheran's 

political and economic independence, is likely to further 

the coincidence of interest which has underlain RCD ITurkish-

I . J . d ,,317 ranlan cooperatlon to ate . 

Other Turkish relationships in the Middle East, partic-

ularly th.ose with Arab countries, owe less to th.e generally 

unfavorable residual sentiments from earlier times than to 

very recent developments. The 197Qs created an entirely 

changed set of economic circumstances for Turk.ey, the Middle 

East and th.e world, the diplomatic effects of which have 

been manifold. 
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--oil--Earlier sections of this study have described the 

economic crisis which crippled Turkey in the mid-to-late 

1970s, and particularly the severe effect of the quadrupling 

of Turkey's imported oil bill after the 1973 oil embargo. 

Because Turkey services its oil requirements by producing 

a mere one-sixth domestically, obtaining one-sixth on the 

high - priced spot market, and purchasing fully two-thirds 

directly from other oil - producing countries, its vulnera-

b Olo "" h b h" h 313 S" 1974 I Ity to prIce rIses as een very Ig. Ince , 

therefore, Turkey has had no viable alternative but to seek 

greater cooperation with its principal foreign suppliers, 

respectively Libya, Iraq, Iran, the Soviet Union and Saudi 

Arabia. 319" In expanding these t .ies, "Ankara's main interes t," 

notes a Harvard University stUdy, "has been in obtaining 

d · f' "" " "1' ,,320 cre Its to Inance Its IncreaSIng 01 Imports. . 

The promptness with wh.ich Libya came to Turkey's assistance 

in the mid-19.7Qs gave Turkish planners a new and hopeful 

vision that the Arab world might provide the solution to 

Turkey's most serious economic problems. Since Europe had 

become increasingly inaccessible to Turkish labor and exports, 

and the United States had frozen its Turkish relations with 

an arms embargo, the idea of pooling Arab oil resources and 

investment capital with Turkish labor and relative techno

logical superiority generated much enthusiasm in Turkey, 

leading to an unprecedented courtship of the Arab oil-producing 

countries. 32l In 1975, Ankara concluded agreements outlining 
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"frame'vorks" for economlC cooperation with Libya, Iraq and 

Saudi Arabia. 

Of the three, Libya was by far the most forthcoming in 

building a substantial relationship in the ensuing years. 

In 1976 and 1977, the Libyans provided one-fourth of Turkey's 

oil imports; in August 1977, they agreed to make future 

sales on concessionary terms. Twenty thousand Turks gained 

1 · h L'b 322 d h" . emp oyment ln manpower's ort 1 ya, an aut orltles ln 

Tripoli reportedly made a special effort to facilitate hard

currency remittances to Turkey.323 Libya was the only Arab 

. 1 b . h T k 324 country to slgn a a or agreement Wlt ur ey. 

By 1978 Libyan,Turkish relations were expanding into 

new areas of cooperation. As the only Middle Eastern country 

that year to provide Turkey with donor aid C$lOQ million in 

loan guarantees and oil financing credits) ,325 Libya held 

the unique distinction among Arab states of having truly 

responded to the needs of Turkey in its hour of distress. 

For this, th~ Libyans were accorded a large measure of Turkish 

goodwill, one result of which was a favorable Turkish dis-

position regarding Libya's offers of cQoperation in the 

defense sphere. 

Libya had first earned the gratitude of Turkey's military 

commanders in 1974 by transferring five F-5 aircraft with 

326 spare parts to the Turks during the hostilities on Cyp rus. 

Under the terms of a February 1978 agreement, several joint 

Turkish-Libyan industrial ventures in Turkey were foreseen, 
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including an ammunition factory. Plans were drawn up for 

Libyan military officers to receive training in Turkey. In 

November 1978, the Libyan Chief of Staff, Gen. Jaber, visi

ted Turkey and arranged to have the Turks build four subma-

Tines for Libya; sales of Turkish machine guns, artillery 

pieces and shells to Libya were similarly agreed upon. 

As Turkey's economic problems increasingly undermined 

its domestic stability in 1978 and 1979, the country's de 

pendence upon the goodwill of its oil - selling partners became 

even more acute. In January 1979, as Iran underwent revo

lutionary convulsions, Prime Minister Ecevit traveled to 

Libya to further consolidate bilateral economic ties. He 

returned home with a series of three major industrial agree 

ments involving an estimated Libyan commitment of $1 billion. 327 

In the fall of 1980, when warring Iran and Iraq suspended 

oil exports, it was to Libya that Turkey turned for help 

in compensating for the shortfall. 328 In sum, Turkey and 

Libya developed an extensive economic partnership in the 

1970s, the underlying basis for which can be clearly identi 

fied as the oil factor. 

Similar, if less absolute and extensive, causal connections 

can be seen in Turkey's post-1973 relations with its other 

oil suppliers. The January 1977 opening of the Kirkuk 

Yumurtalik oil pipeline from Iraq into Turkey signified a 

new level of economic cooperation between Baghdad and Ankara; 

it was followed four months later by the extension of a 
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$1.2 billion Iraqi loan to Turkey.329 In 1979, the Soviet 

Union enticed Turkey into agreeing to the earlier-mentioned 

Black Sea nuclear power plant project with a pledge to double 

its crude oil supplies, making the U.S.S.R. Turkey's third 

biggest supplier of oil that year. 330 

From 1977 on, Saudi Arabia began to reward Turkey's 

participation in regional Islamic politics by extending 

new economic aid and opportunities. Before IMF officials 

and OECD representatives reached any agreement on whether 

and how to respond to Turkey's severe needs, the Is l amic 

Deve l opment Bank of Jidda and the Saudi Fund for Development 

extended $280 million in credits and loans to Turkey, a sum 

nearly equal to the entire IMF relief effort even tually 

negotiated. "In the light of this," noted a journalist in 

the Jidda - based publication Saudi Business, "Turkish officials 

are looking to Saudi Arabia as a lifeline out of Turkey's 

economic prob1ems.,,331 

Turkish labor opportunities in the Saudi kingdom consti -

tute an important aspect of this "lifeline." Notes a Con -

gressional Research Service study, "Saudi Arabia, it is 

suggested, favors recruitment of Turks because they are 

Hu s1ims, but non-Arab, therefore restricted to isolated 

·d . 1 ... h d k· d ,,332 reSl entla communltles ln t e esert lng om. In this 

instance, Turkey's Muslim heritage has proven directly bene -

ficial, as most of the 40,000 Turks working in Saudi Arabia 

are involved with construction projects in the holy cities 
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of Medina and Mecca, which are accessible, to Muslims only.333 

It should be noted as well that Kuwait, another comparatively 

moderate oil - rich Arab monarchy, has followed the Saudis' 

example in extending project credits to Turkey at concessionary 

interest rates. 

With all of these oil suppliers, Turkey has been nego 

tiating from a position of weakness. To fallout of the 

good graces of anyone of them would have meant resorting 

to the crude oil spot market, at prices and terms which Turkey 

was clearly unable to meet. For example, in April 1980, l"hen 

the United States sought allied participation in sanctions 

against Iran in the hopes of securing the release of the 

American diplomatic hostages, Turkey very delicately declined 

to lend its support, explicitly citing oil as the first among 

"long - term regional political and economic considerations.,,334 

That same month, the Turkish newspaper Gunaydin suspended 

publication of a photo-novel based upon the controversial 

film "Death of a Princess," depicting corruption 'and moral 

laxity in the Saudi royal family, after official Saudi inter-

vention "at various levels" of the Turkish government. A 

New' York Times report cited the Turkish leadership's "fears 

that Saudi Arabia might not provide the $500 million in credit 

and five million tons of oil to Turkey that officials are 

hoping for.,,335 

One reason this acute dependence was not strongly per 

cei ved as s uch wi thin Turkey is th,at this rapprochement with 



-181-

the Arab world provided a welcome sense of reassurance as 

Turkey became more estranged from the West after the 1974 

Cyprus invasion. Furthermore, due to the overriding public 

vexation aimed at the United States following the imposition 

of the arms embargo, most Turks were that much less inclined 

to look upon their non -Western relationships with suspicion 

or hostility. Ankara tended instead to cast its new Arab 

dealings in a very positive light, making a political virtue 

of economic necessity. It was only when Turkey's economic 

vulnerability degenerated into utter h.elplessness-.and the 

corresponding political ramifications graphically revealed 

themselves-that Turkey reassessed its role in the Middle 

East. 

--Cyprus and the Palestinian issue: a political guid pro guo?-

The notion of trading support of Arab positions vis-a-vis 

Israel for support of the Turkish positions on Cyprus appears 

to have originated, ironically enough, in Ankara in the early 

1960s. Turkey actively· sought Arab support during the 1964 

crisis on Cyprus, yet found its position opposed by all Arab 

countries except Saudi Arabia. 336 Ankara therefore signalled 

a new direction in its policy toward the Arab - Israeli dispute, 

and for the first time in fifteen years, Turkish-Israeli 

ties were reduced. After the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, Turkey 

formally downgraded the Israeli envoy in Ankara to charge 

d'affaires status, although Israel continued to be represented 

by a diplomat of ambassadorial rank. Turkey's increasingly 
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pro-Arab policies on overflight, communications and resupply 

rights in the 1967 and 1973 wars have been noted above. 

Until the October War of 1973, the political interplay 

between Turkey and the Arab Islamic countries was not of 

overriding significance to either party . Thus when a Turkish 

delegation presented itself to the first meeting of the 

Islamic Conference at Rabat in September 1969, it was not 

automatically assumed that this constitutionally secular 

republic was acceptable as an equal among Islamic states; 

despite its ambiguous identity, however, Turkey participated 

in this and every subsequent meeting of the Conference. 

After the Cyprus invasion of 1974, the Turks had a compel

ling reason of their own-and soon an -economic need-to 

bargain with the Arabs. Thus began a more intensive process 

of mutual political accommodation, 

Thanks to the bureaucratic w'izardry of government coali

tion member Necmettin Erbakan, Turkey hosted the seventh 

Conference of Islamic Foreign Ministers in May 1976, At 

the conference, Turkey made two significant gestures: first, 

it made known its desire to become a full member of the 

Islamic Conference, and ratified its charter; and secondly, 

it announced its willingness to allow the PLO to open an 

office in Turkey. The Turks had previously agreed to neither 

move. In return, a majority of the 41 assembled Foreign 

Ministers voted Conference approval for the Turkish position 

on Cyprus. 337 In order to win this concession, the Turkish 
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delegation had also produced a surprise guest speaker, none 

other than Rauf Denkta~ President of the newly-proclaimed 

Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. 338 

Buoyed by this measure of international acquiescence 

(if not enthusiastic support) in its position on Cyprus, 

Turkey embarked on a campaign to further ingratiate itself 

with the member countries of the Conference. We have men-

tioned the many multilateral Islamic institutions advocated 

by Erbakan and the NSP, including an Islamic Common Harket. 

By the time of the eighth Islamic Conference of Hay 1977 -

hosted, appropriately enough, by Libya, Turkey's major new 

economic and diplomatic partner among the members - the Turk-

ish public relations campaign had won some new converts; a 

Turkish resolution seeking a federated Cyprus was overwhelm

ingly passed, with only Syria, Lebanon and Algeria opposed. 339 

Turkey's gratified response was to shift its position on 

Arab-lsraeli issues from aPl?roximate even-handedness to a 

clearly pro-Arab l?osition. In the United Nations, Ankara 

voted with the Arab states, even on the resolution condemning 

Z · . 340 l.onl.sm .. 

By late 1977, the Arab Islamic "alternative" seemed to 

be a genuine blessing for Turkey, since it provided legiti

macy for Ankara's otherwise-internationally-unsupported 

Cyprus position, hope of economic salvation at a time of 

frantic debt-accumulation, and comfort for those who felt 

betrayed by the United States and queasy about the somewhat 
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suffocating embrace of their Russian neighbors to the north. 

Wrote Turkish scholar Hamit Batu, "We believe that the ex -

pans ion of our trade with our neighbors in the Middle East 

will further consolidate a growing solidarity in the political 

field, based on a cornmon outlook on important international 

problems.,,34l 

Turkey's trade did expand with the Middle East, and 

further political collusion with the Islamic countries did 

result. Yet as the emerging trade pattern carne to place 

Turkey virtually at the mercy of the oil suppliers, so did 

the political harmonization turn out in much the same way, 

with Turkey pressed to adjust its policies to suit the Arab 

Islamic countries. There were cosmetic exceptions-as at 

the May 1979 tenth Islamic Conference in Fez, Morocco, when 

the fLO abstained for the first time in voting on a moderately 

pro-Turkish draft resolution on Cyprus 342 _yet even here, 

Turkey's part of the bargain was to vote for the exclusion 

of Egypt from the Conference and to negotiate a definite 

timetable for the long-postponed opening of the fLO office 

in Ankara. 

--Turkey cornered--The underlying realities of Turkey's 

self-image as a Middle East actor revealed themselves at 

the end of the 1970s, by which time the Turkish economy 

had seriously deteriorated and the Turks' oil suppliers 

had become far more assertive in their use of the oil '~ea-

pon." Wrote Turkish scholar Duygu Bazoglu Sezer, with 
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apparent frustration: 

Religious and cultural affinities have not yet 
provided a steady basis for cooperation, despite 
Turkey's efforts to focus Arab attention on regional 
investment and trade . Turkey has .. . discovered that 
she has to stress the political factor instead of 
merely concentrating on economic ties. 343 

rn fact, the progress of political and economic coopera-

tion was inextricably linked, however distasteful this may 

have been for many Turks to admit. Moreover, "the political 

factor" for Ankara 'vas not at all a clear-cut choice between 

supporting or opposing Israel, but a complex puzzle, since 

the political aims of each Middle East player to which 

Turkey was directly or indirectly beholden--Libya, Iraq, 

Iran, the PLO, the conservative Gulf monarchies--were quite 

diverse, and in some instances conflicting . 

Libya, after winning considerable goodwill and trust 

with the Turks, began ln mid-1978 to exert its economic 

leverage on behalf of Moscow's objectives in Turkey vis-A-vis 

the United States and NATO. Earlier, in February 1978, the 

Libyan government had outlined a pro-PLO, anti-Israeli and 

anti-Sadat position as the direction Turkey was expected 

to take in conjunction with the growth of Turkish-Libyan 

defense cooperation. 344 In the Turkish press, there was 

some speculation about the budding "quasi-defense partnership" 

b h I 1 · . 345 etween t e two 's amlC countrles. 

Yet in June 1978 , soon after Soviet Chief of Staff Ogar-

kov's vis it to Turkey (see abovel, Lib ya reportedly concluded 
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a secret agreement with Turkey to serve as a conduit for 

Soviet arms to the Turkish armed forces. 346 The next month, 

Libya's leader, Col . ~1uammar Qaddafi, made it clear that 

his primary objective was to neutralize Turkey in the East-

West strategic context: 

We ,,,ant to draw closer to Turkey, but because 
of the Atlantic Pact, it has not been possible. 
The Arabs and the Third World countries are suspi
cious because they fear they might come close to 
the Atlantic Pact countries. For this reason, the 
only thing our Turkish brethren can do is to leave 
the alliance. 347 

When it soon became apparent that Turkey's National Security 

Concept did not foresee an early withdrawal from NATO, Libya 

(along with other OPEC members} reduced Turkey's time period 

on credit purchases of oil from 9Q days to 30 days, causing 

delays in Libyan oil deliveries just as Turkey's economy 

faced critical sQortages. In bemoaning tQis situation, tQe 

Istanbul daily MilTiyet also noted, in an apparent reference 

to the U.S.S.R. and its satellites, that "certain 'friendly 

and fraternal nations' are applying the most stringent of 

restrictions in sales to our nation.,,348 

A related issue, which found conservative and radical 

Arab countries expressing similar misgivings as Turkey and 

the United States negotiated a new Defense Cooperation Agree-

ment in 1979 and early 1980, was the question of whether or 

not Turkey would permit the American bases on its soil to 

be used by the U.S. in Middle East military operations. 
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Turkey's two major oil suppliers, Libya and Iraq, explicitly 

d ·· d h' f . h' 349 con ltlone t elr uture cooperatlon on t lS matter. Within 

Turkey and throughout the Gulf, NSP leader Erbakan strove 

to promote the basing issue as a valuable Turkish bargaining 

chip to be offered to the conservative Islamic monarchies 

for greater political and financial support of the Cypriot 

Turkish community.350 Yet strong though Arab (and Turkish) 

anti - Western sentiment may have been at this time, it was 

not--and is not--a basis for intra-Arab unity, as evidenced 

by the lack of Arab reprisals when Turkey reasserted its 

American and NATO security links in 1980. 

The one and only issue whic~ provided the Arab Islamic 

community with a universally acceptable "litmus test" for 

measuring its political progress with Turkey was Ankara's 

policy toward Israel. In the immediate aftermath of the 1974 

Cyprus invasion, it was the Turks who had gladly traded U.N. 

votes against Israel for Arab Islamic support of the Turkish 

Cypriot position. By 1979 and 198Q, however, under far 

less auspicious circumstances, Turkey" s leaders saw no profit 

in taking steps which could only be interpreted as a political 

capitulati.on to the oil merchants under economic duress . 

Thus, when Egypt and Israel signed their peace treaty 

in Washington in March 1979, the Turkish Foreign Ministry, 

while obliging the Islamic Conference with a reiteration of 

its previously-agreed positions--"withdrawal of Israel from 

all Arab lands it occupied and from the Arab section of Jerusalem, 
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and the recognition of the legitimate rights of Palestinians, 

including the right to establish a state"-departed sharply 

from the Islamic movement in an implicit endorsement of the 

Camp David peace process: 

Turkey, having adopted the principle of peaceful 
solution to international questions, believes that 
the Middle East question should also be settled 
through peaceful means. She has, therefore, followed 
closely the efforts expended on the basis of the 
Camp David understanding. 35l 

More than one year later, in July 1980, as the leading 

Saudi princes adopted an uncharacteristically militant tone 

following Israel's annexation of all of Jerusalem as its 

capital, the ambassadors of fifteen Islamic countries and a 

PLO representative came to prime Mi.nister Demirel in Ankara, 

demanding that the Turkish government take "further practical 

measures"'-which clearly meant severing diplomatic relations 

with Israel-to make good on its endorsement of recent anti-

Israeli Islamic Conference resolutions. Once again, the 

Turks refused to yield under pressure: the Ne\'l York Times 

reported that Foreign Ministry sources "stressed that Turkey 

had no intention of severing diplomatic relations with Israel,,,352 

Several factors may have contributed to Turkey's conspic-

uous foot-dragging in Islamic politics toward the end of 

the 1970s. A country far too proud to yield to the U,S, arms 

embargo on the Cyprus issue is certain to have experienced 

similar revulsion over the increasingly brazen Arab use of 

oil leverage to bend Turkey's will against Israel. Moreover, 
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the decline of Erbakan's National Salvation Party after 

the 197 7 elections, and particularly after the NSP- NAP-JP 

coalition was superseded by Ecevit's RPP government in January 

1978, greatly reduced the internal bureaucratic pressures 

for aligning with the Islamic bloc. A third factor to con

sider is Ankara's post-U.S. arms embargo pendular swing 

back toward the Western camp, beginning in late 1979 with 

Demirel's return to power and gaining further momentum with 

the army takeover of September 1980 . . 

Underly ing all of these circumstantial factors, however, 

is the fundamental incompatibility of modern Turkey's heritage, 

aspirations and vital interests with those of its Islamic 

political bedfellows. A cursory review of the main political 

crosscurrents in the Middle East today makes this abundantly 

clear . 

-- inescapablecontradictions--For Turkey to cast unbridled 

support for the "rej ectionist" Lanti - Camp David} Arab pos i 

tion would have been to reverse years of support for the 

state of Israel. Although Turkey opposed the partition of 

Palestine in 1947, two years later it became the first Muslim 

country to recognize Israel, and formal relations were initia

ted in 1952. For more than a decade thereafter, Turkey and 

Israel shared a number of characteristics which set them 

apart from most of the Arab world ; both were economically 

and diplomatically tied to the West; both. were unfavorably 

disposed toward radical Arab political movements ; and both 
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were ethnically fairly isolated in an overwhelmingly Arab 

region. 

Perhaps the most powerful and enduring bond, however, 

was the fact that Turkey and Israel were islands of European 

inspired democracy in a region otherwise ruled by military 

regimes, monarchies, religious leaders, radical usurpers 

and dictators . This is a major reason why Turkey, despite 

all of its recent collaboration in Islamic politics, stands 

today as the only Muslim country aside from Egypt which main 

tains diplomatic relations with Israel. 

The other side of the Palestinian issue is equally rife 

with contradiction for the Turks, if not more so , Beneath 

Ankara's rh.etorical support for Palestinian statehood and 

its sponsorship of a PLO office in Turkey-both of which 

we have shown to have been linked to political and economic 

quid pro quos-lies the barely - concealable truth that the 

PLO has long been a de facto enemy of both the Cypriot Turkish 

community and the mainland Turkish government itself. 

The PLO has been a consistent supporter of the Greek 

Cypriots, maintaining excellent ties with their leader Spyros 

Kyprianou. Since the 1974 Turkish invasion, the PLO and the 

Kyprianou government have made much. of the similarity of 

their respective predicaments. Moreover, since the 1976 

ci vil war in Lebanon, the PLO (with Soviet backing) has 

reportedly funneled arms to the Greek Cypriots, making the 

southern part of the isl and "an important collection and 



-191-

distribution point" for Middle East arms traffic. 353 

This latter activity has been particularly irksome to 

the Turkish government, since many of these arms have turned 

up in the hands of Turkish leftist extremists in recent 

years. 354 Furthermore, during the initial wave of leftist 

violence which swept Turkey's universities at the end of 

the 1960s, it was discovered that many of the Turkish revo-

lutionaries had received training at Palestinian guerrilla 

. A b . 355 camps ln ra countrles. Thus, when a PLO representative 

announced that "the PLO rejects interference in the internal 

affairs of nations," following talks with the Ecevit govern-

ment preparatory to the opening of a PLO office in Ankara 

in August 1979, the rstanbul daily Hilliyet editorialized 

that, "The meaning of this statement is that, in exchange 

for the right to be represented in Turkey, the PLO wanted 

to give Ankara a 'guarantee' that it would not establish 

direct relations '>'ith activi.st groups in the country. ,,356 

A PLO promise to the Turkish government to retract its support 

of the Greek Cypriots was also reported at this time. 357 

External perceptions of a new spirit of genuine Turkish 

goodwill toward the Palestinians-particularly after the 

PLO's mediatory· as'sistance in th.e July 1979 takeover of the 

Egyptian embass·y in Ankara by four Palestinian gunmen-proved 

to have been erroneous when a Turkish military court senten-

ced each of the arrested Palestinian gunmen to death twice 

on separate charges, making any commutation of the death. 
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sentence virtually impossible. 358 The fact that Yasser 

Arafat had visited Turkey for the first time just two weeks 

earlier counted for nothing; with terrorist violence claim

ing an average of sixteen lives a day in Turkey, diplomatic 

niceties were an expendable luxury. 

fn sum, the Palestinian dispute finds Turkey straddling 

both sides of the issue, and fully satisfying no one in the 

process. By maintaining ties with Israel, it offends the 

Islamic movement; and by recognizing and encouraging the 

PLO's aspirations to govern a Palestinian state, it stands 

equally at variance with the United States, to say nothing 

of Israel. If the Turks have any positive guiding principle 

in formulating their policy on this matter, it is economic

strategic-political damage limitation. 

The relevance of ulterior factors has' contributed to 

misleading appearances in most, if not all, of Turkey's 

Middle East diplomatic activities . Ankara's condemnation 

of Egypt after th.e latter ,. s peace treaty with Israel is a 

case in point. What appeared, from Islamic and Western 

perspectives, to be an act distinctly signifying support 

for the Palestinian movement can arguably be better explained 

in a totally separate context, that of Turkish-Egyptian 

relations. 

The historical legacy of these two proud countries is 

mostly unfriendly and very competitive. During the Ottoman 

period, the two were at odds over religion--with Egypt at 
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one ,time hosting a rival Islamic Caliphate - as well as pol-

itics, as in the early 1830s when Mehemet Ali decided to 

try to conquer his weakened Turkish "allies.,,359 During 

the First World War, the Turks launched two military campaigns 

into Egypt against the British, creating a lasting climate 

of ill will. 360 

In the post-Wo'l'ld t"tar II period, Turkey and Egypt have 

been no less estranged. In 1955, Egypt's President Nasser 

vehemently denounced the Baghdad Pact as a betrayal of the 

Arab cause, a characterization which may have persuaded Iraq 

to withdraw in 1959. Nasser's radical pan-Arab socialism 

ran directly counter to the 'moderate pro-Western political 

outlook then espoused by TU:J;'key. Most importantly of all, 

Egypt was and has remained an unwavering supporter of the 

Greek CYpri,Ots, under Makarios and then Kyprianou. It is 

therefore quite natural for Ankara to have voted Egypt out 

o£ th.e Islami.c Conference in 1979. 

Equally misleading are Turkey's extensive ties with Libya, 

since Col. Qaddafi's use of his oil revenues and territory 

to stockpile Soviet arms and to "merge" as many states as 

possible-through. diplomacy and military force-into a radical 

Islamic, pro-Soviet empire in the Middle East and Africa is 

strategically antithetical to Turkish interests. The military 

commanders in Ankara seem to have abandoned the attempts of 

their predecessors C:principally Eceyitl to "finesse" the 

pro-West!anti-West contradiction in Turkey's multidirectional 
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foreign policy. Not only do Turkish bases remain potentially 

usable by the u.s. in Middle East missions (see foo~nbte nG. 

188), but the Turks have openly indicated their interest 

in assuming a Persian Gulf defense role on behalf of the 

West. 36l 

Perhaps no situation highlights the disparity.in per

spectives of Turkey and its Middle East neighbors more clearly 

than the Iran-Iraq war, which broke out in September 1980. 

Immediately, the Gulf monarchies and Jordan became undeclared 

supporters of Iraq, reflecting a two-year-old ·unofficial 

alliance to prevent rran's fundamentalist Islamic revolution 

from spreading into the potentially volatile societies nearby. 

Soon thereafter, the Soviet Union's Arab clients, Syria and 

Libya, lent their support to the mullahs in Iran, indicating 

perhaps that Moscow had sensed greater geopolitical opportu

nities within the fragmenting republics of Persia. 

Throughout all of this, Turkey was the only country in 

the region whose "neutrality" was genuine. Turkey wished 

to see neither the military aggrandizement of Saddam Hussein 

nor the enhancement of Khomeini's divina aura. It was even 

more loath to see the oil e~porting capability of both suppliers 

damaged and destroyed, and thei~ respective economies weak

ened. The Turks operated not out of fear of Iran's Islamic 

fervor or of the U. S. S. R .. 's hegemonic opportunism. In this, 

they clearly demonstrated that politically, Turkey is not 

really a Middle East country. 



-195-

By accepting Turkey unquestioningly as a neutral, both 

Iraq and Iran have confirmed that traditional amity with 

their mutual neighbor is the true basis of their relations 

with Turkey. Had there been any suspicion that the Turks 

held a political stake in the war on one side or the other, 

it is di~~icult to imagine that the two belligerents would 

have accepted Ankara1s even-handedness at face value, as 

they did. Thus, the Turks regularly supplied both countries 

with food, chemicals and medical equipment, and kept the 

buses and railways operating for non-military traffic into 

each. In return, the Turks continued to receive as much 

fuel from both Iran and Iraq as conditions allowed. 362 Be

cause of these neighborly exertions, Turkey1s participation 

in the .ongoing Islamic Conference mediation effort in Teheran 

and Baghdad holds the distinction, unique among participants 

from the immediate region, of impartiality. 

* * * * * 
What, then, of pan-Islamism as a factor in Turkey's 

Middle East relations? This review has pointed out that 

elements of pan-Islamic support do exist in the Turkish 

domestic polity, and that Ankara has in the past decade 

become an active member of the international Islamic move

ment. Yet in suggesting the dominant role of factors quite 

apart from religious fervor in the shaping of Turkey's poli

cies in the region, one is moved to further conclude that 

the Turks are in fact repulsed by the use of Islam as a 
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vehicle to actively promote ends which are purely political 

and economic. Mixing religion and politics proved disastrous 

in Ottoman times; it backfired when Pakistan attempted to 

ignite pan-Islamic movements in Turkey after World War 11;363 

and but for the Achilles heel of oil dependence it would 

seem to have met a comparably unfavorable response in Turkey 

by the end of the 1970s. 

The prominent political writer and scholar, Professor 

Mumtaz Soysal, has aptly described the harmonious balance 

arrived at in modern Turkey between the religion of a Middle 

Eastern people and the state to whose European political 

ideals they proudly adhere: 

What is now called 'Islamic revival' in some 
parts of the world has already taken place in Turkey 
since 1946, with the introduction of a multi-party 
system and free elections. Various political parties 
have used the latent reaction to the secular reforms 
of Kemal Ataturk as a convenient issue to get votes. 
Many changes have already taken place in the social 
system, to accommodate the resulting political 
weight .... But these changes have been implemented 
without endangering the basic structure of the 
Republic; and there are no unsatisfied public de
mands along these lines) strong enough to threaten 
Turkey's foundations. 364 

VI. Regional and Third World Alternatives 

Forsaken and misunderstood by its long - time American 

patron, subtly intimidated by the traditional Russian bully 

to the north, and economically rendered hostage to its Islam-

lC oil suppliers, Turkey in the 1970s again encountered the 
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bittersweet feeling of self-righteous friendlessness which 

may be its most ,timeless trademark. As a result, Turkey 's 

leaders turned to some alternate foreign policy approaches 

designed to circumvent these great power influences. 

One such approach was to test Turkey's Third World 

credentials wi thin the Nonaligned Confe.rence and the Group 

of 77. Given Turkey's backward demographic profile and 

chronic social unrest, especially in the suburban shanty

towns' , these political fora were not wholly unsuitable for 

Turkish participation . At the Sixth Conference of the 

Nonaligned in Colombo (Sri Lanka), however, Ankara's applica

tion for observer status was rejected. 365 Furthermore, the 

same 'Muslim countries which had endorsed Turkey's position 

on the Cyprus issue three months earlier at the seventh 

Islamic Confe.rence now wi.thheld their support from Turkey 

on th,e identical issue at Co'lombo. 366 

Once in office in 19 78, the Ecevit government redoubled 

its predecessor's efforts to strengthen Turkey 's standing 

amongst Third World countries. By making Yugoslavia the 

site of his first official foreign visit as Prime Minister, 

notes Duygu Bazoglu Sezer, Ecevit was "tmplicitly underlining 

his intention to approach the nonaligned world .. . . ,,367 In 

August 1978, Turkey hosted a conference on the New Interna 

tional Economic Order. Despite these initiatives, however, 

at both the Belgrade Conference of 1978 and the Havana Con-

ference of 19.79, the nonaligned~Yugoslavia included - overwhelmingly 
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opposed Turkey's continuing military pre6ence on Cyprus. 368 

By any measure, the Third World "option" bore little fruit 

for Ankara. 

Turkey's other novel foreign policy approach of the 

1970s was to emphasize and build upon the common interests 

of the countries in the immediate region. As with the Third 

World policy, the strongest advocate of the regional approach 

was Ecevit, who forged a declaratory policy out of three 

coincidental strands of Turkish diplomacy: increased prac-

tical cooperation with certain Balkan neighbors; detente

based rapprochement with the Warsaw Pact countries following 

the s-igning of the Helsinki Final Act in July 1975; and 

economically-related ties with the oil-rich countries of 

the Middle East. Thus did Ecevit articulate a new policy 

focus while invoking an old rationale: 

Turkey is primarily a Balkan, Middle Eastern 
and Eastern Mediterranean country ... . Therefore we 
should give greater emphas-is to these his tori cal 
and geographical realities .... This attitude in a 
way indicates a return to a policy first adopted 
when the Turkish Republic started, that of peace
fully establishing Turkey in her own region by 
forming very close ties with the Middle Eastern 
countries as much as possible, and with the Balkan 
countries, before opening up to the rest of the 
world, and this is what we are trying to do again 
now. 369 

Turkey's regionalist policy is less significant for what it 

purported to promote than for what it was designed to obscure 

-- namely, Turkey's victimized position between superpower 

blocs, its critical dependence on the benificence of the 
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Middle Eastern oil suppliers, and its quietly escalating 

standoff with Greece. 

The inherent contradictions are glaring. For example, 

the accelerating momentum of Islamic politics at this time 

reinforced, rather than sublimating, the Middle East's sepa

rate interests and identity vis-ii-vis the Christian and com

munist lands to the west and north. Furthermore, within 

the Balkans th.e respective attitudes of Yugos lavia, Greece, 

Rumania and Bulgaria toward Ankara could hardly have been 

less similar. Nevertheless, the Turkish government made a 

concerted effort to improve its bilateral relations with 

many' of its regional neighbors, even i£ the rhetorical super

structure was little more than a psych.ologically-comforting 

fiction. 

The Middle Eastern initiatives are lmore appropriately) 

dealt with i.n a separate section. Moreover, since Ankara's' 

Eastern European rapprochement was conducted "in tandem," 

as Michael M. Boll has put it, with the development of Turkish

Soviet ties,37Q the dynamics of that process need no further 

elaboration here either. What is uniquely interesting about 

Turkey's regionalist policy is the way in which it revealed 

the Balkan countries to be as diverse as ever in their attitudes 

toward one another. For that matter, much of this mutual 

incompatibility appears to be directly related to the different 

extra-regional aspirations and allegiances harbored by each. 

Yugoslavia, for example, was courted by Turkey as a 
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sponsor within the nonaligned movement. Very possibly , 

the Yugoslav leadership was reluctant to be perceived 1n 

Third World fora as endorsing a NATO member which had used 

American armaments against Cyprus. The fact that Greece 

is Yugoslavia's neighbor offered a further reason to move 

cautiously on political matters with Turkey. 

By contrast, Rumania sought to amplify global perceptions 

of its independence within the Warsaw Pact by conspicuously 

denigrating the importance of superpower alliances in the 

company of NATO's equally - disillusioned member, Turkey. 

This was re£1ected in an unofficial joint communique follow

ing then-opposition leader Ecevitts visit to Rumania in July 

1975, which said: "It is now clear that blocs have entered 

h f d
· . . . ,,371 t e process 0 1s1ntegrat10n .. ,. It was further artic -

ulated by Rumanian President Ceausescu in a December 1979 

statement expressing a desire to develop good relations 

with other countries, including members of NATO. Said Ceau-

sescu: "As a matter of fact, we must frankly state that we 

have traditional relations of friendship with many of these 

countries, and that we have always helped each other in the 

f . d· . (1372 struggle against ore1gn om1nat1on . 

Still a third perspective colored Bulgaria's responses 

to Ankara. In marked contrast to both Yugoslavia, the original 

rebel against Moscow's authority to dictate the path of soc-

ialism, and Rumania, th.e "half-in, half-out" bloc member, 

Bulgaria has been perhaps the most genuinely enthusiastic 
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and loyal follower of Moscow's dictates within the Warsaw 

Pact and COMECON. In consummating a post-Helsinki Declara-

tion on the Principles of Good-Neighborliness and Cooperation, 

followed in the next few years by several agreements for 

. d h· 1 . 373 B 1· d· 1 economlC an tec nlca cooperatl0n, u garla acte ln c ose 

concert with the Soviet Union. Thus, notes Professor Sezer: 

While good relations with Bulgaria within the 
larger framework of detente have removed the sense 
of imminent danger [to Turkey], this sense of 
vulnerability will continue to ensure that top 
priority will be given to the security of this 
region. It is Bulgaria as a Warsaw Pact member 
rather than as a neighbor that weighs on Turkish 
security priorities and plans. 374 

To complete the picture, there is the abysmal state of 

Turkish-Greek relations in the 197Qs which, while existing 

independently of Ankara's otherwise all-inclusive regional 

goodwill effort of the 1970s, nevertheless provided another 

example of the perversion of bilateral relations within the 

Balkans by extra-regional great power considerations, ln 

this case involving the United States and Europe. 

Throughout the late 19 70s, Turkey did achieve substan-

tially improved cooperation with its neighbors on matters 

such as communications, tourism, roads and commercial transit, 

while increasing its still-modest levels of trade within the 

region. In spite of this, the government-to - government 

rapprochement and the increase in practical cooperation with 

Bulgaria, to give a key example, have by no means erased 

t he lingering popular hostility which has poisoned Turkish-
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Bulgarian relations for over a century. Bulgaria's nation-

alist struggle against Ottoman Turkey, which began with an 

uprising in 1876 and culminated in the extremely bloody 

Balkan War of 1912, left certain territorial and minority 

population matters unresolved. 

These issues, as well as popular antipathies, kept Bul-

garia out of the 1934 Balkan Entente with Turkey, Greece, 

Rumania and Yugoslavia. Bulgaria did ally itself with 

Turkey in World War II-as it had in the First World War, 

indicating the preeminence of geopolitical imperatives in 

wartime-yet in the early 1950s Bulgaria deported 250,000 

Muslims to Turkey' and closed the border for three years. 

Even today, an estimated 800,000 Turkish-speaking citizens, 

constituting a ten percent minority, inhabit Bulgaria, 

although an emigration agreement h.as been in effect since 

1968. 375 

Similar, if weaker, post-Ottoman popular sentiments 

have impe.ded Turkey's relations with the other Balkan coun-

tries. Ankara's 1970s regional initiative was therefore 

necessary and long overdue. Yet if historical Balkan pre-

judices against the Turks have hampered this process, the 

people of Turkey have also inhibited progress with their 

"apparent apathy" toward their neighbors, according to Ms. 

Sezer, who notes that "large sections of the public continue 

1 k · . h B lk ,,376 to ac lnterest ln tea ans .... 

This last circumstance may be the most significant factor 
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in any calculation of the potential for future Balkan 

cooperation, at least insofar as Turkish participation 

is concerned. Turkish public opinion has obviously been 

preoccupied with the country's "love-hate" relations with 

the West, as well as the rediscovery of its identity as a 

Middle Eastern country and the conversion of its long-time 

bugaboo, the U.S.S.R., into a more human and far less fright

ening neighbor. Given the restoration of some measure of 

domestic tranquility and economic vitality, a process which 

appears to have begun in Turkey since the army takeover, 

the broad multidirectionality of Turkey's diplomatic and 

economic grasp will be an asset unique among Balkan coun

tries, one which Ankara is certain to cultivate to its best 

advantage. 

In this sense, "regionalism" for Turkey is a doctrine 

for times of weakness and retreat, not an affirmative stra

tegy for displacing Turkey's more global and prestigious 

stature in the world. Furthermore, until the other Balkan 

peoples come to forget the high cost to themselves of Turkish 

pride and ambition in centuries past, a local pooling of 

interests has little chance of materializing. Ironically 

enough, as Turkey regains its political composure in the 

1980s, the historical image of the Turks as a self-styled 

superior caste may be not erased, but reinforced. 
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