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Turkey and Israel:
Reciprocal and Mutual Imagery
in the Media, 1994-1999

ANAT LEWIN

“Situated at the crossroad between East and West,
Turkey and Israel think of themselves as possessing
a partially European identity in the ‘rough
neighborhood’ of the Middle East. Geographic
proximity and historical interactions with Europe
shaped Turkey's European identity, while Israel’s
European identity stems from a shared
demographic composition due to the influx of
European immigrants.”

In the Middle East, as in other regions of the world, the media is
an important mechanism for understanding public perceptions.
Whether transmitted by government-controlled, self-censored or
independent media sources, imagery used to portray a “self” and
an “other” as being distinct, in opposition or in cooperation,
reflects, reinforces and changes opinions about neighboring
countries.

This paper conducts a study of Turkish media coverage of
Israel and of Israeli media coverage of Turkey. Since 1993,
Turkey and Israel have embarked on a path of advancing and
deepening their relations. The attentive media coverage of these
developments reflects the multitude of interests, fears and biases
communicated by journalists on behalf of their audiences.

The articles used for this study were collected from the World
News Connection, more commonly known by its pre-1994 name,
Foreign Broadcast Information Service. This CIA-sponsored news
service monitors and translates media articles and television and
radio broadcasts across the globe. Over 500 newspaper articles
and news transcripts published between 1994 and 1999 by
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primary news providers in Ankara, Istanbul, Jerusalem and Tel-
Aviv were considered for this survey.

The coverage is analyzed in several ways. The first section
provides preliminary observations and contextual analysis about
the media coverage from 1994 to 1999. Its chicf conclusion is
that Turkish coverage was primarily concerned with the depth
and scope of relations with Isracl, while Israeli coverage conducted
a cost-benefit analysis of the relationship.

The second section analyzes the imagery used by Turkey and
Istael to portray ane another. It discusses the two states’ commoan
identities and mutual interests as they are emphasized in the media.
Elements, such as combating terrorism, alltances with the West,
the separation of religion and state and living as non-Arab cntities
in the Middle East, are at the core of Turkey’s and Israel’s
commonality. "This section also discusses Israel’s image of Turkey
and Turkey's image of Istael and identifies the media’s attempts to
positively portray the other state to their respective publics. The
last section examines the limits of the Turkish-Israeli relationship.
These differences are revealed as one side repudiates an important

identity held by the other. For example, Israel has exhibited
skepticism about the nature of Turkey's democracy. The strains in
the Turkish-Isracli relationship is also visible when one side lails to
act in accordance with comman interests.

The study concludes that the media’s portrayal of Turkish-
[sraeli rclations reveals that the two countries are operating in
separate and seemingly isolated environments, The issucs and
themes evoked by Turkish reporters are often substantially
different from those addressed by their Israeli counterparts.
Rarcly is there insight into the context within which the other
country is operating, Where similar images of the two countrics
exist—such as the familiar notion that Turkey and Isracl are
the only twe democracies in the Middle East—the countries’
definition and understanding of that image is not necessarily
the same. Thus, Turkish-Israeli cooperation docs not rely on
genuine understanding of the other side’s frame of reference,
but on a mutually beneficial relatinnship derived from a numher
of sclf-interests. These interests are military-, security- or powet-
driven, and are the forces that sustains amicable Turkish-Tstaeli

relations,
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ofl?hl.:q}h E?L;lntries, the coverage focuses on the development
urkish-Israeli relationship. Each political or military

coverage,

Tierkish Cavemge
S . . .
app:;i?n-::lzg; C;Ié;:t:sh. amclcg on “lurkish-Israefi relations are
) 1 € In number and often twice the |e -
Israeli articles on the Same topic. They occasionally urt‘fiiri‘.;eoaf

obstac] ! ; i i
o te};set;)di;rol?cg;‘lsa;i:::ﬁfittxﬁrllsﬁf |it5 rig?tful leadership ralc,
| . d4€l was first “pitched” 1o the
":F;;Jr!:]tii;spl.;bh-c Fir when relationg are '.ﬂ.farrnestJI bt‘fWCtt:‘lU LtII::;
e Isrds::’r:i: ;;r Iguda\tory tone is adopted for Israel. Foy
o M[}S’ad iS ref: er;lse technology hecomes the best in jts ticld,
intcmgenc& s rel rred toe as the most feared counler-terrorism
e e o e |Ee Sm thc_ world and the Israeli Defense Forees
the o 2 e'l-equxppg:l army. Such coverage transmitg
imp messiage that Turkey has much to gain from

. Thro t

rel;;l:izzlzll mhf:dl.'fl focused on the phenomenpn of the Turkish-Tsracli

oo ji txep 1tse1+f, Articles repcated the debate gver Turkey's

tinea | ;c;st; N cooperating with Israel and described the

cuft V of de en'dmg this policy to other governments in th
glon. “The Turkish media responded to the Middle East’:
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interests,' o calls for a more balanced Turkish policy tﬂmra;_l;lti:z
regional neighbors, to the less commun‘appeuls for a return o the
Muslimn world,? and io, in the Islamist press, the rare Jewi
l r ‘g . .
m}-[l‘flprll:-ii?ilg:;i};elaﬂons reached theirllew point in the per_md
from 1996 to (997, while MNecmettin Erbaka_m Was E:Iorfmz
minister. His goal of abrogating agrf:er‘nents wuh_ Istas T.:::S
bringing Turkey back into the fold of regional islamm‘ count e
took him on a tour of Tebran, Lairo, Tripoli and :’J[ht]l:l regrlc-n !
capitals, where he hoped to mend dlamaged tes. km::evvc;é
Erpakan, who crvisioned a 1eadcrshlP THE f_or Vurkey, ¥ s
humiliated during his trip and the Tarkish n_nedla év:as t:gjl:al%:n
at the treatment diaplaycdhy his fellow D:«‘.[mhr;} lea r..rs..l ll; a "
continued to undermine Turkish-lsrlaeh relations _u;*.lnh de -.x.-
eventually supplanted by the Tulrknsl‘; i;mf' ;:E};;cble jgf.f’ns;_-
ici sis in sccuring lsrae : er
i;ﬁ:c%ll;g;n;i?p\icr_“ Erbakarﬁs Weifare-Truc Path cq?ah_tm‘r;
leadership was overpowercd by the army, and h_e haldbt]n i.qtglisr:,d
to deepening tes with Israel. This lad lo_COTISIdElI'a.I ¢ md nd
franian hewilderment at Turkey’s two-sided policy towar .
]m?ﬁil ;g;‘lt';i.cal incoherence manifested iseifina numbr:rh {.)f p:}ilﬁ
swings, such as Erbakan’s May 1997 announcement ¢ jat ;t-:m
exercises with Israel were being i:;s.nccllf:d, folluwc'_d l}yt.ua L(zla ; :1 .SE
partnet’s repudiatten of that canccllauc_m.,‘ and his um,aﬁsyj; @ a:her
af Turkish-tsraeli tics while on a v1slat 10 Tehran.E bnE o
important instance of such inconsistency was &t ?I‘ .all
announcement after a mecting with Iranian IEa':'jﬂl'S that ull'r;:‘y
would be entering inte defense agreements with T{:hran.[ ';;
Turkish media wondered how it was passible to coolfcra {i'n
defense with hoth Israel and Iran, The army answered by stating

i = Thrkd ity News, Ankara, 23
! *Nfitizary Satd Firmly Behind Agrezment With Lsragt,” Tiwkish Dhaily fir

:‘1‘?:02;32:?&\ Party Official Abduilab Gut Interviewed,” Tarkipe, Itanibul, 31 July 1994,

E:'&S. Poticies Suppart [sracl, Mot Middte Easy Peace,” Tirkiye, Lstanbul, 7 August 1594,
El‘fiﬁore on Mordekhay Meeting With Turkish Dicfense Mirister,” Cauzramsnt Press e,
IEE':i[:r:.l:lrll:;::!:; Safr;-?rgolﬁz;r Joint Naval Manocuvres “Jot Cancelied,” Jsrael Teterislon
lﬁ:ﬁl’TE‘.JJ'L:;I::nTzﬂglxj;\T;?:::tli\!ify Tla%u:";.qz;.lmn Ties." Trkleh Dally News, Anlcra. 14
August 1996,
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that coaperation with Iran was not appropriate and that the
agreement would not be implemented. To drive this poiat home,
the oilitary coordinated various gestures toward Isracl, such as
port visits by Turkish warships in Haifa, which were celebrated in
the Israeli media,” the army’s signing of far-reaching agreements
with Israel without government involvement,® or the correction
of rebukes of Israel following s meeting with Arab ar Iranian
offictals by the army or Erbakan’s coalition partners. In time, the
military establishment was so wpset by Ecbakan's violation of
Kemal Atatlick’s state secularism, thag, in 1997, he found himself
banned frem politics by the Turkish Constitutional Court.
‘Thereafter, velations with Tsrael improved.

An article about Erbakan's delayed acquiescence to mect Israeil
Foreign Minister David Levi during the signing of the Turkish-
Israeli free trade agreement demonstrates how the Turkish media
depicied the foreign policy ambiguity during Erbakan’s term:

Prime Minister Necmettin Erbakan maintained a stubborn
approach but he later gpreed 1o mest with Foreign Minister Pavid
Levi. Why did he maintain such an approach since ke would
agree to hold talks with him in the cnd? Obviously someone
informed him as follows: “You are nar the Welfare Parey’s Prime
Minister. You arc the Prime Minister of Turkey, $o, you have 1
meet with him for the sake of Turkey s interests.” This is essential,
This is how the meeting took place. Erbukan’s meeting with
Levi has again brought to light the fact that Turkey’s interests
have priority aver everything else. This hay proved us to be
right again. Had he avoided meeting Levi, Turkey would have
lost a very strategic apportunic:®

Dring the entitety of the Erbakan torm, the Turkish media

caverage echoed this argument. The most common phirases from

Turkey’s media were: “Turkey has every right to act in accordance
with its national interest,” and, referring to the Arnb states or
Iran, “Cooperation between Turkey and Israel is not directed
against a third country”

By the end of 1997, Turkish articles demonstrated that the
real power in Turkey was held by the military. As long as Israel

T *Turkish Warships Pay ‘Courtesy Cal'* at Haifa Fore,” fsrasf Teleslsfon Chimmna! 1 Matwark,
ferusabern, 17 June 1997,

* “Tarkish Deputy COS To Israel "Next Week' on "Manceuvres,'™ JOF Radia, Tel Aviv, 30
April 1957,

? "Erhakan’s Meeting With Isract's Levi Viewed ™ Sabalk, Istanbul, 9 April 1997, p e
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could maintain its reputation with Turkey's m}htal?r officers, the
relationship would prevail and pmb;jlbly ﬂu}fns iVt
1t is important ta note that the Turbsh media, w;r ile o Pulatcd
are highty politicized and powerfully ul-ﬂuenced, itnot nr-:L o E{‘ atod.
by the Turkish government. Hence imagery used 11}11 e Turidst
yt:d'm atsa reveals the regime's desired message 10 € ercmd Is,r.aei
%rk&y about Israel and the relationship between Turkey an .

i Coverage _ s
Isrg::;ef{i crwfragi: of Turkey often seems ke ?c?is]t‘-l'iegfiléj::g; s
The Isracli media usually include 2 ratignalize 115. of adhamees
a5 well as instinctive Israeli enthusiasm for the nj,Fa :-;Fm fpo-rmlng
the surveyed period, the chief advantages identd ]"E'urkish ormng
+ closer relationship with Turkey were: to c:r_f:a‘tctarru T
for Isvaeli military contracts, to build ];u,\me Lot oo,
delerrence against Syria and to break Israe sdr %1 e
To seoure dhe B prepored o coves the costs of e

i ip of Turkey and was : f th
;?fl:)?ts.w?ﬂ?c coun?;\ip persisted even when‘ Welfare le:rE;rl ;L:ﬁ:ﬁ
Erbakan gained power and dramatically LOOiI:(‘j re i l:e e
Israe! by making anti-lsrael Stm”'?mm.{sdt Ia:a;,s ummhib
ducumenied i the prese DACE o gh army was teniog. in
{ = [ TS, H

Ef” 2: Ddtaés?:i)l::ii E:hakan’s palicies, the military resp;t;nier?r:(;
1:":;:-:1'5 ggstum and imposed its will‘un the elca:tn.z:l l".r':.&i h?s tst_ud).'
Path coalition government. The articles sun']ey-_f: L
indicate that lsrael's courtship couircd when relations ; Ty
lthrealened to invelve it in a Turkish-Synian wa;' anh ?-. e
Greek Cypriot conflict m;:r Rusrf':?;a?'léis:;isé :)dr: {*{ ;:r ;d " oty

' rbroiled in another reg
E::;%fgf;f lilfs sirategic cagperation with Turkey:

[MAGERY - .
Turkish and Israeli journalists often co_mn"tumute;r'\né:sassgi A
the public about the other state by cvoking images

e ——

' = Mu'ariy—FHapem
10 *Turkey's Fzbakan Seer Planning “lo Rencge’ on Agreements, Mu's

i o [ane 1996, p- 3. . b, welitary
ffp};ii::ﬂn:‘;g;el;:;\;mﬂd é:manly of Tsrasli back c:ru:;; gm.rt ;En;e:i{ I;a;r'l;;zkﬁs poppinid
j sagli contacts in Washington to soften f e US o
pm]ncr:ls_ i‘d:lfc:rsfn?iu :;r-:gell;racli nerwytks in Europt (o facilitate the adoprtion ofa i
1nva u L [

d 2 TS
el L.n howy aned [msaL o= U0 '.qe,nzcha:ld {1} DPEFE

- N . § r

Turkish cuzloms Jnich =nd 1 5 BIOFW
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viewers or readers o “translate” these images themselves, The
image triggers a series of associations and thoughts, which provide
the basis for an informed ar yninformed opinion, resulting in the
audience taking owncrship of the messape implied in the image.

In March 1995, a Turkish ncwspaper used imagery that
prevailed for the next four years;

Our relations with Israel were cool until very recently. Like the
reluctant believer caught between two masques, we could not
establish diplomatic ties with [srael because of vur friends in
the Mushim world, and we could notignore it completely because
of our close refationship with the United States. It was as if
Israel always exrended its hand but we could not shake it hecause
we wire ton busy paving atteniion 1o athers around us. This
vicious circle is finally over. Mast of the people in Turkey have
overcome the ‘infidekMuslim’ propaganda waged against Israel,

and have stopped secing Israel as the cocupier of holy lands

lsrael s a reality, and we have not heard its viewpoine far many

years.., Istael is a reality of the Middle Basr no matter how

much the religious fanatics deny in. We arc happy to see that
Turkey has enough commen sense to see this reality'?

‘The images used to portray Tirkey and Israel in both countries’
mediz remained consistent with both countries” identities and

interests from 1994 10 1999, These images fal] into two categories:
mutual identities and mutual interests,

Mutual Tdentitics

In the articles from 1994 to 1999, both Tuckish and lsraeh
media depict the two states as democratic nations in an otherwise
undernocratic Middle East, thus ostensibly sharing a political
aulture and representing modcls for other Middle Eastern nations
turning toward democratization. Both countries also view
themselves as secular states in a region in which teligion and state
usuatly belong to the same institutions. They therefore share a
histery of atlempring to separate these institutions and to
diminish the influence of strong religious undereurrents in political
life and social policies. While the degree of success in this endeavor
is debatable in both countries, the principle of laicism or state

? "Rurds, Economy Seen Pare af Mideast ‘New Ouder,’™ Noka, Istarbul, 5-11 March
1993, p. }).
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secularism is officially and popularly supported in Turkey and
Israel and enjoys a prominent place in national histoery, identity
and mythology Turkey and iIsrael perceive themselves as non-
Arah states both a part of, and apart trom, the Acrab Middle
Easl. Located in an overwhelmingly Arab cultural repion leads
bath countries” media to express nostalgic intimacy, mixed with
suspicion, of Arab cultures.

Situated at the crossroad between East and West, Turkey and
[srael think of themselves as possessing a partially European
identity in the “rough neighberhood” of the Middle East,
Greagraphic preximity and historical interactions with Europe
shaped Turkey’s European identity, while Israel's European
identity stems from a shared demographic composition due to
the influx of European immigrants. The European influence uften
leads to the self-perception of being moere civilized than other
Middle Eastern states. However, both countries expericnce similar
frustrations with Europe in their scruggles against terrorism. Bath
states view themsclves as primary victims of international
terrorism and as shiclds protecting the West from the front line
of Islamic fundamentalism. They are often disappointed in the
difficuity they have recruiting Western states to their struggle
against terrorism. Their media accorded much attention to the
bormbings in Oklahoma and the wave of PKK embassy hold-ups
in Europe, with the convicton that as a result the West may better
understand the Turkish and fsraeli urgency of combating
terrorism,

On the other hand, both countries alsv enjoy a privileged status
in European trade and customs agreement, and thus view each
other as states that are economically linked to the European
Unton. Media reports about Turkish-Isracli policy coordination
regarding the EU evoked a triangular EU-Turkey-Israe!
relationship. In 1925, Isracl and Turkey decided to ce-ordinate
their European policies and to submit joint projects to the EU to
ebtrain financing through an aid plan far Mediterranean
countries.™ This triangular EU-Turkey-Israel relationship is similar
to Turkey’s and [srael’s relationship with the US, in that bolh
contain attributes of client-patron relations. However, the

U *Columnist Views Eurgpean Reaction to PKK Demonstrations,” MiMiper, Istanbul, 1
Febryary 1999,
4 “Indng, Istacl’s Beilin View Tren, leaq, Syda,” Ha'areez, Tel Aviv, 2 May 1993, p AL
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situations, Turkish coverage fails to equate the Palestinian struggle
lor independence with the Kurdish struggle. While the Turkish
press degms the Palestinian struggle to be warranted, and praises
Iszzel for facing up 1o the legitimacy of Palestinian daims, they
f not recopnize the PKK as a liberation movement and do not
seem (o deem the Kurds as deserving the right to self-

determination.

Muitual Interests
Turkey's and Isruel's rmurtual interests are linked to their mucual
identities. Boch countries aim to cornbat terrorism from local anl
tranizn or Syrian-sponsared groups that seek independence, such
a3 the PKK, Hizbuliah, Islamic Tibad and Harnas. Both countries
wanl 1w prevent Syria from protecung groups that they deem
Lerrerist organizatians: in Turkey's case, the group is the PKE in
Isracl’s, they are Hizbultsh and Hamas Chmbating terrorism
jorintly is a powerful justificotion for far-reaching Turkish-{scanil
militery cooperarion and is ofren cited by Turkey when confranced
by Arab eppasition t ity cooperation with Iszael. The supply of
tiedd-tested counter-terrorism products from Isracl, a regular
vendor of such equipment, and the sharing of intelligence with
experionced Istacli coumier-terrorism officers are pererived as being
in Turkey’s national interest. This counter-tertarizm image
pervades the media fiterature—from intcrviews with leaders to
officials” speeches during visits tn articles on Syria o Lran !t
‘The impertanee of this aspect of the Turkish-Iscaeli retationship
was apparent in early 1999, when Turkey captured MK leader
Abdullah Ocalun. It was widely assumed that Israet assisted che
Turkisk goverament in locating him. Ocalan’s capiure sdded a
new element 1o Turkish-Tseaeli counter-terrorisn coaperation, as
rumots of Israel’s participatton turned Isract inte a wargze of PRIC
terrarism. After a number of Kurds stormed the Isracli embassy
in Berlin and were killed by its security officers, U Israeli media
was replete with warnings to lsraslis that they might become
targets of Kurdish terrorism again in the future,
In theit operations against what they perceive as terrerist
proups, [srael and ‘Furkey exhibit several common interests. Undl

'* “Rabtnovich Expects Tales With Syria in a Fow Weeks,™ [DF R, To! Avi 23
March 19497,
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European cauntries. They have also said that the operations
reams will demonstrate their capabilities in the near future ™

Interestingly, Turkey and Israel underwent divergent phases in
publicizing the sharing of intelligence activities to their publics.
While in the Isracli media in 1995, the sharing of intelligence
with Titrkey had a low pro file,2* the Turkish media cited it as a
benefit of strategic coaperation. [t shoutd be noted, however, that
Turkish reports about the agreements included a request to Israel
not to overstate the depth of the activities to its public, lest Arab
states mistake the cooperation agreement far a formal pact.”

By 1996, the Israeli media announced that inteltigence
cooperation agreements between Turkey and [srael allowed the
lsraeli Defense Forces (IDF) and the Israeli security forces to
callect electronic intelligence and audio monitoring data on Sytia
and Iran from Turkish territory. A further advantage of

cooperation with Istael for Turkey was the IDF's assistance in
training and equipping Turkish troops on the southeastern harder
with Iran, Iraq and Syria. For Israel, a similar benefit was Turkey's
agreement to grant sanctuary to Israeli jets in case of an emergency.
Turkish and lsracli navies conducted joint exercises in the
Mediterranean to iHustrate the extent of their cooperation.™
The Israeli provision of intelligence to Ankara about PKIX
movemments, as well as its advice about dealing with terrarist groups
based nn experience in Lebanan, were upenty hailed in the Turkish
media and did much 1o endear Isract 1o the Turkish public. Reports
that “tips by friendly foreign intelligence services™ played a key
role in heavy blaws delivered to the PKK were clearly referring to

Isracl and continued to help improve Israel’s image with Turkish

audiences.

Domestically, the shared interests of Turkey and Isracl are in
retaining the democratic nature of their states and reining in
religious segments in theit societies. As the only two democracies

¥ “Reostructuring Gives 10 Authority To At Against “Terronsts,"” Hirripet, Tstanbul, s

Tune 1994, p. (7. ] ]
@ “Ministry Crenies Intelfigence Expests Visied Turkey,” Ma'ariy Tel Aviv. 23 darch

1995, p. 13. o ,

I “Sunguelu Detai's Military Agreement With lsrael,” Turkisd Daily Bews, Arkara |2

April 1996, o
With lsrael,” JOF Radia, Tel Aviv, 7 April 1990

# “Official on Intelligence Coaperation
H "Foecign [ntclligence ‘Helping” Ankira
April 15996,

To Fight PEK.” Turdish Diiy Mews, Aakara. | L
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;t}fjfihi Id*-'lidj;ile East, Turkey and Israel see themsehves closely
witha D?A 'I‘":)Itht ;heEgest and the ‘civilized” world through links
, the and the US. From 1994 to 1999 i
(zt:fl?;ortsd addressed Turkey's and Israel’s alignment under ar*;r::]r:s:i
: .n:a?n_jmos. In 1996, forexample, the media extensively discussed
‘q :;tl; t Eteral allxél?ce that would include Turkey, Israz the United
2taes, Lpypt and fordan. By 1999, such coniee h
o a mepr and Jo ) . np:c:tures‘ ad changed
2 Sf_ate;a alliance of Turkey, Israel, Great Britain and the
The limits to their affiliations wi
‘ with Western powers nrese t
anothe‘r commonality between the two cnunrzrics. xﬂhnenbc}:ﬁ
_cuu}r:mes.posmoned themselves as strategic agsets of the US, even
;E t crpuat-(;oid War era, and continued to secure fimericah aid
| cir ;,c:::eil wa‘.e."alsu 0 stem excessive Western influence in lhr:il:
;Jargtgs.m ('Jrc::lsmn_makmg and, in particular, in their human rights
E«; d::;ﬁngi;rke'};;;s aﬁamlglfzz}ly apposed to American influence in
it with the < Israel often resenes A i
Eém:&:rencc with its interaction with the Palestinian :AEEEE.?S
Polkzli]]:;gcegn j:lljomcgilc politics is alsp opposed by Israeii'
; =18 Fresident Bill Clinton's voicing of a reference [
cland.ldates for Israel's prime ministerial po%t dur?ng the IEEB"]?Qr
¢ cYcr.:onhs Was seen as exceeding acceptable boundaries
et obtaining or maintaining defense uaranteee‘b N
: . 5 by NAT
{fEC(f trade agrﬁr:melnts with the United %ratES and t}hc Eur(? i:g
l;;(;n E?r:a;ns al}l‘jnlp?irtanr. focus for hath Turkev and Isratﬁ In
. Srachi media debated the benefits of a def s
ﬁ.;;af;df:{gth lzge ES, similar to the ane Turkey had obia?r]:;j
) and the US™ With Israal's assistan
_ ' ce, Ti
gbtlamed trade agreements with the EU similar to the ones enlil-::::g
9y Israel In a similar vein, Increasing their bilateral trade is also
;}mponant for both countries. In 1954, the volume of trade
e;:jw::rll E;I;;lék?snj Israel was USS 150 million per year; by the
- 1t had increased w0 over US$600 mill; ,
These figures do not include high-t litary conracts )
tgh-ticket military cons :
tl"i‘e;efore understate the total value of bilateral {radc.z:acm and
nother common strategic interest is in deveioping new

—_—

o=
U5 Defense Pact Said W N .
1995, p B1. act Said “Worth the Limitations, fa'aretz. Tel Aviv. 7 Degember

** “Envav Says Turkey "To Cont; . ..
Aviv, 25 March tg;{ J: 4?I'ILII1L.IE To Develop Ties With Israel,” Vingi (i0 Russian), Tel

151



Jowuwrngl of International Affairs

technologies 1o increase defense against possible missile-hased
threats by Irvan and Iraq and to combat paramilitary ground
farces, such as the PKK and Hizbullah. Israel also sought to
sweeten a contract to modernize Turkey’s F-4 planes by including
20 Popeye missiles, specially produced to reach ground targets,
as a gift.* Later developments led the US and Israel to jointly
offer an Arrow anti-missile system—meant to combat Iragqi,
franian and North Korcan missiles—to Turkey, amang other
customers. Thesce efforts were reinforced by a joinc interest in
curhing Russia as a supplier of missile and arenaments technolugy
to Iran, Syria and, in Turkey's case, Greek Cypruos.

Both countries have a vested interest in including Jordan in the
Turkish-Israeli alliance. In fact, in 1993, Prime Minister Shimoen
Peres, while talking with the Clinton adminisiration, discussed a
praposal hie received trom Jordan's King Flussein to set up a strategic
partnership betwcen Isracl, Jordan, Turkey and (now
inconceivable} Iraq. The new Irag, the King proposed, would become
a4 confederation of three districts: Murdish in the MNortth, Shiite in
the South, and Sunni in the center. ¥ While this particular proposal
was not developed further, the [sragl-Turkey-Jordan triangle was
aften discussed. Although no furmal agreement was veached, Jordan
sent a senior abserver to the "Sea Wolf ™ Turkish-Tsraeli naval
exercises in 1998 ard signed a military cooperation agreement with
Turkey, two indicators that Iseaeli-Turkish-Jardanian axis was
growing stronger.® Aside from the imagery pertaining to the
mutu.ality of intcrests of the two states, Israeli and Turkish media
present attractive images of the other country to make paolicies of
close cooperation palatable to their respective publics.

RecirrocaL IMAGERY: I1SRAEL'S IMAGES OF TURKEY

In the Israeli media, Turkey is presented as a natural ally against
Israel's most important enemies: Iran and Syria, which are seen
as supparting terrarist and insurgency groups within or close to
Israeli borders. Turkey is depicted as a fellow leading power in the
region, non-Arab and Muslim, The implication is that the “State
of the Jews' can have guod relations with a2 Muslim country.

2 “Secrer, Repory an Cooperarion With Tsrael " Millipet, 1stanbui, |6 February 1993, p, 13
1 “Peres Rajses ‘Steatepic Parinership' in US Talks,” Ha'zretz Tel Aviv, 15 December

1995, p. Al
™ “Jordan To Observe Exercises; Step Toward Defense Pact Seen,” Channel 2 Telesisian

Network, Jerusalem. 2 January 1998
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and neces :‘;“ th? [FJS aI_Id Europe, Turkey understands the urgency
in the reﬁié;y ?_ru:ﬁhltbnég4tcnoﬁsm and Islamic fundamentajism

i on. I to 1999, the Israeli media support
warm relations with Ankara, despite the sobering real izatiﬂongil

£ P 5’ < ¥
P

cg}:;gfiﬁ;; 'lluakl_?lh-US Joint n_awaT EXSECISC nat far From Tsrael's
Costine e::—: rill rescue r_mssmns‘. but jts strategic importanee
fannot be ¢ tﬁggerated. Itis ng cpmcidence that the maneyver
s arouse tf: anger of the Syrians, Iraqis, and Iranians, and
thar 1‘an.s Ve voiced concemn over whar th t::ali d

supertiucus shaw of strength, It is true thar S Forme
between the IDE and the Turkish defen

have stable political backing ;
ng in Ankara, But they
gn;::lc_jpcctedl, “strengthencd due tg the sharp crisisdt-llfil ;:;svgrsfzcn
ut herween Turkey and the EU, which has led 1o a switch((':;:

: ] s with Eyrope i
s . i Pe lo strengiheni
lons with the United States. The relationship n.\'ithg‘I-SraelrE

part of that shift, and we i
_ ] y can only pain i
strategic and economic poings u-f'!.ricfz-?--«'59 from it both from

misf'zia’?‘;}l:; ':o;l:::'s .];j.rk?y as 2 neighbor wealthy in water, Not only
g '[},Tu rkp P 1-:.Is fmom the M anavgar River solve Isracl's water
iag Vea:r Togn E.?’r ? sc!; conirols strategic Syrian warer resources,
2 plan e 995 s :: cginnings of the Grearer Anatolia Project,
U25300 a0m e cp ':;M.er resources, for which Israel received
howevchauenti onduct a fcas:b_:l]ty study The following year,
ever, i-Swiann»miHCd to U;e Idt..?a of linking Turkish water 1o
Tty ecgﬁm;.i Peace process 2 This linkage consiste of offering
by e - mncentives for giving up its water to Syria in
Mriligch a S}man Signature on the peace treary ! "
e pr;ml;sril‘;cy ::s“a pmfmlsmg vendor of water, it is also perceived
Tl hardw%lr ent for Israeli military contraces ro upgrade
dofemee i c,L:anstallﬁew monitoring technolouies and sell
Israel’s I;[:ujatr_ern :‘-f is;lti.):igﬁﬂfi?i;:epr:zﬂ;éeg ai cacs o 0 break
LY 1 i Ll ) , l
formalizing its relations within the fcgion as ii h;;at?t!'f"fmf:;?gi]fagggsr

—

o :
Daily Stresses Strategi
] i lm

:-I‘gv:lr. & January [g9g, g 7 portance of T
Water Policy Driven by US Pressure on Syvia,”

" * Istact: Baeaq, L1.5
el: LS. Enver D
Tl Aviv, 14 February | 9ug, s Water Accor

rkizh Ties,” Afa 'li'ffl‘—-Hli_']-'\'JJ'll sipplzment, Te|

Tilrkipe, Jstanbul. 29 December j9o5.
d Involving Turkey, Syria,” IDF Radia
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i i i ith Israel.
i diplomatic relations wit L
1 tries that do not h.ave‘ . rel: Tk
meio;lsiaeh officials attend Turkish festivities, mntti:?jg it
representatives of countries with which ]srzgcl Tioes no .
guch as Pakistan, are rcported with enthusiasm.

RECIPROCAL IMAGERY: ToRKEY'S IMAGES OF-ISR;ELIEW@ e
For Islamist reporters, [srael was and rer‘n?mts T cuamgic Srate.
. nd is deseribed in religions rather than pulitica or st1é ey
;gr e;camp1e, “Wystim Turkey has o:pe_ned‘ its alrsgdfc ?11:} e
bases to the sraeli air force for uasmng:;t; c?rrinma .ﬂar 5 duc o
the Jewish state's limited airspace.’ E:ﬁ.mgcmd Mushier.
Christian-Jewish character T?S at times sup p
m{:l ?El:? i;[:ffgl;ni?litﬁgzia? Istagl was prcsemeﬁ ai 3 1:11?’:2
reliable friend than the Arab states ?d'liaﬂo'ninve[?dur more
trustworthy intelligence pravider an webp réoccupied han
Waestern countries, which are thought to b2 pme e et
‘Turkey's human rights record. The following qu

this stanoe:

. y ¢
The reasen for Turkey's cooperation with t{}e Emiddr;:&iasdt f;f
Isracl on intelligence matters stems from Turkey's A
Sra’?O'nteili e, NATO has pressured Turkry on the “].1 fsh
Erf;blenlﬂ at is why Tazkey is m:utI trgstmg tl-:-lc ;;tlt;, }: _:j e
i From SATCQ), Israel is the only European :

E;r:tt:_nr% fég;:;l;& that coukd support %urke'_-; with its powerful
intelligence creganization.™

ident oS | unter-
[sracl’s milicary officers were u.%en,lﬁcd as E);%LT: ;i:;nc::; anier
rerrorism and intelligence operations and s;erv ‘ ;nse ey
+kish military modernization efforts. in resp e s
ﬁ)r—lu’r : he E-4 modernization contract 10 Israel without
%:?\S{LT gthte ?furkish media reported that Israelli_::;asl sﬁg?:;f::rgﬁ
K via satelli r Turkey: “ With its satelhite, 181
tmhzrzﬁ;é"‘t;‘;t?:;ié?ng of PKK leader Ocalaq and':;s ‘;gaa‘ng and
5 constantly keeping Turkey inform_ed of the snuit:_l T ing
1 Tsraet's reliability is seen o be particularly 1mp05 _::_Dna]w ing
a lrong-Lerm weapons supply. Turkey has tradill 3

Apal 1996,
inm T > £ Wy News, Ankara, 4 Ap

a2 i sin r Turkey,™ Turitsh Dally A 1.
:2‘ “ISTBEI}I'W;;ELJJ:_I{:::;YI% Reported,” You! Gﬁn_ay.shn, Is:uribzlé ‘ID»L‘:E;nbm I.QPQE.
"‘ "?::;I. Elsin.g g:lt:!]lt: To Monitar PRY,” Tarkips, Tstanbul.
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concerned that a future arms embargo by Western countries would
leave Turkey withour the ability to underiake unilateral counter-
terrorist inHiatives, The Turkish military decided that it was in
Turkey’s best intevest to vpt for Israeli arms. Israel has offered
Turkey numerous I[sracli technologics. These have included
modernizing Turkey's F-4 fighters, re-equipping its F-16 fleer,
providing relevant radar and manitaring devices, producing
helicoprers suitable for security zone maintenance, selling ground-
targeting Popeye missiles, producing a marketable version of the
Arrow anti-missite defense system and offering to build Israel’s
Merkava tank. Given Israet’s stmilar military experiences and
needs, Israeli defense equipment and knowledge has been very
attractive to the Turkish army

Lsracl was also seen as an economic example to Tutkey in private
sector-public sector interaction and currency reforms. In Turkey,
it was reported with astonishment that Erbakan himself
commigstoned a lurkish professor to research Israel's currency
reforms and apply the lessons 1o the Turkish economy.

While the Turkish press lamented [ran's and the Arab state's
reactions to Turkey's relations with Israel, by 1997, these relations
carried an implicit message that the benefits were worth the cast,

In an interview with a leading Israelt newspaper Yedi'ot Aharonat,
Turkish Foreign Minister Cem said:

There is hardly 2 meeting with a Middle East statesman whnere
this question 1s notimmediately raized. We are asked to lower
our profile, the Arab moedia attack us, but we immediately
explain: The criticism is unjustified. Despite the harsh criticism
against us in the Arab woild over our special relations with

Iszael, we have no intention of gacrificing these relations or
lowering their profile

At a much-publicized incident on Jerusalem Day in 1997, the
franian ambassador presented an exceedingly anti-Istaeli specch
that attacked these cooperating with Lsrael. It was subsequently
reporied that Turkish Under-Secretary Ali Bey summened the

Iranian ambassador and told him, “Israel is our friend, you cannot
talk like this abaut e, "*

W Turkeys Cem—WWe Will Mot Lower Profile of Tsracl Ties," Yufi or Akaraiar, Tel Aviv,
7 luly 1998, p. 7.

™ “lranian Envoy Discusses Staviog in Post,” Jerbipe, Estanbal, § Febeuary 1997,
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: ighbor with
erceives Israel as a wel-connected neig !
ex?;:l;?;: li:’:l:n'l'irnunit},r-b;mf:lrl cantacts _in Washlrr:tg“tg:t z;zéi l_-l)l:r
European capitals. In 1997, the Tur_lushfgov?r e g >y
Erbakan met with leaders of the {&nn—Dc ama I.E e alh;ged
American Jewish NGO, pmbab{y with }31&: hapée tha the allegec
"number one Jewish lohbyén Fhel 11:11‘:;1 would com
i : i 1 - ta Capiut Hill. .
fa‘l;[:-::ﬁlf‘;;’“{(? l; ;‘g;k?w Wi I:E)u ntries engagtd inlre igulai Ef }f E;i
s i i r':t Tzer Weizman was particulary weli- :
?IESI;irE:;e;]nEristﬁided numerous festivities and -:\'?T;s;irl\flﬁ;
military officials in both Israel and Turkey r:'ﬂad-el?lc;araf_-i :memaﬁan
official trips a visit to their cuuntergaErtt.‘]ak:;L's meptaien
delegations, particulacly since the end 0 : ['[1~. i 3,
regularly traveled to Israel to attend dinners. g o }al's g
Ottoman history could be amused by a “_I‘urkm %en:d I's masing
during a dinner in Esrael thar “the organic, rn‘orz; LA d o
tics between ‘Turkey and Israel have a historica dtgg therness,
and that the Turkish culture rainister woultll f1n it IF cessary 10
‘acr:ompany an Israeli diplomat to an exhibition ©

Turkish carpets.

s175 TO COOPERAVION ‘ . o
L[I.:;evcrah incidents in Turkish-Tsraeli rclatﬂnﬂsmr]:_i;i:;t\sffol
sitbstantial coverage in the media and Flcm_onsmratt,nncr Jidts
cooperation between the two cobntries. gh?-. m;:ht r o wined
they were described to the public nr'ullc:s.l;v:?h t .s;‘t e behavior o
nne of the countries was unacceptablc_ to the m‘ffr TR 0
reasons: it violated either the scl f-pereelved identity 0
of the offended state.

Viglation of Se{f-[’en:ﬂ;'ved Identities . N -
In September 1957, the Tsraeli Foreign Mlmst;y }?inggw wd
Professor Fhud Toicdano, an expert on Uttgrmaions bctﬁ:&n
become the new lsrachi ambassador to Turke?;: fq:_lsh  betmet
the twa countrics arose immediately afier Lhc’]"\;id:’mg’s e
conducted an investigation into Professot 'lo dane E O
discovered that he had previeusly lectured on y

I ——

Ti r * TFarki ud_;.;s"rlr!
r " urkish Chiaf af Seaflf an 'Otgaﬂil:. Baral” Tics With Isearl, T& tpe R

ulfk1%
Meowork, Ankara, 24 Febrwary 1997,
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the Armenian genocide; Turkey refused the ambassador and Israel
rescinded his appointment and searched for a new candidate,®
Although this incident was an issue on which Istiel could easily
relent, it is significant to note that Turkey stood its ground. The
images used for Israel in the Turkish media envphasized that Israel
differs from Western allies: it did not question Turkey’s human
rights tecord, and in fact has had stmilar troubles with the US
and Europe regarding human rights viglations.

Another example of wounded identities occurred in January
19935, when the Speaker of the Kresset, Dan Tichon, caused a
diplomatic incident by stating that Turkey was not a democracy.
'The previous duy, Erbakan's Welfare I'arty had been banned by
the Turkish Constitutional Court, showing the imposition of the
army’s political will on the government. Tichan stated 1o a
delegation of military attaches, which included a Turk, that, “until
yesterday, T believed that there were two democracics in the
region.” Tichon shortly thereafter apologized and rerracted his
statement, but the insulted Turkish official insisted he would
report the incident 1o Ankara ® This event indicated that Turkey's
friendship with Israel wouwld be restricted if Turkey’s identity as a
democracy—and hence as a valid member of the West—was
setiousiy questioned by [srael,

Fhe only comparable incident coming from Turkey and directed
at Israel was a scries of anti-Semitic remarks made in 1996 by Prime
Minister Erbakan. These remarks included 2n observation that
the Isracli flag symbolizes the map of Zionist cxpansionism from
the Euphrates to the Tigris. Instead of confronting the offense, Israel

decided its economic znd geo-strategic interests were better served
by retaining Turkish {riendship, regardless of whether its prime
minister was anti-Semitic ar not.® Multi-million doliar defense
contracts and deterrence toward Syria, two elements continually
stressed by the Tsracli media coverage of Israeli-Turkish relations,
seemn 1o have dictated a low profile in response 1o hostile statements.

A more general difference in perception between Turkish and
Israeli media coverage, which does not necessarily constitute a

—

® “Turkey Refuses to Apnrove Israel's Ambassador,” Ma'ariv, [e] Aviv, § Seprember
1997, p. i4.

* *Knesset Speaker Withdraws Remarks on 'Undemocratic’ Turkey™ Ma'arse, T Aviv,
20 January 1994, p. 8.

* "Turkey Stancd ‘Anxiousty’ Followed Afver Officials’ Remarks,” JDE Radio, Tet Aviw, 8
Aupust 1905,
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; irs . . . . : .
Journal affnremarwnah%ﬁ&' is a difference in terminology in war with Syria brought the limits of Cooperation to [sracl’s public
i imit to coopcration, i : i media atiention,
%osi;blea:lld Israel whgn describing Muslim groups. lﬂsraeIll‘ rl;’icfiilll
urrwrguS]y used the term “Muslim fundamentgh;tsl Dsrncgaliwi The military rigs between Israel and Turkey: which narmally are
Be ok lists preferred the les A source of pride and eye, brageadocin have sudden) become

fete ™ rkish journalists p . p ! £fadocin, Y
gxuem!sta, “I'l::rcﬁs :I’u g " T]'hc-: Turkish media thus protected a somewhat embarra.ssmg 5sue that should he played down
“Islamist” or “religious. t of Turkey’s heritage, even thaugh [Thwo gloomy canclusions come tn ming- First that Israel could
religious groups that are a par label “religious” to refer ta its be dragged in 3 bijn) of an eve into g war Tt has no interest 1n
it is a secular state. Israel uses the la : rf frequently refer 1o Second that this way, in which Israel wil] he involved, harhors
arthodox community Turkish commentato 1 :I " or “Jewish the_ potential of burgeonmg into a disastroys regional conflicr.

. unity as “Jewish fundamentalists ; Is imbroglio proves thay there are 1o sides fo the strategic
this commd h y both Turkey and Israel face commentators Coin and that today’s vital alliance “an become tomorray’s
extremists. _l us,  to iabeling their respective religious groups, crushing burden Suddenly it is not 5o convenient to be such
biases when it comes to la gd another with these biases.*! CIOSEF 5 with Turkey, [1)¢ now Hranspites how easy it i for any
and must be careful not to offend one Arab leader to involve [sragl in any conflict with Turkey, and j

15 N secret thay the Araby have disputes with Turkey strereh; ng
I . back to the days of the Ottoman Empire_+
Vielation of Interests _ a5l
. : 1 : €rage was Clearcr , . . L . . . . .

Inthe catcgnry{:-fwofaupn Of{nterii?:’nlir}?:l']]‘f;?;ishgco\’efﬂgc- Ac ‘ I§racl 5 Pubhc d].ssocra!.mn‘ troin H'I“.’O]V&Iﬂf_‘l_’!t in the "Rirkish.
on [imits o Turkish-Israeli relauo“,sf. incerests in its relationship Syrian crisis was greeted in Turke:y with astonishment ang even
mentioned before, Isracl has spearic ! f military contracts and Outrage. “There Is close fOoperation between Israel.and‘Turkcy
with Turkey, among which the obtaining o inent. Tsracl has no and when Isragl distances itself from us at such a time, it plays
deterrence of Syria and Iran are mTOStkErotr]nH;Eiﬂ-g pulled inta 2 into the handg of those in Turkey who Oppose this cooperaticin_,
intercs in proving its frlf:ndShl_p to lur al%/ rgbukfd Turkey in the They keep sa}-mg'thzft Isriel cannoq be trusted to be a true ally "”
regional conflict. Thus, Isracl d'P!”maF"? ol hen Turkey inquired A comparable Incident [n which [srael overstepped Turkey's
September 1998 “Cyprus M]SS[IE Cnm"blwmfar with Cyprus.~ terests occurred in March 1999 Ap Israeli NGO invited the
whether Isracl would Support it mfa Pcfséedcmtemsts occurred in leader af the baqncd Kurdish Democratic Party, '.Y'asi:ll‘ Kaya, to

A more high-profile incident o wo:; rkey and Syria escalated Israel, 'I_"h_c Israel an1bassadqr explained that the Invitation wys

October 1998, when tensions be“"l’ﬁc?f rl\ided}'l"urkey by publicly not i:}fﬁtml, and had fathing to do‘ Wi!ﬁf’.t the governmene's
and war seemed imminent. Israe ﬂ'f-'f cISfaE]I‘; unequivocal and policies. Huwcv—er,.thc prospect. of this visit to Isra_el alarmed
disassociating itself from the contlict. o nutlonly perceived 25 Ankara, who explained w-Isrgeh policymakers that ¢ made no
public assuaging messages to E’era“wcweakencd the deterrence _ difference whct'hcr the invitation was governmentz_al: The
offensive to Turkey, but substam!a )’h d built up. Turkey later precedent of ha}-'mg a Frleqdly country accord such g privileged
power that the strategic cooperation ha icated the message to status to a Kurdish separatist leader was unacceeptable to Turkey,
suggested that Israel could have CO?muniﬁa licated in a Turkish and the Israeli gavernment made sure that the invitaion was
Syria more discreetly* The threat of being imp Fevoked, 4

; 17
® | My News, Ankarz,
- Islam Remarks, ?ill"il!ﬁ'l Da by News, ot
4 “Diplomats Crlt:clzigliiiac;::[}srbakan'ﬁ Tmage in US Viewed, Mu’j\gyrﬁ; I-S;jlr;miv:
27 19955‘5‘9??. p1 rIS‘- 'and “Turkey's Cern on Relations “;i;l;ésrae], rabs;

. 5. p. 19: .
rzszu};'j";f;:; Television Chanwne "[r‘ I\;ﬁ;\?{;. _lc:::::_;i;::; I"]j'f_];lt;-']}émﬂgf Fet Avie, 7 Seprembes

, ainst C .

* Izrae| Expected Not To Assist Tur

1 — vioh I ria " sion 2 Television
IF M d kha}' [sracl Mot In ed in UIkE}"-S}-’ ia Tension,” Channel
F therde

W erlisa ag ‘Sacthing” to Syria,
k fetusalem, 3 Qctober | &, and "Tsrael Sends S th]ng Mcssagc a ay

Svetwork, B .
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CONCLUSIONS
“Turkey needs a safe Istael, and [ believe that
Israel needs a safe Turkey.”"—Bulent Ecevir, 13 April 19957

The future of Turkish-Israeli ties depends on the policics
undertaken by Bilent Ecevit and the Turkish military’s propensity
to influence Isracl-related foreign policy during his term. Judging
by his past statements, Ecevit will most likely continue to nurture
aclose relationship with Israel, but will be more active in balancing
it with a relationship with the Palestinian National Authority,
and will zlso exert moderate pressure on Israel to advance the
peace process.

The media imagery studicd here points to the conciusion that
mutual and unilateral interests and identities caused Israel and
Turkey to pursue a closer relatienship, and that these factors can
be expected to remain relevant in the long-term. However, when
Inoking at the actual content of their interests and identitics, it
seems that there is substantial difference in their Israeli and
Turkish interpretation. lurkish and Israeli interests are mare self-
centercd than mutual: The words of commonalily mainly serve
to warm the hearts of the public.

‘The “real” Turkish-Israeli interests are more likely to be in the
lucrative trade of reliable and relevant defense tech nologics from
Israel to Turkey The containment of Iran and Syria, the sharing
of intelligence about regional dynamics and terrorist groups and
the use of contacts with non-regional actors all remain highly
relevant, bur have differing levels of significance for Turkey and
Israel. They are both demecracics, but have different co nceptions
of democracy. Both Turkey and Israel are interested in containing
and deterring Syria, but posscss different plans for doing so. They
use their contacts for the benefit of the other, but gain nothing
themselves out of that particular transaction cxcept enhancing
their business relationship.

There exist important parallels in their experiznces, such as
combating Kurdish and Palestinian terrorism networks, but these
structures are not necessarily connected. The Turkish-Isracli
relationship is therefore based on “tit-for-tat advantages,” rather
than any collective interests. Unlike relations between Istacl and

* “Turkish Opposition Leader Meets Leading Officials—-Reviews Ties With Peres,” Davar,
Tel Aviv, 14 Apeil 1995, p. 3
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