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of violencz and the rise of radical Xurdish nationalism caused a
strong backlash in Turkey and a sharp increase in Tarkish
nationalist sentiments. That nationalism had become the most
important ideological force in Turkish electoral politics beeame
evident in the 1999 parliamentary elections, when two strongly
nationalist parties, the center-left Democratic Left Party and the
far-right Nationalist Action Party came in first and sccond
respectively at the polls. The strengthening of nationalist
tendencies in Turkish politics has thus far bad its most visible
impact on foreign policy in the strong public support for Turkey's
actions duting the crisis with Syria over the Qcalan affair in 1994,
Tarkey is likely to continue its search for a greater regional
pelitical and economic role in the near future. It should be
remembered, however, that despite its Increased involvement in
the neighboring regions, Turkey’s principal strategic, political and
economic relations continue te be with the Unired States and
Western Europe. Ag the preceding analysis sugpests, the
strengthening of its ties with the West has been the primary
motivating force for much of Turkey’s recent activism in the
Middle East, the Balkans, the Caucasus and Central Asia.
Although Turkish pelicymakers view the development of political
and economic relations with these regions favorably, they da not
constder them fo be substitutes for Turkey's nearly half century-
lang close vies with the United States and Western Europe. i
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in recent years.? The most impressive examples in this regard have
included the use or the threatened use of force beyond Turkey's
borders. Ankara credibly threatened to attack Russian-supplied
3-300 surface-to-air missile sites if the systemn was deployed on
Cyprus; the missiles were not deployed. Turkey made clear its
willingness to act against Syria if Damascus did not end its cross-
border support for the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) and expel
the PKI leader, Abdullah Ocalan; Ocalan left and Syrian support
for the PKK essentially ceased. In their counter-insurgency
campaign against the PKIC, Turkish forces have for some time
engaged in extensive cross-botder operations in northern Iraq and
have established a de fiacto security zone in the region. With the
impertant exception of the 1974 Turkish intervention in Cyprus,
these assertive actions would have been difficult to imagine in
previous decades and under Cold War constraints.
The Turkish experience during the Gulf War was a watershed
in this respect. Under the leadership of then-President Turgut
Ozal, Ankara adopted an assertive stance in the conflict with
Baghdad, facilitating the economic blockade, shifting forces to
the border with Iraq and allewing the use of Turkish bases for air
strikes against lraqi forces and the sirategic bombardment of Iraq
itself. The Guif War experience left an uncomfortable legacy in
Ankara. By all accounts, the Turkish General Staff was reluctant
to adopt such a forward-leaning strategy, and was disturbed by
the technical and structural lack of preparedness of Turkish forces
for the sort of modern warfare demonstrated during the conflict.
The economic sanctions against Irag, including the shutdown of
most exports of Iraqi oil through ‘lurkish pipelines, continue to
imposc enormous economic cnsts on Turkey. Many Tirks warried
that Operation Provide Comfort, an American-led effort that
between 1991 and 1996 aimed to safeguard the Kurdish areas of
northern Iraq, would encourage Kurdish separatism within
Turkey:* Many well-informed, Western-griented ‘Lurkish observers
remain convinced that the Wese actually sought (and seeks) the
establishment of a “Kurdistan” carved, in part, from ‘Turkish
territory-—a perception that might seem incredible from the

? See the discussion in Alan Makovsky, "Gesvil's Turkey: Foreign and Domestic Praspects,”
vafrywarrh. 398, Washington Institute for Mear East Policy, 20 July 1999,
| For information and a timeline, see Federation of Ametican Scicntists, Military Analysis

Network, "Operation Provide Comfort™ at hetpwimrww fas.arg/mansdod- [0 1 faps/
Provide_comfort_2.html (25 May 2000].
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First, there has been 5 realization in Athens and Ankara that
frictions over the Aegean, Cypns, alleged Greek support for the
PKK and the cver-present risk of an accidenta] military clash,
had made Greek Turkish telations one of Europe’s most dangerous
flashpoints, The Imia/Kardak inciders and the confrontation over
the planned deployment of the 5-300 missiles in Cyprus
underscored the potential costs to hyth Countries of continyed
brinkmnnship. A full-gcale confrontation wauld worl against the
Strategic interests of hoth coyn tries. From the Turkish perspective,
open conflict over sovereignty in che Acgean, or gver Cyprus, a
tonsummately nationalis issue, could resujt in Turkey’s open-
ended estrangement from the West, and affeer Ankara's critical
nstitutional and bilatera] geg to Burepe and the United States,
Moreover, from a Western petspective, it would he highly
problematic 1o discuss NATO and Eu endargement apainst the
background of 4 Greek-Turkish war. The 1974 intervention in
Cyprus imposed severe costs on Turkey in terms of it security
relationships, but Colg War imperatives placed limits on Western
sanctions. A decade after the end of the Cold War, hawever, 4
split could be permanen.

A second recent trend hag been 4 widespread change in pubfic
sentiment, which created 2 political opening for better Greek-
Tuzkish relations. Even before earthquakesin the summer of {599
provided an unexpected catalyst far dislogue and muytyal
assistance, the advent of noderate, farward-looking foreign
minisiers in Ankarz and Athens had sllowed up opening for
rapprachernent. When violent and deadly tremors fipse struck
Turl-:-:y, and then Greege a few weeks later, the emergency
assistance provided by each COuUNtTy to the other had g
remarkable and transforming &ffect on public opinion. In essence,
it humanized the “PPONCILs in ways that allowed for new
initiatives, free of natignalist pressures. Moderate ofFicialy
(perhaps including military officers concerned about the risk of
20 acctdental clash) and Private scctar activiss used the
Gpportunity 1o advance bilateral dialogue and cocperation,

hird, and perhaps most significantly, the cvenss of 1999

encouraged fresh Strategic thinking in Ankara ang Athens and
_ "

Yl f#nary-Februa,y L9%6, Greck and Turkish mazine, naval and air forces Flefiaces

zach other 0 and ariind an “hpopulated 10-acre ister, Frnown to Greeks as [mi and 1o
rks a5 Kardak, i z bict e demonsttace ang Prafecy respective dlaims 1 savereiznty i

the Acgeur. Forces withdrew and wayp wag averred foltawing intemnational mediation,
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reinforced the idea that détente served the longer-term interests
of bath countries and the West. The European Union’s Helsinki
Surmmit in December 1999 was highly significant in this regard,
even if the ultimate outcome of Turkey's EU candidacy remains
uncertain, The Helsinki decisions reinvigorated Turkey’s
sttachment to a Eurapean vocation and indicated Europe’s
strategic interest in a closer integration with Turkey. Turkish
détente with Greece is now tightly linked 10 the evolution of
Turkey's relationship with the Eutopean Union. The Greek
government’s interest in “anchoring” Turkey within European
institutions is partly rooted in security congerm s—specifically the
balance of mifitary power in the Aegean in light of the extensive
Turkish modernization programs noted above. The disparity in
the military balance increasingly favors Turkey, particularly in
air power (Lurkey was always predominant in land forces; only in
naval forces are the two sides comparable).

The Cyprus problem, 100, has become a central part of this
equation. Formally speaking, Helsink de-coupled the question of
Cypriot accession 0 the European Union from a settlement on
the status of the island’s northern third {although many EU
members clearly would still have ceservations about accession if
Cyprus remains divided). However, Helsinki also underscared the
fact that Turkey's own entry into Europe—in a full institutional
sense—would unavoidably be conditional on resolution of its hi-
lateral disputes with Greece. Even if full Turkish membership
proves illusory, Turkey will continue to have a strong stake in
developing an ever-closer relationship with Europe. This, coupled
with generational changes in the pulitical lcadership on all sides,
could significantly change the tenor of disputes, and improve the
prospects for agreement Ovet the longer term. The resolution of
other regional disputes and success in the Middle East peace
process could also foster an atmosphere morce conducive to a
settlement in Cyprus.

wevertheless, recent developments in the Balkans have
negatively affected prospects for resolution of the Cyprus issuc.
Since 1974 {with the brief exception of the $-300 episode}, Cyprus
arguably has lost some of its significance as a proximate source 0
risk in Greek-Turkish relations. The new sources of risk lie
elsewhere, in competition in the Balkans and the deterioration of
strategic stability in the Acgean. By the early 1990)s, Cypriots on
hoth sides of the UN buffer zane often observed that risks morc
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often fl ;
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misunderstood [3'11:-:‘.:123L ?Teﬂzﬂ ?IE?CU]?}’ a more important but often
stems partly from a M ei_ urkish security calculus. Interest
communities in the roi uslim kinship of sorts with various
Turkey could Pﬂlcmiga:l?nplfnd from the various spillovers to which
and political violence I\:jir ¢ exposed due to refugee movements
for broader, more da}u eﬂre fundamegtal[y, there is the patential
Turkey, Greece l(ussjag mc‘l” geo-politicul competition between
security of bO;ders- i aﬂ- other actors and for threats to the
concern fram Wlshi.n owcver, despite repeated expressions of
allics Greece and TLIrkgmn t_hat Balkan conflicts could pit NATO
has not materiafized E"agalﬂSt one another, such a confrontation
been at its most Cﬂn- n faf:t, for some time, Turkish policy has
and the region has sb‘;r;"sm'ﬂ and multilateral in Balkan iésucs‘,
Ar}gam and Athens. me a sphere of cooperation between
urkey i i i .
Europeafx ;i;‘:;?{ Slgg%l;‘i;d in the formation of the Southeastern
major Western peacekeepi G). and has participated in most of the
Turkish aircraft flew in VAEllng operations in the southern Balkans.
crises, and Turkish v O air campaigns in the Bosnia and Kosovo
aircraft) over Greek ety It assistance has flown (in military
Serbsa, Turkey offered r;’mr}’- In the final stages of the conflict with
NATO air UP‘frationst in o of airbases in Thrace in support of the
sector is emergin és'n another dimension, the Turkish private
reconstmICtion of ﬂ%c . an important plaver in the economic
Greek companies Dtsgl(-m' in son'_ne ‘cascs in joint ventures with
population, Ankar (ke Athens affinity with Kosovo's Muslim
of an independent Koso 'ens) is uncomfortable with the notion
changes in established vo, and has strong reservations about anv
ished borders. Qwverall, the Balkans have emerchi

as an area of some risk fo
r Turkey, bue al :
Turki . . Y, but also an importa
urkish activism in a multilateral, Western Lting ant sphere for
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The April 2000 election victery for the Pan-Hellenic Soctalist
Movement in Greece augurs well for a high degree of continuity
in Greece's regional policics, including engagement in the Balkans
and rapprochement with Turkey, The groundwork is now set for
Athens and Ankara to move beyond the important but largely
symbolic steps taken to date, and undertake serious negotiations
on “high political” problems such as Cyprus and the Acgean that
are at the core af their bilateral disputes. The more uncertain
domestic variables in this equation may now lie on the Turkish
side—not least the recent election of President Ahmet Necdet
Sezer {formerly chief justice of Turkey's highest court), and its
ambiguous influence on cobesion in the current political coalition.
While the office of prime minister holds far grearer formal power
than that of the president, Sezer's progressive reputation suggests
his potential as an agent of change on many issues, including those
related to internal and external security

NEW GEOMETRIES IN THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN AND THE
Minmz EasT

Since the founding of the Republic, Ankara has been a relatively
reticent actor in the Middle East. Turkish eeserve in this regard
has several causes and is cchoed by a similar atmosphere of
ambivalence toward Turkey displayed by most of its Middle
Eastern neighbors.® The Ottoman imperial experience in the
region left an enduring legacy on all sides and contributes to
Turkev's generally cool relations with its Arab neighbors, This
lack of affinity is perhaps felt most strengly among Turkey's
foreign and security policy elites, whose perceptians are less easily
influenced by the commercial oppartunities looming large in the
priurities of Turkey’s hustness community. For example, Iraq was
Turkey’s leading trade partner prior to the Gulf War, but few
Turks would anticipate any sort of reliable regienal partnership
with Baghdad. In a more general sense, and despite the
shortcomings of Turkey's democracy and economy; the Turkish
system does not fit within the Middle Eastern mold. Turks are
highly conscious of this reality. The general state of instability

" This ambivalence is discussed in Philip Robins, Terkep and the Middle Fast {London:
Ruyal instituee of Internacional Affairs, 1991). For more recent analyses, see Sawwi
Sayari. "Turkey and rthe Middle East in the 1990s." Joxrmal of Pefesrime Sradies, 3000V,
(1997) p. 103; and Amikam Machmani, Turker aod the Middle East (Ramat Gan:

BESA. 1999},
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concerns about {ran are also increasing. Yean is a substantial
competitor as an outlet for Caspian energy in world markets.
Observers often ascribe the slow progress on commercial aspecis
of the proposed Baku-Ceyhkan pipcline to investors awaiting
Favorable political developments in Iran that might make a shorter
and cheaper pipeline to the Gulf there more practical. [ran’s
nuclear and ballistic missile programs are of substantial concern
to Turkish defense analysts, and revelations about Turkev's
shadowy Hizbullah groups have ralsed new questions about an
Jranian role in Turkey's Islamaist politics. Finally, the reduction in
Sytian support for the PKK has had the effect of increasing the
FKK presence across the border with Iran, and has provoked a
steong Turkish response

By the end of the 1990s, the Middle East and the castern
Mediterranean had becomne a center of the securty pelicy activism
that rnany analysts now see as the hallmark of a new Turkish
approach o international affairs. Several developments stand out
i this regard. The first of these was Turkey's threat to use military
force to “neutralize” Cypriot 5-300 surface-to-air missiles in the
event that the Cypriots deployed the system. In the aftermatlt of
the ensuing diplomatic maelstrom, Cyprus did not deploy the
missiles. Turkey's threat to act revealed a new assertiveness and
confidence in its policy, and may also reflect the changing military
balance in the post-Cold War eastern Maditerrancan.

Secondly, after several years of repeated Turkish threats 1o act
against PKIC bases in Syria and the Syrian-controiled Beka Vatley,
Turkish pressure against Syria reached a new and eredible Tevel
preceding Abdullah Ocalan’s flight from Damascus. Many
Western gbservers are convinced that if Ocalan had remained in
IJamascus, and if Syria had maintained its support for the PRI
at past levels, Turkish forces would have intervened in some way
across the border. Netwithstanding the disturbance in Ankara’s
relattons with Eurepe and NATO that might have resuited from
such an intervention, its prospect was sufficiently credible to
Pamascus ta warrant a reversal of Syrian policy toward the PRI,

A third manifestation of Turkey’s new foreign policy, and
perhaps the most significant, has been the emergence of its niuiti-
faceted and overt defense relationship with Israel. Ankara has

had an implicit and cooperative relstionship with Israel for

¥ Reporredly inchuding Turkish 2ir strikes against PRI bases on Ieapian teszitary
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different ways. Notwithstanding Westera opinions, and despite
the fact that Turkey no longer shares a border with Russia, Ankara
continues to view Russia with concern. A long tradition of Russo-
‘Turkish competition contributes to Turkish unease, and reinforces
mere modern worres abaut Moscow as a gea-political competitor
and source of regional risk,

‘Fwo issues stand out in this regard. First, there is a possibility
that a resurgent and more assertive Russia would find new spheres
for competition with the West, outside the center of Europe, on
the Balkan and Middle Eastern periphery. Competition along
these lines, which could, for example, take the form of increased
Russian transfers of military wcchnology to Turkey's Middle
Eastern neighbars, would dircctly affect Turkish security Even
more tangtbly, a winforced (and permanent} Russian military
presence in the region would po against the {fmits on Russian forces
set out in the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) agreement.
Turkish military planners fear that Turkey might be left to face
such revived (lank risks aione, 25 NATO focuses morte heavily on
other missions. There 18 also concern about the growing reliaace
on nuclear forces, including ractical nuciear weapons, in Russian
military doctripe.

Sceond, Turkey is exposed to spillover risks associated with
instabllity in the Russian near-abmoad, along the lines of the crisis
in Chechnya, Turkey worries that in the future it might confront
sudden and large-scale refugee flows, urms smuggling and
terrorism on its borders a3 a result of developments in or around
Russia and the Black Sea region, Risks of this sort mighe also
negatively affect the progress and veliability of new crergy
infrastructure projects {for example, the Blue Strcam, lrans-
Caspian aznd Baku-Cevhan pipelines) that are importent to
Turkey’s own energy supply and economic prosperity. Russia has
emerged as Turkey's largest trade partner, largely because of
Turkish energy imports. Quite apart from Russo-Turkish
competition, Turkish security interests are therefore closely
interwoven with developments acrass the Black Sea,

As & result of these concerng, Ankara tends 1o be circurmspect
toward Russia within NATO circles, and places relatively strong
craphasis on maintaining traditional NATC security guarantees—
especially nuclear deterrence and the transadantic link. The risk
of friction with Moscow over regional policy has alse encouraged
# relatively conservative Turkish approach to developments in
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a relatively strong interest in the preservation of a clear-cut Alliance
camynitment 1o territorial defense. Turks will be concerned if the
enlargement of NATO membership and missions threatens o
dilute this commitment oF make it more conditional.”

Turks now view their still-unclear role in the European Union’s
own nascent security and defense arrangements asd key test case
for Turkey’s post-Helsinki place in Europe. The Helsinki decision
1o give Turkey EU candidate status, coupled with new EFuropean
activism in defense initiatives, has revived a longstanding Turkish
concern about where the country will fit in future European
security suacturcs beyond the NATO framework. ' Ankara s leen
to preserve and expand the role accorded it as an associate
member of the Western Curopean Union, as the WEU

s being absorhed in an as yet unclear manfier by
Union itself. If Europe is serious about building its
stated “pillar” of 4 common foreign and sceurity policy and giving
substance to the European Security and Defense Initiative
(ESDI), this question will be especially important. Specific Turkish
concerns include the nature of Ankara’s participation in EU
ters of crisis management and military

decisionmaking in mat
tervention; a say in the use of NATO and its Turkish asscts;

and the maintenance of a strong transatlantic Link.

Turkey's concern is understandabte in light of Eurnpean
reticence on these issues. o the wake of the Lielsinki Summit,
many EU states fave shown little enthusiasm for giving lurkey
(ot other non-EU members) an integral role in ESDIL, and there is
no cansensts in Brussels about these qUESUONS. Turkey has offered
to contribute a brigade to Europe’s “headiine goal” of 60,000
rapidly deployable troops in or around Europe, but has reccived
no formal response.

Fundamentally, the European movement toward a common
fareign and security policy and a more independently Eurapean
defense capability requires judgements about who 1s “in” and
what is to be defended. In large mMeasure, these are questions

organization i
the European

- — —

¥* Tnitially skeptical of NATO enlargement,
process, but insist that it should cxtend tothe
stability For a discussion of the Turkish stalecs, see Al Karaosmanagiy,
and the South,” Seatrily Diatogue [Junc 19997

15 (In the troubled history of Tutkish-EL} relarions, including the secanity dimension, 526
[, Stephen Larrabee, The Truuhled Partrtership: Turkep and Europe (Santa Monica: RAND.

19598},

Turkish analysts have come 1@ suppert this
Batkans where Turkey has a strang stakein
NATO Enlargement
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The Evolution of the National
Security Cultyre and the
Military jn Turkey

AL L. KAMOSM'\I\'OGLU

“Tirkey's culturqy CRVIrORmIENt hay influenced in
quest for securiey through alliances, its CIrCmSpert
Jordign poticy and thy PeTsistent efforts of successive
BOVETRIENES 10 embrace the West. ™

—_—

IJ:'jke any sacial behavior, modern Turkey's foreign and socurity

olicy is manifesced i a historical ang cultural context, The
legacy of history is discernibe in ity relations with neighborin
couniries as well as jiq Western ailiey. Turkey™s culiyzai
Envitoament has influenced s quest for security through
alliances, its circumspece foreign policy and the persistent effares
of successive BOVCINMEnts to embrace the West. The most elusive
clues 10 understand]ng Turkish foreign and security palicy are
themselves best viewed in this cultural con text. The evolution of
Turkey's Security culture and the role of itg military are of special
interest, The former has aften been overlooked, and the lacter
nas often begn Gveremphasized, Therefore, these two interrelzred
factors deserve tenewed atrention and <larification while the limitg
af‘milimryfnrerference In the puli{:ymaking process eequite further
elucidation,

As Adda R Bozeman argues, “each Saciety is roved by the
Cirtumstances of irs existence tg develop its own approach to foreign
relations. This means that diplomacy; and for that matter every
other socia institution, is hound 10 incorporate the traditions and
values peculiar tg the civilization in which i is practiced ™

—_——

'ﬂdda B, Bozeman, Palities argt Creflare in icrmational Hinory [Princetan, Mi: Princeton
Lnj\re:sit.y Press, 19609 p. 324,
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