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Abstract:
This article aims at analyzing Turkish-US relatioinem a strategic perspective. It underlines firstihe
elements of continuation in US foreign policy undee Presidents Clinton, Bush Jr. and Obama. Ségdnd
looks at the “change” in Turkish foreign policy wndhe AKP since 2002. It sees the Iraqi War agrairig
point in the demise of the strategic partnershipe fievelopments in its aftermath can be considases path to
the formation of what would be named by Obama dMadel Partnership”. It contends that the prevajlin
determinants of relations stem in the US case fseourity concerns, while for the AKP it servesptdicy of
omnibalancing. The article questions the contenthef “Model Partnership”, as well as the risks fiacthe
sustainability and context of Turkish-US relatiomghich have traditionally been a cornerstone ofKialr
foreign policy, amidst Turkey's domestic debatesgional dynamics and the challenges facing Obama
administration.
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Resumen:
Este articulo analiza las relaciones Turquia-EEUBsde una perspectiva estratégica. Destaca primie,
elementos de continuidad en la politica exteriolaeEEUU bajo los presidentes Clinton, Bush hijolyama.
A continuacion considera el “cambio” en la politi@éterior turca bajo el AKP desde el 2002. Ve lerga de
Irak como un punto de inflexién en el fin de la@aoidn estratégica, mientras que los desarrolltteniores
representarian la via hacia la formacién de lo qdbama denominaria como una “Asociacién Modelo”. Se
sostiene que los factores mas determinantes deelcién proceden por parte de los EEUU de una
preocupacion por asuntos de seguridad, mientraspguia el AKP, sirven a su politica de “equilibrioftiple”.
El articulo cuestiona el contenido de la “Asociatidlodelo”, asi como los riesgos a que se enfredgan
sostenibilidad y el contexto de las relaciones TismeEEUU, que han sido tradicionalmente una piedsida de
la politica exterior turca, en medio de los debatksmésticos de Turquia, las dindmicas regionaldssy
desafios a la Administracion Obama.
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1. Introduction

When on 20 January 2009 Barrack H. Obama sworleeadd’ President of the United States
of America,Obamaphoriathat has been sweeping the streets of the gl@kaps more than
it was sweeping the streets of US, has alreadyheshto a level of UtopiaGbamatopiafor
some. It was perhaps best represented by the heaaflithe Croatian newspap8lobodna
Dalmacija that called the ‘new America’ of Obama @bamerika Behind the lexicon lied
the hopes of the world beyond the United Statesvitaa full of expectations from an Obama
Presidency. After two terms of George W. Bush Mesty, which was for many
characterized by war, unilateralism, a self-righteattitude and even arrogance, and marked
by the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and an evacejethetoric; an undeniable amount of
people was quite positive of the “change” Obamadskmerican people to believe. There
was hope for the return of a responsible and ré&pedS to the international arena that was
aware of the need for, and willing to apply, selhstraint.

Obama has represented an opportunity for the UShandest of the world to make it
up. The identity of the new President, his roois,demi-Muslim family, the diversity that he
has been brought up with, his continuous emphasith® change he promised to bring was
like a long awaited fresh breathe that the inteonal society was waiting for. The situation
was the same in Turkey. Obama was a heartily wedcbapportunity for many pundits from
all ends of the political spectrum. On the datd dfovember 2008 when Obama was elected
the Turkish newspapers were ‘hailing the chiefhmibuch enthusiasm and saluting him as
the embodiment of the “American dreafCengiz Candar, a journalist with a long record of
tracking US-Turkish relations said before the eétert that “from whichever angle you
approach the matter Obama’s election would be dhedis avowing after Obama’s election
victory as“the victory night of humanity”. In his article inZaman the prominent pro-
government daily, with close ties to the Gulen mmoeat which enjoys close links to the
ruling Justice and Development Part&d@let ve Kalkinma Partisi — AKkh Turkish),
Huseyin Gllerce was writing that “thanks to Obaima world is renewing the credit it has
given to America”. Gllerce was also expressingédkpectation that “the black man in the
White House may turn the face of America and theldvto white”® On the pages of
mainstreanHurriyet, the newspaper with the largest circulation figurethe country, Clineyt
Ulsever was enthusiastically congratulating the Aoca@ people for “giving a lesson to all of
us with their decision [to elect Obama]tvhile the influential chief editor of the said
newspaper, Ergirul Ozkok, was praising America as “the land ofainers who are also
capable of making the dream come tréi&oli Ozel ofSabahcalled the election of Obama as
a “hope for the possibility, not only America, bhe entire world to be a better placeAs
such, Obama represented genuine hope to mendrthghted Turkish — American relations.
All the euphoria that was reflected on the pagesthaf Turkish, and for that matter

2 For the Obama lexicon surrounding the electionpziign and beyond see, “Barackisms: From Obamaptmwria
Bamelot”, The Daily Telegraph7 November 2008.

3 “Amerikan Ruyasi: Bir siyah milyonlarin oyuyla ga@n secildi” [American Dream: A Blackman has been
choosen the President receiving the votes of mifjoRadikal 6 November 2008, Aslan, Ali H.: “Amerika
‘degisimi’ secti” [America choose changegaman 6 November 2008,

* Candar, Cengiz: “Ya Obama, ya Irk¢i Mucize” [Eiti@bama, or racist miracléReferans4 November 2008.

® Candar, Cengiz: “Yes, we caimsanlgin zafer gecesi!” [Yes, we can: Humanities nighwiatory] Radikal 6
November 2008.

® Giilerce, Huseyin: “Obama: Kader noktasinda bialsiypgkan” [Obama: A Black President at a critical
juncture],Zaman 6 November 2008.

" Ulsever, Cuineyt: “Amerikan Secimleri (I11)” [Ameazan Elections [lII]Hurriyet, 6 November 2008

8 Ozkok, Ertigrul: “Bir Kiirtii secer miydiniz” [Would you have ved for a Kurd]Hirriyet, 6 November 2008.

® Ozel, Soli: “Siyah derili Bgkan” [Black skinned Presidenthabah 6 November 2008.

78




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 23 (May / Mayo 2010) | SSN 1696-2206

international press, seems to be all the morefipdtiwhen one thinks of Obama’s own words
in his pre-presidential bookhe Audacity of HopeAfter all, in the chapter outlining the
contours of his foreign policy approach Obama heenlreferring to “legitimate aspirations of
other peoples” or expressing that least someUS policies has served to nothing but
undermining the credibility of America and “...mader fa more dangerous worl&®.This
was an undeniable difference in tone compareddatibtoric of Bush years marked with the
self-righteousness, reaching to the level of amogaat times, characterizing the messages of
Washington. What is more, Obama also seemed to hastong understanding of the
fundamental change that the world politics has gafter 9/11. In other words, as far as the
foreign policy of the United States was concernedskeemed not to be trapped in the
parameters and arguments of the Clinton yEare was underlining that the optimism about
“...once the Cold War ended that Big Macs and therfrét would lead to the end of
historical conflicts,” was wrong and, there shobdda realization, “...that in the short term, at
least, democratization might lay bare, rather tladlaviate, ethnic hatreds and religious
divisions —and that the wonders of globalizatiomgimiialso facilitate economic volatility, the
spread of pandemics, and terroristh”.

As such, Obama has given hope to the world thatoh@nly was going to change the
atmospherics of the Bush years but bring aboubeotlgh understanding of the challenges of
our time and genuine multilateralism. It seemed th& was also straightforward. When
talking about what US foreign policy should lookdihe was referring to Wilson, Roosevelt
and Truman, all of whom were leaders who have eetkas order builders through ideals or
multilateral mechanisms. He wrote: “Without a walticulated strategy that the public
supports and the world understands, America wik lthe legitimacy — and ultimately the
power — it needs.... We need a revised foreign pdliagnework that matches the boldness
and scope of Truman’s post-World War Il policiesedhat addresses both the challenges and
the opportunities of a new millennium, one thatdgsi our use of force and expresses our
deepest ideals and commitments”. He continuedofftdoresume to have this grand strategy
in my hip pocket™® Whether or not he has it now as the Presidenthatt still is the strongest
nation on earth in almost all aspects of militaright, political influence and, despite all,
economic size, is a question whose answer is irmapbfor all humanity as well as for the
Turkish- American relationper se There are also other questions that are moretbire
linked to the fate of the said relations which egatral to the subject of this paper, like: when
it comes to issues pertaining to foreign policyisien-making, especially on priorities and
interests determining the outcomes of such a detisiaking process, is there really a
difference between the Presidents of the US, ealpec¢hat of Clinton, Bush and Obama?
How much really has changed in Turkish-Americamatiehs since Barack Obama has
assumed the Presidency? What is the JDP governmerdsrstanding of Turkish foreign
policy and the positioning of the relations withetkUS within its context? What are the
elements of continuity and change, as well as deece and convergence, in the bilateral
relations of the two countries? Perhaps most inapdist, what are the prospects and risks
lying ahead? These are the questions on whicheiteof this study will focus.

1% Obama, Barack H., (2008): “The World Beyond Ourrdgws” in The Audacity of Hope: Thoughts on
Reclaiming the American Dreamdew York, Vintage Booksp. 331.

1 After summing up briefly, at the time widely shdreexpectations on what American foreign policy was
expected to look like, Obama concludes the pardgraith a clear expression of the change 9/11 brbugh
ObamaOp. cit.,pp. 342 — 343.

21bid., p. 330.

13 |bid. pp. 357 — 358.
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2. Obama: “the Change” in US Foreign Policy

Unlike George W. Bush, Barack Obama’s presidency mean amidst what was arguably one
of the most heated debates on US foreign policgesthe war in Vietnam. Unlike Obama,
Bush Jr. had been fortunate enough to inherit sigeatial agenda that was not infested all
over with an array of foreign policy urgencies. pi&s the controversies surrounding his
Presidency at home, including a process that cbakk ended in his impeachment, Bill
Clinton was a popular US President abroad. Evenghat was criticized as “soft-headed
multilateralism™* by its critics from the neo-conservative circl€inton’s overall policy of
consensus building with the international instdn8 and multilateral mechanisms was
generally appreciated by the international pubpmmn. His decisions of using force in the
Balkans in 1995 and, back again in 1999, Haiti994, Sudan and Afghanistan in 1998 and
even in Somalia in 1993, were not much contestethéynternational public opinion, if not
welcomed. His promotion of peace in the Middle E&kirthern Ireland and in the former
Yugoslavia as well as his handling at the timehef North Korean nuclear ambitions through
a negotiated settlement, seemingly convincing Pyang to postpone its nuclear arms
program, was over all appreciated by the intermalicsociety. He also reached crucial
disarmament agreements with former states of th@eBSdJnion; Ukraine, Belarus and
Kazakhstan on their ex-Soviet nuclear arsenalswhi after all the President who restored
US diplomatic relations with Vietnam in 1995 angitéd the country in the year 2060As

he left the office, despite the impeachment epidadiging his presidency, Clinton became
the second most popular American president with peicent approval rating.

Bush Jr., as he was running for the presidencynagadice-President Al Gore, didn’t
show much enthusiasm to debate foreign policy ssilieat can be said to be in part because
of the above mentioned Clinton score as well asskifadmitted inexperience in foreign
policy issues. During the race between Gore andhBus issues of foreign policy seemed not
to be Bush’s selling poirtt.

However in his major campaign speech on foreigmcpdhere were clues of how he
would approach international affairs. On a bildtdesel, there was no doubt as to the
countries Bush gave prominence: China and Rudsianlbe said that, during this period US
foreign policy priorities were dominated mainly i3sues of globalization and worries on
containment - this time focused not on territoryt béi nuclear capabilitie¥ However, it
seemed, both the issues concerning globalizatidnnalear proliferation were more or less

14 Kagan, Robert and Kristol, William: “A Distictly Werican InternationalismThe Weekly Standargpl.5,
no. 11 (November, 29, 1999), p. 7.

!> For an assessment of Bill Clinton’s foreign polisge Sale, Richard (20090linton’s Secret Wars: The
Evolution of a Commander in Chi¢dew York, Thomas Dunne Books.

'° Saad, Lydia, “Bush Presidency Closes with 34% Apgl, 61% Disapproval'Gallup (January 14, 2009), at
http://www.gallup.com/poll/113770/Bush-Presidendgses-34-Approval-61-Disapproval.aspx

“Franklin D. Roosevelt had the highest rating with % approval as he has passed away ", Job Perfoema
Ratings for President Roosevelt; Start:08/04/1937d:12/01/1944"Roper Center Public Opinion Archivesst
http://webapps.ropercenter.uconn.edu/CFIDE/ropesidential /webroot/ presidential rating_
detail.cfm?allRate= True&presidentName=Roosevelt

" Concerning foreign policy Bush reportedly saichohself; “I'm smart enough to know what | don't kmd
Woodruf, Judy and Morton, Bruce: “Bush Lacks Goreaeign Policy Expertise' CNN.com,24 June 1999 at
http://edition.cnn.com/ALLPOLITICS/stories/1999/@@/president.2000/foreign.policy/

'8 In his speech Bush referred to China directlyi@tes in 14 paragraphs and Russia 20 times in ldgpaphs.
In contrast Pakistan was cited once, Europe wasightoup five times —Eurasia 6- and Turkey was not
mentioned at all. Bush, George W., “A Distinctlyn&rican Internationalism”, Reagan Library, Califiasnl9
November 1999 dittp://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/bush/wspeetih.h
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going in line with the interests of the United &tOne can confidently comment that as he
took office there were no pressing, “clear and @mésdanger” intensity issues before
President Bush that actually allowed him the luxofyaddressing foreign policy issues with
broad tautologies like"the world we live in is k&lworld of terror and missiles and madmen.
And we're challenged by aging weapons and failiniglligence,*® without having to worry
much about the toll it may take.

On the other hand Obama inherited a very diffetegacy. Issues of foreign policy
were at the top of the agenda during the presidlienimpaign of 2008. At least, mainly
because of the looming effect of the war in [fathere was somehow unprecedented focus
on the question of whether or not foreign policywabbe a major defining factor on election
victory.?* What is more, apart from the direct effects okfgn policy, which was a subject
Republican candidate John Mc Cain seemed strongeslation to Obama according to the
polls carried out in the U, on the outcome of elections, in an unparallelechimes, the
world public opinion was interested in the outcoohéhe Presidential race and had a personal
preference for Obanfd. At the time it was almost truism to say that, “thext president

face[d] a bewildering array of foreign policy cteibes?*

However, the main question remains, what was thé diéference in the expressed
perception on the priorities of US foreign policgtlveen Obama and Bush? In search for an
answer to that question, one has to be able to amrthe approach of Bush Jr. with that of
Obama when it comes to their respective understgndi the US foreign policy priorities,
and principles guiding them. For doing that we ntaypare and contrast two texts. In
Bush’s case the Reagan Library Speech that waedj@airlier may provide an adequate text.
For Obama, reflecting theeitgeistmentioned earlier, there is a relative abundanceaiérial
three of which will be referred to: his speech orefgn policy delivered at Chicago’s DePaul
University in October 2007, his article that apgelin theForeign Affairsmagazine as part
of the Campaign 2008 series in July/August 200tesand excerpts from his bodke
Audacity of Hope

Wrapped up within the blacks. white, goodvs.evil rhetoric, that will later become
characteristic of the Bush Jr. years, Bush undeslimis priorities as: Providing for security of

9 Woodruf and Mortongp. cit.

% |raq was topping the “Most important issues” tisthe voters with 42% and 43% in the categorieNational
Adults and Registered Voters respectively in a @akoll. “Election 2008 Topics and Trend&allup.comat
http://www.gallup.com/poll/17785/Election-2008.a$ix

%1 This was more the case before the housing cadiiswied by global financial crisis hit the Americanters.
For an illuminating discussion on the topic seehéTimpact of Foreign Policy in the 2008 ElectiofRugh
Transcript; Federal News Service], January 31, 2808

http://www.cfr.org/publication/15396/impact_of fége_policy in_the 2008 _election_rush_transcriptefed
news_service.html

22 “Election 2008 Topics...”0p. cit at http://www.gallup.com/poll/17785/Election-2008.asp&ven Hillary
Clinton, then to become Obama’s Secretary of Stediswarningthe American public on Obama’s inexperience
as they were running for the Democratic ticket sgy\We have seen the tragic result of having aigess who
had neither the experience nor the wisdom to managdoreign policy and safeguard our national ségti
Helman, Scot: “Clinton: Be wary of Obama on fore#ffairs”, Boston GlobgFebruary 26, 2008. However, this
remark, and many other polemics regarding foreiglticp that took place during inter and intra caraded
debates, can also be seen as yet another evidetimegyrominence of foreign policy during the camgpa

% That ratio was “at least 2 to 1” in favor of Obamahe “key Middle East countries”, including Tegkwhere
22% of the respondents said they would have vobedObama is just 8% for McCain. Fakhreddin, Hihad:
“Obama Favored in Key Muslim Countries, Gallup.com  October 21, 2008, at
http://www.gallup.com/poll/111235/Obama-Favored-Kdyslim-Countries.aspx

24 “The Impact of Foreign..."op. cit.
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the US citizens and homeland; fight against tesrori non-proliferation; securing nuclear
arsenal to stop the risk of smuggling of nucleatemal and weapons, nuclear disarmament
especiallyof Russia; modernization and reorganization of Amerioalitary; fight against
weapons of mass destruction (WMD), respect forucaltand political diversity in, and even
for regime preferences of, foreign countries! Hentowously underlined the exceptional
“purpose”, “destiny” and position of the US as “aapeful power” and idealizes what he
contends as ‘American’ values and ideals (democrpoltical freedom, free markets, free
trade). He warns against “isolationism” and “prat@masm” that forms the basis of a
“temptation” of “withdrawal” and calls for deternation to show “leadership” and not get
“drifted” away by the events. Bush argues that th8 should seek ways of prolonging its
dominant position as this will be done by expandimg sphere of “democratic peace” hence,
categorically benign. He calls for being readylto fthe military muscle when necessary as
well as underlining the importance of public dipkey efforts. Bush also talks about
multilateral institutions and emphasizes the imgace of developing alliances while actively
supporting the existing ones -especially North Atila Treaty Organization (NATO) but also
bilateral ones. When it comes to diplomacy, Busysshe is for the continuation of the peace
process in the Middle Ea&t.

During his 2008 campaign Obama’s approach candam to be much different from
pre-presidency George W. BughThere was fierce criticism of Bush policies, espiy in
Irag, to be sure and almost no mention of Chinawéi@r, apart from issues of terrorism
which has a natural dominance for the obvious mesgssimilar subjects like the need for
American leadership, prioritization of the securiy the US citizens and homeland; a
readiness to use military force when necessaryteau@roliferation; smuggling of nuclear
material and weapons; WMDs; modernization, “rewzttion” of American military; nuclear
disarmament —though with the much more assertigetaf seeking a“world in which there
are no nuclear weapons”. He also underlines thepiamnal position of the US amongst the
historical major world powers as “a light of justicthat is “called to provide visionary
leadership”. He also warns against isolationism amderlines the opportunity to extend the
duration of US’s dominant status in the power higrg of the international system. Obama
also declares public diplomacy to be an effectind necessary tool and pledges to restore
US’s image. However, understandably, his main coniethe Islamic world, not Russia. He
commits himself to the renewal of existing alliasicirst and foremost NATO — and building
new ones — and also to the continuation of the Midichst peace process. He also underlines
the need for upholding the American values of ggstifree trade, democracy, decency.
Obama does underline respect for the cultures afiticpl preferences of “the world beyond
[United States’] borders” and promises for a wavigere the US will do everything to secure
that the peoples of other nations will make theséepences “free of feaf”.

% Bush, “A Strictly American...”op. cit.

% For the texts analyzed here see; Obama; “The Wotldbp. cit, Obama, Barack: "Renewing American
Leadership” Foreign Affairs vol. 86, no 4, ( July /August 2007), pp. 2 — Ofhama, Barack:"Barack Obama’s
Foreign Policy Speech”, Council of Foreign RelaigEssential Document©ctober 2, 2007at
http://www.cfr.org/%20publication/14356

"It should be noted that the idea of “American gimmalism”, that is, “United States as a speciase
“outside” the normal patterns and laws of histoiy'the source of a deeply rooted rhetorical themthé US
domestic —intra-continental- and foreign politicByrrel, lan: “American Exceptionalism in an Age of
International History”,The American Historical Reviewol. 96, no. 4 (Oct., 1991), pp. 1031-1055. (Eags in
the original.) It is almost always —though not olyementioned- a very strong theme referred to alitipal
discussions. It is clearly traceable along the alisses of both Presidents Bush and Obama. Sed. igiset,
Seymour Martin (1996)American Exceptionalism: A double Edged Swddgw York, W. W. Norton &
Company, pp. 31 — 32. Together with the understanaif “Manifest Destiny” that the US, as dictated b
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There are of course certain differences betweenvwbePresidents. Most importantly
that Obama is not a rejectionist of dialogue. Obasnavilling to talk to all nations, friend
and foe”, and shows an un-Bush sympathy for enuaimemtal issues. There is an undeniable
variation in the list of referred countries, andcaDbama puts heavy emphasis on issues of
Irag, Al-Qaeda and terrorism. This should be regdras normal and reflective of the legacies
that both Presidents inherit -Bush from Clinton &@igama from Bush. The differences, as
much as they exist, between the Bush and Obamaagpes seem to be of style rather than
of content. Preferences on mechanisms are orddifededtly but, the desired outcomes are
quiet similar - even in tone at times.

Actually, as Zinn’s argues Bush clearly was notdfamatic departure” in terms of
foreign policy”® Obama’s public diplomacy strategies, as well asttme and preferred style
of establishing dialogue with other countries migbtregarded as different. Nevertheless as
of the time of writing there is no clear cut evidenthat he does represent a “dramatic
departure” in content and strategic aims neith@mnfBush nor from Clinton. Moreover one of
his close aides resembled Obama to George H. Wh,Bhe father. Meant obviously as a
compliment this ‘back to the future’comment, evkeaugh it might be positive for the US for
the advancement of “American interest” obviouslyeslonot necessarily mean a structural
positive development for other countries in theeys In that form, an Obama “touch” would
not ease the distress on foreign policies of ottarons for any categorical reason or lift
international tensions by taking third party intgeeinto consideratiorfs.Indeed, as Stephen
M. Walt says, “Obama has little choice but to beldeblooded” about advancing US
interests”, given the situation of the American amakld economy and “two ruinous wars,
and an America whose international image had baemnshed”. Charles Kupchan labels him
as a “consummate pragmatidt"When relied upon, none of these comments, all ogritom
veteran observers of American foreign policy aréhiemselves harbingers of a foreign policy
that is coercion free or excludes unilateralismkiii@ into account in retrospect what has
been said and done by earlier Presidents — mosntrexf which is Bush’s initial foreign
policy framework as displayed in the Reagan Librspgech and the events following 9/11
and Bush foreign policy- it is hard not to be agrical” as Gideon Rose, when he
commented that “you can't really trust the vastamiyj of things that politicians say during

“providence”, should expand, first to the Westtd North American continent, but which then transfed into
an idea that the US had a destiny to consecragz ottuntries with American values, more or lesggilthe lines
exemplified in both Bush and -although with a diéiece of tone- Obama. For the idea of “manifestidgssee,
Merk, Frederick (1996)Manifest Destiny and Mission in American History: Reinterpretation Boston,
Harvard University Press; Mead, Walter Russell {)98/ortal Splendor, American Empire in Transition
Boston, Hughton Mifflin Co., and Also, Zinn, Howarfrhe Myth of American Exceptionalism”, Myths Abbu
America Lecture, MIT, March 14, 2005, attp:/mitworld.mit.edu/video/258and Luce, Henry R.: “The
American Century”Diplomatic History vol. 23, no. 2 (1999), pp. 159 — 171 (exact ¢apiginally published
in Life February 17, 1941).

28 Zinn, “The Myth of...” For through discussions oktkubject and its reflections on foreign policy Mead,
op. cit.

29 That is a comparison done by the White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel. Emanuel said, “ If

you had to put him in a category, he’ s probably more realpolitik, like Bush 41...He knows that
personal relationships are important, but you’ ve got to be cold-blooded about the self-interests of

“

your nation. “ Baker, Peter: * Obama Puts His Mark on Foreign Policy Issues” , The New York
Times, April 23, 2010. For a more comprehensive discussion on that debate see “ George H. W.
Obama?” , Foreign Policy, April 14, 2010 at

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/04/14/george_hw_obama?page=0,0.
0 “George H. W...." op.cit.
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the campaign, or rather those things that theydsayt necessarily bear any relation to the
actual policies they would put in plac&”.

We have to mention here that the tendencies ofiragityt in US foreign policy are
much stronger today than elements of change -agheasase in the past two decades if not
longer. One could have tracked the notion of uaikism even in the Clinton
administrations’ approach to foreign policy cridis.its National Security Strategy document
of 1999, Clinton, the paradoxically ‘hailed and ded’ champion of multilateralism, has
underlined his readiness for unilateral action ourfdifferent placed? Multilateralism was
referred to as a pragmatic approach, an instrurthgméasonable way of handling the issues,
because it “offer[ed] a comparative advantageifdslas] more cost effective than unilateral”
action®® Obama too does refer to unilateral action as artiag premise®* When speaking
about multilateralism, he seems to base it's padileness to the sense that it makes on
pragmatic terms rather than a principled concerfegiimacy® In the light of the words of
Obama, and actions and declarations in the caG&rdbn and Bush Jr., there is ample reason
to comment that there is much element of continaiitg commonality in the approaches of all
three presidents when it comes to their perceptminghe dynamics of the international
system, the position of the US in the world, theppge of US and its foreign policy. The
differences between the Presidents seem to be wimmily understandable and almost
reducible to the structure of the system and nattwatext and conditions of the specific
incidents. In that form it is perfectly possible rtake sense of all variations on pragmatic
terms, rather than in targets and aims of US forpiglicy under this or that President. This is
not to say the Presidents’ approaches are identres of a personal touch that affects the
decision on priorities or choices on ways and méanwever, it clearly means that neither
Obama, nor his personality is in itself reason gihdfor a fundamental “change” of goals and
aims for the US foreign policy.

31 “The Impact of...”,op. cit. Rose points out two reasons for that phenomenom dbtvhich seem to be as
relevant for Bush as it is for Obama and perhapafy other decision-maker for that matter. Ringt actual
decisions are not made by the leaders alone atite atampaigning stage you really do not know whacty
will be the members of a team addressing a ceftaigign policy issue. Second, definitely no one Wwaowith
certainty what would be the actual issues and rés&l in what kind of a strategic context they wlotake
place.

32«p National Security Strategy for A New Centurylational Security CoungiWashington D.C., (1999).
#bid., p. 30.

% Obama;The Audacity.,.p. 364.

% Ibid. , pp. 364 -367. It should also be noted that, astimeed, Obama received a lot of criticism for iigka
soft and inexperienced approach to foreign poliegt aecurity matters. Under the circumstances onetltak
that Obama had little choice during his campaighgyove he could be as tough as anybody. This istlie
seems to loom on his presidency. However it is aigmortant to be reminded that he also criticiziisetal
objectives” as “they hardly constitute a cohereatianal security policy,” drawing a clear line orheve he
standslbid., p. 359.

% Comforting for academicians we can even say tihase differences bring about a possibility for
differentiation between the theoretical schoolst theovide the best explanation for a President'saar
administration’s foreign policy, too. Nevertheleiferences on the theoretically most powerful amxglanatory
approach doesn't indicate and account for a caiegjadifference in the goals and aims.
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3. AKP: “Turkey’s Transformers” and Foreign Policy

In their Foreign Affairsessay on Turkey, Morton Abramowitz and Henri Barkiejine AKP
as “Turkey's Transformers” They elucidate the matter commenting, “In receearsy,
Turkey has earned kudos from the international camity for its economic dynamism, its
energetic and confident diplomacy, and its attentptsonfront some of its deepest foreign
policy problems, such as in Northern Iraq and Cggru

Aside from the crude ideological distinction thabrAmowitz and Barkey draw it is
indeed hard to deny their comment on the activisat Turkish foreign policy showed under
the AKP. It has been widely argued that Turkisteign policy since 1930s has showed three
basic elements of continuity. These elements ofigoity are sometimes referred to as basic
principles that Turkish foreign policy is run byedding each other these are:

« A pre-occugation with security deriving from itsagérategic position -at the level of a
“paranoia® that is dubbed by some as ti&eVres Phobiaemanating from the way
that its predecessor Ottoman Empire has demised.

* An unquestioned western orientation with roots he philosophy of the Kemalist
revolution and later reinforced with the expliciivéet threat to its territorial integrity
following World War Il, -that is also criticized heily by the left during the Cold War
and later by political Islamists, especially vogadfter the demise of the Soviet Union,
and labeled as one dimensional.

* A positioning as a status-quo power, as a resulvlath, critiques say Turkey was
condemned to pursuing reactive strategies aga@va&lopments concerning its foreign
: 39
policy.

It is contended that, “the foreign policy of evesingle state is an integral part of its peculiar
system of government and reflects its special nistances*° Turkey is no exception to the

37 Abramowitz, Morton and Barkey, Henri J., “Turkeyfsansformers: The AKP Sees BigForeign Affairs
vol 88, no. 6, (November/ December 2009), pp. 11®8. In their essay, drawing a rather overly galiezd
and simplified picture of the debate completelyoidng the nuances that are very important on tloeqes and
outcome of the current debates in Turkey, they cemnthat; “There are two camps. The first, anddatg
group, which includes center-right politicians,dihls, and the religious, fully supports the AKPThe other
camp is primarily composed of staunch secularibtsmilitary and civilian bureaucratic elites, aratious types
of nationalists."bid., pp. 118 — 119.

% Fuller, Graham E. (2010Y¥eni Turkiye Cumhuriyeti [The New Turkish Republisianbul, Tima, p.43.

% For detailed discussions of these principles dbagetheir critics and analysis of underlying gystc, social
and institutional dynamics see Oran, Baskin andeUian (2009): “Tiirk Dy Politikasinin Teori ve Praii,

in . Oran, Baskin (Ed.)Turk Dis Politikasi: Kurtulys Savaindan Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, Cilt 1
1923 — 198(Turkish Foreign Policy: From the War of Independeno Present Facts, Documents, Comments,
Volume 1 1923 — 198015" Ed., Istanbuljletisim Yay., pp.19 — 93. Aydin, Mustafa(1999): “Deténants of
Turkish foreign policy: historical framework andaditional inputs”,Middle Eastern Studiessol. 35, no. 4,
pp.152 — 186. Sénmegl, Faruk, “Turk Dg Politikasinda Sapma Olgu Soylenemez [It Can’'t Be Said that
There is a Diversion in Turkish Foreign Policy], dd% Habibe, Dincer; Osman Bahadir and Yegin, Mehme
(eds.) (2009): Mulakatlarla Turk Dy Politikasi, Cilt 1 [Interviews on Turkish ForeigRolicy, Volume 1],
Ankara, USAK Yayinlarpp. 114 — 137, especially pp.114 — 122. Aydinstdfa: “The Determinants of Turkish
Foreign Policy, And Turkey’'s European Vocation” Monneman, Gerd (ed.) (2005%)nalyzing Middle East
Foreign Policies New York, Routledge, pp.197 — 222.

% Frankel, Joseph (1963The Making of Foreign Policy; An Analysis of DesisiMaking London, Oxford
University Press, p. 1.
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rule. The basic fundamental characteristics thatlisted above as determinants of foreign
policy of Turkey are dependent on the firmly hekliéfs of the traditional decision making
elites, sometimes referred to as the establishroétite country.

As the “traditional decision making elites” | refierwhat could be termed roughly as a
hegemonic block that has determined Turkey’'s malitiandscape and affected the decision
making process from the establishment of the Répiml1923 to 2002 at varying degr&e.
Even though the consensus within the block stadddosen following the military coup of
1980, and especially during the Ozal years (198389 as Prime Minister and 1989 — 1992
as Presidenty until AKP’s major election victory of 2002 the diional decision making
elites were largely in control of the foreign pglidecisions in the count?j.As such, foreign
policy was one sphere of politics where the consei$ the traditional decision making elites
was most rigid and strong. The strength of therelets of continuity” was such that foreign
policy was frequently called and regarded as “gpatecy”. Denoting the unchanging, stable,
consensual character of the policies, attributesnttia priori” legitimacy that defies any
change in the governing party or coalitriThis situation was underlined with the “relative
autonomy*® of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs signifying theatekeeper status of the
diplomats.

This consensus rested on a set of shared valuesialbp on the character of the
regime as a secular, western oriented democracyaaettain reading and interpretation of
history and to an extent the international systémit came to power the AKP challenged this
consensus from the onset, continuously and reksiyle@lefending that the preferences of the
traditional decision making elites do not refldot tgenuine desires of the population. Trying
to replace the traditional block with one that Hadned around itself, perhaps nowhere else
the challenge was as strong and as intellectualligheed and founded as the area foreign

policy.

Based on a 2001 book that has been written by Altagttglu, who was after the
2002 elections appointed as the chief foreign paidvisor to Prime Minister Ergan, AKP

“ As | use the term the traditional decision makéliges are composed of, at the core military andian
bureaucracy —especially the Ministry of Foreignaif$ and judiciary- supported intellectually byauter circle
of academicians and intellectuals including somenbers of the press and a third tier formed by nteam
politicians of the right and left.

2| have to underline that even though Ozal yearseeve®mehow idealized in terms of the development of
Turkish — US relations the individual affect andigte of Ozal’s influence in it should not be undstimated.
The traditional decision making elites did not afgahare Ozal's approach on the extent and depththhad
forced. It should not be forgotten that Generalipléitorumtay, then Chief of Turkish Armed Forces &eh
Staff has resigned in what many believed to belemtsprotest to Ozal's policiesis a visthe Gulf War in
December 1990 just before his retirement. He wasatame. Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Defengdi,
Bozer and Safa Giray had also resigned under simitaumstances earlier, within the span of sevaysdn
October 1990, in what could be accepted as andtbplay of the tradition of consensus on foreigtigyowithin
the establishment.

“3 1t may well be argued that until the end of PresidAhmet Necdet Sezer’s term in 2007, followedttoy
elections that resulted in AKP’s landslide victay46,5%, the perceptions and preferences of tditional
decision making elites stayed to be an importaatofain the decision making process. Hence the bblthe
traditional decision making elites were, to an akteatill important in the foreign policy makingquess. This
led to a situation where AKP was called the “goweent” but not the “ruler”.

“4 Examples pertaining to this understanding are daninCyprus policy until 2002 being just one.

% For a comprehensive assessment of the sourceselatiVe autonomy” and observations supporting the
comments | make concerning the traditional decisimaking elites and their solidarity interdependesee
Oran,op.cit.,pp. 54 — 67.
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pursued a new grand straté§yThe acclaimed Davu@u, who is sometimes called as
"Turkish Kissinger*” has outlined five foreign policy principles all which negatively affect
the consensus of the establishment. To delineéeibw epoch” some analysts choose to
call it the “Davut@lu Era”*® These principles were: establishing a balance dwtw
democracy and security; zero problem policy towdmtkey's neighbors; establishing
regional and, gradually, global areas to extenk@yis sphere of influence —to be supported,
as in the case of Middle East with societal retaigoing beyond state level; a multi-
dimensional foreign policy — emphasizing not othlg tvestern orientation but also other — i.e.
Middle Eastern, Islamic character of the Turkishuwe and a pro-active foreign policy based
on rhythmic diplomacy -i.e. emphasizing heavily tlmportance of face to face
communication, being there, leading in talking iative in diplomatic efforts and active
participation in international organizatioffsAs he expressed later, rephrasing a well known
quotation by M.K. Atatirk the founder of modern Key, Davutg@lu believes that there is no
such thing as a, single dimensional, front-linelahpacy, but spheral diplomacy and that
sphere is the entire globe®. He is urging for an inclusive, participatory, dgaian
international order that brings in all of humarstywalues and knowledge together in a
respectful manner™

There are, in essence three basic schools of thaanghurkey when it came to
assessing the virtues and vices of AKP’s foreigticgp its sources and its intellectual
innovativeness. First, there are supporters ofuglu and AKP foreign policy who argue
that what is happening is just a natural necessargection in Turkish foreign policy and
what AKP does is to pursue a brilliant and intdéliedly refined policy that carries the
expectations of the general public to the decisnaking core. According to them the source
and legitimacy of this new foreign policy reststhe increasing democratic expectations and
standards in the country that carried the AKP togroand keeps it there.

6 Davutoglu, Ahmet (2001)Stratejik Derinlik: Tirkiye'nin Uluslararasi Konum{iStrategic Depth: The
International Position of Turkdy Istanbul, Kire Yay. The book has reached annésiting 43 editions in
Turkey that is by any standard exceptional for bogk of the genre.

4" “The World’s Kisssingers”Foreign Policy(March/ April 2010), p.27. The title was awardedMark Parris,
the ex. US Ambassador to Ankara. “Daviitn Tirkiye'nin Henry Kissinger't”, [Davutoglu, Tkey's Henry
Kissinger], Gazete StarOct. 29, 2008. This however is an implicationrbéuted publicly. “Davutglu’ndan
Kissinger itiraz1” [Kissinger disclaimer from Datoglu], YeniSafak May 13, 2009. It should be noted that
despite his own rejection of the metaphor the pkiRrApress and outside of Turkey especially Arab medi
prefers to use the terminology in appraisal ofihfluence, intellectual depth and talents. For s@xemples of
this phenomenon reflected in the Turkish presstiggoArab press’ reactions to Davgto’'s appointment as
Foreign minister “Tarkiye'nin Kissinger't Davugtu” [Turkey’'s Kissinger Davutglu], Star, May 3, 2009.
According to political scientist Hiseyin Ba he reportedly prefers to be compared to GrarmieYiNizam al-
Mulk of the Seljuk Empire, who brought orderian) to the Empire in the second half of™l¢entury AD.
Hiseyin B&cl (2008):Zeitgeist: Global Politics and Turkeynkara, Orion, p. 547.

“8 The positive assesments of Dailtds vision, knowledge and energy has been reachew heights recently
almost to the degree of a personality cult. Forngplas of enthusiastic appraisals see Aras, Blu2009):
Davutoglu Era in Turkish Foreign Policy\SETA, Policy Brief no. 32.; Bilici, Abdulhamit, “Filozof Diisleri
Bakani [Philosopher Foreign Minister] Zaman 6 May 2009; Bilici, in three consecutive articlesveres
Davutoglu as a “philosopher of international relag” while Kerim Balci announces admiringly thae“has
thatideal combination of transcendental synthesfipure reason and pure empiricism. (Emphasis .nBelc,
Kerim, “Theory Meets PracticeToday’'sZaman, 17 November 2009. See also Bilici, Abdulhafikilozof
Disisleri Bakani Il [Philosopher Foreign Minister Il] Zaman 9 May 2009 and Bilici, Abdilhamit, “Filozof
Disisleri Bakani Il [Philosopher Foreign Minister II1] Zaman 10 May 2009.

“9 Davutaglu, Ahmet: “Turkkey’s Foreign Policy Vision: An Aessment of 2007’Insight Turkeyvol. 10, no. 1,
(2008), pp. 77 — 96.

0 “Diplomasinin 6 yeni kurali [The 6 new rules optimacy]”, Hiirriyet, 05 January 2010.

L “Monserlerin Piti Acilimi [The Card Game Initiative of the Messis]i, Vatan,09 January 2010.
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Second, there are those who contend that, dedpitkearhetoric of innovativeness
roared around Davugtu and AKP’s foreign policy, the actual policieethselves were not
new. The argument is that, even though the forpmjicy discourse employed and concepts
used to structure it might be new, the main franr&was dictated by systemic and regional
dynamics, is no more than an extension of the tsffgpent for repositioning Turkey within
the international system during the immediate st War era. Following that line of
thought, some supporters, as well as critics, cmhtihat contrary to the argument that,
“Iwhen AKP came to power] the situation in the fgre policy arena was so uncertai,”
Turkish foreign policy was already shaping intoriesv mould, especially, during the second
half of 1990s and the foreign policy leadershidsmhail Cem formed a significant period in
that regard? It should be noted that Daviga himself agreed with the idea in his pre-politics
“opus magnum’Strategic Depth*

Third, there is a line of thought that finds thdfetence between what would be
dubbed as “traditional” foreign policy and AKP’ssestially in the diverging “worldviews” of
AKP and its predecessots.

In any case Turkey’s ambitions on the internati@raha and its ability to be a viable
partner to the US and the EU, a role that AKP ismwilling to fill in, is constrained by the
fact that it is a middle size powemwith “modest economic and industrial resourcesid a
there is still much to be determined by the sucdesbtows in dealing with its persisting
“ethnic issues™, as well as potential risks concerning the deepefiagmentation between
seculars and Islamists, sectarian divisions thaticoe to haunt the soul of the countfy.

*2 Bilici, “Philosopher Foreign Minister...’gp. cit

3 This line of thought is easily visible in the aysis of commentators that were writing just befarel after
2002 elections. For an example see Uzijahn, “Dis Politikada AKP: Stratejik Konumdan Stratejik Moedel
[AKP in Foreign Policy: From Strategic Position $trategic Model] in Uzgelilhan and Duru Biilent (eds),
(2009)AKP Kitabi: Bir Doniimin BilancosyThe Book of AKP: The Balance Sheet of Transformjtio
Ankara, Phonix Yay., pp. 357 — 380. Bostanoglu batee Turkish foreign policy’s search for multi-
dimensionalism, -using the concept multi-centraligharing to mid 1950s. Bostagla, Burcu (1999): “Turk
Dis politikasinda Cok Odakliik Arayn [The Search For Multi-Centralism in Turkish FaeiPolicy] in
Turkiye- ABD/liskilerinin Politikasi [The Politics of Turkish-USA Relatign#\nkara, imge, pp. 342 — 353.
Even Kirisci who otherwise seems to have adopted a quiteenband supportive view of the AKP approach to
foreign policy thinks that Turkey has already sdrto emerge as a multiregional state in the sebaffdf the
1990s in a piece written just before AKP came tavguro Kirisci, Kemal, “US — Turkish relations: New
Uncertainties in a renewed partnership” in Rubiayr® and Kirgci, Kemal (ed.s) (2002)Turkey in World
Politics: An Emerging Multiregional Powgistanbul, Bgazici University Press, pp. 169 — 196.

** He writes; “[Clem’s efforts to build an initiativlarough face to face contact involved well dirécedements
fort he rationality of foreign policy”. Davugitu, “Strategic Depth..."op. cit.,p. 315.

> For a forceful argument of this approach that disoks into the impact of “worldviews” and their
corresponding theoretical approaches see AltunMeliha Benli: “Worldviews and Turkish foreigmficy in
the Middle East”New Perspectives on Turkdpecial Issue on Turkish Foreign Policy), no.(8pring 2009),
pp. 169 — 192.

*® The conception of mid-size state or middle sizevgroin explaining Turkey’s international positios i
gradually becoming an important and popular coneepitunit of analysis among Turkish academics.Gem,
op.cit.,p.29.

" Aydin, “The Determinants...’pp. cit.,p. 216.

8 For a similar critique, however one that asks afvlltoglu to pressure Erdogan more on these is®es s
Lagendijk, Joost, “Ulke icinde stratejik derinliStrategic depth within the countrBadikal 5 May 2010.
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4. The Long and Winding Road: Structural Changes inlnternational
System and Turkish American Relations

The weakest link in Turkish-US relations has alwégen emphasized as the economic
relations® between the two countries, however, ironicallg thlations between Turks, then
Ottoman Empire, and Americans started actually wathtrade agreement in 18%.
Nevertheless the security concerns based coopeiag¢iizveen the countries starting after the
end of the Second World War. The nature of the Gtflal relations were defined on the
premises of Turkey seeking security against theebaxpansionism, both territorially and
ideologically, and the US’s need of strengthenhmydcontainment of Soviet Union. At the end
of the Cold War Turkey was the third largest resipiof US aic®*

4.1. The Path to “Strategic Partnership”

It has been a desire and mainly a tendency of $hrkiolicy makers to label Turkish-US
relations. The preferred concept to resort to tgategic’®® It seems that over the years the
concept of “strategic” is at times somehow shredttedbeing a qualifying adjective used
interchangeably with crucial, important etc. Suaidkof a usage undermined the necessity of
such “strategic” relations to be appropriately esmialized with clear priorities and
expectations of parties from each other. What isenibshould be clear that such relations
should be based on complementing capabilities dmlld be as multi-dimensional as
possible both vertically and horizontaffy.. The strength of such relations would lie not only
on the perception of decision makers on the wtaftcommon, or complementing, interests
served by maintaining the relati$A$ut inescapably also be susceptible to the changbs
context of both the relations themselves and ttegnational system.

% See for example Bostanoglu: “Tiirk-AmerikHigkilerinin Zayif Ayagi Ekonomi [The Weak Pillar of Turkish
American Relations; Economy], in Bostaha op. cit, pp. 367 — 368. Turkish — American realtions hbagen
extensively studied. For an excellent early histofyTurkish-US relations see Erhan, @0a(2001): Tirk-
Americanligkilerinin Tarihsel Kokenler{The Historical roots of Turkish-American Relatihn&nkara,imge;
For a more theoretical comprehensive study seeaBasti, op. cit.and Aydin, Mustafa and Erhan, ga(ed.s)
(2004): Turkish-American Relations: Past, Present and Fegjtlwondon, Routledge, Kig€i, “US Turkish...”,
op. cit.

%0 Edgar, Alistair D., “The Shape of Things to Corlefining US Foreign Policy on Turkey after 2001, in
Aydin and Erhangp.cit, p. 231.

® Kirisci, “US Turkish..”, op. cit, pp. 170 — 174; Aydin, Mustafa, “Reconstructing Kisih-American
Relations: Divergences Versus ConvergencBi&w Perspectives on Turkexgl. 40 (Spring 2009), pp. 126 —
127; Fuller,op. cit, p. 35; Kirkci, “US Turkish...”,op. cit.,pp. 170 — 174.

%2 Aydin, rightly, claims that “the American side uetantly began to use it largely as a goodwill gesto the
Turkish side”. Aydin)bid., foot note. 10, p. 128.

% | mean by verticality the societal consensus arevevel attributed to the importance of the rielas —on
different sides of political spectrum, within diféat institutions at every societal level, affectby the
perceptions and positive involvement of differerdugps on the commonality and hierarchy of interebis way
these interests are formed, perceived and arteilamong the decision makers, both as individuats a
institutions and by the wider public at large -eefed in the attitudes against “partner”. In remgkihe concept
of horizontality | refer to individual issues —whianay be further qualified on the basis of actorsived,
subjects and the social, economic, military andtipal aspects of every issue. The wider and ded¢per
relations between the parties in terms of stakedisldnd counterparts, the more diverse the nuoitbiesues
that parties cooperate and the deeper the complekitelations on the horizontal scale and thengjes the
positive perceptions of the “partner” and the ggthrof convergence of interests, the more resilie@tstrategic
relations hence the easier to maintain for sustigmegiods of time.

® As it inevitably displays a temporary charactettiat they do depend on theitgeistthe question of duration
and strength of the decision makers to stay in powe
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The weakness of Turkish-American relations from dteet lied in the fact that it was
largely one-dimensional in the sense that it waseyeed and structured around security
concerns and interests. The bipolar internatioryatesn imposed dictated constraints to
Turkey and it endured three main crisis, the 196Bad Missile Crisis, 1964 Johnson Letter
on Cyprus and 1974 arms embargo. However the Soemipation of Afghanistan and the
regime change in Iran invoked the necessity tongtteen and deepen the relations. The result
was the Defense and Economic Cooperation Agree(@&fCA) of 1980 partially addressing
the inherent weakness and bringing in an economermsion. The fact that this Agreement
survived the 1980 military coup unscratched is ificant,®> because it also indicates the
existence and strength of converging interests.

As the Berlin Wall fell and the Cold War ended 889 Turkey found itself in an
urgent need to redefine its geo-political positnni The problems with Turkey’s relations
with Europe had a bearing in its relations with Exgopean members of NATO within the
organization. Efforts of Europe to delineate a sa@asecurity identity under the revival
Western European Union was critical in that regdite process of formation of a Common
Foreign and Security Policy -increasingly excludihgrkey- and the vocal criticisms on
Turkey's human rights record during the 1990s, cgmin a time when Turkey was
struggling with PKK terrorism, pushed Turkey to eoiate stronger ties bilaterally with the
US. This seems to have coincided with the post-@déat US strategy of building alliances. It
also made sense within the context of existing 8rests within Turkey’s environs at the
time as it should also be said that the UnitedeStabo could not afford the luxury of
alienating Turkey in a time of post-Soviet restuwittg in the Balkans, the Caucasus, Central
Asia and the Middle East. The Gulf War that follavéhe Irag’s invasion of Kuwait
witnessed the height of relations. It was againinduthe 1990s that the US became an
important guarantor of Turkey’s economic stabitityough its important weight in the IMF
and “as an important source of [Foreign Direct Btaeent] FDI, as a market for Turkish

products™®

It is a fact that Turkey had hardships in termbefefitting from the “peace dividend”
years both financially and in terms of “desecuirly its foreign relations. It would not be
wrong to say that the inability stemmed partly fréine strategic culture, intertwined with
Sevres Phobian the side of the decision makers, the leveloohgetence they have shown
for assessing and understanding the new paramatetsdynamics of the transforming
international system and to reposition the coubgrystructuring a new foreign and defense
policy pillared on these new parameters and dynsumicas one writer has put it, on a larger
scale a “prominent role of conspiracies and paeimiTurkish social and political life®.
However it should also be recognized that starfrogn mid 1980s Turkey has had very
different concerns in terms of its security andefgn policy dictated by the low intensity
conflict it was suffering and surrounded with reggosuffering the throes of post-Soviet
restructuring. In a way, Turkey did get out of tbeld War just to find itself encircled by hot
conflicts and drowned into a fight against Kurdggparatism. An overwhelming majority of
the traditional decision makers felt they were diefighting “2 %2 Wars"®® The wide spread
belief at the time, that can somehow be said tdatonvhat most traditional decision making

®5 Kirisci, “US-Turkish...”, op. cit.,p.173.

% Aydin, “Reconstructing...bp. cit, p. 127.

%7 Berlinski, Claire: “A Nation of ConspiraciesThe Wall Street Journal3 March 2010.

% The concept of 2 ¥» Wars was first used by Ambamsgidkrii Elekdg in a piece he has written to Foreign
Ministry’s Venter for Strategic Research’s Pergam journal and gained wide currency especiallprgnthe
decision makers. Elekda Sukri: “2 Y War Strategy”,Perceptions,vol. 1, (March/ May 1996) at
http://www.sam.gov.tr/perceptions/Volumel/March-Ma96/%20212WARSTRATEGY .pdf
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elites regarded as a transcendent truth at the tiae reflected in Elekg@s words: “[N]o
matter how capable a foreign policy might be, iroat be stronger than the military might it
relies on.**

From mid 1990s onwards however Turkey has stamedealize the change. The
alliance with Israel, the positive role it playea iegional conflicts, the participation of
Turkish Armed Forces in international peacekeempgrations, the renewed relations with
Greece and with Syria after the leader of the PKikd#llah Ocalan was forced out of the
country following the signing of the Adana Accomd ©ctober 1998, the “Neighborhood
Forum” initiative started by then foreign ministet997 to 2002-ismail Cemipekgi in
January 1998, were all regarded by most observierBurkish foreign policy as a great
transformation. One such observer declared untiegitg that “Turkey has transformed its
foreign policy and self-image more thoroughly treary noncommunist country in the post-
Cold War era™® At the beginning of the 1century, before the elections of 2002 that
carried AKP to power, it was already remarked trdy Turkey was, unlike any other state in
that, apart from the US, in a position to “[play]part in so many different geographical
reasons” Especially following Ocalan’s capture in Kenya Hish foreign policy was
largely relaxed. It can even be argued that theesscof Turkey's enhancement of its post-
Cold War security situation through its foreign ipglis displayed very graphically in the
success of its use of coercion against Syria theé@ up in 1998 Adana Accord and with the
banishment of Ocalan from that country. All in @l Lesser observed the “strategic neglect
that many Turks feared after the demise of the @dvnion™? did not become a reality.

Even though there were also areas of divergenéeréngn policy within these years,
like the issue of Northern Iraq, the policy of dwantainment and its consequences for
Turkey, the appropriate way of dealing with Irdme Cyprus issué “US — Turkish relations
showed considerable resilience and strength imtieemath of the Cold War'* The general
anticipation on US-Turkish relations was that “@osy basis for continuous strategic
cooperation® between the two countries exists.

4.2. Clinton: The Relief after the Earthquake

In mid November 1999 President Bill Clinton’s v&it Turkey. Though it was hard to arrange
it for the US administration under Congressionaspure? the visit itself was a huge
success. The trip was organized just after the Mearearthquake of 17 of August that hit one
of the most industrially developed areas of Turlddicially claiming 17.480 lives that year.
The speech Bill Clinton delivered was the firstdyS President. On 15 November 1999

% Elekda, op. cit.
;i Rubin, Barry: “Turkey: A transformed internatiomale”, in Rubin and Kirci, op.cit.,p. 1.

Ibid.
2 Lesser, lan O.: “Beyond Bridge or Barrier: TurkeyEvolving Security Relations with the West” in
Makovsky, Alan and Sayari, Sabri (eds.) (200@)rkey’'s New World: Changing Dynamics in Turkishrdtgn
Policy, Washington D.C., Washington Institute for NeastHolicy, p. 203.
3 For assessment of these issues seggKitlUS Turkish...”,op. cit.,pp. 174 — 192.
™ Sayari, Sabri: “Turkey and the United States: @ivemnDynamics of an Enduring Alliance” in Ismaehr&q
Y. And Aydin, Mustafa (eds.) (2003Jurkey’s Foreign Policy in the 21st Century: A chamg role in world
politics, Aldershat, Ashgate p. 30.
5 Kirisgi, “US Turkish...”, op. cit, p. 192. For similar comments see Sayasj.cit and Aydin,
“Reconstructing...”.
®bid., pp. 187 — 189.
" Clinton himself was the third President of the tgdiStates to ever visit Turkey after Eisenhowet Bash Sr.
The five day trip was the longest ever and remagmsuch.
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Clinton stated that within the so-called peaced#ivid years that followed the end of the Cold
War, Turkey and the US have“[L]earned that” thé&iE]riendship does not depend upon a
common concern with the Soviet Uniof’In fact for the decade and a half following the
Cold War the Turkish-American relations, calledteategic cooperation or a partnership,
were the closest thing to a constant in the Turkeskign policy formulation. Despite the
restraints that Operation Provide Comfort and OgmraNorthern Watch had broughtdue

to suspicions in Turkey about alleged support thase operations directly or indirectly
provided to the PKK, the relations between the ¢twontries were for the large part ‘alive and
well’ in that “moment of great optimisf® as Clinton has called it in his address for
Presidential reception dinner organized by Presi@éteyman Demirel in his honor. During
his visit Clinton made his famous declaration on &iél Turkey being “strategic partners”.
This was, it seems, largely in reciprocity when subsequent Turkish leaders revoked the
concept “strategic” for qualifying the bilateralagons®

A Turkish academician underlines that it has traddally been important for Turkish
leaders to hear words of admiration as it somehonves to mean “confirmation or renewal
of confidence” that in return may bring more pahii credence and economic credibility that
in return assures the business community and gallitircles as well as the wid&public
that “everything is right on track” and the leadersharge are “respected”. Considering the
prerogatives US has in Turkey's external relatiottee importance that Turkish press
attributes to such contacts like the high coveraiggS leaders visits traditionally receive as
well as some aspects of Turkish culture such agtatixss coming from the US have
traditionally been important. Being able to havquack appointment arranged at the White
House and a cordial welcome from the US adminisinatis regarded as clear signs of
prestige and is deemed significiht.

However it is hard to comment that the strategitimeaof relations reflect themselves
in the economic indicators. As Clinton arrived inrRey the US was having a 8,2 percent
share in Turkish foreign trade. Almost ten yeatsrlan 2008 this figure was 4,85 percent in
an investment climate where Turkey increased itsidgo trade 3,6 fold and faced a weak US
currency. Within the same period imports from th8 lcreased 2,8 times, from USD 3
billion to 8,5 billion, while exports increased gril,3 times, from USD 2,4 to 3,2 billion. The
US’s share in the foreign direct investment (FI2Qeived by Turkey between 2000 and 2008
was 10,09 percent. That figure was 31 percent 002and 5,79 percent in 2008. Within the

8 T.B.M.M. Tutanak Dergisi, D6nem: 21, Cilt: 16, “awsa Yili: 2, 19 uncu Birkém, 15 Kasim 1999.

" For an account and debates surrounding the affatie Operations targeted to provide a Kurdisle $efven
above the 36th parallel in Northern Iraq see giriKemal, “Provide Comfort or Trouble: Operationolide
comfort and Its Impact on Turkish Foreign PolicyTurkish Review of Middle Eastern Studie®l. 8
(1994/1995), pp. 43 -67.

8 Cumhurbgkani Demirel'in onuruna Cankaya $di'nde verdii aksam yemginde ABD Bakani Bill
Clinton'in yaptg konusmaniningilizce metni [The English Text of the Speech bgdtlent of the USA, Bill
Clinton at the Gala Dinner Given for His Honor imrtkaya Palace by President Demirel” 15 Kasim 1999,
http://www.belgenet.com/arsiv/cldemirel_06.htm

81 Aydin, “Reconstructing...”op. cit.,p. 128.

82 Uzgel, “Ds Politikada...”,op. cit.,p. 368.

8 The latest example of this situation is the waykiah media covered Erdogan’s meeting with Obamagril
2010 during the Nuclear Security Summit held in Wiagton D.C. Almost all newspapers made a common
choice putting this one aspect of the meeting @ fthefront: the meeting lasted for forty five ieatl of the
fifteen minutes as it was originally planned. Ssalikal Vakit, Zaman Taraf amongst others on 14 April 2010.
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same period the amount of FDI Turkey received ased by 18 folds, from USD 817 million
in 2000, to USD 14,8 billion in 2008.

Looking at the past from where we are today it @dlean be characterized as the
‘great optimism’ period. Following the 9/11 attacksd Bush “War on Terror” that is marked
with the invasion of Iraq, Turkish — American rédais suffered what some call a “train
wreck”. The train started to derail with the rejentby the Turkish Parliament on 1 March
2003 of the use of Turkish territory for mountitng tinvasion from the north.  Later, in
Sulaymania US troops apprehended Turkish Speciatdipns Troops on 4 July 2003 which
caused the then Turkish Armed Forces Chief of Gar&taff, Hilmi Ozkok, to say that it was
the “deepest confidence crisi3'that the relations suffered. Even though the igrsib of
Turkish-American relations were tested over time g@moved strong, the effects of both
events that occurred within the span of four mohids to an extent transformed the nature of
the relations. At the least the US’s image amoigskish public was deteriorated in a way
that seems to be quite persistent, if not permafieBven the election of Obama as the
President did not change that deep feeling of mssimgainst the U%.In July 2006 making
an effort, the two countries announced a documiédletlt “Shared Vision and Structured
Dialogue to Advance the Turkish-American Stratdggrtnership” without any ratification at
any level. The document seemed to be prepared ramaliaced mainly by the Turkish side
and “its announcement without signature highlightieel difficulties to structure a dialogue
around a shared strategic vision.” Even though dbeument stated the intention for a
structured dialogue and underlined the existencéswwbng bonds of friendship, alliance,
mutual trust and unity of vision.” and talks abehared set of values, ideals in regional and
“global objectives” like “the promotion of peacegrdocracy, freedom and prosperity,” and
pledges for concentrated efforts,” it was not sijbg the partie&® The document seemed to
be prepared and announced mainly by Turkish sidemand and the fact that it was
announced “without signature highlighted the difftees to structure a dialogue around a
shared strategic visiof”” Amongst the mechanisms that were mentioned the @ which
had enough breath to come to the attention of tii@#igpwas the Coordination Group for
Countering the PKK. Established on 28 August thmesgear, ended in blunder when the
Turkish envoy, retired General Halit Edip g@a was relieved of this duty following his public
criticisms of the US attitude on 21 May 2087his American counterpart Joseph Ralston

8 The data for foreign trade figures are collectennf Turkish Statistical Institute web sitéJlke Gruplarina
Gore Dg Ticaret [Foreign Trade According to Nation Clusjéat
http://www.tuik.gov.tr/VeriBilgi.do?tb_id=12&ust_&¥. FDI figures are collected from Prime Ministery
Undersecreteriat of Traesug001 Yili Rapor 2001 Annual Repdit T.C. Babakanlk Hazine Mustarlig
Yabanci Sermaye Genel Mudiilij Basbakanlik, Ankara, 2001, pp 40 — 4dazine[statistik Yillg1 2008 at
http://www.hazine.gov.tr:80/irj/go/km/docs/documsfiireasury%20Web/Statistics/Annual/\V%20Yabanci%20S
ermaye/YSGM.xIs

8 Sevenler, Erhan, 'En biyiik giiven krizi' dedik ABD' Uziintiisliyle yetindik [We called it 2the deepest
confidence crisis settled down with just USA’s sovl”, Radikal 16 July 2003.

% There was a strong expectation for a serious ggoWwithin the public at large that turned into aices
disillusionment after the joint declaration of tin® countries on the issukaid.

87 Stephens, Bret, “What Is Happening to Turkey?hsdountry has become wealthier, it paradoxicadly &lso
shed some of its Western trapping#/all Street Journalll May 2010.

8 For the full text of the document, ségtp://turkey.usembassy.gov/statement_070508.html

8 Aydin, “Reconstructing...”op. cit.,p. 138.

P “Edip Baser Gorevden Alindi [Edip Bar is Dismissed]’NTVMSNBC.cor22 May 2007 at
http://arsiv.ntvmsnbc.com/news/408638.asp
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foIIowegzsuit almost five months lat&rHe then accused the US of not keeping their word t
Turkey:

4.3. AKP and Consolidation of Political Power

Apart from the sympathies that he has been widkdgsed by the Turkish people as well as
by the global public opinion, Obama represented es@mecific risks for Turkish foreign
policy. As he was campaigning for the Presidencydud explicitly committed himself to the
Armenian claims to recognise the events of 191%e®ocide’” This led Prime Minister
Recep Tayyip Erdgan to say: “As America is a very strong countrythe world, at present
the weight [responsibilities] on it is very distthe. Especially in a period that a crisis is
experienced USA would [fulfill] the responsibilitg contribute to the world peace which lies
much more with them [than any other nation]. Atstipioint we think that some of their
discourses [delineated] during the election campaigl be restricted exclusively to the
campaign [period]. Because Turkish —USA relatioasdt [take shape and last according to]
change of administrations but within [the conteXt the strategic relations between the
countries. | think it will be like that®* while he was commenting on Obama'’s election. In
Erdozan’s words there is a clear emphasis and recogndfathe US’s power. Then again
apart from the fact that he is in realization af tisks Obama presents for Turkey, the tone of
his words represent a much more confident Eadoas he was trying to find his way through
the situation concerning US’s invasion of Iraq 003°

There were both domestic and international souregonfidence exhibited by
Erdozan. To understand these sources the interplayokdtc politics and foreign policy in
Turkey should be substantiated. On the one harel ¢tianges in foreign policy reflect the
rolling revolution in Turkey's domestic politicatrangements® and on the other hand
Turkish politics is transformed through the leg#icy gained from the way foreign policy
was pursued. In that regard AKP’s approach to fpregiolicy can be defined as shaping on
two basic currents.

First, the sustained and almost continuously esngléensions with the bureaucracy
forces the AKP to maintain an external balance thatild serve them as the legitimacy
against what seems to be an unremitting threatepgan they feel to strengthen their
political base and power. Second, AKP tries to kéep support it receives from the
aforementioned external balance uninterruptedlyilizeld. This is particularly the case in the
relations of AKP with the West but, especially, ths.

°1 Cindemir, Kasim: “Roslton istifa etti [Rolston Rgsed], Hiirriyet, 1 October 2007.

92«The US government should have made good on theritments they have made to the Turks”, Senanayake,
Sumeda: “Iraq: Threat of Turkish Invasion Diminidhé=or Now”, Radio Free Europe/ Radio Libert®
November 2007, dtttp://www.rferl.org/content/article/1079101.html

% In a speech delivered on 19 January 2008 he Yaithared with Secretary Rice my firmly held cortion
that the Armenian Genocide is not an allegatiopeesonal opinion, or a point of view, but rathewigely
documented fact supported by an overwhelming bddfistorical evidence. The facts are undeniabla. A
official policy that calls on diplomats to distdte historical facts is an untenable policyand as President |
will recognize the Armenian genocide.” Obama, BlrdBarack Obama on the Importance of US-Armenia
Relations, Organazing for America, January 19, 2008, at http://www.barackobama.com/
2008/01/19/barack_obama_on_the_importance.php

% “Erdogan Barack Obama'yi Tebrik Etti” [Erdogan Congrateta Barack Obama], at
http://www.samanyoluhaber. com/haber-124131.hfnMovember 2008, “Bdakan Erdgan’dan Obama’yalk
Yorum” [Early Comments from Prime Minister Erdoga8iar, 5 November 2008.

% See for example Ergan, Recep Tayyip‘My Country is Your Faithful Ally and Friend”The Wall Street
Journal,March 31, 2003.

% Stephensop. cit.
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As such the general understanding of AKP on theticels with the US can be said to
bear a strong mark of the tumultuous event of M&©03, namely the Turkish Parliament
decision on granting permission to the US troopsst the Turkish territory to march on Iraq.
As AKP came to power its general stanc®a vis Turkey’s —read the Party’s- relations with
the US was one of compulsory cooperation. The sviatibwing the Irag decision seems to
have reinforced this stanée. According to one line of thought AKP was quickgmsp the
repercussions that the traditional decision makiitg has suffered as a result of the strategic
game that they have played. The failure to deloretheir side as expected was not forgiven,
as displayed in Sulaymania. It seems that AKP waskdo build on the vacuum that was left
by the traditional decision making elites who fouh@mselves between strong suspicions
concerning the AKP and their increasing dislike tfog US policies. The AKP thesis to their
US counterparts was that, traditional decision mgkelites no longer constituted a viable
partner for the US. Particularly because of thetianalist, Kemalist —read undemocratic-
stance. However, as AKP’s roots rested in a palitimovement Nationalist Outlook
MovementNOM) led for years by Necmettin Erbakan- that bagn a victim of the unfair
practices stemming from the differences of tHOM and establishment’'s perspectives,
mainly on Turkey’s orientation and identity, ancbig definitio’®> more open to dialogue and
cooperation, AKP had the power to support US ansteve interests. As such AKP was able
to make a differenc® What is more, what makes AKP unique, and all tleenimportant, is
the political tradition that it grew out of. Thagdition, political Islamism now moderated to
an understanding of conservative democracy, makegry convenient for the AKP to
understand the most troubled regions, in particllduslim Middle East as it grants the
Party’s decision makers an “inside” look to thosgions as well as a wider perspective. The
same tradition has its roots in history, in thediof the Ottoman Empire. That is particularly
important as only AKP as the “modern” standard eeaf the political Islam in Turkey has
an exclusive expertise when it comes to developgiagions, giving and structuring messages
and building upon their credibility a convincingpapach that would bring parties of hot
issues in the ex- Ottoman land and its hinterlaggpecially in the Middle East, North Africa,
Balkans and Caucasus. The credibility is also aruske domain of the Party because of its
political roots that permitted the preservatiorthaf political tradition and cultural heritage of
Islam and the Ottoman Empire while the Kemalistesteas done everything in its power to
distance the country and eradicate that heritagepantaining Islamic identity. The tradition
enables AKP to structure an ideological responsm ffinside” —non western- to limit and
extinguish the risks and threats the West in génana the US in particular face in the post-
9/11 international environment. The unique characfethe tradition and heritage AKP
possesses not only qualifies Turkey under AKPathlg viable model of a Muslim state in
terms with the West, but also makes it possibleAidP to become a very instrumental and
effective chaperon, courier, broker, facilitatohemever the conditions and terrain is suitable
a mediator, even a referee. As for these reasisdjne of thought argues, it would only be
rational to support the socio-political consolidatithat AKP has started, and succeeded to
considerable extent, in the country. It should bptkn mind that the logical extreme of this
line of thought is a sustained AKP dominance inkislr politics. AKP has learned well from
the fate of the traditional decision makers wheaytffailed to deliver in March 2003 for

" See, then Erdogan’s influential advisor and AKRnfer, Ciineyt Zapsu’s reactions that were appgrentl
shaped, at the least, also by this experiencendoetl00 below.

% Here the emphasis is on the multicultural toleeatiat had its foundations in the Ottoman Turkistiesraft
that AKP was the rightful heir to. Though the peabl with this line of thought is that it was foundea a firm
belief of supremacy against the other culturesratigions, is frequently overlooked.

% Whereas the Kemalist state was not, goes thisolirergument, as it lacked any credibility with tkfeislim/
Arab world.
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domestic political considerations against its&lfThe message that the West should make use
of or facilitate Turkey under AKP is a repetitiieeme in AKP foreign policy’

The tendency for using foreign policy as a meansstoéngthening the domestic
political base has always been a dominant tenden@yurkey % It is argued that this is true
in general for Middle East and North African staf€3Nhen analyzed in the light of such an
understanding the tendencies of AKP summarized el®wnot at all exceptional. What is
more, none of this changes the fact that good dr #aund or not in the post 9/11 security
environment in its region AKP’s Turkey was the oklyuntry with a game plan which can
claim the virtue of being constructive as a basissdegitimacy at the same time.

Domestically also Turkey's economic transformatias been impressive in terms of
the sustained growth performance the economy shawe@r the AKP. Even though the
relative volume and diversity of the economy ifl &r from playing a global role, Turkey is
in the region the “most important economic powettie-16" largest with a GDP of USD
880,1 billion by purchasing power parity in 200¢@acling to the IMF — and “[N]ot only a
major modern economy, but the largest, perhapsotilg modern economy in the entire
Muslim world”.}** “Goldman Sachs anticipates 7% growth this yeaickkvould make the
country Europe's strongest perform& Also, particularly after the 2007 elections and th
ascendance of the former foreign minister Abdullah to Presidency after a period of bitter
struggle between AKP and its opposition the AKPrseé0 feel that the process of political
consolidation has been completed carrying the gartyecome an absolute center of gravity
in Turkish politics. Even though this process i8l gfoing on the authority of AKP has
become nothing short of impressive traceable throing great shift in the ownership of
media, ascendance of a new Islamist bourgeé8fsidth close links to the government. This
authority is strengthened by the ongoing trials anestigations concerning alleged coup
attempts between the first and second term of AKfe. dragging process &rgenekorcase
on the alleged coup plans involving academiciaasgegpls, journalists, police chiefs amongst
others and the pressures on the press, in whicBdlgan Group tax case became emblematic

190 yzgel,op. cit.,p. 373. For an interesting and overlapping anslgsithe events surrounding Marcti 2003
Moment see Bilici, “Filozof Dyisleri Bakani”,op. cit

191 bavutoglu went on record to say, “Europe couldeham inestimable partner to bring peace and sialbili
today’s fragile and dangerous Middle East —Turkkgnly the EU took advantage of what Ankara cafeof.”.
Turkey as a Partner for European Foreign Policytlire Middle East136 th Bergedorf Roundtable, Istanbul,
(February 23rd-25th, 2007), p. 25. Also the muchtimversial words of Ciineyt Zapsu, the advisor tdogan
then, voiced, reportedly, in a meeting in Ameri¢amterprise Institute on 7 April 2006, the US callifor the
American decision makers not to “sweep [Erdoganymthe drain but use him”. Yanatgaverdan (2007)Bir
ABD Projesi Olarak AKHAKP as a US Projeftistanbul, Siyah Beyaz Yayinlari, p. 79. Zapsert repudiated
that he did not use the words as such. “Zapsu’dawn the drain’ aciklamasi ['Down the drain’ expdéion
from Zapsu” NTVMSNBC.comthttp://arsiv.ntvmsnbc.com/news/413011.asp

192 Erhan, Cani: “Turkiye Ortadgu'da ABD Ne istediyse Yapmstir [Turkey Has Done Everything the US
Asked in the Middle East] in Ozdat. al. op. cit.pp. 51 -52

193 Nonneman, Gerd, “Analyzing the Foreign Policiestloé Middle East and North Africa: A Conceptual
Framework” in Nonnemarp.cit.,p.9.

194 Eriedman George (2009): “The New Fault Lines”Time next Hundred Yearslew York, Anchor Books. p.
80.

195 Stephenspp. cit.

1% On the rise of the Islamic bourgeoisie and its mmg and possible effects sdbid. For a more
comprehensive but somehow controversial analysid/¢erz, Michael (2010)fhe New Levant: Understanding
Turkey’s Shifting Roles in the Eastern Mediterramé&/ashington, D.C., Center for American Progress, a
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04tipdkéy levant.pdf
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of that consolidation that raised at least somebeyes both in the country and abro3d.
However as these developments reinforced the damesthority of the government it also
seems to fragment the society somewhat deeply. ifeless the success AKP showed in
projecting the image of power consolidation, thateterred earlier, at home, in return,
reinforces the AKP’s active stance in foreign ppfi® As this brings them “kudos”
internationally AKP officers and members of parlemh continuously underline the message
of consolidation in their deliberations with theiestern, especially American, counterparts to
receive more international support or at least @pgdrto further consolidate their political
power at homé®

4.4. Enter Obama

The hope that Obama represented was needed inyTamkiethat was of no surprise to anyone
involved in the trade of Turkish — American relagso As Obama was taking over the White
House, “the US image abroad was suffering every@/haccording to the PEW Global
Public Attitudes Projett® and nowhere else, even not in Palestinian teiegomnd
Pakistan'! the popularity of the US was in shambles as badnaSurkey where the
popularity of the US hit a record low of 9 percémt2007 and 12 percent in 2088, while
Turks also led the charts in disliking both Amenoaays of doing business and American
ideas of democracy with 83 and 81 percent respalyth’ During the Bush years Turkish —
American relations might be said to have sufferegjptly from a post-9/11 syndrome.

The syndrome had two dimensions: first, there Wwaddégacy of issues concerning the
context, structure and priorities of the alliancgtveen the two countries. This was due,
mainly, to the problems surrounding Turkish decisimakers on deciding how to position the
country in the post-Cold War international systékacording to Kirkci; “During the Cold
War Turkey has benefited from a rent due to heisgategic position and Turkish foreign
policy has showed outstanding success in keepiig rént as high as is possibfé®
Following the collapse of the Soviet Union Turkidbcision makers had a rough time in
positioning™® the country against new challenges that the segynimipolar world brought.
Second, the US’s invasion of Irag and the everds ftiilowed has planted deep feelings of
distrust among the Turkish population. These inetydbut were not limited to the US
sponsoring the establishment of a Kurdish regian&nomy that has brought the question of
whether or not the US was working for the declaraf an independent Kurdish state that

97 The former Ambassador of the US in Turkey betwg03 — 2005) Eric Edelman who closely observes
Turkey also underlines the inconclusively Alci, iagn: “ABD’den habersiz de darbe yapilabilir [A @omay
be realized without the USA knowing]Aksam,29 Mart 2010.

1% The definition of camps in the article that | meésl to earlier by Abramowitz and Barkey is indieatof the
success of AKP in convincing the outside worldhe image consolidation. See foot note. 36 above.

199 For just one recent example see, Wefz,cit.,p. 13. Werz quotes Suat Kinikia, AKP’s Deputy Chairman
for Foreign Relations and Foreign relations Coaatbin “There is no dependable opposition,” ... theasition
is disparate “to the degree that it makes us unodaiile.”

110 “Global Public Opinion in the Bush Years (2001-8P0 Pew Global Attitudes ProjecWashington D.C.,
(December 18, 2008), p. 3.

11 A previous PEW survey pitched US popularity ingBtnian territories at 13 %, while Pakistan wesring
15 % for the year 2007. See “Global Unease withdviajjorld Powers’ PEW Global Attitudes Survey,
Washington D.C., (June 27, 2007), p.3 and 13.

112«Global Public Opinion...” op. cit.,p. 3

113«Global Unease...”pp. cit.p. 5.

114 Kirisci Kemal: “Turkiye Daima Kendisini AB’'ye Yakingaracak Politikalarizlemelidir” [Turkey Should
Always Pursue Policies That Would Bring Itself Gids EU] in Ozdakt. al, op.cit.,p. 3.

15 Kirisci calls the situation, “some kind of a confusioiri sci, Ibid., p. 4.
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might fuel PKK’s Kurdish separatism in Turke$; the events that occurred in Sulaymatia
and the general atmospherics resulting from theadivapproach to the whole issue of “war
on terror”, from human rights abuses in Abu Ghrabthe unfortunate invocation of the
concept of crusade by Bush Jr. in what seemingly avainappropriate effort to underline the
righteousness of US’s cause, and sd*8n.

Even though AKP has done its best to repair tretiogls somehow after the turbulent
months of 2003 it seems to be a relief for the AKP to have a mpeesident elected in the
US. That would conceivably have been the case anthpresident but Obama was, mainly
because of the perception that he represents a arablp identity, like those of the
marginalized pitted against the mighty power hddea better alternative for the AKP.
Obama’s legitimate and rightful aspiration to cotagower, therefore, would be perceived
much positively and “sell” better to the AKP comséincy2°

5. “Change” meets “Transformation”

In his remarks made to the press together withidkes Abdullah Gul, following their
meeting of 6 April 2009, during his two day visit Turkey, US President Barrack Obama has
labeled the Turkish - American relations as onet tft@an be” built as a “Model
Partnership®?! Later, Obama has delivered what was the second sMeech by a US
President before the members of Turkish Grand Natidssembly. His tone was different
then Clinton nearly a decade ago. He said:

“The United States and Turkey have not always abe every issue, and that's to be
expected -- no two nations do. But we have stogeétteer through many challenges over
the last 60 years. And because of the strengthuofatliance and the endurance of our
friendship, both America and Turkey are stronget e world is more securé®

Phillip Gordon, Assistant Secretary of State, Eesopand Eurasian Affairs, later expressed
more directly these ideas. In a speech deliveteithea Brookings Institution Gordon first
underlined the importance of Turkish-US relations then he did not hesitate to openly call

116 Despite numerous announcements by US officialseaontrary.

7 That profoundly, if not irredeemably, blew up thieédges between Turkish secular nationalists ardUs.
Though the feeling can be said to cut across aadedhby different layers of society. See for exanijtleral
Radikaldaily. Sevenlerpp. cit.

118 Bush, Geoge W.: “Today We Mourned, Tomorrow We WoRemarks by the President Upon Arrival,
White HousgWashington D.C. (16 September 2001) at
http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/newesdses/2001/09/20010916-2.htnBush actually used the
concept while answering the questions after hisdpe

119 That led finally to Bush calling PKK the “commonemy” and an agreement on “hot” intelligence sharin
between Turkey and US See Aydin, “Reconstructingop’,cit.,p. 136.

120 At least one commentator points out that thisiésdase on the issue of representing dynamisnmibraging
and initiating transformation. Fisher Onar, NorBteb Ottomanism, Historical Legacies and Turkishelgn
Policy”, EDAM Discussion Paper Serie€009/03), p. 15.

121 «Joint Press Availability with President Obama aPresident Gul of Turkey”, Cankaya Palace, Ankara,
Turkey, April 8", 2009, at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/joineps-availability-with-president-obama-and-presieguit
turkey.

122 Obama, Barack H.: “Remarks by President ObamalkoTurkish Parliament”, April 6th, 2009 at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remapkssident-obama-turkish-parliament
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the beast with its name saying that, “Turkey hagags had multiple identities. But what
binds the United States and Turkey together areedhaterests, shared values, and a
commitment to partnership.” He went on with ideyitify the formula that worked during the
Cold War, “The relationship, which was much easgustify when we faced a shared Soviet
threat”. So he added in the new international emvirent, “those of us who believe in the
relationship have to make a special effort to exptae enduring value of the partnership
between the United States and Turk&j.What makes Gordon’s words more noteworthy is
the high probability that he is the inventor of tihhdodel Partnership” conceptualization that
Obama used for naming the Turkish-American relation

5.1. What is the Meaning of the Word “Model”?

Talking to Council on Foreign RelationSecretary of State, Hilary Clinton said that ie th
face of the new threats that the US is facing; i®Rigleologies and old formulas don't
apply.”?* The concept of “Model Partnership” seems to benfdated with this principle in
mind. It was a flexible concept of a fluid nature;shapeable according to the circumstances
and needs of the parties. As Clinton cited Tunkéin the second tier of a total of seven
countries as “emerging global powers” on which th® will “put special emphasis [for
encouraging] ... to be full partners in tackling @iebal agendd® the concept of “Model
Partnership” seems to rest mainly on the existitgments of cooperation with added
flexibility as and when the circumstances demandée. existing institutional framework of
relations —under NATO, G-20 etc.- will be preservetiile the parties extend their
cooperation to economy, encouraging entreprengqunshithe Middle East using, what is
thought to be, the AKP experient®.It seems like the US, naturally, also assumes the
continuation of existing relations on Afghanistamddrag while it goes on supporting the
Turkish bid to be a member of the European Uniod)(EAt a first glance this framework
leaves the energy, Iran and Turkish-Israeli retetieeven Turkish-Russian relations- either
out or presupposes that they wouldn’t represenbitapt areas of divergence as they will
either be outweighed by the benefits of cooperattmmehow be insignificant or, yet better,
sort themselves ouf!

AKP’s leadership is as keen as their US countespatten it comes to Turkish-US
relations and the importance of US’ friendship tarkey. Abdullah Gul, then Foreign

123 Gordon, Philiph H.: “The United States and Turkéy:View From the Obama Administration”, Sakip
Sabanci LecturéBrookings InstituteWashington, D.C. (March 17, 2010), at
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/20B0/7 _turkey/20100317_turkey sabanci.pdf

124 Clinton, Hilary Rodham, “Council on Foreign Retats Address by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton”,
Transcript,Council on Foreign Relation#Vashington, D.C. (July 152009), at
http://www.cfr.org/publication/19840/

125 The first tier being China, India, Russia and Bramd second tier consisting of Indonesia, SouthicA as
well as Turkeylbid.

126 To explain the AKP’s rising to power by relyingawdly on the increasing weight of the new Islamic
bourgeoisie -the so called Anatolian tigers- anttipg significant emphasis on the transformatiaiodéd these
new Islamic elite plays on both Turkish society gruditics and democratization of political Islamhetlatter
being more important with the potential it repraseor the Muslim world in general- is a populaertfe in the
research agenda on AKP. See Yavuz, M. Hakan (2088¢ularism and Muslim Democracy in Turkey,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press and Werz hist (2010):The New Levant: Understanding Turkey’s
Shifting Roles in the Eastern Mediterrane#@viashington, D.C., Center for American Progresd, at
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04tipddy levant.pdf See also Kiggi, Kemal: “The
Transformation of Turkish Foreign Policy: The Ridethe Trading State”, ilNew Perspectives on Turkeyo.
40, (Spring 2009), pp. 29 — 56.

1271f so that seems to be an overly optimistic apphoa
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Minister, reportedly said that these relations wéabove and beyond everything el$é*On
the other hand Foreign Minister Davgo calls these relations “unique” in character.
Referring to the concept of “Model Partnership” Deglu underlines his belief that
President Obama did use the conceptualization guopa to signify “a prototype relationship
between the two countries [that is]... a prototype dthers"**° However, as he underlines
this future “prototype” he also underlines veryosgly the unique character of the Turkish-
US relations. As he paints a picture of a self-mnft Turkey that has a foreign policy
agenda that exactly matches that of the US on plsisaes because Turkey “has to be
everywhere” not only because it is “unique powaer its surrounding regions and an
important player in world politics,” but also besau“these are [Turkey’'s] concerns as a
significant player of world politics®® That approach inevitably leaves the answers of two
critical questions out: Firstly, how can a relasbip which is so unique constitute a
“prototype” for others in their relations with eaolther or with the US? Second, how can
Turkey with all its internal divisions, especialiyvisions that are concerning the AKP and a
still “precarious economic situation” can lead asfwpe the regiot?” or be the speaker on
behalf of, say, “Africa**® as Davutg@lu suggests?

Actually, when it comes to Turkish-American relasoDavut@lu’s approach is firstly
one of a balancing act. He thinks that “Turkey dtiaever be in a situation where he is left
alone” with any of the global heavyweights suchliresEU or United States as this will “ring
about a strategic submissivene§$”The final aim of Turkey is to “establish an area o
influence in its environs*>®> He clearly sees the US as a party that is crdoralurkey to
engage. According to him, “Turkey, as a middle steatral country, needs the strategic
weight of a continental superpower within the pagters of the internal balances of power of
Afro-Eurasia”**® The relations of two countries “has a solid geitjpal foundation, a strong
historical background and an institutional framekvo’’ Hence, the two countries, "need to
have a comprehensive strategy, a comprehensivaatbarfor our model partnership,” as
Davutaglu is “sure that in 10 years, the role of the Udittates as the global power will be
strengthened” and Turkey will be playing that uquole in regional and global politics as he
envisages>® His analysis on Obama’s utterance to “Model Pastrip” is remarkable in this

regard:

“This long historical experience together during tBold War. Of course, we appreciate
and we should remind each other of the good memaofithe Korean War, good memories
of other joint efforts. But, it should not be ndgta and it should not be just referring to
these. Memory is good, but we have to be futurerdeid. After the Cold War, the situation

128 yavuz,op. cit.,p. 228.

129 Davutgilu, Ahmet:, “Turkey-US relations: A Model PartneiishGlobal and Regional Dimensions”, Speech
Delivered by the Minister of Foreign Affairs H.E.h&xet Davutglu at the 28th Annual Conference on US-
Turkish RelationsATC-DEIK, Washington DC (2 June 2009) Htp://www.mfa.gov.tr/minster_s-speechat-the-
28th-annual-conference-on-us-turkish-relations.ém.m

%0 pid.

31 pid.

132 yavuz calls Davutplu’s assumptions to this end “premature”. See Yawpzcit, p. 203.

133 He quotes this anecdote; “President of Tanzani@ur meeting, told our President, “You are in &&0.
There is no real representation from Africa, frome tSouth in the G-20. Please be our voice. We ffale
confidence in Turkey and that Turkey will bring alir issues to the agenda of G-20". Dagiup“Speech...”,
op. cit

¥ Davutgglu, “Stratejik...”, op. cit.,p. 521.

1% Davutgglu, “Turkey’s...”, op. cit, p.79.

130 bid., p. 88.

37 |pid.

138 Davutaglu, “Speech...” op. cit.
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has changed and now there must be a new substhaoe must be a new paradigm in our
relations. Therefore, when President Obama usedehin “model partnership” | said yes,

this is a change of paradigm. Not just a strat@gicnership, but a more comprehensive
model partnership. That is what we ne&d.”

Just like Davutglu, albeit in differing tones at home and abroadjdgan also doesn’t shy
away from underlining the importance AKP attributesthe US. In a 2005 meeting in
Washington, D.C. he went on record to say, “Turiseg friend and ally of the United States
of America. Our relationship dates back many, mgegrs. And it is born on sound
foundations. And it is true that at times we gotigh the test of time. Nevertheless, we see
that there is a strong solidarity between our coesitthat is a result of commonsense and
realism.™® Two years later at the same venue he said; Tutkighly value[s] ...strategic
partnership with the United States, which is on¢heffundamental bedrocks of [its] foreign
policy.” He went on, “and | want to underscore timghe strongest and clearest terms. The
deep-rooted history, shared values and commonestternin our relations with the United
States, which are advancing on a multidimensiomaald) constitute the solid foundation of
our alliance. *** Even the sheer weight of numbers speaks for tHeesén that regard. A
clear indication of the importance to give to belal relations by his government is that
Erdogan visited the US 18 times 15 as Prime Minist@most half of the total number of
visits by Turkish presidents and prime ministéfsDuring his 2007 speech, Ergin’s host,
Richard Holbrooke, the veteran US diplomat who widagcome special adviser on Pakistan
and Afghanistan to the president in the Obama adtration, remarked, he“...can think of
none ... who is more important to the United Stateshe stability of Europe and the Middle
East, ... There is no country in the world of moratstgic importance to the United States at
this moment in time than Turkey [which is | whatr@any was during the Cold War, the
frontline state...”!*®

However, despite these announcements from botls side are full of compliments,
none of these declarations change the fact thatd®&artnership” remains a vague term.
The lack of a clear definition, as it was the casth the “shared vision” or “strategic
partnership” in the past, is again the charactegifuture of this new model of relations. This
vagueness was not altogether negatively receiv@aiikey. Many commentators, especially
within the circles sympathetic to the governmeniteldathe new term as symbolizing “the
beginning of a new era for every one of us andyhierg”. This, Candar argued, was because

%9 |pid.

10 Erdgzan, Recep T.: “A Conversation with Recep Tayyip dgah [Rush transcript; Federal News Service,
Inc.]*, CFR,Washington D.C. (September 13, 2005), at
http://www.cfr.org/publication/8880/conversation thvirecep_tayyip erdogan_rush_transcript federalsnsgv
rvice_inc.html

1“I Erdgzan, Recep T.: “A Conversation with Recep Tayyip dgah [Rush transcript; Federal News Service,
Inc.]“, Washington D.C.CFR, September 27, 2007 at
http://www.cfr.org/publication/14395/conversation20@with_recep_tayyip_erdogan_rush_transcript fedeeal
ws_service.html

142vErdogan 17 kez ABD'ye gitti"Haber, 5 April 2010, at
http://www.24haber.com/?newstype%20=normal&newsRE3P Reflective of Davutglu’'s influence in
shaping the foreign policy doctrine of AKP, as dfiivlarch 2010 , according to information reportediieased
by AKP, Erdogan has completed 234 diplomatic visits Yilda 234 Kez Yurtduna Gitti [234 Abroad in 7
Years],Stratejik Boyutl5 March 2010, dtttp://www.stratejikboyut.com/haber/7-yilda-234-kgartdisina-qgitti-
-33209.htm

%3 Erdazan, A Conversation with Recep Tayyip Erdogan [Rustmscript; Federal News Service, Inc.],
September 27, 2007.
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“Turkey was going to be understood as one of thetnmoportant countries in the eyes of the
US and treated as one”. It was like the US and @wrwere creating “jointly” a new
“company” for handling and cooperating on variousbg! issues togethe** Another
observer inferred that “Obama is talking about aengplary relationship, especially for the
relations with Muslim countries,” howevethe same observer has also called for
“contextualizing the term**®> The pro-government dailyStar has heralded a new
“relationship of equals**° There was a clear expectation on the Turkish $idethe new era
will be one that Turkish-American relations woulévelop on the economic froHt
However in the lack of a clear definition of whatraodel” entails or what does “strategic”
encompass on the articulation of interests by atdirwboth parties the expectation in this
direction does seem to be lame. Tellingly it gqucklecame apparent by the Turkey's
behavior ( not by the US).

Almost six months after the initial decoration dietnew mode of partnership the
process seemed to have frozen. Just before Preddleama’s speech on the Armenian
genocide claims in April 2010, and after a positiade in the House Committee on Foreign
Relations pushing for a bill recognizing the claim&urkish Minister of Industry and
Commerce, answering to questions from the presd, that “[the Committee’s] decision
unavoidably made us, somehow, push the brakes. Weeae the developments. We will
decide what to do after April 24 [Obama's speech[*® AKP’s Foreign Relations
Coordinator Suat Kiniklglu has commented that if the “[house] bill is pakss®o a law the
US will no longer be able to be a superpowé'To be sure in part these reactions were for
soothing the domestic public opinioi. However there is nothing in this suggestion that
contradicts the earlier comment on the proximitypadfcesses of interest articulation.

144 Candar, Cengiz: “Barack Hussein Obama: Diiriistt,0dsyarl [Barack Hussein Obama: Honest, Friendly,

Sensetive”Hurriyet, 7 Nisan 2009 at
http://hurarsiv.hurriyet.com.tr/goster/haber.asp@=11381721&yazarid=215

145 Kilig, Giilay:“Sedat: Laginer: ABD ile Model Orthfin ici Dolmali [Model Partnership with the USA
should be ContextualizedSAK.com15 December 2009 http://www.usak.org.tr/makale.asp?id=1193

16 «Erdogan ve Obama Model Ortaklik ilesiéler arasi’ yeni bir iljki kurdu”, Star, 9 December 2009.

17 Davutgglu also has remarked that the current state of iSwidS trade and economic relations were
unacceptable. Davuttu, “Speech...”op. cit

148«ABD ile model ortaklik Obama’nin 24 Nisan kasmasini bekliyor [The model partnership with the US#A
hold until Obama’s April 2% Speech]” Star, 14 Mart 2010.

149 «syat Kinikligglu: Tasarl Yasakarsa ABD Artik Siiper Giic Olamaz [If the Bill Passe® a Law the USA
Will No Longer Be Able to Be A Super Power " TurkishNY, 2 March 2010, at
http://www.turkishny.com/interviews/40-interview/232-suat-knklolu-tasar-yasalarsa-abd-artk-supef-guc
olmaz

10 As evidenced by the way Erdogan reacted to Obams®sf the termKMeds Yegherh(Great Calamity) in
his April 24, 2010 Armenian Remembrance Day spe#stiogan'dan Obama'nin 24 Nisan Ac¢iklamasina
Olumlu Tepki,[Positive Reaction From Erdogan to ®@f@s Announcement of %4 April],
VOANews.ComTirkge25 April 2010, at
http://www1lvoanews.com/turkish/news/Erdoandan-Obamr24-Nisan-Acklamasna-Olumlu-Tepki-
92050334.htmlErdogan said "our sensitivities were taken into cons&diem” and accused the opposition for
being disillusioned with the result and calling theiwas to the oppositions detriment that Obama hwde
such an announcement” the Ministry of Foreign Afaiook an entirely different line by declaring Gba’s
words “wrong and one-sided”. It is interesting toropare the reaction from Davutoglu’s Ministry ofrEign
Affairs on the same subject which can either beertalis a sign of the division between the Erdogah le
“pragmatist and opportunist group” and Gl led “malists and idealists” within the AKP leadership.eSe
Yavuzop. cit.,p. 233.or as yet another example of what AKP’s sjgjom calls the dual track public diplomacy
—read disinformation- campaign from AKP to covey fibreign policy blunders. See, “ABD gani Obama
Tarafindan Yapilan Aciklama Hk. [Regarding the $peley President Obama]T.C. Dsisleri Bakanlgi, no:
90, 24 April 2010, athttp://www.mfa.gov.tr/no_-90_-24-nisan-2010 -abd#eni-obama-tarafindan-yapilan-
aciklama-k_.tr.mfaAs a matter of fact, Obama’s utilization of thencept and the whole outlook of the speech

102




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 23 (May / Mayo 2010) | SSN 1696-2206

There are also a wide array of issues that will @taddressed here in detail ranging from
AKP’s denial of the human tragedy in Sudanese Daduo the grounds that, in Ergln’s
words “it is impossible that anyone belonging te tleligion of Islam that we belong may
commit genocide™ to the somehow ambiguous is§tfeof Iran’s nuclear program that,
again according to Ergan, the entire intelligence on it, can be calleshtors,*® All this

represent critical differences in the interests la@uice foreign policies of Turkey and US.

6. Turkish — American Relations: Strategic Framewok and Limitations

As the effects and consequences of 9/11 hit tantieenational system the “rent” that Turkey
enjoyed with her geostrategic importance has bemrsfiormed. This has fit well with the
AKP’s self image as well as its political strategyhe civilizational outlook of the new
conflict suddenly put great emphasis on Turkey'dtirfaceted identity. A European state
with most of its landmass in Asia, traditionallyling to West but with deep cultural roots in
the East, a predominantly Muslim state with a sacidgime and a multitude of sects. Turkey
was now important not only for its geopolitical fims, as was the case during Cold War, but
it is also the predominantly Muslim democracy wstcular institutions and governed by a,
self defining, conservative democrat governmenicivliame to power through elections. The
last one of these aspects seems to be especiapiprtamt given the aforementioned
civilizational outlook of the post-9/11 conflicts@ tensions>* This civilizational outlook

might be said to include almost all Armenian dengmegcept using the g-word. For the full text of ®lbés
speech see Obama, Barak H.: “Statement of PresiBardick Obama on Armenian Remembrance Dayie
White House,24 April 2010 athttp://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/statermpessident-barack-obama-
armenian-remembrance-dayhis also was not a surprise given the fact twhile visiting Turkey Obama,
despite repeated questions from the Turkish ptess,said that he didn’t change his position onidseie. See
“Joint Press Availability...”,op. cit

31 “Erdogan’a goére Darfurda Soykirim Yok! [According to Eman There is No Genocide in Darfur!]”,
CNNTurk.com9 November 2009, at

http://www.cnnturk.com/2009/turkiye/11/08/erdogaymae.darfurda. soykirim.yok/550901.0 /index.html

12| call the situation ambiguous as in private maigh ranking Turkish diplomats and even memberak®
—though ones who seem to be less identity orientedte their concerns on Iran’s nuclear program asd
potential effects on Turkey's foreign policy. Esjgdly when one thinks about AKP’s claim that Turkisyon its
way to becoming a regional power with global inflae a nuclear Iran should rationally be considexed
hindrance. It might be said to be the case that AKRmerely following through the steps of Turkish
governments before it. On the issues relating &m IAKP’s predecessors have always took a very masiti
attitude and frequently choose to neglect the piatlethreats and risks Iran has posed to Turkeyis Tvas
largely due to the energy trade and commerciallisseen the two countries which Turkish decisicakens
have traditionally put a high premium on. It shoaldo be remembered that Iran’s hydrocarbon ressurc
especially natural gas is strategically very imapttfor Turkey’s aspirations of becoming a tra@asitl terminal
country, a hub in world energy equation. This waes ¢ase during the 1990s onwards. Neverthelesgyanto
attitude is hailed in Iran, see “Turkey: Iran's Near Programme ‘Solely Cvilianlran Affairs, March 16",
2010 at

http://www.iranaffairs.com/iran_affairs/2010/03/gdhtml

133 Ozel, Soli: “Bgarinin Riskleri [The Risks of Successlaber Turk 19 April 2010 Erdogan attributed these
words while giving an interview to CNN’s Christi#dimanpour while attending the Nuclear Security Sutimi
the US.

134 Obviously when the civilizational aspect, or thelmbility of post-9/11 conflict being defined ierins of
civilizations, is revoked the work that is referradwhether implicitly or explicitly is th€lash of Civilizations
of the late Harvard Professor Samuel Huntingtomthhgton, Samuel P. (1997yhe Clash of Civilizations and
the Remaking of the World OrdeéMew York, Touchstone. The comment that Huntingtdiercefully argued
and equally controversial thesiss criticized mainly “out of fear that it may fuisle conflict‘and the efforts to
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was, and still is something that all the actonsigéently denied. Though looking at the tone
of the debate and the arguments developed in opialdand refutation of this aspect of post-
9/11, one can wonder whether there is a genuinsermual belief on the nature of the
situation not related to civilizational fault linei short, these kinds of generalizations may
fuel the conflict.

These fears, somehow logically, not only put a puemon Turkey’s importance for
the West and the US but also increased the valdedadf AKP’s proposition that it and only
it represented an exclusive, genuine wisdom thamged a chance for reconciliation by
playing the role of a counselor, mediator or féaibr between the West and the Islamic rest,
derived from the Ottoman past that it is the rightfeir of. Following on this argument AKP
did not hesitate much before assuming, or at kaitty acceptind>° the role of leader of the
now infamous Greater Middle East Project and thansforming this somehow dubious role
by becoming, with Spain, the co-sponsoifbg Alliance of Civilizationgitiative on 13 June
2005, that was announced by the then Secretaryr@esfehe United Nations Kofi Annan in
July 2005° Following the appointment of State Minister Mehnfetdin by Secretary
General Annan to the position of Co-cfi&iit was commented in the Turkish press that this
marked “a new perspective for Turkish foreign pglias “Ankara which, since the
establishment of the Republic pursued a foreigncpdhat was oriented towards the West
and kept itself distant from the Islamic countries by including itself in this initiative, in a
way assumed the role of the voice of the Muslim M/®T® Indicative of an expectation in
AKP that this initiative would also add up to thdluence of Turkey, hence increasing the
credibility of AKP’s foreign policy and respectabyl at home and abroad, Efghn has not
shied away from frequently using the issue as @ gfghe renewed prestige that AKP made
possible*>®

Actually the way that President Obama'’s visit weacted by the AKP circles can also
be understood within the context of solidifyingsthinage of prestige inside and outside the
country. A report prepared for the pro-governmenink-tank SETA announces that,
“[Obama’s] visit contributed to Turkey's soft powé@mage on the international stage.”
However, reflective of the need to define and cxmigize the new mode of relations the

strengthen a civilizational dialogue may in themssl be interpreted as an indication more of dettiah
forceful refutation. Amidst the early havoc of 9/HLintington seems to be careful not to” fuel” thekrby
drawing attention to the fine tunes in his argumauit he seemed to have no reason whatsoever @ sajd
contradict his earlier “prophecies”. Steinbergeichel, “So, are civilizations at war?The ObserverFor an
equally forceful critiqgue of Huntington’s thesises8aid, Edward W.: “The Clash of Ignoranc&he Nation
vol.273, no. 12, (21 October 2001).

15 See Uzgelop. cit, p. 369.

156 José Luis Rodriguez Zapatero, President of theefment of Spain, called for the creation of tHéaAce
of Civilizations at the General Assembly meeting2zdnSeptember 2004. Sktp://www.unaoc.org

157 “Secretary-General Announces Composition of Higiwél Group for Alliance of Civilizations”United
Nations, Secretary-General SG/SM/10073/Rev.1*, (02/09/2005), at
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2005/sgsm 106@8.htm

138 Balci, Ali: “Medeniyetlerittifaki ve AKP [Alliance of Civilizations and AKP'Radikal 12 November 2006.
%9 ndicative of his position concerning the issuddgran vowed that if the European Union (EU) doeaadept
Turkey as a member that would be EU’s loss "Becdus&ey represent the Islamic world of 1,5 billiave are
carrying out the position of the co-chair of All@n of civilizations”. “Biz Medeniyetlerittifaki'nin Es
Bagkaniyiz”, Haberiniz, 4 September 2009, at
http://www.haberiniz.com/index.php?option=com_coiferiew=article&id=3122:qchp-gelmezse-biz-onlara-
giderizg&catid=137:poltka&ltemid=214The issue is an interesting one to observe ake\phrticipating in such
an initiative as kind of an internuncio Erdoganaclg places himself as the leader of one side -si#tipn that is
not categorically unifying. Also it should not beeslooked that the value of the position as a facfanfluence
ironically is dependent on holding the rift betwdba “civilizations.”
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analyst goes on to say that “there is a need mstitate a solid base for Obama’s notion of
model partnership in order to secure long-term stipgnd cooperation on the ground from
the US administration.” The need is critical be@althe challenge is to utilize converging
regional and international interests between Tuikey the US in the current era in order to
create a win-win situation for all side®®

Actually one can’t help to wonder how a relatiopsthat is, in Gul's words | quoted
earlier, “above and beyond everything else” mayesufrom such a seemingly structural
deficiency. For some the answer lies in the faat the American side has for a long period of
time realized the importance of having an Ameri@nfirmation carried for Turkey's
governments and have been generously scatterequtdgative adjectives for labeling the
relations -the last example being the “Model Pasin@”. However the reality may be lying
in the fact that Gordon underlined. The black ardtevworld of the Cold War provided the
parties with a solid rationale for developing andimaining relations. Especially, for Turkey
with its foreign policy being formulated on theditgonal pillars of status-quo preservation,
westernization and security, the justification walmost too easy to infer. Under those
circumstances the US, with its unchallenged pasitibleadership of the western world and
military might, was the natural signpost to watthe 1990s were not so certain. They were
somehow lost for Turkey as most of the decade wastsn pursuit of the formulation of the
right strategy for fighting its two and a half waraith the pressure of shouldering all the
social, political and economic costs attached thsan endeavor. The US on the other hand
was still able to toy around the idea of the ueiiak moment that it enjoyed. Again at the
time, for Turkey there was hardly ever any altaugabther than getting along with what
some called the hegemon of the international sysgeran the necessities and priorities
shaping around the “two and a half wars.

Today, these days are over. AKP’s vision of Turkegoming a central country, not
only in its region but in a way that enables ititdize its potential to play a central role within
the transatlantic community, has already becomadkieely pursued policy lin€* Although
the roots of this policy have been clearly traceablthe late 1990s, it would not be wrong to
say that AKP has provided it with the mantel ofrangliose discourse. However, the million
dollar question concerning Turkish-American relai@dgemain. Does the AKP see its relations
with the West, and particularly with the US, intmsnental/ opportunistic terms? If it is so, to
what extent? What is the US vision concerning €yik role in US’s policies in Turkey’'s
environs? The natural follow up of which is, whdmes AKP stangis a visthese policies?

7. Games of Strateqy rather than Partnership?

A strategic partnership can be understood as ausedl by a powerful state, or states, to
maximize its “political, economic, and military damance in the international system...[as] a
means of shaping the international environmenutb[gs/their] vital interests®* It would

180 Aras, op. cit.,p. 15.

181 For Turkey being a “central country” rather thafibaidge” see Davutglu, Ahmet: “Tiirkiye merkez (ilke
olmali [Turkey should become a central countBédikal 26 February 2004. For the Turkish wordérkeZ, |
am suggesting using the concept of “central” " eéast of “pivotal” as it is sometimes preferred. Tisibecause
of my understanding that what Davjlo refers to is an absolute center of gravity rathen a pivot position
within a regional framework.

182 Kay, Sean: “What is a strategic partnershifP¥yblems of Post-Communisrol. 47, no. 3 (May/June 2000),
p. 16.
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not be wrong to say that the strategic partnershipooperation between Turkey and US has
long been understood by American decision-makedsen with this framework. However,
Turkey’s changing regional environment, the chajeshand opportunities this change brings,
coupled by Turkey’s political transformation, inrmtes of the changing of ruling elites has
seriously hindered the US’s ability to sustain thiteiation. The events following 9/11 also
has seriously damaged the US’s options in effelgtipeirsuing a traditional “carrots and
sticks” policy that would encourage compliance Wit interest while discouraging defiance.
The invasion of Iraq has dented US claims to lewtly to an extent that even a President
such as Obama, who embodies so much of the longd&merican Dream, is finding not
easy to repair. Under the current circumstance©thema administration’s primary pursuit is
damage control: To get the US troops in Iraq baelevacuate Afghanistan in a foreseeable
future with some kind of a success story; to regar US economy, as well as attending to
major foreign policy agendas of the US like WMDgnr Russia, China. It seems like the US
will not be able to flex its muscles to the extdrdt it has done within the past decade before
this administration or some other future one can thie battle for “hearts and minds” at
home. This leaves Obama administration, as it wbalkk any other administration, with no
other choice but play a game of strategy whereilatdtal institutions are utilized whenever
possible anéd hocalliances, alliances of choice comprised of thding| are vital. America

at this point is in need of partners that couldvte additional legitimacy and lever. Europe,
it seems safe to assume, is neither willing noe dblact, at least would not choose to act
beyond the framework of multilateral institutior®o it is a viable alternative for the US to
begin to understand the concept of Strategic Pattie in terms of “a close relationship
between two states that seek mutual gains but windseest may be competitive rather than
shared.*®® Still one has to realize that the “Model Partngrshesonates much more in tune
with an emphasis on bilateral relations which iseege is still a convenient recipe for
leveraging the influence of the stronger side sneljuation —in this case the US.

On the other hand for the AKP, as assertive agisisn might be, the constraints of
Turkey being a middle-size/ intermediate, statewgroapplies. However the AKP, even
though it resorts to typical middle-size statetsgi@s in pursuing its foreign policy agehfa
in terms of, especially, its multilateralist behaVi® has a professed grand agenda. In an
undisclosed report entitled “The Turkey Project” RKs reported to argue that the Party
“believes that Turkey should fill in the power vaioo in the Middle East created by the fall of
the Ottoman Empire... [by becoming] a major intermgnactor as this is the only solution to
Turkey’s bilateral and domestic problems and, siitizere is no other way to bring peace and
stability to the region®®® It will be interesting to see how AKP integratés tOttoman
heritage of statecraft which is by definition imiadistic, with the cooperative, multilateral,
benign order building policy it says Turkey is purg. This seems to be an inherent
incoherence that AKP’s decision-makers will havedpe with.

183 Kay, op. cit.,p. 15.

184 On mid-size states’ multilateralist behavior irreign policy see Hurrell, Andrew; Cooper, Andrew F.
Gonzéalez Gonzalez, Guadalupe; Ubiraci; Sennesarf and Sitaraman, Srini: “Paths to Power: Forei
Policy Strategies of Intermediate State#’oodrow Wilson Center for Scholars, Latin Ameri¢ogram, no.
244, Washington D.C. (2000); Daniel, Flemes (20&merging Middle Powers’ Soft Balancing StrategytSta
and Perspectives of the IBSA Dialogue Fortitamburg, German Institute of Global and Area BsidVorking
Paper.

185 Raising it to the level of a principle, DavutogiGpeech ..." op. cit

% yavuz,op. cit.,p. 229.
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It is hard to make a crystal clear comment on the hature of AKP’s foreign policy
and the strategy it pursuit®. This is largely because of the seeming inconsisterbetween
the discourse and practice as well as incohereateelen the professed strategies and their
declared targets. If one does not hold a catedaieief in AKP being a US proje®f or
AKP being a mere buttress of US’s policies in thieldie East®® one thing seems to be sure,
the AKP does not see itself in a position to “s@p yo US originated policy choices®
However, there again appears to be another cooti@ui A very sympathetic observer of
AKP policies contends that, “the Party’s leaderdimgs shown utmost importance to continue
and whenever the opportunity arises further devdtamndly relations with the USA™
However it will be over stretching to claim thaistbandwagoning with the western —mainly
US- interests even though on repeated occasionsasaveen widely referred in this study,
Davutglu has clearly urged the US and the West to worth Wiurkey, or Erd@an’s top
advisers urging the US “to use the méff’Also, Davut@lu, whenever possible, outlines how
the West should act with Turkey. A careful readfidnis words indicates that this is more an
invitation to his counterparts to bandwagon withrkey, not the other way around. While
doing that, it is obvious that AKP is, at least famw, however somehow stubborn on a range
of issues, most important of which happens to leerthclear program of Iran - is not in
defiance. Neither it's balancing in the classi#dltian sense —i.e. openly allying itself with
pOV\{%‘S that are in open confrontation, hot or celith the interests of the West and the
US.

One should not forget that Turkey is said to hawee"of the most complex foreign
policy situations in the world*** It might be said that a degree of inconsistency heen
create as a result of pressing agendas stemmingfahis situation. Davuggu compared
Turkey’s situation to that of a “chess playéf® Yet it is possible to suggest a simpler answer:
AKP is omnibalancing in an idiosyncratic way. Thgtin Steven R. Davids’s terminology, as
the primary motivation of the government is to staypower, it not only tries to deter the
external threats but also uses the foreign polickdgep the domestic contenders in check.
While doing that it also tries to mobilize the fay@ economic resources to create and ensure

87 The theoretical framework used here is adoptednfr®avid, Steven R.: “Explaining Third World
Alignments” World Politics vol. 43, no. 2 (January 1991), pp. 233-256; Btyridichael and Levy, Jack S.:
“Domestic Sources of Alliances and Alignments: Cak&gypt, 1962-73"|nternational Organizationvol. 45,
no. 3 (Summer 1991), pp. 369-395; Walt, Stepher(1@87): Origins of Alliances Ithaca, Cornell University
Press; Rothstein, Robert L. (1968Jliances and Small Powerblew York and LondonColumbia University
Press; Hinnebusch, Raymond: “Introduction: The xxiedl Framework” in Hinnebusch, Raymond and
Ehteshami, Anoushiravan (eds.) (200R)e Foreign Policies of Middle East StatBsulder and London, Lynne
Rienner Publishers, pp. 1 — 27.

188 Edelmanpp. cit.,Yanardg, op. cit.

189 Uzgel,op. cit.

0 Fuller, op. cit, p. 53.

11 Kardas, Saban: “Tirkiye ve Irak Krizi: Kimlikle Cikar Arasda AKP, [Turkey and The Iraq Crisis: AKP
Between Identity and Interest] in Yavuz Hakan (€8010):AK Parti: Toplumsal Dgisimin Yeni Aktorleri{AK
Party: The New Agents of Societal Chalpd@tap Yayinevi,istanbul, p. 362. The volume is first published by
the University of Utah Press in 2006 under the Titie Emergence of a New Turkey: Democracy and AkyPar
172 5ee foot note 100 above.

31t can be said today that in the sense of fornairsgcurity block the West and the US can’t be aesuamd
treated as a single entity. To be sure on the enanmterests seem to diverge more. However everetha
multiplicity of issues, starting from the Euro’stpatial challenge to US Dollars international resecurrency
status makes relations somehow uneasy. Burns, ROU& and Europe rethink role of Cold War alliahc&he
Associated Pres@pril 21%, 2010), ahttp://www.gopusacom/news/2010/april/0421_natop.shtml

174 Rubin,op.cit,p. 1.

175 “[Tlurkey’s foreign policy vision was structurech@lanning the whole experience like a game of slaesl
to move the right piece with the correct timing.awitglu, “Turkiye Merkez...”,op. cit
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political popularity. The question asked is notthdoes this policy affect states powef”
but, “how does this policy affegrobability of myremaining in power?” In theory the leaders
tend to ask, “which outside power is most likelypt@tectme from the internal and external
threats (as well as combinations of both) thatceTarather than seeking a viable ally to help
protect the state against external thré4ts.

If one finds the idea that AKP uses foreign polonth to transform the country and
delegitimize its opposition and hence amplifying supporters’ influence by increasing their
economic poweéf compelling, then omnibalancing becomes a reasonehfganation of
AKP’s foreign policy agenda. Intrinsically, AKP sas to be soft-balancing externally, while
hard-balancing domestically. Furthermore the zeofsiems with neighbors policy that is
often criticized as being idealistic and moralistiso becomes a quite rational policy choice.
As it means desecuritization of Turkey’s foreignipg the direct domestic effect of zero-
problems policy is to decrease the Turkish Armert&s clout on politics. As that position is
legitimized with the discourse of Turkey being sumded by hostile neighbors, as much as
the self-image of the Army that is shared by a migjoof being the driving force and the
guardian of Kemalist revolutions, any move thatdked@o the questioning of the need of
Turkey to sustain the presence of a sizable Armgctly decreases the Army’s weight in
domestic political balances. In a hostile neighborh it would be substantially harder to
mobilize and convince the public that the Army Hmsome an obstacle on the way to
democratization of the country more than it is aseé - as that has been the experience in the
past'’® As such, despite the potential risks that suclolicy entails —as the probability of
having to side with one of the parties in a crisigiation that goes out of control- it is
somehow worth the risk as it guarantees a domeasiayell as an internationafrategic
depth

As Yavuz says, as Turkey becomes more democratidaiteign policy will also be
more and more determined “by the identity of thec&d representative$® This is a
phenomenon that we can observe more and morethéidandscape victory of the AKP in
2007. Feeling more secure against the domestiatttaed overcoming its February"28
Syndrome on the grounds of well earned self-confidethrough omnibalancing, the Party
has become more identity oriented in its foreighcyo® In a way, it might be said that AKP
has been embarked on a different kind of westetinizatrying to get the better part of “Afro-
Eurasia”, as Davufgu calls it, under Turkish influence.

Looming at the background are three risks: Firsthgre is the intellectual risk
stemming from the coherence, or lack of it, of Daglu’'s vision. Davut@lu in essence is
building a “grand strategy” on a geopolitical imgestation of history that is inspired by
realpolitik and of the international system. However on th&sendations he tries to
elaborately relocate a “principled” functionalistéo-liberal institutionalist rhetoric. Then he
seems to try to run the policy on that structuree this situation, his theoretical stance, a
frequent subject of debate amongst Turkish acadensic can conveniently be labeled as
pragmatic eclecticismmore than anything else. Under the circumstances therenbugh

176 David, op.cit, p. 238 from Morgenthau, Hans and Thopmson, Kén(285):Politics Among NationsvI™
Ed., New York, Alfred Knopf, p. 14 foot note 3.

" Emphasis in the originalbid., pp. 235 - 236 and, Hinnebuscip.cit, p. 15.

8 For compelling arguments on this contention seeu¥a“Secularism.”, op. cit.,pp. 203 - 204 and, Uzgel,
op.cit, pp 366 - 368.

1 This easily applies to the Kurdish an Armeniamiéssas well as the approach to Iran.

80 yavuz, “Secularism.”, op. cit.,p. 210.

181 See in this volume Tir, Ozlem: “Turkish-Syrian &&ns ~Where are we going?”.
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reason to point out to the probability of a momehtruth where he has to really choose
between a “conscientious constraint” and interStsisking to lose a good amount of
credibility in the process when one consider hovelmeapital AKP has spent on building this
beautiful looking but not that solid structure ofdign policy. The second risk stems from the
objective conditions surrounding the level of powat Turkey can yield for this ambitious
task. Starting from the vulnerabilities of its eoary to the sheer lack of enough Foreign
Ministry experts and personnel there are a sefi@sadequacies. AKP also lacks the support
of the know-how of large parts of bureaucraticestabme pacified by the AKP itself, as this
asks for a level of coherence with the traditiasedision making elites of developing such an
independent influence. In the end this is import&hSince 2007 AKP seems to overcome
that obstacle to an extent but nevertheless its&@ms to be far off hitting the base. Thirdly,
as it is the case in argame of strategythere is the factor of moves of the other parties
involved. Not only on the domestic level, about ethmuch has been said in the preceding
pages but, also, on international level. Theremalsprobability that the AKP could become a
one way street. Answering to a question in a panerlurkish foreign policy, Ali Bulag, an
influential intellectual of the Islamist circlesaid; “Turkey is blocking the system... It has to
change itself. Whoever pledges to realize that gbamill be in government. Today AKP is
trying to do that. If they fail they will be replad by somebody else who delivet&”
Moreover; “attempting to become [even] a major oegi power while the world’s greatest
power is focused on your every move, to say thst|efficult.”**®> The natural consequence
is that any move targeted to become a major inflaesmould somehow involve co-opting the
US which inevitably involves bandwagoning.

However cracking under multi-level pressures, -gngwskepticism about the AKP
both in the EU and US, the influence that the detation of relations with Israel had on the
influential Jewish Lobby in Washington D.C., thecrgasing voices of concern over the
countries inner divisions- there seems to be abglithe US that the “US needs Turkey for
its Middle East agendd® However as the words speak for themselves thend®ratanding
of Turkey is far from stretching all over “Afro-Easia” but rather limited to the identity that
AKP is vigorously pushing. To give another mordinigl example, in a Senate Committee on
Armed Services Hearing ddurrent and Future Worldwide Threats To The Natiddecurity
Of The United Statesield in March 2009, Turkey has been mentionedtitaes, seven of

182 |n reality such a moment came when the atrocifeSudan leader al-Bashir were known. However,Hag t
time the “identity cloak” worked for Davutoglu a#KP. A near miss nevertheless.

183 As “ states foreign-policy (or ideology) can beulht of as a durable formula or tradition thabiporates
experience by state elites in balancing and retingcisuch elements as economic needs, geopolitical
imperatives, domestic opinion, and state capadslitiHinnebuschop. cit, p.15.As such it can be said to display
continuity that makes it more resilient in the fadevents.

'8 Bulac, Ali: “Ortadggu Tirkiye icin Neden Onemlidir? [Why is the Middigast Important for Turkey?]”,
Yirmi Birinci Yuzyill Tur Dis Politikasinin Dgisen Parametreleri” [Changing Parameters of Turkisteign
Policy in the Twenty First CenturyRiplomasi Forum- 2010istanbul, ITO (6 May 2010).

18 Eriedmanpp. cit, p. 80. Ironically Friedman’s argument was aimedxglaining Iran’s positionis a visUS.

186 Katulis, Brian: ““US Needs Turkey for its Middleagt Agenda.” Atlantic-Community.orgNovember 2%,
2009) at
http://www.atlanticcommunity.org/index/articles/vieThe US_needs_Turkey for its_Middle East Agenda
Though, compared with an earlier report, significahthe events that followed its release, co-awgtidoy the
same analyst the scope of the relations seem lionlied more on Iraq then Iran and Arab-Israeligftiot. See
Boyer, Spencer P. and Katulis, Brian: “The Negldotdliance: Restoring US-Turkish Relations to Me4f'
Century ChallengesCenter for American Progresg/ashington, D.C.,

(December 2008). For other examples see Werz,ddictiTurkey’s Democratic Steps Have A Lot in Commo
with US Interests"Today’s ZamanQctober 28, 2009.
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which was within the context of either Iraq or Kistul terror'®” Second, Turkey with its

limited resources might find it very difficult teetiver on such an over-stretching call. Third,
in the face of internal divisions of Turkey gettibgter and bitter, it will be hard to achieve
“peace on earth” before it achieves “peace at hoffidh the end the statement quoted above
may just be reduced to a myth as was the case théttbelief that “US can’t go it alone
without Turkey on board in Iraq.”

How long will Turkey go on omnibalancing, espegidhe soft-balancing attitude towards
the US and, in part, under somewhat different dyosrthe EU? Werz in a way follows on
that question when saying, “[IJt remains an opeerdjion if and when the AKP government
will decide to make Turkey into a real stakeholotethe region rather than simply maintain
its new role as a facilitator.” Then he goes on dapther remark, “the latter may not be
enough for the United State¥®

8. Conclusion

As mentioned earlier Davuitu’'s approach seems in essence to be ongragmatic
eclecticism Under this approach the AKP seems to bandwagtmtive US on many issues
of significance and promises on its ability to deleato do more. However if AKP is
omnibalancing under the threat it perceives fromtthditional decision making elites within
the framework elaborated by David then it may vibelthe case that the omnibalancing by
soft balancing in this case might as well look Idk@ndwagoning with the dominant power in
what is for all practical reasons still a unipolaorld. The distinction, Yavuz notéd’
amongst AKP decision makers as the moralists aagnpatics might lose its relevance under
such an explanation as they all become actorsnah &nalysis, motivated by a shared pious
as well as an imperial identity —namely Ottomainsk. This approach could be a position
that the US finds for the time being accommodating acceptable. This is because it, first,
promises much needed backing by a major Muslim wguraccompanied with solid
messages of support for most US policies. Secaurhuse, as mentioned earlier it comes in a
time that the US administration is under heavy sues from all fronts concerning the
economy and foreign policy, the latter of whichrgelargely in connection with the Muslim
world. Third, a brief analysis of the US foreignlipg in the Middle East or elsewhere clearly
indicates that the US is as pragmatic in its forguplicy as any other power despite the
rhetoric of values that often accompany the practitHowever, the reverse westernization
that was mentioned earlier, with its focus on beogmas powerful as the West once
successful might definitely provide ample incentfee transforming soft balancing to out-
right defiance. For the US, whose national inter@stTurkey’s region, which by no means
constitute the geographical limit for AKP’s quesr finfluence, might be summarized as,
“having unfettered access to oil, do away with -#atierican groups, promote the interests of
Israel and prevent any Middle Eastern country frewolving into a regional hegemon to

187«Current and Future Worldwide Threats To The NaioSecurity Of The United States”, Hearing Befitre
Committee on Armed Service$)nited States Senate, One Hundred Eleventh CongfEsst Sesssion
Washington, D.C., Government printing Office (Mar® 2009).

188 1t still remains, even perhaps more so then e tihis comment was made that “The trouble withk@yris
still “conflicting visions of the county’s futureharacter and external role”. Lesser, “Beyond ‘Beidd’, op. cit.,
p. 203.

189 Werz, “The New....” op. cit.

1% see foot note 148 above.

91 5ych a pragmatic continuity was traced and andlgbeve.
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challenge US and/ or Israeli domination in the @agi* such defiance will be, to say the
least, problematic.

Seemingly outside of the debate on “Model Partriptséis term used to define the
Turkish-US relations, there is also the largeresstiTurkey playing the role “Model” for the
countries that it has religious, cultural or ethties with. This issue however somehow
becomes relevant when the definition of “Model’used in the term “Model Partnership” is
interpreted as meaning a prototype. Under the gmegaconditions of the day it may well
look plausible to have Turkey play asiailizational arbitrator. This has definitely been an
idea that the US toyed with for some time now. Adeldor the rest of the Muslim world as
pre-dominantly Muslim country, run by moderatedaisists asMuslim Democrats®® As
such the country led by AKP might serve as an agémtansformation in Islam. However
while embracing that approach one has to also rdmerthe immediate years after the
collapse of the Soviet Union. At the time many urKey and around the world couldn’t help
but see a great potential in Turkey being a modelttie ex-Soviet Central Asian Turkic
Republics. The argument was that Turkey being theular Islamic society, run by a
democracy with a functioning free market systemat-tit very recently transformed its
economy to- was the ideal model for the so callethhs”. However, the constraints that are
in large part still looming today were casting aagoshadow on Turkey's prospects of
becoming “Turkic” model” at that time too. That exjence resulted in disillusionment not
only because Turkey lacked the necessary resotwcasn the distance but, also because
Turkey'’s other identities were not able to be venych effectively mobilized eager to support
“that” cause. Today, the other half of Turkeyanuslike identities is not very much eager, if
not outright against, to be mobilized for the caakéhe “model Islamic country”. That is a
considerable problem given the fact that in theOk9fhere was at least no fragmentation
comparable to the current one hanging over theegotike the sword of Damocles. While
Turkey’'s competing but unified identities do figlot its soul they do drag each other away
from going into a single consensual direction. Titoeible for Turkey is much in unifying
these identities in one soul rather then decidimgnaer over its consciousness.

There is no doubt that Turkey and US can't riskingteach other go their own ways
in the foreseeable future. Neither there is redscexpect a sudden breakup of the relations.
Though the road ahead seems to be one that is dbvather than the other way around in
the absence of a real, contextualized “partnerstipt is based on either shared interests, or
common values and principles —preferably all-,riflations still carry at least a pragmatic and
instrumental value for both sides. There is no joeshat what Turkey under AKP demands,
in addition to the enriched multidimensional comten“comprehensive characté? for the
relations, that almost all past Turkish governmewtmnted, is a much more egalitarian
relationship with the U%® Under the circumstances it may well be the caseytcthat
Turkey-U.S “partnership” qualified under any lalejust an amiable salutation of a bygone

192 yavuz, “Secularism.”, op. cit.,p. 238. | should, Express that | am not as suthefalidity of the parts of
the analysis concerning Israel under the Obamarastmrition. However they were definitely therets time of
Yavuz's writing.

19 For an argument coming from within arguing thatu$fim Democrat” constitutes a more appropriate
definition of the AKP then the preferred “Conseivat Democrat, see Akgan, Yalgin: “Muhafazakar-
Demokrat Siyasal Kim§in Onemi ve Siyasalslamciliktan Farki [The Importance of Conservatdemocrat
Identity and the Difference with Political Islamikrn Yavuz (ed.), “AK Parti...” op. cit.,pp. 71 -73.

1% Davutgglu voiced this when saying “Nobody should make prs¢ reference to our relations.” See Daglito
“Speech...”,op. cit

191t should be said thatgalitéin this case should be understood as one thatdeads the theoretical equality
of the states enshrined in the UN charter and naténal law in that it is rested on an equal treatt and
respect to the Turkish present demands and insegésally.
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past that may be very hard to resurrect in theraiesef another Korea or the common threat
of an “evil empire.”
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