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The end of the Cold War and Turkey 

The end of the Cold War has almost changed the picture of international system. Not only 

new actors have entered into the international game but the hierarchy of the system has also 

been influenced deeply. The end of the Cold War is therefore a systemic change that altered 

the international distribution of power, the hierarchy of prestige, and the rules and the rights 

embodied in the system.1 Though it has made system-wide effects, for several countries the 

end of the Cold War has especially given path to the extraordinary developments for their 

foreign policies. Many small and medium-sized countries have faced important difficulties in 

adapting their foreign policies to the new developments in world politics. No doubt Turkey as 

a medium-size regional state is in this camp. Since late 80s, the Turkish foreign policy can be 

said to be in flux, or a transition, as some might prefer. The emergence of new independent 

Turkic states in Central Asia, the rise of Americanism in the Middle East, important 

developments in Caucasia and Balkans, the ongoing EU membership process have captured 

the agenda of Turkish foreign policy. Turkey has faced several problems vis-à-vis such a huge 

agenda. 

First, the set of Turkish foreign policy’s means is very limited. Turkey has failed in 

many areas in attaining her goals. The poor conditions of the Turkish economy have from the 

very beginning impeded the success of Turkish foreign policy. Second, the identity-oriented 

problems have shaken, if not traumatized, the Turkish political life during the 90s. Several 
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titles can be listed as follows: the rise of Islamism, the Kurdish problem, and the rise of 

Turkish army’s role in political life. Such important domestic problems and developments 

have also weakened the ability of Turkey in adapting herself to the new realities of post-Cold 

war international system.2 In a wider context, the social contract of the republic in Turkey has 

come under important societal and political attacks.3 Turkey facing these internal and external 

problems has tried to construct a new foreign policy agenda.  

In some cases, foreign policy became battleground of different domestic political 

preferences. A well-known case is the Turkish-Israeli relations. The Turkish-Israeli relations 

for a time became a symbolic instrument of competition between the Islamists and the 

secularists in Turkey. In the eyes of ordinary Turkish citizens the alliance with Israel was a 

purely military, rather than civil choice, which was used by the military against the pro-

Islamic government at that time.4 Many experts also share this approach. For example Meliha 

Altunisik wrote “Turkey’s ties with Israel factored into this conflict since they were used by 

the military as an example to show the Welfare Party [the pro-Islamic party led by Necmettin 

Erbakan] its limitations in power.”5 Third, Turkey has faced important challenges from other 

competing countries such as Russia, Iran. 

However the more important is the systemic dilemma Turkey now faces. Historically 

speaking the Turkish foreign policy since the early years of the republic has depended on two 

important principles6: First, the Turkish foreign policy has been always status quo oriented. 

Turkey has never challenged the physical configuration of international system. In other 

words Turkey has never tried to change any international border in the system. Besides, 

Turkey has never tried to challenge the balance of power in international system. The reason 

of this status quo-oriented foreign policy approach originated from the early years of the 

republican regime in which state formation and nation building aims had been formative. The 

second principle of the Turkish foreign policy can be labeled as Westernism/ being pro-
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Western. Turkey has always wanted to see herself in the western camp. The Kemalist 

modernization/ westernization programme deeply affected this pro-Western foreign policy 

understanding. The history of Turkish foreign policy with some exceptions can be 

summarized with all Western-centered developments and keywords such as NATO 

membership, the Turkish-American strategic partnership, and Turkey’s historic aim of 

becoming part of Europe. The Turkish decision-making elite has always been criticized by 

conservative circles because of being extreme pro-Western. 

For Turkey remembering the conditions of the Cold War, it was easy to adapt such a 

foreign policy approach during the Cold War. Turkey became member of NATO in 1952. 

Among the reasons of this preference, the Soviet threat should be numbered first. Since the 

early years of the Turkish Republic the Soviet factor has always been in the agenda of the 

Turkish foreign policy. Apart from this negative reason, it should be noted that NATO 

membership at that time had been considered as a guarantee of the institutionalization of 

democracy in the country.7 In the course of time Turkey internalized its pro-American and 

anti-Communist stance within the context of pro-Western foreign policy. Even though the 

Turkish-American relations had been damaged by several important developments such as 

“the Johnson letter” case, the strategic partnership endured during the Cold War. In sum, the 

pro-Western stance of the Turkish foreign policy during the Cold War had been successful in 

adapting itself to the crisis and problems. 

As mentioned above the systematic dilemma has come to the front by the end of the 

Cold War. As the end of the Cold War has finished the monolithic understanding of the West, 

Turkey fell into a dilemma of making choice between America and Europe. The Cold War 

bipolar system had two superpowers, and the relations between them are central to world 

politics. But, important developments during the recent decade have clarified that it is now at 

stake that whether the end of the Cold War and the threat of Soviet aggression dissolved the 
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glue that bound the two sides together for a half-century or not.8 The nascent conflicts 

between Europe and U.S. have created important problems for many countries like Turkey. 

Following Walt one can remember why there had been a U.S.-Europe coalition during the 

Cold War: the Soviet threat, the American stake in the European economy and the generation 

of political elites that had developed the habit of working together in a common endeavor.9 

However, the U.S.-Europe cooperation is to crackle down due to the important issues such as 

economy, security and identity. Apart from such theoretical approaches, we see clear clashes 

between U.S. and European powers on important issues such as how to deal with Iraq or Iran. 

Thus many American experts have warned that how the U.S.-European relations is managed 

must be Washington’s highest priority.10 The European countries--now get bored of the 

arbiter role of U.S. in their region--want to develop independent foreign policies in specific 

areas. The crux of the question lies with the differing perspectives of a global superpower and 

individual EU member states.11 In other words, though other reasons such as trade are 

important, the formal cause of the rift is the structural conditions of the post-Cold war 

international system. Put briefly this is a uni-multipolar system with one superpower and 

several major powers.12 As Huntington writes “the settlement of key international issues 

requires action by the single superpower but always with some combination of other major 

states; the single superpower can, however, veto action on key issues by combination of other 

states”.13 Along with the U.S. as superpower of the international system, there are now other 

regional powers such as the German-French condominium in Europe, Russia in Eurasia, 

China and potentially Japan in East Asia.14

The rift between U.S. and Europe is symbolized very often by the tension between 

American and the German-French condominium, among others, is the most important case for 

the Turkish foreign policy. On one hand, Turkey emphasizes the importance of the traditional 

strategic cooperation with America. On the other hand the EU membership has become the 
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ultimate aim of the Turkish foreign policy. The U.S. as a traditional strategic partner has 

contributed to Turkey’s endeavors in international arena in different ways. 

 

Turkey and U.S. 

Theoretically speaking the Turkish-American strategic relationship has depended on 

several items:15 First, the U.S. has contributed to the Turkish national defense system both by 

providing military equipment and helping to keep political will. For example the U.S. 

supported Turkey against the Soviet threats during the late 40s. Turkey was given 100 million 

$ U.S. by the U.S. in the context of the American President Truman’s doctrine. Along with 

the financial support, a strong American support counterbalanced the Soviet political threat to 

Turkey. 

Second, the American financial support to Turkish economy has played important role 

in the course of history. The U.S. since 1947 has kept supporting the Turkish economy. Third, 

both U.S. and Turkey strategically need each other against the Soviet Russia. Turkey needed a 

powerful country to counterweight the presence of a superpower in the north. However, for 

the U.S. Turkey was an important strategic territory. How the President Truman depicted 

Turkey in his address before a joint cession of Congress clearly shows how the American 

policy of Turkey was shaped:  

“….Turkey also deserves our attention.  

The future of Turkey as an independent and economically 

sound state is clearly no less important to the freedom-loving peoples 

of the world than the future of Greece. The circumstances in which 

Turkey finds itself today are considerably different from those of 

Greece. Turkey has been spared the disasters that have beset Greece. 

And during the war, the United States and Great Britain furnished 

Turkey with material aid.  
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Nevertheless, Turkey now needs our support.  

Since the war Turkey has sought financial assistance from 

Great Britain and the United States for the purpose of effecting that 

modernization necessary for the maintenance of its national integrity.  

That integrity is essential to the preservation of order in the 

Middle East.  

The British government has informed us that, owing to its own 

difficulties can no longer extend financial or economic aid to Turkey.  

As in the case of Greece, if Turkey is to have the assistance it 

needs, the United States must supply it. We are the only country able 

to provide that help.”16  

 

Fourth, ideological reasons played important role. Turkey from the very beginning of 

the republican regime has defined its national route as modernization/ Westernization. The 

founding fathers and after the leading elites of the Turkish Republic has always been pro-

Western minded elites. As one Turkish author mentions an establishment of a modern 

bourgeoisie state, for Turkey, like the Western model was a matter of life and death.17 In the 

same context, the role of the U.S. has been of great importance in the course of history. The 

close relationship between America and Turkey did not only change the security perception of 

Turkey but also made important changes in domestic politics. After the introduction of 

American support within the context of Truman doctrine several important developments 

happened in Turkish politics.18 The Turkish President had resigned from party membership 

and accepted being independent. In 1949, the Turkish Parliament made the Chief of Staff 

accountable to the Defense Ministry. Along with such developments a quasi-official 

antagonism had its inception against socialist movements. A list of very well known Turkish 

academics was removed from their university positions. Many journalists were blamed as 
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propagandizing communism lost their positions, if not their newspapers. Another very 

important outcome of the American effect was the emergence of the first truly big Turkish 

merchants and businessmen. Several entrepreneurs such as Vehbi Koc mad important deals 

with the American trade firms. They not only became the first big holdings of Turkey, they 

opened the country to the American products. 

The proximity between Turkey and America endured during long years. Even after the 

end of the Cold War, Turkey was presented as a model country in Central Asia by the U.S. 

administrations. The predominantly Turkish-speaking population in these republics has 

increased Turkey's importance in their eyes. Turkey's strategy towards this region has been 

trying to mobilize its cultural, ethnic, and linguistic ties to the Turkic republics. The main 

U.S. goals are to increase stability, speed up democratization, introduce a free market 

economy and make sure that it operates smoothly, increase commercial activity, control 

nuclear weapons and encourage human rights standards. The principal priority can be defined 

as blocking the spread of influence of existing radical regimes and preventing the creation of 

new ones.19 Having seen itself as the presented model country by America, the Turkish 

foreign policy has not hesitated to follow the same narrative. The White Paper published by 

the National Defense Ministry of Turkey portrays “Turkey’s geopolitical, geo-strategic and 

eco-strategic importance” as follows:20  

“Turkey has a special place within the Atlantic-European and 

Eurasian zones. She is in the position of aiming at integration with the 

western society, in addition to being a democratic, secular and contemporary 

country of the Islamic world. Turkey is also at the center of a population of 

200 million people who speak Turkish in the Balkans, Caucasia and Central 

Asia. She forms a model which is taken as an example by the new 

independent states, led by the societies that speak the Turkish languages. 

Turkey, with her existence and successes, is concrete evidence that the 
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Islamic religion and democracy are compatible with each other and that 

social and cultural development can also be realized in a democratic 

environment. The reconciliations sought in the world are existing in the 

structure of Turkey. Turkey is determined to continue the effectiveness of her 

foreign policy with her function of bringing together reconciliation, peace 

and cooperation obtained from this structure.” 

 

This narrative finds itself a position in Turkish foreign policy.21 As a very recent case Turkey 

once again has presented itself as a model in Afghanistan in the post 9/11 atmosphere. Turkey 

has sought to promote itself as a model for secular Islamic development.22 Turkey’s eagerness 

to present herself as a model country in Eurasia has created counter reaction from especially 

Iran. The Western narrative that puts Turkey as a model for newly independent Eurasian 

states also depends on the binary opposition of Turkey and Iran. Accordingly, Turkey is the 

model and Iran is worst possibility to happen. Both Turkish and Iranian circles have adopted 

this narrative though being Western. This narrative has even for a time created an illusion as if 

Iran and Turkey are alone to shape the region’s future. As an apt case Vahid Isabeigi’s article 

“Turkish model not for Iran” might be analyzed here to represent the Iranian reaction to the 

issue.23 Accordingly 

After September 11, the United States and U.S. media including Time 

Magazine and even some in Iran are extolling Turkey as an exemplary 

model for all the Muslim Countries to achieve democracy and 

economical prosperity. 

 

However; 
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The reality is that the Turks are trying hard to conceal the 

imperfections in their government. Turkey is, in fact, on the brink of a 

large-scale convulsion. 

 

The article after reminding that “Turkey suffers trying to look European with a 

population largely uneducated and poor and that Turks were supposedly granted democracy in 

1923, but the government has been castigated for notorious human rights violations of its own 

citizens”, goes so far as to claim that “if the revolution had not occurred in Iran, the Turkish 

economy would be even worse as the West would not have shifted from Iran with Turkey 

benefiting from European and American investments. That indicates that without aid, Turkey 

would be in a much worse plight than it is in now.” 

The cited subject also shows how the U.S. plays a significant role in the making of 

Turkish foreign policy in the post-Cold War era. To sum up so far, the Turkish-American 

relations have been continuing on ad-hoc basis in several areas related to, among others, 

economic and military cooperation. Especially for the security elite in Turkey, the U.S. is a 

kind of option, which is difficult to ignore. Moreover, the American influence over Turkey, in 

the context of the Turco-Iranian competition in Eurasia, has shaped the Turkish perception of 

many other countries such as Iran and Iraq. Thus, a structural change in Turkish-American 

relationship will definitely create enormous outcomes not only for the Turkish foreign policy 

but also for the domestic configurations of the country. As “the U.S. has been the most closest 

ally of Turkey since the Second World War”24, any small change shall re-shape the Turkish 

foreign policy. 

Turkey and Europe 

The Turkish-European relations should first be named as unique in terms of its 

historical and cultural terms. In this respect there is no other country or region that can 

challenge the meaning of Europe for Turkey and Turks. It is a historical fact that the 
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Ottomans had very sophisticated relations with the European states from the time of the 13th 

century. No evidence has emerged to show that the leading European forces ever neglected 

the Ottoman factor. It should be mentioned that the Ottomans played a major part in the 

European states system throughout its existence, from early sixteenth century to its merger 

into the present global system.25 In other words, the Turks have been in a systemic 

relationship with Europe. Even though the Ottoman Empire was a Muslim populated state and 

it included large sectors of Muslim territories such as Hicaz, Egypt and Palestine, its systemic 

oscillation had always been occurred with Europe in international system. If needed, 

becoming a part of European society should first be mentioned as the ultimate project of the 

Turkish Republic. Not only foreign policy but also the domestic political life was re-

organized according to the Westernization project. 

The demographic factor in Turco-European relations deserves attention. 

“Approximately 4 percent of Turkish citizens live within the borders of the EU. The number 

of Turkish citizens living in the EU comes to half of the population of Denmark, six times 

than Luxembourg, two-thirds that of Ireland, ore one-fourth of the population of Portugal or 

Greece.”26 In the same context, the German factor should be reminded. The presence of 

approximately 2.4 million Turks in Germany is an important factor of bilateral relations 

working both ways. The influence of these Turkish people in Germany has always been a 

point of concern for Turkey and Turkish people. Moreover, Over 1,000 firms with German 

participation (more than 50% investment share) operate in Turkey today.27 “The volume of 

Turkish workers in Germany has resulted in entrepreneurial activities. Turkish investment in 

Germany is 7.2 billion DM, while German investment in Turkey is only 1 billion DM.  

Turkish entrepreneurs in Germany own 42,000 businesses in 54 different industries 

employing 186,000 workers, 15% of which are Germans. 1200 Turkish entrepreneurs start 

new businesses in Germany each year.”28 Germany is the largest recipient of the Turkish 
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export with 23%. It is again the largest trading partner from which Turkey imports with 16%. 

These figures clearly show the idea of Europe is a living issue in daily life. That is to say the 

Turco-European relations depend on important social pillars that embraces society, culture, 

identity and daily life. 

Another very important issue is Turkey’s candidacy of European Union. Historically 

speaking, no other issue has ever been this much significant for Turkey. From security issues 

to economic programs, any issue quickly is contextualised within the Turkey-EU relations. In 

an unusual way, the idea of EU membership has created its unique social divisions in Turkish 

politics. The domestic line, which had been dividing Turkish left from right, has been 

disappeared. An international line that is EU-originated now divides the Turkish society. 

There is a new globalist group in which one can find socialist, religious and liberal people 

supporting EU membership. In the same way there is now a nationalist group in which one 

can find again communist, anti-Semitic extreme Islamic fundamentalists, and ultra-

nationalists supporting anti-EU thesis.  

It is no longer the traditional nationalist line that used to specify the difference 

between right and left. This division extended to almost every other issue. As an apt example, 

the pro-EU groups including liberal, socialist and moderate Islamists have started criticizing 

strongly the traditional Cyprus policies namely represented by Rauf Denktas. Each political 

group or movement used to be united during the Cold War era. In other words socialists as a 

united group used to support same ideas. In the same way, Islamists used to support their 

thesis. However thanks to the EU membership process, we see Islamists or socialists 

conflicting with each other. While some Islamists are cursing EU as an evil project, very large 

sectors of Islamist at the same time perceive EU as the most important opportunity for the 

country.29 In the same way, it is now possible to see Islamists and leftists supporting same 

thesis on very important issues such as Cyprus or the Kurdish problem. Large sectors of 
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society perceive EU membership as a very important opportunity. The recent general 

elections held on 3 November 2002 very clearly show the social support behind the idea of 

EU membership. EU membership was one of the most important issues that the parties had 

debated during the election campaign. Considering the results of the election, anti-EU parties 

were left outside the parliament. 

The EU membership as a political project has become a kind of social idea. Today, the 

religious-oriented groups, the Kurdish groups and a big group of Turkish elites including 

liberals and socialists support EU membership. EU membership, considering several public 

opinion surveys and the results of the recent general elections, has now a very strong social 

basis which has become a very determining actor in making of Turkish foreign policy. 

Turkey’s important decisions from Cyprus issue to the status of military forces in domestic 

politics will be designated according to the Turco-European Union relations in the long run. 

Turkey between EU and U.S.: the NATO Crisis 

France, Germany and Belgium blocked the automatic start of NATO procedures for 

the military planning to protect Turkey, arguing it would force the crisis into a "logic of war" 

while some peaceful diplomatic alternatives still stood a chance of success in the Iraqi crisis. 

It was believed to be the first time in 53-year history of the alliance that a nation –Turkey- 

formally invoked article 4 of the founding mutual defense treaty, and it was another indication 

of deepening divisions in the alliance over the Iraq crisis.30 The crisis began after a U.S. 

request to the alliance for defending Turkey, the only NATO member that borders Iraq. The 

three countries argued that the conditions for sending NATO military equipment to Turkey is 

then premature while diplomatic efforts continue to try to avert war. What drew attention was 

the invocation by Turkey of Article IV of the NATO treaty.31 France, Germany and Belgium 

led an opposition group against the Turkish invocation of the cited article. NATO’s manner 

was not that much surprising since they had followed the same attitude, although in different 
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context, in 1991 Kuwait crisis. This time, however, the objection of these countries was rather 

considered as anti-U.S. rather than specifically targeting Turkey. 

The U.S. side quickly protested the group. Rumsfeld commented on the group strategy 

as “Shameful, for me it’s truly shameful.”32 The NATO crisis can be taken as a fresh 

reflection of the competition between EU and U.S. in a different context. Several different 

other reflections can be seen in other fields. For example Former U.S. Secretary of State 

Henry Kissinger noted that “some of the European countries, especially France and Germany, 

are actually organizing the United Nations against the United States.”33 The debate 

concerning the Turkey’s defense quickly became a battlefield between Franco-German 

condominium and the U.S. in NATO. Rather than debating over Turkey’s defense, the 

competition between the U.S. and the Franco-German condominium is the real essence of the 

crisis. Though the American side quickly blamed the European opposing countries for not 

carrying out their organizational responsibilities, the three European opposing states replied 

that their action was not against the defense of Turkey. It was clear for all sides, including 

Turkey; the present crisis had a double appearance. Though it seemed like a crisis over 

Turkey, the real reason was the tension between the Franco-German condominium and the 

U.S.. However the crux of the question lies here. Even though the “real” reason of the conflict 

among NATO allies was not directly related to Turkey, it was again Turkey that was to face 

the outcomes of such an important tension. Thus, the recent NATO crisis has clearly 

demonstrated that no matter Turkey is directly involved or not, the tension between Europe 

and America is essentially important for Turkish foreign policy. 

The Tezkere/ (Motion) Crisis and Conflicting Agendas in a Postmodern Neighborhood 

Despite five decades long alliance between Turkey and the U.S., this relationship 

could not gain a historical, cultural and economic depth. It is a sort of alliance based on 

specific interests. There is also no geographical proximity that may pave way for 
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improvement of the relations in any of the realms given above. The relations with the U.S. did 

not have a cultural stamp in Turkey other than prevalent impact of the American values 

distributed through the forces of globalization. On the other side of coin, there is no influential 

Turkish demographic existence in the U.S.. Turkey is culturally more influenced from Europe 

and is undertaking a long process of European style of modernization. Turkish-American 

relations, by nature, do not dictate an integration or deepening of relations other than ad-hoc 

temporary coalitions for specific purposes. The U.S. administration has a superficial interest 

to Turkey and does not want to involve in, for example, democratization and human rights 

issues. The recent developments led to emergence of a postmodern neighborhood between 

Turkey and the U.S.. The road to this neighborhood has full of indications about future of 

relations between these two countries. 

Ankara was quick enough to satisfy the U.S. demands considering their use of Turkish 

territory in the attack against Taliban regime in Afghanistan. Incirlik base in Mediterranean 

part of Turkey played a crucial role in the U.S operations in their attacks to Afghanistan. The 

new aggressive U.S. stance against Taliban regime found receptive audience at both state and 

societal levels in Turkey and Ankara immediately extended its full scale support to the U.S. It 

is very informative to analyze Turkish-American relations in the aftermath of September 11 to 

see the relationship between a world hegemon and its depended ally in the Third World. This 

also exemplifies the structural problems that the Third World countries face in international 

system. The crucial problem is that how a dependent ally will respond to the demands of 

hegemonic power when these demands are in conflict with their own interests and also are in 

conflict with the international law and perceptions of international institutions. Legitimacy 

matters in this relationship since Ankara had no problem with supporting the U.S. in the 

aftermath of September 11 attacks where there was a widespread approval of the U.S. war 

against Al-Qaide connected terror. In Iraqi crisis, the situation changed. The Bush 
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administration lost their legitimate ground in the United Nations and Ankara has serious 

concerns over this projected war against Iraq. 

Bush administration welcomed Tayyip Erdogan, leader of Turkey’s new leading 

moderate Islamic AK (Justice and Development) party in White House and the U.S. President 

himself discussed the potential Turkish support in Iraqi war. Then Turkey’s prime minister 

Abdullah Gul put an enormous effort to persuade Turkish parliament to pass a motion that will 

allow the U.S. forces to open a northern front against Iraq. This issue caused a considerable 

public debate in Turkey. What is witnessed is the alliance of leftist, Islamist and nationalist 

segments of Turkish society against opening a northern front and also about sending Turkish 

troops to Iraq. There are a number of reasons for this alliance that should be taken into 

consideration.  

1) According to news reports, the chief advisors to prime minister Abdullah Gul 

overestimated the “value” of Turkish support to the U.S.. Even there was a considerable 

belief that the U.S. would not attack to Iraq without opening a northern front.34 

2) There are a number of influential economic, cultural and historical factors that ranges 

from historical memory to potential damage of Iraqi war to Turkish economy. 

3) There is an untold mistrust to future American designs in Iraq. 

4) The U.S. promises during the negotiation phase did not satisfy Turkish security elite’s 

concerns. These concerns are mainly about establishment of a Kurdish state in northern 

Iraq and territorial unity of Iraq. 

5) A large segment of pro-European bloc believes in that Turkey’s involvement in Iraqi 

war will bring the security first apparatus of state to fore and this will blockade the 

internal reforms for the EU membership.35 
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The first months of 2003 witnessed an immense negotiation between Turkish and 

American diplomats. These discussions did not go anywhere other than further polarization of 

the two sides. The Cold War expectation that Turkish security elite would fulfill the U.S. 

demands was not met. Turkey’s military dominated National Security Council did not express 

any idea and left the decision to Turkish parliament. At the end, Turkish government backed 

out of admitting the U.S. troops to open a northern front to Iraq. This negative vote is the result 

of democratic decision making process and it is allegedly the U.S. target to improve democracy 

in its allies. However, the U.S. administration was shocked by the military establishment’s 

leaving this decision to the civilian rulers. Deputy Defence Secretary Paul Wolfowitz openly 

expressed the expectation in his May 7 interview that the military “for whatever reason, they 

did not play the strong leadership role that we would have expected.”36 The role that the U.S. 

administration assigned to military in Turkey is contradictory, while attempting to build 

democracy in Iraq after removing a military dictator in government. 

Conclusion 

Turkey is, in its truest sense, at a point of making choice between Europe and the U.S.. 

This is also somehow valid for Europe and the U.S. considering their policies toward Turkey. 

Turkey’s close relations with the U.S. which led to consolidation of national security state and 

the pseudo-westernization outlook of security elite in Turkey during Cold War years seems to 

be a part of history. It is an important question to pose that why there is no anti-Europeanism in 

the Middle East while the major European countries had imperial controls in this region. And 

also why there happened such an intense anti-Americanism in this region while the American 

involvement goes only five decades back in the Middle East. The rise of anti-Americanism and 

especially the changing positive perception of the European Union among Turkish masses is a 

clear indication of this trend in the Middle East. 
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Turkey’s European horizon means reconfiguration of politics and restructuralization of 

economy which would directly serve to further democratization and development at home. 

There may be a benign scenario that European rejection of Turkey may leave the country in the 

middle of nowhere. However, the current dynamism of Turkish people (forced old guards of 

politics outside the parliament on 3 November 2002) which takes its strength from a mixture of 

modernized institutions and cultural-civilizational elements found its way to build a “new 

Turkey.” This societal construction is in association with the developments in international 

system. The forerunners of this new project and its social base choose the “paradise” not the 

“power” using Robert Kagan’s analogy.37
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