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	Abstract: Since 1991, due to its historical, cultural and religious ties, Turkey desired to have close relations with the Central Asian states.  At the beginning of the 1990s Turkey was really very active in the region, and Turkish policymakers assumed that by having an influence in the region Turkey would become more influential actor in the regional and world politics. With this aim, they made serious concrete attempts to develop their relations with these states in the economic, political, cultural and military fields. But today as far as analyzing Turkey’s Central Asia policy, it did not bring its aims into life, because of the wrong perceptions of the policy makers about the regional realities as well as lack of its effective instruments. 
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Introduction

After the military coup d’etat in Russia in August 1991, the Soviet Union collapsed and thus the international structure lost its bipolar status. After the collapse of the anti-Western Soviet regime, the controlling of nuclear weapons owned by Russia, Belarussia, Kazakhstan and Ukraine as well as the fate of Eastern and Central European countries emerged as the basic issue of the United States (US) and the European Union (EU). In the meantime, as a result of radical changes in the priorities of the great powers, Turkey’s strategic importance decreased. At the end, Turkey could not shape its relations with the Western world by putting its important strategic position on the table. Thus, Turkish policymakers felt themselves uncomfortable from the result. In this manner, they saw the Central Asian and Caucasian states as an opportunity to improve Turkey’s position in the Western world; because they concerned that by being the leader of that region Turkey could gain its strategic importance in minds of Western leaders and all along it could manipulate its relations with the Western powers in favor of its demands (Çakar, 1999; Cem, 2002; Kramer, 1996). Acting within the framework of that mentality, Turkish politicians suggested Turkey’s secular, capitalist system as a model to the Central Asian and Caucasian states. 
In the last sixteen years, Turkey has not brought its intentions and dreams into life and it did not dominate the regional politics in this area. Although today Justice and Development Party (JDP) officials claim that Turkey is at the center of Afro-Eurasian continent (Duran and İnat, 2005: 1-40), in reality today Turkey does not have an effective ability to manipulate the regional affairs in the Caspian Sea area. 
The essay analyzes the question of rationality of Turkey’s Central Asian policy. In this respect, it will try to find an answer to the question of why Turkey did not have an influence over the region despite its serious and comprehensive attempts. In that manner, it argues that Turkish policymakers have not formulated a long-term rational Central Asia policy that reflects the regional realities, because they did not take into account feedbacks from external world and they did not successfully collect real and reliable information about the region. They still have a wrong perception about the region.

Rationality in Policymaking  

When formulating the foreign policy, policymakers have to define existing international structure (distribution of capabilities among the great powers and global political, military and economic factors) as well as demands of their domestic society. Following that step, they have to determine foreign policy orientation, national roles, short, medium and long-term national interests and suitable foreign policy actions (ranging from diplomacy to use of force) for each foreign policy objective (Sönmezoğlu, 2000; Weber and Smith, 2002; Holsti, 1988; Keggly and Wittkopf, 1996).
Basic question of foreign policy analysis is that whether implemented foreign policy is rational or not. According to rational actor model (Allison and Zelikow, 1999), state is a unitary actor and policymakers follow four steps to determine the best option as a foreign policy output. First of all, they have to define the question in details. At this stage they have to collect realiable information about foreign policy actions, intentions, capabilities and capacities of other countries as well as developments in the international environment. Immediately after that they have to describe and/or update short, medium and long-term national interests of their own countries. Thirdly, all possible foreign policy actions have to be indicated. Lastly, within the framework of means-ends or cost-benefit analysis, by taking into consideration their country’s power and capability, they have to choose the best option that will bring its national interests into life.
Although the concept of rationality has consisted of four steps as mentioned above, several factors have prevented the policymakers from formulating foreign policy in a rational way normatively. Firstly, they cannot choose suitable actions. Secondly, when defining the situation they can have wrong and/or incomplete information about situational conditions, their country’s capabilities, and intentions of other countries. In the meantime, they can prefer to act according to their feelings, beliefs and ideological concerns in spite of objective criteria. They can determine national interests and actions, which are not suitable to its power and capabilities. Essentially despite concentrating on all possible actions, policymakers prefer to stop when they reach an optimal option that satisfies them.
Thirdly, officials can have the wrong idea about foreign policy objectives of other side. Fourthly, it is possible that foreign policy has been formulated and implemented very well, but on the other hand other country’s officials can display unexpected behaviors, attitudes and/or they can interpret your intentions in a wrong way. Lastly foreign policy is a dynamic process. For that reason the officials have to reformulate (or modify) existing foreign policy objectives and actions in favor of feedbacks from external world and/or changes in the system and/or sub-system. 

Turkey’s Perception

Turkey applied to the European Communities for the full membership in 1987, but the Commission rejected that application in 1989. Then the Berlin Wall was destroyed, public demonstrations in the Eastern European countries were organized, former Soviet troops were withdrawn from the Baltic republics and the former Soviet Union was collapsed immediately after the military coup d’etat in August 1991. These developments enforced Turkey to rethink about its strategic position in the world politics. As mentioned above, Turkey now was not the strategic or military buffer zone of the Western world against the Soviet threat and even on the contrary the Western world gave priority to the pro-Western Russian government as well as political and economic reforms in Russia (Bal, 2001: 237-344). Regarding the threat of the old Soviet nuclear weapons, Turkey now occupied a marginal place. 
However that apprehension did not go on for a long time, because Turkey played an active role during the 1990 Gulf Crisis. With the assistance of that role, Turkey succeeded in displaying itself as a strategically important ally of the Western world. In the meantime, Western powers began to advocate the idea of Turkish model for the Central Asian and Caucasian states as an alternative to communism and Iranian Islamic regime.

With the encouragement of the Western countries and ideological concerns of Turkish policymakers, Turkish officials supported the idea of Turkish World from Adriatic Sea to the Chinese Wall
 and they discussed the establishment of political and economic union in that geography. Of course, naturally Turkey would be the leader of that unity due to its cultural, ethnic, linguistic, historical and religious characteristics (Ataman, 2002; Uslu, 2003: 164-187; Lesser, 1999; Khosla, 2001: 1-10; Hunter, 1999; Winrow, 1997: 1-12; Öniş, 2001: 1-13). As a model Turkey would be a bridge between the Western world and regional countries. Also with the assistance of Turkey, regional states would absorb the Western values. At the end, by acting as a regional leader, Turkey would affect the global politics (Tosun, 2006: 363-388). 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs İsmail Cem mentioned that Turkey should undertake a pivotal role in the Eurasia, because it occupied a central location in the area ranging from Western Europe to the western part of China. Due to its historical, religious and cultural features, it could play very active and effective role in the transformation of that region. For him, Turkey, being a global state, which acts as a role model with its democracy, secularism, respect for human rights, would become one of major centres of attraction with its historical record, cultural richness, humanism, and sense of identity with all contemporary values (Cem, 1997; Cem, 2002). In favor of that mentality, as far as the Caspian Sea energy basin and flow of the regional natural resources to the world market were concerned, for Turkish officials Turkey also occupied a central position. Because of its strategic and geographic location, it would become an energy terminal and thus could have an effect on the distribution of energy resources (Devlet, 2004; İskit, 1996; Çakar, 1999; Cem, 2002).

Acting on the basis of that perception, Turkey defended four foreign policy objectives, which are similar to those of the United States: a) contributing to the state-building process of the Central Asian states, b) supporting economic and political reforms, c) helping them to integrate to the world community and d) developing bilateral relations based on mutual interests and sovereign equality. In favor of these objectives, Turkey’s energy policy has been based on four aims: a) improving independence of these countries in the political field, b) encouraging them to become members of the Western institutions, c) building up regional cooperation and d) bringing the east-west energy corridor into life.

JDP officials have also pursued similar policies toward the region. Although they put Turkish political union thesis aside, in favor of policy of the dialogue among civilizations they have aimed at creating a secure, stable, prosperious and cooperative atmosphere in the Balkans, Caucasia, Black Sea basin, Middle East, Mediterranean, Central Asia and its own territory and they desire to play a bridge role between West and East. At the end, Turkey again occupies a central place in Afro-Eurasia continent (Gozen, 2005: 41-58). According to Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan, Turkey and Azerbaijan have a worldwide strategic importance; because the power game in the world politics has been played in the Eurasian geography. For President Abdullah Gul, the Caspian Sea is the minestone of the Eurasia and Turkey and Azerbaijan are located at the center of Eurasia. Relations between Turkey and the Turkish states are based upon common history, cultural values and linguistic ties. 
The report prepared by the Turkish Cooperation and Development Administration (TICA) has clearly explained the JDP’s concerns about the region. According to that report, as a result of its history, culture and geostrategic position, Turkey could take a role in Understanding of Development of Global Partnership for Progress in this area. Central Asian, Caucasian, Balkan, Middle Eastern and African countries have demanded Turkey’s assistance and guidance for their development. Only by being a regional power, Turkey can affect global politics. In the meantime Turkey can create a cultural unity among the countries located in this area (Turkish Cooperation and Development Agency, 2005).

Foreign Policy Actions  

Since 1991 Turkey has established close political, economic, cultural and military relations with the regional states. Especially in 1991 former President Turgut Ozal paid official visits to Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan, suggesting them to become members of Organization of the Islamic Conference and the Economic Cooperation Organization. He signed an agreement with Kazakhstan and both leaders decided to form a joint consultation mechanism as well as to develop bilateral parliamentary relations (Aydın and Erhan, 2005). In order to provide legal regulations for bilateral and multilateral relations, in 1992, Turkey and other Turkish states signed Ankara agreement, deciding to come together annually under the name of Turkish Summit. In the Summit, President Ozal planned to sign political and economic declarations. While declaring the 21st century as a Turkish era, he demanded the establishment of Turkish Common Market and Turkish Development and Investment Bank. But Uzbek President Karimov rejected formation of supranational mechanisms. Nevertheless, participating leaders agreed to support transportation and information projects, to improve commercial and economic cooperation, to establish joint projects in industrial, agricultural, energy and service sectors, and to search for natural resources.
 President Demirel promised to provide 1,1 billion dollars financial assistance and military equipment to the regional countries in 1994. He put forward the idea of Union of Turkish States and joint consultation meetings in order to discuss common regional and international issues (Aydın and Erhan, 2005). Turkey also signed approximately three-hundred agreements to create a legal framework for relations and helped them to become members of regional and international organizations, such as the Council of Europe and the United Nations.
Within the administrative framework of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Turkey established Turkish Cooperation and Development Administration (TICA) to coordinate the bilateral relations and Turkey’s assistances and supports to regional countries. Between 1992 and 2003, TICA coordinated nearly 2506 projects. 31,3 % of technical assistances were given to Kazakhstan, 10,9% to Kyrgyzstan, 9,9 % to Azerbaijan, and 8,8 % to Turkmenistan. Turkish Export-Import Bank provided financial assistances amounted to 1,1 billion dollars for projects and export (Turkish Cooperation and Development Agency, 2004).
As far as commercial relations have been analyzed, according to TICA reports, 1327 Turkish firms, totally amounting to 1,5 billion dollars, operated in Azerbaijan’s non-oil sectors. In 2001 levels of Azerbaijan’s import from and export to Turkey were respectively 148,1 and 67,3 million dollars. Concerning the foreign investment, Turkey occupied the third place after the United States and the Great Britain. In Kazakhstan, four Turkish banks were active. Total amount of investment of 72 Turkish firms was nearly 1,5 billion dollars. In Kyrgyzstan, 13 Turkish construction companies realized projects amounted to 330,6 million dollars. 81 percent of Turkmenistan’s highways were rehabilitated by the Turkish companies and 200 firms operated in Turkmenistan’s market. At the end, as of 2000 nearly 1950 firms were active in the region and trade volume between Turkey and regional countries were approximately 8,5 billion dollars. Total amount of the trade by Turkish firms were 3,5 billion dollars (Turkish Cooperation and Development Agency, 2004).
In the cultural field, to improve cultural relations among Turkey, Azerbaijan and Central Asian countries in 1993 an agreement on Common Administration of Turkish Culture and Arts (TURKSOY) was signed. Turkish Cultural Centers became operational in Almaty and Ashgabat in order to introduce Turkish culture, language and art. International Manas (Kyrgystan) and Hodja Ahmed Yesevi (Kazakhstan) Universities were founded. Turkey provided nearly  ten thousand education scholarships and the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs organized a training program for the diplomats from the region. Religious books were sent to local religious administration and Turkey assigned 68 religious personnel to work in the region. Eurasia Islamic Council was established and Teological Faculties in Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan and Turkmenistan began their education programmes within the administrative framework of state universities (Turan, Turan and Bal, 2004: 291-326).
As far as military field is concerned, directly and through the mediation of NATO Partnership for Peace (PfP) program, Turkey has close military relations with them. NATO PfP Training Center was established in Ankara in 1994 and the local military personnel attended the training programs at both this center and the Turkish military academies. Turkey provided 3,3 billion dollars military assistance to Uzbekistan between 2002 and 2004. Turkey gave training against terrorism to the Uzbek officials and in this manner provided the military equipments to the Uzbek authorities. Turkey sent its troops to the regional conflicts, such as Georgia and Afghanistan since 1988. Kazakhstan and Turkey signed a cooperation agreement providing for collaboration between their navies and air forces as well as for training Kazakh cadets in the Turkish military schools in 2002. It also stepped up its military assistance to Turkmenistan and Kyrgyzstan (Larrabee and Lesser, 2003: 99-126).
JDP Government’s Attempts

JDP officials have given priority to develop Turkey’s mutual political, cultural and economic relations with these countries on the equal footing. In this connection, Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan paid official visits to Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan and participated in the meetings of Commercial Councils. In the course of his visits, Erdogan mentioned that Turkey’s economic and commercial relations with them should be based on the long- term projections. In Kyrgyzstan, he proposed to develop mutual military relations and demanded to increase bilateral trade volume from 40 million to 200 million dollars. He desired to transfer technology to Tajikistan. Two leaders decided that Turkish Airlines would organize two-way flights between Istanbul and Dushanbe. He suggested that Turkish firms should make investments in the fields of education and culture and to increase trade volume from 20 million to 250 million dollars. 
During his visit to Tashkent, Erdogan and Karimov negotiated the matters on fighting against international terrorism, diplomatic immunities and signed the protocol on formation of an economic commission. Two leaders reached common understanding on the cooperation in the fields of defense and military. In this manner, the Uzbek pilots are being educated in Turkey.
 
Prime Minister Erdogan attended to the 10th Assembly of the Turkish States and Societies in Antalya in 2006. In his speech, Erdogan mentioned that there should be a linguistic unity among the Turkish states and they have to improve multinational relations in the fields of economy, commerce and energy. That Assembly was organized in Baku in 2007. In his speech at the Assembly, Erdogan demanded coordination among the Turkish states in their foreign policies, writing a common history and institutionalizing the multilateral cooperation. He proposed to establish a Secretariat of Summit of Presidents of Turkish-speaking States. He expressed that they had to revive mutual ties on the basis of brotherhoodness, to strengthen closeness among the people and to improve social, cultural and economic relations. In his official visits, President Gul expressed similar concerns. In his speeches, Gul mentioned the two state-one nation argument and touched upon common language, religion, history and culture. He demanded to deepen political, cultural and commercial relations. He also supported the Summit meetings organized in Antalya and Baku. According to him, relations are based upon brotherhoodness, rather than national interests.
Prime Minister Erdogan paid official visit to Turkmenistan in 2008. Huseyin Celik, Minister of National Education, visited Turkish schools in Kazakhstan. Minister of Foreign Affairs Ali Babacan discussed bilateral commercial and cultural relations between Turkey and Uzbekistan with his counterpart in Paris. They mentioned that development of commercial and cultural relations would pave the way for strengthening bilateral economic and political ties (Zaman, September 19, 2008; Zaman, October 4, 5, 2008).

Results of the Policy 

Although Turkey has established close relations with regional states, it can be claimed that it is not so successful to realize its foreign policy objectives. First of all, despite Turkey’s serious attempts, a Turkish World Union based on economic and political fileds has not been formed. In opposition to its long-term plans, although the Central Asian states urgently needed Turkey’s economic, political and cultural supports, they felt uncomfortable from Turkey’s “big brother” concerns (Larrabee and Lesser, 2003: 99-126).
Political instabilities in Turkey since 1994 and the Welfare Party’s Islamic-oriented foreign policy understanding, which supported Developing-8 project, including eight Muslim countries from Nigeria to Indonesia, have prevented Turkey from having well-planned relations with the regional states. Additionally, due to the fact that Turkey correlated its Central Asian policy with its EU membership, it has never formulated any independent and specific Central Asian policy. For example, after the Luxembourg Summit in 1997 where Turkey was not included into the enlargement process, Turkish officials began to discuss the Eurasian dimension in Turkey’s foreign policy and creation of a political union among China, Russia, Iran, Central Asian and Caucasian states, of course including Turkey.
 On the other hand after the Helsinki Summit in 1999, the European Union announced Turkey’s candidacy to the EU membership, they disregarded that option. But in the meantime they have still viewed the Eurasian dimension as an instrument to display Turkey’s strategic importance. In the last period, the JDP government has expressed similar concerns and established a direct connection between Turkey’s EU membership and Eurasian geopolitics.
The Central Asian states did not see Turkey’s political and economic system as a model. Contrary to Turkey’s attitude, they preferred to adopt Chinese and/or South Korean models, together with their local characteristics (Nazarbayev, 2000; Larrabee and Lesser, 2003: 99-126). In the first years of their independence, the Western world, especially the US and the EU, proposed the Turkish model as an alternative to Iranian Islamic regime while dealing with their own special agendas as mentioned above. But in reality Turkey could not become a model, because it has different sociological and political patterns from those of the regional states. For example, Turkey does not have a clan mentality. Secondly, although Turkey has more advanced/modern political and economic systems comparing to the Central Asian countries, both sides have more or less similar difficulties, such as privatization, internal democracy in political parties, rule of law, human rights and so on. Lastly, Russia since 1993 and the US since 1997 turned towards regional affairs, and their attempts have weakened Turkey’s position in the region. 
In the energy field, acting in favor of the US energy policy, Turkey has supported east-west energy corridor. But Turkey has not become an energy terminal in the region, despite the fact that Baku-Ceyhan has become operational after long debates. On the other hand Turkey did not satisfy demands of regional countries in commercial, financial and economic fields. When analyzing bilateral commercial relations, foreign trade volumes between Turkey and the regional countries are not at the expected level. There are foreign trade deficits with Tajikistan and Kazakhstan. Although Turkey’s foreign trade values with Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and Turkmenistan are positive, the difference is very low, approximately between 30 and 40 million dollars. Only Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan occupy two places (30 and 29) in Turkey’s export-import variables. Concerning foreign trade indicators of regional countries, Turkey still does not occupy an important place. In Turkmenistan case, Turkey was the fourth country in the export levels of that country. Turkey’s share in Azerbaijan’s import level was 20,4 %. That share reduced to 13,8 % in 1999 to 6 % in 2000. In the first years, as mentioned above, 1327 Turkish firms operated in Azerbaijan. The number went down to 600 today. Basic trade partners of Kazakhstan are Russia, China, Germany, Ukraine, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates, but not Turkey.

In the cultural field, a cultural unity among the Turkish states has not been established. While stating one nation-two state policy as their basic understanding, as a result of their nation-building and state-building processes, they revived their own cultural values, traditions, historical backgrounds and social structures. These policies blocked any kind of attempts aimed at creating a union based on common culture, social basis and history or a common cultural understanding among the Turkish states, because their attempts prevented emergence of any historical, social and cultural unity in the Turkish world. Parallel to these developments, Turkey did not spend serious efforts to bring its cultural objectives into life. For example, in 2004 Turkey organized only 3 cultural activities in Azerbaijan and one in Kazakhstan. But in the same year, it arranged 47 cultural activities in Europe, 10 in the Middle East, 6 in America, 2 in Africa and 13 in Asia. While there were seven cultural activities only in Europe in 2005, Turkey did not prepare any cultural program regarding the Central Asia.
 
In the education field, a similar situation has been occurred. Ten thousand Central Asian students came to Turkey. But Turkey did not provide necessary financial and moral/physical conditions for them. So they felt indisposed. Additionally, Central Asian officials mentioned that Turkey did not arrange the scholarship program according to their internal needs. For example, Kyrgyzstan did not need a person having medicine education abroad. But they needed lawyers, accountants, expert in international relations and so on. In the meantime bilateral political relations also affected the scholarship program. For example, Turkey’s relations with Uzbekistan were deteriorated in 1994. As a reaction, the Uzbek government called its students back and closed down Turkish schools in Tashkent. 
In the military field, the US and Russia have deployed their troops in the region and provided huge amount of military assistance (Efegil, 2004: 141-153). As a result of their military attempts, Turkey’s military relations became meaningless. At the same time, factors that Turkey did not deploy its troops in the region and was not very active in cooperating with the regional states on the matter of international terrorism negatively affected its relations. 
Evaluation and Conclusion 

It can be claimed that Turkey’s Central Asia policy is not well planned and rational. For that reason, Turkey has to designate suitable policies that will protect its redefined national interests regarding the region as well as to determine new appropriate foreign policy actions. Although external factors, such as the US and Russian foreign policies, directly affected Turkey’s policies negatively, some internal reasons have also paved the way for the emergence of such a result. First of all when formulating its foreign policy, Turkish policymakers had in their mind wrong perception about Turkey’s position in the regional affairs as well as policies of the regional regimes. By acting according to their feelings and ideologies, they concerned that Turkey could use that region as an intrument to become effective actor in the world politics. So they assumed that the local people were under-developed and leaders did not have any experience in the world politics. Unfortunately Turkish policymakers have still concerned that the regional countries have desired Turkey’s leadership and guidance. That consideration does not reflect regional realities. It is true that in the first years, the regional countries needed Turkey’s financial and economic assistances to solve their immediate economic and social difficulties. But they have never seen Turkey as their big brother or their boss. 
In addition to that mistake, Turkey formulated its Central Asia policy based on the unreliable information about the region (Çaman, 2006: 185-214). As mentioned by former Chairman of TICA Kabasakal, Turkey did not assume that the Central Asian states could have their own geographies, strategies and sociological structures (Kabasakal, 2002). In reality Turkey had to define the situation before formulating the foreign policy and then it had to determine needs, difficulties, capacities and characteristics of each Central Asian state. Thus it had to formulate a dual-track policy: a) a regional policy covering all countries, and b) individual policy for each country. As the Western countries did, Turkey preferred to view the region as a unique area. 
Thirdly Turkish policymakers have correlated its Central Asia policy to the trends in its relations with the EU.
 An improvement in the Western side discouraged them to involve into the regional affairs seriously. But in reality Turkey has to act in a different way. It has to formulate an independent Central Asia policy based on its national interests while taking into consideration the external factors as well as its power. Turkey determined its Central Asia policy without concerning its power capability.
 For example, Turkey promised the regional states to make financial assistance, amounting to nearly 80 % of its GNP in 1992 (Turan, Turan and Bal, 2004: 316). 
Another mistake is that Turkish officials have preferred to have good personal relations only with top officials of regional countries, especially at the presidential level. It is true that the sole authority in these countries is the presidency. But Turkey has to have institutional relations rather than personal ones; therefore, Turkey can have regular and stable relations with them. In the meantime, TICA has appointed only one person as a country coordinator, but that official cannot sufficiently coordinate Turkey’s and Turkish citizens’ relations with local authorities. Representatives from Foreign Trade, Treasury, Finance etc. departments perform their functions under the administrative framework of Turkish embassies. But they also do not enough ability to develop Turkey’s relations. On the other hand in addition to their embassies, the US and Great Britain have preferred to appoint several officials from different departments acting independently in the regional countries. They have also direct contacts with both presidency as well as low level local officials. 
Ideological attitudes of the Turkish policymakers and internal political disturbances make contribution to irrationality of the policy. In the first years, policymakers having nationalistic concerns preferred to follow the Pan-Turkist and/or Neo-Ottomanist policy aimed at creation of the Turkish political, economic and cultural union. 

Meanwhile, Turkey did not seriously focus on developments in both the world politics and regional affairs. Foreign policy contains breaking points, which means that policymakers have to modify their existing foreign policy according to the feedbacks from the external environment. But it seems that Turkey has not modified its foreign policy objectives since 1991 despite radical changes in the regional politics. Presently with the assistance of the Economic Cooperation Organization it still supposes creation of a regional common (supranational) economic cooperation. But today the regional countries have institutional relations with various regional organizations, including the EU, NATO, the Council of Europe, and OSCE, and they have made serious attempts to create a regional organization, excluding Turkey and Iran (Khosla, June 2001: 1-10). 
As far as external factors are concerned, first of all between 1991 and 1994, Russia concerned that any union with the Central Asian states was a direct threat to its economic and political reforms. It did not desire to have close relations with them. China gave priority to multilateral negotiations to solve the Eastern Turkestan issue and border security under the name of Shanghai Four. For the US, primary issue was the Soviet nuclear weapons. But in that period, Turkey and Iran competed with each other to control the regional affairs. While Iran favored to pursue Islamic foreign policy, Turkey claimed the creation of the Turkish Union. But they did not succeed, because of resistance of the regional countries.
But Eurasian group in Russia dominated the Russia’s political life and supported more nationalistic policy in 1994. According to that policy, Russia should control the former Soviet era and play the former Soviet Union’s role in international politics. Thus Russian politicians tried to re-activate the Commonwealth of Independent States and to create regional security, economic and energy unions. The US declared its comprehensive Caspian Sea policy in 1997. Thus it put aside Turkey’s model ability and began to deal with the regional affairs directly. The EU signed Partnership and Cooperation Agreements with the regional states in which it provided technical assistance in economic, agricultural, legal and administrative areas. Finally Iran modified its foreign policy mentality that it preferred to have economic and commercial relations with the regional countries rather than religious one. Its new policy was supported by the regional states. 
The regional countries did never respect Turkey’s big brother intention. They kept themselves away from any movements that would facilitate any country’s dominance in the region; therefore, they rejected the same kind of attempts by Russia and China as well as the US’s pax-Americana plans, aimed at creating unipolar world system. 
At the beginning, by importing basic goods from Turkey, Turkish businessmen were so successful to satisfy basic needs of the local people. In the course of time, expectations of the regional countries from businessmen changed. Now they desire to see firms who manufacture goods in their own countries and export them to the world market. But Turkish businessmen did not prefer to manufacture goods in these countries, thus they slowly lost their influential position in the market. 
Lastly the regional countries have still close relations with Russia. Although they desire to decrease their dependency upon Russia by constructing different oil and natural gas pipelines, they see Russia as their strategic partner and the US as their tactical one, because they know very well that only Russia can help them against radical Islamic movements and they can export their goods only to Russia. In the meantime, they have created authoritarian and constitutional-patronage regimes. So due to their authoritarian regimes, it is really difficult to operate in their markets, because their economic systems and political lives have been under the control of dominant and privileged clans, which have close relations with the presidency.
Consequently, as a result of its existing policies, in reality, Turkey has been loosing its influence in the region. Bilateral religious, cultural and historical links do not provide a privileged position to Turkey. For that reason, Turkey has to put its wrong perception and ideological concerns aside and has to develop a new understanding that reflect regional existing realities. Thanks to this, it can have close, comprehensive and long-term relations with the regional countries. Thus Turkey has to redefine its foreign policy objectives and priorities, redetermining new foreign policy actions suitable to its objectives. 
	Özet: 1991 yılından bu yana, tarihi, kültürel ve dini bağlarından ötürü, Türkiye, Orta Asya devletleriyle yakın ilişkiler kurmayı arzulamıştır. Bu düşüncelerin etkisiyle, 1990’ların başında, Türk siyaset adamları, aktif bir politika izleyerek, Türkiye’nin bölgedeki etkisini arttırmaya çabaladılar. Çünkü Türk karar vericileri, bölgede etkisini arttıran Türkiye’nin zamanla bölge ve dünya siyasetinde etkili olacağını düşünüyorlardı. Bu amaçla, Orta Asya devletleri ile ekonomik, siyasi, kültürel ve askeri alanlarda karşılıklı ilişkileri geliştirebilmek için ciddi girişimlerde bulundular. Fakat günümüzde Türkiye’nin bölgeye ilişkin dış politika hedeflerinin hayata geçirildiğini söylemek mümkün değildir. Bu sonucun nedenleri arasında, karar vericilerin yanlış algılamaları, bölgeye ilişkin değerlendirmelerde güvenilir bilgileri kullanmamaları, duyguları ve ideolojik anlayışlarına göre hareket etmeleri ve uygun olmayan araçları kullanmaları sayılabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Türkiye, Orta Asya, Dış Politika, Rasyonalite, Türk Modeli ve AK Parti.
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�  Assoc. Prof. Dr., Sakarya University Department of International Relations.


�  In 1991, President Ozal concerned that the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the former Soviet Union gave an opportunity to Turkey to be a regional power. Further information about the Turkish Model. See (Bal, 2000; Aydın and Erhan, 2005).    


�  But in the period between 1989 and 1991, Turkey kept away from nationalist movements in the Caspian and Central Asian states, and thus it preferred to follow a Russia-based policy. See (Aydın and Erhan, 2005).


�  In the energy field, the JD Party government still aspires to become an influential player on the north-south energy axis from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean together with the east-west corridor.


�  With its attempts of being a model and a regional leader, Turkey pursued an active policy to weaken the Russia’s influence on the Caspian Sea area. For further information see (Aydın and Erhan, 2005; Sasley, 1998: 28-36).


�  In the course of time, the Uzbek leader supported the idea of a unified Turkish people. Instead of a political unification, an economic unification could be established. That unification was called as a Turkish Common Market. For him, Turkey and Azerbaijan could also become members of that unification. In the meantime, Kazakh leader Nursultan Nazarbayev was also against a grouping based on religious or ethnic criteria, because such a Turkish cooperation could harm relations with other CIS countries, especially Russia. In 1995, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan accepted the Bishkek Declaration, in which they advocated the integration processes in the region, excluding Turkey (Winrow, 1996: 128-145; Khosla, 2001; Bal, 2000; Ataman, 2002). 


�  For further information about Prime Minister Erdogan’s official visits to the Central Asian countries, access to official web site of AK Party, www.akparti.org.tr. 


�  That option was voiced by Kemalist/nationalist (ulusalcı) group as an alternative to Turkey’s EU membership. 


�  For further information about the Undersecretary of Foreign Trade’s reports about import and export variables of Turkey and country country reports of Turkish Cooperation and Development Agency access to � HYPERLINK "http://www.dtm.gov.tr/ead/istatistik.htm;www.tika.gov.tr/" ��www.dtm.gov.tr/ead/istatistik.htm;www.tika.gov.tr/� Dosyalar/Kazakistan.doc,www.tika.gv.tr/Dosyalar/Kırgızistan.doc;www.tika.gov.tr/ Dosyalar/Turkmenistan.doc; www.tika.gov.tr/Dosyalar/Ozbekistan.doc.


� For further information about Turkey’s bilateral and multilateral cultural relations, access to www.mfa.gov.tr/MFA_tr/DisPolitika/IkiliVeCokTarafliKulturelIliskiler/onemlietkinlikler.htm;www.mfa.gov.tr/MFA_tr/DisPolitika/IkiliVeCokTarafliKulturelIliskiler/2004etkinlikler.htm.


� For example, former Foreign Affairs Minister Ismail Cem in every place reasserted the Turkey’s significant geopolitical role in the Caspian Sea region when he lobbied for the Turkey’s admission into the Union. In the meantime, main objectives of the Mesut Yılmaz’s government were to reaffirm the Turkey’s orientation towards the West as well as to strengthen its links to the Central Asian states. 


� Among the Turkish scholars, there is a debate about the Turkey’s regional power status. For some scholars, such as Sibel Turan from Trakya University and Sule Kut from Bilgi University mention that Turkey is not a regional power, but it has mor or less influence on the regional affairs; therefore, other countries have to take the Turkey’s concerns seriously. For further information, see (Turan, 2006: 250-270; Özcan and Kut, 2000).






