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"Diplomasi ve Stratejide 50 Yil: Gecmis Dersler ve Gelecek Yonelimler

Uzerine Diisiinceler"

DIS POLITIKA ENSTITUSU’NUN 50. YILINA ARMAGAN

TURKIYE’NIN DIS POLITIKASINA KISA BIR BAKIS
Hiiseyin DIRIOZ!
GIRIS

Degerli okuyucular. 1974 yilinda kurulan ve Turkiye’nin 1lk stratejik
disunce kuruluslarindan bir1 olarak kabul edilen Dis Politika
Enstitisi'nun (DPE) 50. Yihi vesilesiyle bu calismayr gergeklestirdik.
2024°un bu son gunlerinde ¢evrimigi olarak ilk hali tamamlanip paylasilan
bu calismada, yarim asir i¢erisindeki bazi baslica dis politika konulari ele
alinmistir. Bilhassa bu oOnemli dis politika konularmmin son 50 yil
icerisindeki degisimler1 lizerinde durulmustur.  Enstiti (DPE) kurucu
Baskani Sn. Seyfi Tashan’in girisimler1 ve vizyonu sayesinde var olan
DPE’nin 50. Yili vesilesiyle hazirlanan bu 0zel ¢alismada kendisini de

onurlandirmayi ve tesekkiirii bir borg biliriz.

50 yi1lda dunyanin ciddi degisimlere ugramis olmasi, Soguk Savas’in sona
ermesi, Turkiye'nin Rusya’yla iliskilerinin ciddi evrime ugrayarak st
diizeyde 1isbirligt seviyesine gelmesi zaman igerisindeki Onemli
gelismelerdendir. 11 Eyliil sonrasinda ve keza Arap Bahar1 ve COVID-19
Pandemi sonrasi Diinya ciddi siyasi degisimlere ugramaistir.

Ornegin, Tiirkiye ile Rusya arasindaki iliskilerin uzun bir gecmisi vardir.
Tarith boyunca c¢esitlh inis ve c¢ikislar olmus, zaman zaman birbiriyle
kesisen 1lgi odaklar1 (cografi acidan Kafkaslar, Balkanlar, Orta Asya,
Orta Dogu, Karadeniz, Dogu Akdeniz veya enerji alimi gibi) iliskiler
énemli kilmistir. Ikinci Diinya Savasi sonrast Soguk Savas donemindeki
diinya diizeninde mevcut olan Tiurkiye Cumhuriyeti ile Sovyetler Birligi

iliskilerinin dinamikleri, 50 yil icerisinde cidd1 bicimde degismistir.

[1] E.Buyiikelci, Dis Politika Enstitiusu Baskani.




Dolayisiyla, Ikinci Diinya Savasi sonrasi Tiirkiye-Rusya iliskilerindeki,
tehdit unsuru olarak gorilen gelismeler sonucunda Turkiye, NATO tyesi
olmustur. 1952°’de NATO 1yesi olan Tirkiye'nin Sovyetler Birligi’yle
iliskiler1 1960’larin ortalarindan itibaren gelismeye baslamis ve diger
birgok muiittefik ulkeye kiyasla, daha iler1 duzeylere ulasmistir. Bununla
birlikte, Soguk Savas sonrasi donemde, once Sovyetler Birligi’yle ve daha
lyeliginin sorgulanmasina yol a¢gmayacak sekilde saglam bir temele
dayanarak gerceklesmistir. Soguk Savasin sona ermesiyle, Ozal’li yillarda

Turk ekonomisinin, ithracatcilarin ve ozellikle insaat sektortiniin giderek

disa yonelmesi, bu temeli daha da giiclendirmistir.

Butin bu olumlu gelismelere ragmen, belirli konularda iki ulke arasinda
gorus ayriliklar1 halen mevcuttur. Bu farkli yaklasimlarin en guncel
ornekleri belki de Suriye’de, Ukrayna’da gorilmektedir. Bu ¢ergevede,
politikalardaki farkliliklar, Libya’da, Kafkaslarda ve Dogu Akdeniz’de
gOorilmustiir. Bununla birlikte, bu goris ayrihklarimi kendi cercevesi
icinde ve iliskilerin genelini etkilemeyecek duzeyde tutmayi iki ulke de
basarabilmistir. Ozellikle son donemde Rusya — Ukrayna arasinda,
Turkiye dengeli tutum 1zlemistir. Dengeli ve yapici tutumu genel olarak
takdir kazanmis, ancak bu bir stratejik taraf degistirme veya tarafsizliga

kayma seklinde ger¢ceklesmemistir.

Benzer onemli dis politika meselelerini ele alan akademisyenler, 50. Yil
Ozel caliymast kapsaminda hem giincel meseleleri, hem de zaman

icerisindeki degisimi kaleme almiglardir.

Prof. Dr. Ilter Turan, “Itaatkar Miittefikten Kibris Baskaldirisina kadar
Tiirk-Amerikan Iliskileri” baslikli yazisinda, Tirk — Amerikan

iliskilerinde Onemli ayrismalardan biris1i olan Kibris meselesine de

deginmistir.




Prof. Dr. Meliha Benli Altunisik “The Middle East in the 21st Century:
Critical Junctures in Regional Politics (21. yy’ da Ortadogu: Bolge
Politikalarinda Kritik Kesismeler)” bashikli yazisinda Turkiye’nin guncel

Ortadogu politikalarini ele almastir.

Prof. Dr. Mustafa Kibaroglu, “Tiirkiye-NATO Iliskilerinde Madalyonun
Iki Yiizii” baslikli yazisinda, Tiirkiye'nin NATO icerisindeki konumu ve
uye lulkeleriyle iliskilerinin zaman igerisindeki degisimini, mesela gayri

nizami sinamalar gibi degisimleri analiz etmuistir.

Dr. Giulriz Sen, “Turkiye-Iran Relations Amid the Gaza War: New
Dynamics of Cooperation and Rivalry (Gazza Savasi esnasinda Tiirkiye —
[ran Iliskileri; Rekabet ve Isbirligi'nin Yeni Dinamikleri)” baslikli

yazisinda Tiirkiye ve Iran iliskilerine odaklanmistir. Ortadogu’daki
onemli bir mesele olan Gazze Savasi Ozelinde bu iki komsu ilkenin

iliskilerini ele almistir.

Dr. Teoman Ertugrul Tulun,“The Vital Importance Of Strengthening
Tiurkiye's Naval Forces In Resolving Disputes In The Aegean Sea and
Eastern Mediterranecan (Ege Denizi ve Dogu  Akdeniz'deki
Uyusmazliklarin  Coziiminde  Turkiye'nin  Deniz  Kuvvetlerinin
Giiclendirilmesinin Hayati Onemi)” bashikli calismasinda Ege ve Dogu
Akdeniz meselelerine deginmistir. Bu baglamda, Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetlerin

ve bilhassa donanmanin roliini irdelemaistir.

Son olarak Doc¢. Dr. Ali Oguz Dirioz, “Tirkiye’s Middle Corridor
Strategy and Organization of Turkic States - OTS: Cooperation
Opportunities Based on Consortium Approach (Tiirkiye'nin Orta Koridor
Stratejisi ve Tiurk Devletler1 Teskilat1 — TDT: Konsorsiyum Yaklasimina
Dayali Is Birligi Firsatlar1)” yazisinda, politik — ekonomi baglaminda

Orta Koridor projesi 1s18inda Asya ve Orta Asya’ya deginmistir.




Dis Politika Enstitiisi'niin 50. yil donimini kutladigimiz bu o6zel
calismada, gectigimiz on yillarda uluslararas: iligkilerde yasanan onemli
gelismeler1 ve kiiresel diplomasi ve stratejinin evrimini ele almaya calistik.
Katkida bulunan Uluslararas: Iliskiler ve dis politika alaninda uzman
akademisyenlere ve uzmanlara bu 6zverili calismalarindan dolay: tesekkiir
ederiz. Calismamizin ufak da olsa Tiirk Dis Politikast’yla ve diplomasiyle
llgili c¢alismalarin c¢alismalar1 iler1 tasinmasina katkida bulunmasini

temenni ediyoruz.

Calismanmin Cevrim I¢i Ilk Taslagi 31 Aralik 2024°de Enstitii Internet
Sitesinde Paylasiimis olmakla birlikte, oniimiizdeki siirecte gerekli bazi

diizeltme ve giincellemeler yapilabilir.
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Foreign Policy Institute 50th Anniversary Special Issue:

"S50 Years of Diplomacy and Strategy: Reflections on Past Lessons and

Future Directions'

FOR THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE FOREIGN POLICY
INSTITUTE

A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF TURKIYE'S FOREIGN POLICY
Hiiseyin DIRIOZ!
INTRODUCTION

Dear readers. We have conducted this collaboration, on the occasion of
the 50th anniversary of the Foreign Policy Institute (Dis Politika Enstitiisii —
DPE), which was founded in 1974. DPE 1s considered one of Turkey's first
strategic research centers; 1.e. think tanks. In this study, the first version of
which was completed and shared online in these last days of 2024, some of
the major foreign policy issues over the past half century have been
addressed. In particular, the changes in major foreign policy 1ssues over the
last 50 years have also been taken up. We would like to honor and thank the
Institute (DPE) Founding President Mr. Seyfi Tashan in this special study
prepared on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the DPE, which came
into being thanks to his initiatives and vision.

The world has undergone serious changes in 50 years. The ending of the Cold
War, and the serious evolution of Tiirkiye's relations with Russia as well as
the high level of cooperation are important developments over time. The
world has undergone serious political changes after September 11, the Arab
Spring and the COVID-19 Pandemic.

For example, the relations between Turkey and Russia have a long history.
They have had various ups and downs throughout history, and sometimes
intersecting centers of interest (such as the Caucasus, the Balkans, Central
Asia, the Middle East, the Black Sea, the Eastern Mediterranean or energy
purchases) have made the relations important. In the world order during the
50 years of Cold War after World War II, the dynamics of relations between
the Republic of Turkiye and Soviet Union have changed significantly.

[1] R. Ambassador, President Foreign Policy Institute.




Therefore, Turkiye-Russia relations after the Second World War were
perceived 1n the context of a potential threat and Turkiye became a
NATO member 1n 1952. Turkiye's relations with the Soviet Union, which,
began to develop from the mid-1960s and reached more advanced levels
compared to many other allied countries. In the post-Cold War period,

bilateral relations first with the Soviet Union and then with the Russian
Federation were based on a solid foundation. With the end of the Cold
War, the Turkish economy, exporters and especially the construction
sector increasingly turned outward during the Ozal years, further
strengthening this foundation. Despite all these positive developments,
there are still differences of opinion between the two countries on certain
1ssues. Perhaps the most recent examples of these different approaches are
seen 1n Syria and Ukraine. Within this framework, differences in policies
have been seen in Libya, the Caucasus and the Eastern Mediterranean.
However, both countries have managed to keep these differences within
their own framework and at a level that will not affect the overall
relations. Especially in the recent period, Turkiye has followed a balanced
stance between Russia and Ukraine. Its balanced and constructive stance
has been generally appreciated, but this is not a strategic changing of sides
or a shift to neutrality.

Academics who have addressed similar important foreign policy issues
have written about both current 1ssues and changes over time, within the
scope of the 50th Year Special Study.

Prof. Dr. Ilter Turan, in his article titled “Turkish-American Relations
from the Obedient Ally to the Cyprus Uprising”, also touched upon the
Cyprus 1ssue, one of the mmportant divisions in Turkish-American

relations.

Prof. Dr. Meliha Benli Altunisik, in her article titled “The Middle East in
the 21st Century: Critical Junctures in Regional Politics”, addressed
Turkey’s current Middle East policies.

Prof. Dr. Mustafa Kibaroglu, in his article titled “Two Sides of the Coin
in Turkey-NATO Relations”, analyzed the changes in Tiirkiye’s position
within NATO and its relations with 1ts member countries over time, such

as irregularchallenges.



Dr. Gilriz Sen, in her article titled “Turkey-Iran Relations Amid the
Gaza War: New Dynamics of Cooperation and Rivalry”, focused on
Turkiye-Iran relations. She addressed the relations between these two
neighboring countries, particularly i the Gaza War, which 1s an
important 1issue in the Middle East.

Dr. Teoman Ertugrul Tulun, in his article titled “The Vital Importance Of
Strengthening Tiurkiye’s Naval Forces In Resolving Disputes In The
Aecgean Sea And Eastern Mediterranean”, touched upon the 1ssues of the
Aegean and Eastern Mediterranean. In this context, he examined the role

of the Turkish Armed Forces and especially the navy.

Finally, Assoc. Prof. Ali Oguz Dirioz, “Tirkiye’s Middle Corridor
Strategy and Organization of Turkic In his article “TDT: Collaboration
Opportunities Based on Consortium Approach”, he touched upon Asia
and Central Asia 1n the context of politics and economy 1n the light of the
Middle Corridor project.

In this special collaboration, which celebrates the 50th anniversary of the
Foreign Policy Institute, we tried to address the important developments
in international relations in the past decades and the evolution of global
diplomacy and strategy. We would like to thank the academicians and
experts 1n the field of international relations and foreign policy who
contributed for their devoted work. We hope that our study will always
contribute, even 1f small, to the advancement of studies related to Turkish

Foreign Policy and diplomacy.

Although the First Draft of the Study was shared on-line on the Institute's

Website on December 31, 2024, some necessary corrections and updates

may be made in the coming period.
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ITAATKAR MUTTEFIKTEN KIBRIS BASKALDIRISINA KADAR
TURK-AMERIKAN
ILISKILERI

Iiter TURAN

GIRIS

Siyasi tarth kitaplarinda Tirk-Amerikan i1liskilerinin  ge¢gmisine
baktiginiz zaman bunlarin on sekizinct yuzyila kadar uzandigini
gorebilirsiniz. Ancak, bu iliskiler ticaret gib1 dar alanlarla sinirli kalmastir.
Bilindigi gibi, Birlesik Devletler kurulusundan itibaren dis siyasetinde
Avrupa’dan uzak durmayi tercih etmis, infirat ya da 1zolasyon diye
adlandirilan mesafesini koruma siyaseti 1zlemistir. Bu ¢ercevede Birinci
Diinya Savasi’na katilmasinin Turkiye’yr de yakindan ilgilendiren 1lk
kokli degisim oldugu distintilebilir. Nitekim, bu agilisa Ornek olarak
Amerikan yonetimi, Wilson'un halklarin kaderini belirlemesi ilkesinden
yola cikarak Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun parcalanmasi sonucu bir
Ermenistan kurulmasina yakin 1lg1 gostermistir. Keza, savas sonrasi galip
devletlerin mandater yapilar olusturacagi diisiincesi yayginlasinca, bazi
disunce cevreler1 tarafindan Osmanli'nin elinde kalan kiiciik devletin
Amerikan mandasi olmasi iler1 stirilmiusse de, fikir ne Tiuirkler arasinda ne
de Amerikan yonetimi katinda fazla ilgi uyandirmistir. Zaten kisa stire
sonra Amerika tekrar kendi kabuguna ¢ekilmis, Avrupa siyasetinden uzak
durma prensibine geri donmiistiir ta ki, Ikinci Diinya Savasini Bati
Avrupa ulkelerinin kendi baslarina kazanamayacagi belli oluncaya kadar.
Ikinci Savas sonrasi Birlesik Devletler bu defa infirat siyasetini terk etmis

ve Bati dinyasinin hiderligini tistlenmuistir.

Bu yazimizda kutuplasma kavramina odaklanarak Tiirkiye’nin savas
sonrast Birlesik Devletler 1le yakinlasmasini, Turkiye’'nin Bati tulkeler
grubuna katilmasini inceleyecegiz. Bilindigi gibi, Turk-Amerikan iliskiler:
zaman icinde inis-cikislar sergileyen bir cizgi izlemistir. Iliskilerin seyrini
kutuplasma dinamigi ¢er¢evesinde ac¢iklamaya calisacagiz. Amacimiz,
kutuplasma odakli kavramsal ve kuramsal bir c¢erceve olusturarak,
iliskiler1 o c¢erceveylr smnamak, bir kutup tiyesi olmanin bir tilkenin dis

sityaseti uzerinde koydugu kisitlamalarin  smirmmi  belirlemek  1¢in

kullanmaktir.




Mevcut bilgilerin kullanilmasi bu hedef i¢in yeterli olacaktir. Dolayisyla,
karsiizda yeni bilgiler1 bulup ¢ikaran, bunlar1 dipnotlariyla destekleyen
oryjinal bir arastirma degil, bilinenleri kuramsal bir c¢ergeveye

yerlestirmeye ¢alisan bir deneme bulacaksiniz.

AMERIKA’NIN BATI’NIN LIDERLIGINE YUKSELISI

Biraz once ifade ettigimiz gibi, Amerika’nin Avrupa’ya tekrar doniisi
Ikinci Diinya Savast sirasinda olmus, Avrupa demokrasilerinin kendi
baslarina  Almanya 1le micadele edemeyecekleri diistincesinden
kaynaklanmistir. Tarithin garip tecellisi, Birlesik Devletler Almanya’ya
karst Sovyetler 1le birlikte miucadele etmis, fakat Almanya’nin
yenilmesinden sonra, Amerika’nin baslica rakibi Sovyetler olmustur. Bu
ik1 devlet etrafinda iki kutuplu bir dunya olusmustur. Sovyetler, Alman
isgalinden kurtardiklart1 Dogu Avrupa llkelerinde kendi savundugu
diizene uygun ve kendisine bagli rejimler kurmaya yonelmis, buna karsilik
Birlesik Devletler de kendisinin kurtarilmasina katkida bulundugu
tlkelerde rekabetci siyasetin ve piyasa ekonomisinin egemen oldugu,
tercthan demokratik bir diizen1 koruyacak bir yapiy1 korumaya ve

gelistirmeye calismistir.

Boylece, karsimiza bilahare iki kutuplu diye niteledigimiz iki bloktan
olusan bir diinya ¢ikiyor. Kuramsal diizeyde Sovyet bloku 6zel miilkiyetin
olmadigi, 1s¢1 sinifinin ¢ikarlarinin yonlendirdigi, bu ¢ikarlar: temsil eden
tek partinin egemen oldugu, agir sanayilesmenin On plana alindigi,
zamanla uyelerin birbiriyle iktisaden biitliinlesecegl, savunma ortakliginin
da esas olacagi bir yapiya sahipti. Amerikan onderligindeki kutupta ise
ozel miulkiyet esas olacak, devlet iktisadi faaliyeti kolaylastirici ve
denetleyici bir rol ustlenebilirse de, iktisadi faaliyet esas itibariyle ozel
sektor tarafindan yiiriitiillecekti. Ulkelerde siyasi rekabet hiikiim siirecek,
tilkey1r kimin yOneteceg1 siyasi partilerin rekabet ettigr secimler sonucuna
gore belirlenecekti. Sovyetlerin ve Amerika’nin basimi ¢ektigi tlkeler
arasinda iliskiler her bakimdan sinirliydi. Iki kutup farkli fikirler {izerine

insa edilmis 1k1 ayr1 diinyayi temsil ediyordu.




Sovyetler ve Amerika etrafinda gruplasan tlkelerin kutuplasmasi, bu 1ki
lilkenin Avrupa’da kurduklar1 diizenin asker1 bakimdan birbiri i¢in
karsilikli tehlike arzettigi disiincesine paralel bir gelisme gostermistir.
Sovyetlerin 1sgal ettikler1 tlkelerden ¢ekilmeyip, c¢esitli tertiplerle o
lilkelerde Sovyet benzeri rejimler kurmalari, Almanya’nin boliinmesini ve
Dogusunda kendilerine uygun bir rejim kurulmasini desteklemeler:, Bati
Avrupa’da, Sovyetlerin Batr'ya dogru ilerleyip, aym sistemi oralara da
yerlestirmek 1stedikler1 endisest yaratti. Sovyetler 1se Bati'nin kendilerini
geriye dogru 1tmek i1stedigini dusiuniyordu. Bu emeller1 engellemek
amaciyla once Bati ulkeleri Amerika'nin onderliginde NATO semsiyesi
altinda bir araya geldiler. Kisa bir siire sonra, Bati'nin Sovyet Blokunun
¢ozlilmesini amacladigini  disinen Sovyetler de Varsova Pakti
cercevesinde  benzer bir teskilatlanmaya  giderek  bloklasmayi

saglamlastirdilar.

Savastan galip ¢ikmis olsalar da, Bati Avrupa ulkeler1 agir kayiplar
vermigler, buyiuk yikima ugramislar ve tiikenmislerdi. Buna karsilik,
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri savas sayesinde Biiyiik Iktisadi buhranin son
etkilerinden siyrilmis, ekonomisi canlanmisti. Savas asker1 bakimdan da
llerlemesine imkan saglamis, Ozellikle savasin sonuna dogru atom
bombasini gelistirerek glicli bir silah elde etmisti. Savasin tahribatini
gidermek 1steyen ve etkin niikleer silahlara sahip olmayan Bati Avrupa
ulkelerr, Kita’yi savunma sorumlulugunu NATO bayragr altinda
Amerika’ya devrettiler. Boylece Amerikanin lider1 oldugu Bati kutbu
tesekkiil etmis oldu. Sovyetler de NATO’ya cevaben kendi egemen
olduklar1 bolgeler1 korumayr ongoren Varsova Paktimi kurup, tye
tilkelerin savunmasinda temel sorumlulugu istlenince, Dogu kutbu da

rakip olarak bu yapilasmadaki yerini ald.

Bir Avrupa olgusu olmakla beraber, 1ki kutup diinya capinda rekabet
ettigi i¢cin 1ki kutupluluk kisa sturede bir diinya sistemi niteligini kazandi.
[Ik doénemlerinde sert rekabetle nitelenebilecekkutuplararas: iliskiler
zaman i1¢inde i1stikrara kavustu, yumusadi, karsihikli giiven gilclendi.

Rekabet daha ziyade Avrupa disindaki alanlara kaydi. Avrupa’da

kutuplararas: bir savas ¢ikmayacagina kesin goziiyle bakilmaga baslanda.

Varsova Pakti’nin hi¢ beklenmedik bir zamanda ve sekilde sona ermesi ve

Sovyetlerin dagilmasi ile ¢ift kutuplu diunya da sona erdi.




KUTUPLASMA VE DIS POLITIKA

Tirk-Amerikan iliskilerine donmeden oOnce, kutuplasmanin kutup
icinde yer alan tllkelerin dis politikasi ac¢isindan tasidigr anlami ve
dogurdugu sonuclar1 gozden gecirmek, ilkelerin davranislarini
yorumlamak ac¢isindan faydal olacaktir. Burada savas sonrasi yururlige
giren kutuplasma olgusunu c¢ozimlemek i¢in gorgiul bir yoOntem
izleyecegiz. Inceledigimiz donemde yiiriirliikte olan ¢ift kutuplu sistemde
her kutbun bir lider1 bulunuyordu. Kutbun lider1 diger uyelerin sahip
olmadigr ve diger kutbun saldirilarina karsi tim kutup mensuplarin
koruyabilecek bir giice sahipti. Baska turli ifade edecek olursak, kutbun
uyeler1 diger kutbun kendileri i¢in olusturdugu tehlikeyr savusturmak 1¢in
kutup liderinin korumasina muhtactilar. Bu koruma bir yandan kutup
liderinin kendi imkanlarini kullanmasi, obur yandan diger tuyelerin
saldirtya ugrayan liyenin yardimina kosmalarini planlamak, orgiitlemek

ve saglamak seklinde gergeklesmekteydi.

Kutup lider1, kutbun savunmasini kendi genel dis siyasetinin bir boyutu
olarak gortyordu. Dogal olarak beklentisi, kutbun diger tyelerinin
kendisinin gelistirdigi savunma ve daha da genel olarak siyaset
tasavvurlarina uygun hareket etmeler1, boylece kutbun hasma karsi giiclii
bir dayanisma gostermesiydi. Buna karsilik, kutbun diger liyelerinden her
bir1 bagimsiz, kendi dis siyaset hedefleri, ozlemler1 ve sorunlari olan
lilkeler oldugundan, tam bir uyum saglanamayacagi gibi, bazen gicli
uyumsuzluklar ortaya c¢ikabiliyordu. Kutup liderinin uzerinde ozel
hassasiyetle durdugu konu, bir baska liyenin eylemler: sonucu, kendisini
de hasim kutupla bir miicadele 1¢ine ¢ekilmemesiydi. Kutup lideri, ¢atisma
baslatma yetkisinin sadece kendi rizasi i1le basvurulabilecek bir yol olarak
kalmasi konusunda israrliydi. Bu durumun belki en canli 6rnegi, 1956
yilinda Fransa ve Ingiltere'nin Nasir hiikiimetinin Siives Kanali’ni
devletlestirmesi karsisinda Misir’1 1sgal etmeleridir. Boyle bir eyleme karsi
Sovyetlerin cevap verecegl endisesini tasiyan Birlesik Devletler 1ki tilkenin

derhal isgali sonlandirmalarini istemis, Fransa ve Ingiltere sert Amerikan

uyarilar karsisinda savasi sonlandirmak disinda bir ¢are bulamamislardir.




Bir uiye, savunmasi 1¢in kendini kutup liderinin destegine ne kadar bagimh
hissediyorsa, kutup liderinin bekleyis ve taleplerine o oranda daha
itaatkar davranmak zorundaydi. Baska bir ifade ile, kutbun her uyesi
kutup hiderinin 1zledigi siyasalarla ayni derece uyumlu davranmayabilirdi.
Bu kutbun savunma destegine ne derecede muhta¢ olduguna bagliydi.
NATO oOzelinde Fransa’nmin ve Almanya’min tutumlarn soylemek
istedigimize 1y1 bir Ornek teskil etmektedir. Varsova Pakti gili¢lerinin
NATO’ya kars1 girisebilecegi kara harekatinin 11k yonelecegi tilke Varsova
Pakt: iuyesi Polonya ile komsu olan Almanya 1di. Dolayisiyla, Bati
Almanya NATO’nun koruyucu semsiyesine 1lk dakikadan itibaren
muhtacti. Savunmanin kilidi Birlesik Devletler oldugundan, saldiri
endises1 yogun olan Bati Almanya’nin Amerika’nin savunma planlarina
ve genel dis siyaset cizgisine daha uyumlu davranmasi dogaldi. Buna
karsilik, Fransa smirda degildi ve Almanya tarafindan zaten
korunuyordu. Sayet bir Varsova Pakti saldiris1i Almanya tarafindan
onlenemezse, belki de zaten Fransa’nin yapacag fazla birsey kalmadigi
dustuniliyordu. Sayet saldir1 Atlantik tarafindan gelecek olursa, saldiriy:
ilk karsilayacak iilkeler olarak Ingiltere ve Portekiz vardi. Bu durumda,
Fransa, Birlesik Devletlerin liderligini kabulde Almanya ve Ingiltere’den
farkli olarak oldukca isteksizdi. Nitekim, 1966 yilinda ittifakin askeri
kanadindan c¢ekildigini dahi ilan etti. Almanya’'nin boyle davranmasi
tahayyil dahi edilemezdi.

Dogal olarak, ne kadar c¢ok iiye kendimi tehlikede hisseder ve kutup
liderine 1taat etmek zorunlulugunu hissederse, kutbun 1¢ dayanigsmasi o
kadar gui¢li olacaktir. Bazi ulkelerin digerlerine nazaran kutup lideriyle
daha uyumlu dis siyaset 1zleme zorunlulugunu duyacaklarini yukarda
ifade ettik. Fakat, bunun disinda da, zaman i¢inde ulkelerin kutup liderine
karst durumlarinda degismeler olabilir. Nasil? Ilkin, kutup iiyelerinin
karst karsitya bulunduklar1 tehlikenin azaldigini  degerlendirmeleri
mimkiindir. Nitekim, 1ki1 kutup arasindaki iliskiler istikrar kazandikca,
hatta yumusama baslayip aralarindan silahli mucadele olasiligi giderek
azaldikca, uyeler kutup liderine uyma baskisinin azaldigin1 ya da lidere
uyma gereginin zayifladigini diisiinebilirler ve diisiinebildiler. Ornegin,
Bati veya Federal Almanya’nin Dogu ya da Demokratik Alman
Cumbhuriyet1 ile iliskilerinin gelistirmeye yonelmesi, bir oranda boyle bir

duruma 1saret etmektedir.




Ikinci olarak, bir iiyede diinyayr farkli algilayan ve kutup liderinin
tercihlerini dikkate almayacak bir hiikiimet goreve gelebilir. Her ne kadar,
bu cok istisnai bir durum gibi goziikse de, Izlanda’da 19501i yillarin
sonunda bir ara NATO karsit1 Komiinist Partisi’'nin iktidar olabilecegi ve
ittifakin bilgilerini Sovyetlere dahi aktarabilecegi endise konusu olmustu.
Bilindigi gibi, aymi endise Italya’da da duyulmus, NATO Italyan
Komiunist Partist’nin ulusal diizeyde iktidara gelmesini engellemek i¢in
mubhtelif tertiplere basvurmustur. Uciincii olarak, kutup iiyesi bir iilke

vazgecilmez gordigu bir ¢ikarini korumak i¢cin kutup liderinin s6ziinden

cikabilir ki, bunun O0rnegini daha sonraki tartismamizda Kibris {izerinden

verecegiz.

Buraya kadar yuriuttigiimuz ve bilahare yararlanacagimiz ¢oziimlemenin
ana noktalarimi 6zetleyelim:

1.Bir kutbun tyeleri kutup liderine kutbun karsilastiklar1 tehlikeyi

algilama duizeyine gore 1taat ederler veya uyum gosterirler.

2. Tehlikenin azalmasi veya zayiflamasi, kutbun liderine itaat etme veya
uyma temayulinu zayiflatir.

3. Bir kutup uyesi hayati gordugu bir ¢ikar1 karsisinda kutup liderine
itaat etmey1 veya uymayi ikinci plana atabilir.

KUTBA BAGIMLILIK NEDENIYLE DIGER ULUSAL ENDISELERIN
IKINCI PLANA ATILMASI

Soguk Savasin i1lk doneminde Turkiye’nin yogun bir Sovyet baskisi
hissettigini biliyoruz. Savas sona ererken Sovyetler ulkemizle 1925 yilinda
imzaladiklar1 Dostluk ve Saldirmazlik Anlasmasini uzatmak i1¢in
Bogazlar'im Montro’de belirlenen statiisiiniin Sovyetlerin 1steklerine
uygun bicimde degistirilmesini ve Tirkiye’nin Dogu smirinda ayarlar
yapilarak bazi bolgelerin Sovyetlere terk edilmesini istiyorlardi. Turkiye
istekler1 korku ve endise 1le karsilamis ve bunlar1 Bati Bloku ile
buitlinleserek durdurmak istemisti. Ancak Tiirkiye’nin bu stratejik hedefi
yaninda sanityorum baska bekleyisleri de vardi. Bir kere, Ikinci Diinya

Savast’'na girerken elindeki silahlar Birinci Diinya Savasindan kalmaydi ve

Ikinci Savas sirasinda silah stokunun pek azini yenileyebilmisti.




Dolayisiyla, kuracag: yeni ittifak baglar1 vasitasiyla ordusunun silahlarini
yenilemek istiyordu. Ikinci olarak ise, savastan sonra ulusal ekonominin
gelismesi isteniyor ve bunun i¢in dis destege ihtiya¢ olacagi biliniyordu.
[thal ikamesi biciminde tasarlanan sanayilesme hamlesini diger
miittefiklerin destekleyecegi iimit ediliyordu. Ozetle, Tiirkiye iltihak ettigi
kutbun c¢ok yonlii destegine muhtact: ve kendisinin 1ttifak savunmasina
yapacag katki karsihginda bu destegin verilmesini bekliyordu. Bu
bekleyisin sonucu olarak da, kutup liderinin yaklasimlarina, bunlar
tilkenin kend1 dis siyaset tasavvurlan ile celisse bile karsi ¢ikamadi. 1974
Kibris Baris Harekatina kadar tulkemiz, her zaman kendi cikarlar
bakimindan uygun bulmasa da, kutbun liderinin, yani Birlesik Devletlerin
siyasi tercihlerine uygun davranmak mecburiyetini hissetmis, 1stediklerini

ancak bu yoldan gerceklestirebilecegini dustinmiustiir.

Cikarlar ne kadar yaklassa da, bir ittifak iliskiler1 i¢inde her zaman 1rili,
ufakli gecimsizlikler olabilmektedir. Ornegin, 1950’li yillarin sonunda
Turkiye’de gorevli Amerikan askeri personelinin yargilanmasi konusunda,
Turk kamuoyunu bir hayli kizdiran bir 1htilaf c¢ikmistir. Aslinda
Amerikali personelin gorevler1 basinda isledikler1 sug¢lardan dolay:
Amerikan askeri yargisina tabi olacaklari konusunda bir anlasmaya
varilmisti. Gorev disinda i1slenecek suclarda i1se Tiurk mahkemeleri
yetkiliydi. Bir olayda Amerikalilar gorev disinda sug isleyen personeli de
gorevde 1mis gibi1 gostererek Tirk yargisindan kacirmakla suglanda.
Suclamalar hakliydi. I¢kili personel serbest zamaninda kaza yapmus,
olime neden olmustu. Ancak, iliskilerin zedelenmemes: acisindan,

hiikiimet konu lizerinde fazla durmamayi uygun buldu.

1952-1974 doneminde stratejik nitelikle uyumsuzluklar da so6z konusu
oldu ve bunlarin karsisinda Tirkiye kutbun liderinin genel tutumunu
kabullenmek mecburiyetini hissetti. Simdi bunlara bakalim. Ilk ciddi
sorun, ¢ok yuksekten ucarak Sovyetlerin asker1 tesislerinin resmini ¢eken
fakat Sovyetlerin bir siire vuracak teknolojiye sahip olmadiklar1 bir U-2
ucaginin nihayet 1960 yili Mayisinda vurulmasi ve parasiitle atlayan
pilotu Francis Gary Powers’in yakalanmasi ile 1lgiliydi. Her ne kadar
disurilen ugcak Pakistan’dan kalkmis ve Norvec¢’e gidiyor olsa da, esas

{issii Adana, Incirlik’ti. Ucak oradan kalkarak Pakistan’a gitmis,




sonra tekrar havalanarak Sovyetler Birligi'n1 ge¢mege baslamasti.
Operasyon Tilrkiye'yl de kapsadigindan, tilkemiz de Sovyetlerin hismina
ugrayabilirdi. Buna karsilik, kutup lider1 Birlesik Devletler yaptigi 1slerden
lilkemizi ne haberdar etmis, ne de 1zin 1stemisti. Yine de, Soguk Savas’in
olanca yogunluguyla devam ettig1 bu yillarda, Turkiye sesini ¢ikarmamayi
ve savunmasini temin eden miittefikiyle aleni bir gecimsizlige diismemeyi

tercih etti.

Ikinci o6nemli sorun Kiiba Krizi sirasinda meydana geldi.
Hatirlanabilecegr gibi, 1959 sonunda Fidel Kastro'nun oOnciigiindeki
gucler diktator Fulgencio Batista rejimimi yikmis, tilkede sosyalist bir
rejim kurmaya yonelmisti. Bu gelisme Amerika’yr zaten rahatsiz etmisti
ama 1962 yili sonlarinda Sovyetlerin Kiiba’ya orta menzilli flize
yerlestirmeler1 bardagi tasiran damla oldu. Birlesik Devletler, Florida
Eyaletinden sadece 90 mil uzakta olan bir adaya Sovyet {flizeler
yerlestirilmesini kabul edilemez buluyordu. Sovyetlerden fuzeler1 derhal

geri cekmesini istedi. Iki ittiffak ciddi bir ¢catismaya dogru siiriikleniyor,

bir yandan da krizi dnlemek 1¢in diplomatik ¢cabalar devam ediyordu.

Daha sonra acgikliga kavustuguna gore, Sovyetler Incirlik gibi Rusya’ya
cok yakin bir iuiste de orta menzilli fiizeler bulundugunu vurgulamislar,
boylece Kiiba’dan fiizelerini geri cekmelerini Incirlik’ten Amerikan
flizelerinin kaldirilmasina baglamislardi. Bu talep teknik bakimdan
Amerika acisindan kolay karsilanabilecek mnitelikteydi. Daha kriz
cikmadan yeni gelistirdikler1 Polaris fiizelerinin denizaltilar gibi seyyar bir
{isten atilabilecegine isaret ederek, Incirlik’teki Jupiter ve Thor fiizelerine
artik 1htiya¢ kalmayabilecegini Tirk hukiimetine bildirmislerdi. Turk
hiikkiimeti bu niyete 1tiraz etmis, flizelerin mevcudiyetinin Tilrkiye'nin
ittifak tarafindan savunulmasinin teminati oldugunu vurgulamisti.
Dolayisiyla, Amerika’nin  flizelerim1  hemen c¢ekmest miimkiin
gorilmiyordu. Sovyetlere flizeler1 birka¢ ay i¢inde cekecekleri, hemen
cekerek Turkiye uzerinden bir pazarhk yapmis gib1  gorunmek
istemedikler1 bildirildi. Sovyetler oOneriy1 kabul ettiler ve kriz 1962
Ekiminde bir hafta icinde ¢6ziime baglanmis oldu. Nitekim, birka¢ ay

sonra da Incirlik’teki fiizeler cekildi.




Kiba krizi Turkiye'nin Amerika’ya duydugu giiveni sarsan ilk ciddi olay
olmakla birlikte, Turkiye’'nin karar1 kabullenmekten baska yapabilecegi
bir sey de bulunmuyordu. Her ne kadar flizelerin ateslenmesinde
kullanilan ¢ift tetik sistemi vasitasiyla Tiirkiye’nin de rizasi aranacak olsa
da, fluzeler Birlesik Devletler’e aitti. Teknolojik gelismeler karsisinda
bunlarin devreden ¢ikarilmasi da gerekebilirdi. Bizim i¢in onemli olan,
kutbun lider1 Birlesik Devletlerin bir yandan kendi tilkesini korumak,
diger yandan biitiin ittifaki bir miicadeleye siliriiklememek amaciyla
Turkiye’deki fuzelerini, ulkemize damismadan ger1 ¢ekmeyr Sovyetlerle
pazarhik konusu yapmis olmasidir. Burada Amerika’nin ve Tirkiye'nin
stratejik Oncelikleri catismis, fakat Tilrkiye kutbun kendisine sagladigi
savunma guvencesinden mahrum kalmamak 1¢in, kendi ¢ikarimi kutup

liderinin tasavvurlarina tabi kilmis, durumu kabullenmistir.

Kiiba krizinin atesi belki de heniiz yeterince kiillenmemisken, 1964°te 1ki
miittefik arasinda bu defa meshur Johnson mektubuyla sonuclanan Kibris
krizi cikmstir. 1877-78 Osmanli-Rus savasi sonrasi kayd-1 1ade ile
Ingiltere’nin korumaya aldig1 fakat Birinci Diinya Savasi sonrasi Ingiliz
kolonisine doniisen Kibris'ta Rumlarin bagimsizlik talebiyle Ingiltere’ye
karst baslattiklar1 1syan, Ada’da kalabalik bir Tirk nifusu olmasi
nedeniyle Tiurkiye’nin de taraf oldugu ugli bir miicadeleye dontismiis,
nihayet 1960°da once Ziirih, sonra da Londra’da varilan anlasmalarla
Ingiltere iilkeye bagimsizlik vermeyi kabullenmisti. Ancak, Rum tarafi
tim Ada’ya egemen olmak, Tlrkleri 1se yonetime ortak etmek degil, Rum
yonetiminde bir azinlik konumuna 1tmek 1stiyordu. Bagimsizliktan hemen
sonra anayasanin islemez oldugunu iddia etmeye ve Tiirkleri baski altina
almaga basladi. Baskilar sonunda gelismeler Tirkleri korkutmak, hatta
oldurerek sayilarini azaltmaya dondu. 1960°da kurulan anayasal duzenin
garantOoru olan Turkiye, Ada’daki Turk niifusu korumak i1¢in 1964°te bir
asker1 harekat planladi. Dogal olarak, bu miidahalede Tiirkiye’'nin NATO
cercevesinde edindigi silahlar kullanilacakti. Boyle bir miidahalenin bir

Turk-Yunan ¢catismasina donme olasiligi da olmayacak bir 1s degildi.

ABD’nin kutup lider1 olarak c¢ikar1 kutup tiyesi 1ki tilkenin bir ¢catismaya
suriiklenmemesiydi. Boyle bir catisma ittifakin zayifladigi ve kutup

liderinin 1ttifakta i¢ dayanismayi saglayamadigi anlamina gelirdi.




Ayrica, boyle bir boslugun, Sovyet mudahalesini de davet edebilecegl
endises1 vardi. Kibris bagimsiz bir tulkeydi, NATO tlyes:1 degildi,
Sovyetlerle de 1y1 iliskileri bulunuyordu. Turkiye’'nin Ada’daki Tiurk
nufusun korunmasi ve Ada’nin Yunanistan’in eline gegmemesi gibi 1ki
stratejik ¢ikar1 vardi. Bunlar Amerika’nin ittifak ic1 ¢catismay1 onlemek ve
Sovyetlerin 1se karismasini engellemek olarak tanimlanabilecek ¢ikarlar
ile uyusmuyordu. Tilrkiye Ada’ya asker1 miidahaleyr muhtemelen 1ttifakin
konuyla 1lgilenmesi ve bir ¢oziimu tesvik etmesi niyetiyle ongormiisti.
Ancak, niyetini agiklayinca beklemedigi sertlikte bir Amerikan tepkisi ile
karsilasti. En kuvveth yonl zaten dis siyaset olmayan Amerikan baskani
Johnson, basbakan Inonii’ye diplomatik nezaketi asan bir mektup
gondererek 1ki uyarida bulundu: bir, miidahalede Turkiye'nin NATO
cercevesinde edindigr silahlar kullanmilamazdi; 1ki, Tirk miidahales: bir
Sovyet mukabelesi gorurse, NATO’nun Turkiye’yr savunma garantisi
devreye girmezdi. Amerika agisindan, mektubun nezaketsiz ifadeler1 harig,
ifade edilen tutum kutup liderinin ¢ikarlar1 acisindan anlasilabilir
nitelikteydi. Amerika, bir baska NATO tlyesinin ittifaki arkasina alarak
bir savas baslatamayacagini, 1956’da Ingiltere ve Fransa’ya yaptig1 gibi,
bir defa daha teyit ediyordu. Ayrica, NATO silahlarinin baska amacglara
kullanilamayacagini iler1 surerek, kendisini silahlandirdigr miittefiklerin

bu silahlar1 birbirine karsi kullanmasina 1zin vermeyecekti.

Tiirkiye Johnson mektubuna sert bir cevap verdi. Basbakan Inonii
[ttifakin hangi sartlarda devreye girecegini kosullara baglamanin,
guvenilirligini yitirmesi ile sonuglanacagini, boyle bir durumun yeni bir
dinya diizeni kurulmasina yol agacagini, Tlrkiye’nin de yeni diizende
yerinl alacagini bildirdi. Soguk Savas devam ettigi ve tilkemizin NATO
savunmasina thtiyact oldugu i¢in baska bir adim atilamadi. Ancak, bu
olaydan sonra Amerika Kibris’taki durumla daha yakindan ilgilenmege
basladi, ornegin 1967°de Yunanistanin Ada’ya yuksek sayida asker
gondermes1 karsisinda, Cyrus Vance’t gorevlendirerek bu askerlerin
Kibris’tan ¢ekilmesini saglada.

1970’1 yillara girerken, bu defa Tirkiye ve Amerika arasinda daha once

hi¢ konu edilmeyen bir baska 1htilaf ortaya ¢ikti: Afyon sorunu.




Amerikan Baskani Nixon, daha 1968 secim kampanyasi sirasinda tilkede
uyusturucu kullaniminin yayginlastigini, kendisinin buna karsi savas
acacagini ifade etmisti. Iktidara gelince, Tiirkiye’nin 6nde gelen bir afyon
ureticist oldugunu, Amerikan piyasasmna gelen uyusturucunun Tirkiye
cikish oldugunu iler: stirerek tilkemizden bu tarimi sonlandirmasini istedi.
Turkiye’de uzun yillardir kontrolli afyon ekimi yapilmaktaydi. Yine de
Amerika’ya kacak giren afyonun bir miktarinin Tirkiye menseli olmasi
muhtemeldi. Ancak bu afyonun Amerikan tiketimini karsilayacak
buyuklikte olmadig1 da asikardi. Basta Afganistan olmak tizere diger bir
dizi ulkede de afyon yetistiriliyor ve muhtelif yollardan Amerikan
piyasasina ulasiyordu. Dolayisiyla, Turkiye’de ekimi yasaklamak tek
basina sorunu c¢oOzmek i¢cin etkin bir care olmayacakti. Kaldi ki,
Amerika’da goriilen yaygin talebi1 dustrecek tedbirler almadan sadece
uretimin durdurulmas ile ilgilenmek yeterince gergekgi bir yaklasim gibi
de goziikkmiiyordu. Ama Nixon yonetimi Amerikan halkina uyusturucu ile
miicadelede somut adimmlar attigin1 gostermek pesindeydi. En kolay

formul 1se Turkiye tizerine baski kurmakti.

Secimle goreve gelen Turk hiikiimetlerinden turetimin durdurulmas: talep
edilince, uretimi durdurmanin gerek siyasi gerek iktisadi maliyet: ylksek
olacagindan, karst teklifler olusturdular. Ekim yapilan alanlar
daraltilabilir, kontroller sikilastirilabilirdi ama tiretim sona erdirilemezdi.
Bu tartismalar devam ederken, Tiurkiye’de 12 Mart 1971°de dolayli bir
asker1 darbe oldu. Dogrudan darbelerden farkli olarak, bu defa genel
kurmay baskanmi ve kuvvet komutanlari, kendilerince kabul edilebilir sivil

bir hiikiimet kurmuslar, parlamentoyu da bu hiikimet: desteklemeye

zorlamislardi. Uluslararasi alanda mesruiyet ve destek arayisi i¢cinde olan
hiikiimet, komutanlarin telkiniyle, Amerika’nin hiikiimet1 destekleyecegini
dustunerek, afyon turetimini tamamen yasakladi. Tabi, bu arada
Amerika’daki uyusturucu sorunu devam ediyordu.1973’te serbest secimler
yapilip yeni hiikiimet kurulunca, afyon ekimi yeniden kontrollii olarak
serbest birakildi. Bu arada davanin basgldiiciisi Nixon’un 1972
secimlerine giden yolda rakipler1 hakkinda usulsuz bilgr toplattirdig
saptanmis, yeniden secilmis olmasina ragmen istifaya zorlanmisti. Nixon
1974°te 1stifa etti. Fakat o noktaya gelinceye kadar artik Watergate diye

anilan bilgi hirsizligi ithami ile bogustugundan, uyusturucu miicadelesi

glindemden distl, unutuldu.




Afyon olay1 disinildigii zaman, Amerikan yoOnetiminin {Uretimi
durdurma talebini Turkiye'ye yoneltmesi, iki tilkenin ayni kutup i¢inde
yer almasit ve kutup lideri olarak Amerika’nin Turkiye tizerinde baski
kurarak 1istedigini elde edebilecegini diisiinmesinden kaynaklandigim
sOoylemek miumkiindiir. Amerika’nin diger lreticiler lizerinde benzer bir
“tkna” giiciolmadigi, Amerikan kamuoyunu tatmin etmek 1¢in baskinin
Turkiye’ye yoneldigini soyleyebiliriz. Burada bile, Amerikan baskisi
Turkiye’de goreve secimle gelen hiikiimetler nezdinde yeterince etkili
olmamis, talep ancak oy almak tiriinden endisesi olmayan, askerin

destekledigi ama mesruiyet arayan hiikiimetler nezdinde kabul gormiistiir.

KIBRIS BARIS HAREKATI VE STRATEJIK CIKAR UYUSMAZLIGI

Yunanistan’in yasadigi siyasi istikrarsizlik doneminde 1967 yilinda
tlkede bir asker1 darbe ger¢ceklesmis ve yonetime bir “Albaylar Juntast™
gelmisti. Demokrasiden ayrilan, gorevi birakma niyeti de sergilemeyen bu
asker1 kadro ne uluslararasi camiada ne de NATO’da memnuniyet
uyandirmisti. Junta Yunanistan’it yonetmekte de basar1 saglayamiyor,
kamuoyu desteginden buytik ol¢tide yoksun bulunuyordu. Buna karsilik,
albaylar Kibrisin  Yunanistan’a baglanmasi 1¢in  buyuk c¢aba
gosteriyorlardi. Hatta, bu cercevede Kibris Cumhurbaskan:t Arsovek
Makarios’un da Yunanistan’la biuitinlesmeye karsi olmasindan rahatsiz
olmuslar, Ada’da kendilerine bagli bir askeri gii¢ kurarak iki tilkenin
biitiinlesmesini saglamak icin calismaya baslamislardi. 15 Temmuz
1974’te  durumun musait oldugunu dusunerek eski EOKAci1 Nikos
Sampson bir hitkiimet darbesi yapti, devlet baskan1 Makarios’u gorevden
uzaklastirarak kendisini cumhurbaskani 1lan etti, amacinin enosis, yani
Yunanistan’la birlesmek oldugunu da ilan etti. Albaylar bu gelismeden
memnundu. Nihayet Kibris Yunanistan’a baglanacak, kendileri de bu
buyuk bsariya imza atmis olacaklardi.

O donemde Biilent Ecevit-Necmettin Erbakan tarafindan 1973 secimleri
sonucu kurulmus Ecevit basbakanhiginda bir CHP-MSP koalisyonu
tarafindan yonetilen Turkiye, beklemedigi bu olay karsisinda Kibris’in

kurulus anlasmalarinda kendisine verilen yetkiyr kullanarak Ada’ya

mildahale etmek disinda bir ¢6ziim ongoremedi.




Ecevit Londra’ya giderek Ingiltere ile ortak miidahale etmeyi onerdiyse
de, Ingiltere buna yanasmadi. Belli ki, Ada’da kendi iislerine halel
gelmeyeceginden emin olan Ingiliz hiikiimeti, olayin disinda kalmak
istiyordu. Muhtemelen Turkiye'nin tek basina kalinca miidahale edecegini
de tahmin etmiyordu. Tilrkiye'nin tek basina miidahale edeceg goriiliince,
bu defa devreye Amerika girerek iki miittefik arasinda ¢ikmasi muhtemel
bir catismayr Onlemek istedi. Tiurkiye 1se Kibrisin Yunanistan’a
katilmasiyla bu tllkenin Turkiye’ye karsi telafisi imkansiz bir ustinlik
elde edecegini degerlendirdiginden, kutup liderinin onu durdurma
gayretlerine ragmen miidahaleye karar verdi, basarili bir c¢ikarma ile

Ada’ya asker1 gli¢ sevk etti. Miizakerelerle zaman kazanarak da, ikinci bir
harekatla Ada’nin %36’sina hakim oldu.

Korkulanin aksine, 1ki miuttefik savasa girmedi. Tiurkiye ile savasmanin
Yunanistan’a buyiik zarar verecegini diistinen Yunan ordusu komutanlari
Albaylar desteklemediler. Albaylar Juntas: iktidardan ayrildi. Kisa sure
icinde Yunanistan’a demokrasi geri geldi. Bu arada, Amerikanin Turkleri
durdurmadigimi, Turk yanlis1 davrandigini 1ddia eden Yunan Hikiumet:
tlkey1 NATO’nun askeri1 teskilatindan g¢ekti.

Amerikan yonetiminin kutup lideri olarak Tirkiye’yr Kibris harekatinda
alikoyamamasini suphesiz muhtelif bigimlerde agiklamak mumkiindir.
[lkin, Albaylar Juntasi zaten benimsenen bir yonetim degildi. Uluslarasi
ve Amerikan destegi nispeten zayifti. Ikinci olarak, Albaylar Juntasinn
Kibris'in bagimsizlik statisunii tamamen degistirmeyr amaclayarak
ittifaktaki Turk-Yunan dengesini bozmaya yonelmesi hos karsilanmamus,
onaylanmamisti. Uclincii olarak, Nixon yonetiminin dikkati Watergate
skandalina doniik oldugundan, Birlesik Devletlerin uluslarasi roliine vakit
ayiracak durumda degildi. Fakat, saniyorum bu aciklamalardan daha
onemlisi, Turkiye’nin kabul edemeyeceg1 bir stratejik emr1 vaki ile karsi
karstya birakilmasiydi. Ister Amerikan hiikiimeti katinda yapilan
miizakerelerde, ister NATO’da veya Ingiltere’de olsun, herkes Tiirkiye nin
mildahaleden  vazgecirilebilecegini  hesapliyordu. Kimse, kutup

dayanismasinin stratejik bir sinir1 oldugunu, kutup liderinin bile kutbun

diger bir tiyesinin eylemini durduramayacagini kestirememisti.




Bu yontiyle Kibris Baris Harekat: kutup liderinin giiciiniin sinirlarini
gostermek bakimindan da onemli bir olay oldugu gibi, Tirk-Amerikan

iliskilerinde bir doniim noktasidir.

Kibris Harekatinin sona ermesinden sonra Amerikan Kongresi Turkiye’ye
kars1 ¢ yil surecek bir silah ambargosu karar1 aldi. Bu karar, bir bakima
kutup liderinin soziinii dinlememenin cezasi olarak gortilebilirse de, daha
ziyade Amerikanin ¢ok merkezli dis siyaset yapiminda Rum ve Ermeni
lobilerinin daha etkili oldugu Kongre'nin yonetime karsi bir gug
gostergesi olarak da goriilebilir. Nitekim, Amerikan yonetimi ambargo
taraftar1 olmamuis, kaldirilmasi i¢cin miicadele vermis, nihayet 1977°de
ambargo kaldirilmistir. Ug yil siiren ambargo doneminde Amerikan
yonetimi, Turkiye'nin par¢a ve malzeme gib1 ihtiyaclarini diger
muttefikler Ulizerinden karsilamasmma 1tiraz etmemis, belki de

hissettirmeden destek dahi vermistir.

CIKARLARI AYRILAN MUTTEFIKLER: BIR DEGERLENDIRME

Kibris Baris Harekati 1ki tilke arasinda bazi1 konularda bagdastirilmasi
mumkiin olmayan gorus farklari olabilecegini, bir kutup tiyesinin kutup
liderinin onaylamadigr eylemlere basvurabilecegini gosterdi. Boylece
kutup liderinin nereye kadar etkili olabilecegti de smanmis
oluyordu.Suphesiz Baris Harekatinin gerceklestigi ortamin Yunanistan’i
Albaylar Juntasinin yonetmesi veya Sampson’un Kibris’ta se¢cimle goreve
gelmis Makarios yonetimini devirmesi gibi ozel nitelikler1 vardi ki, biz
yukarda bunlara isaret ettik. Fakat aymi oranda agik bir gercek de,
Birlesik Devletlerin son dakikaya kadar Turkiye’yi durdurmaga
ugrasmasi, ancak bu mumkun olmayinca, yine de Turkiye'nin kutuptan
daha fazla uzaklasmamas:i i1¢in durumu kabullenmesidir. Buradan
varacagimiz sonug, kutup liderinin bir diger kutup tiyesinin hayati ¢ikari

icin kalkistigr fakat kendisinin onaylamadigi bir eylemi kabullenmek

mecburiyetinde kalabilecegidir.




Bu c¢ercevede dusunuldiginde Yunanistan’in Amerika’yr Turkiye’yi
desteklemekle suc¢layarak konuyu NATO’nun askeri kanadindan
cekilmeye kadar vardirmasi, kutup liderinin kutbun selameti i¢in, istemese
de, tercthini daha vazgecilmez bir tiye lehine kullandigi seklinde
degerlendirilebilir. Bu durum bize Fransa'nin NATO’nun askeri
kanadinda oldugu donemde General DeGaullein soyledigl sozler
hatirlatmaktadir. NATO mabhfillerinde 1964°teki Kibris bunaliminda iki
llye savasirsa, kimin liye kalmasinin tercih edilmesinin uygun olacagi
tartisilirken, rivayete gore Fransa Baskani DeGaulle, boyle bir tartismaya
gerek olmadigini, ¢iinkii Yunanlilarin askeri sohretlerini Italyanlara kars
savasarak kazandiklarina isaret etmis, bu sozleriyle hem Yunanlilar1 hem
[talyanlar kizdirirken, Tiirkiye'nin ittifak acisindan tasidig: askeri degeri
bir defa daha teyit etmistir.

Son bir hususa da isaret etmemiz gerekiyor. Iki kutuplu sistemin zamanla

netlik kazanan bir 6zelligi de, bir kutbun digerinin i¢cinde cereyan eden

gelismelere karismama konusunda gosterdigr hassasiyettir. Bu yazil
olmayan bir kuraldi ve genelde NATO iilkelerinin Sovyet Bloku i¢inde
cereyan eden 1956 Macar 1htilali, 1967 Prag olaylarn gib1 gelismelere
mudahale etmemeler1 seklinde 1shiyordu. Sayet Kibris olaylar1 bir Turk-
Yunan catismasna donusiirse, Sovyetler Birligi veya Varsova Pakti acaba
nasil davranirdi? Tabii, bu sorunun cevabini bilemeyiz ama yazili olmayan
kuralin muhtemelen gozetilecegini; Dogu Bloku'nun bu sorunu Bati
Bloku’nun bir i1¢ sorunu olarak degerlendirecegini tahmin edebiliriz. Bu
tahminin bir Tirk-Yunan catismasmnin c¢ikmast halinde Amerika
lizerindek1 baskiy:r hafifletmis olacagr akla gelmektedir.

Kibris Baris Harekati ve arkasindan gelen silah ambargosu, Tiirkiye-
Birlesik Devletler iliskilerinin kurallar1 daha 1y1 belirlenmis bir gergeveye
oturtulmasi geregine de isaret etti. Iki iilke bir Savunma ve Isbirligi

Anlasmasi uizerinde ¢alismaya basladilar.




KUTUPLASMA SONA ERECEK OLURSA

Bu makalenin inceledigl konunun disinda olsa da, ¢oziimlememizi bir
adim daha ileriye gotiirecek olursak, cift kutuplu sistem sona erdigi zaman
kutup lideri1 ile diger kutup uyeler1 arasindaki iliskiler bu durumdan nasil
etkilenir diye sorabiliriz. Hakli olarak, ¢ift kutuplu dinya zaten sona
ermedi mi1 diye sorabilirsiniz. Her ne kadar, Varsova Paktinin sona ermesi
ve Sovyetlerin dagilmas: 1le eski iki kutuplu dinya sona erdi diye
degerlendirmeler yapilabilirse de, bir yandan NATO’nun varlhigini
surdirmesi, diger yandan Rusya’nin Sovyetlerin biraktigi boslugu
doldurma c¢abalari, son olarak da Amerika-Cin arasinda yogunlasan
rekabet ve Amerika’nin dostlarin1 Cin’e karsi birlestirerek yeni bir
cephelesme 1nsa etme gayretleri, 1ki1 kutuplu diinya tamamen sona ermistir

bi¢ciminde acele bir hiikkiim vermemizi engelliyor.

Cift kutuplu sistem tamamen sona erse bile, kutup lider1 uilkenin kutup
fikrinin Onemini korudugunu savunmasi normaldir. Buna karsilik,
kutupluluk dialektik bir 1liski oldugu i¢in, 1ki kutuplu sistem sona erince
ortaya c¢ikan durumun tek kutupluluktan ziyade kutupsuzluk olarak
nitelendirilmesi daha dogru olur. Nitekim karsimiza ¢ikan gorgul durum
giinimiuizde bu yonde ilerledigimizin 1saretlerini barindirtyor. Sovyetlerin
dagilmasindan sonra yasanan kisa stire 1¢inde 1ki kutuplulugun bittigi iler
siirtilmiistiir. Iki kutupluluk bitince, Birlesik Devletler tek kutupluluktan
sOz etmege baslamis, kutbun diger tiyeler:1 ise kutuplu sistem sona ermis
gib1 davranarak, kend1 dis siyaset vizyonlarini daha ozgurce uygulamaya
yonelmislerdir. Ortaya ¢ikan egilimi bir genelleme olarak ifade edecek
olursak, kutuplasmanin sona ermesi durumunda, bir kutbun tiyes: olan
ulkeler kutup lider1 ile birlikte hareket etmekte kistas olarak cikarlarin
birlikteligini esas alacaklar, ¢ikarlarin uyustugu alanlarda birlikte hareket
etmege devam ederken, ayristigr noktalarda ise, kutup liderinden farkl
olsa bile, kend1 ¢ikarlarimmigozeteceklerdir. Bu gozlem c¢ikar birlikteliginin
buyuk ol¢iide devam etmedigi anlamina gelmez. Hatta, kutup liderinin
savunma glclunden yararlanmaya devam etmek isteyenler, cikarlarin
ayrismadigini vurgulamaya devam edebilirler. Buna karsilik, daha genel
olarak, eski kutup uyeler1 kutup lider1 ile ¢ikarlarinin uyustugu oranda
isbirligine devam edecekler, ayristigr Olciide de farkli dis siyasetler

1zleyecekleridir.




Ongoriilerimizi somut orneklerle de destekleyebiliriz. Iki kutuplulugun
sona erdigl kanaatine varan Fransa once NATO’da daha onemli bir rol
oynayabilecegi dustincesiyle teskilatin asker1 kanadima ger1 donmius,
NATOnun Avrupa savunmasinda Fransa’nin onderliginde yeni bir islev
Ustlenebilecegini imit etmustir. Kisa bir siire sonra, diger NATO
Uyelerinin  Fransa’ya glivenmediklerr, Amerikan niikleer savunma
garantisini muhafaza etmek istedikler1 ortaya cikinca, bu sefer Fransiz
tutumu NATO’nun omrini tamamladigini ilan etmek seklinde olmustur.
Buna karsihik, diger NATO tyeler1 Amerika’nin Kita’y1 savunma
taahhiidini devam ettirmesini istemislerdir. Trump doneminde,
Amerikan baskanmi da,Fransiz degerlendirmelerine uygun bigimde
Avrupa’nin kendini savunmasi gerektigini, bunun maliyetini de tasimasi
gerektigini, ulkesinin Avrupa’yr savunmakla mikellef olmadigini ileri
surmekteydi. Avrupali NATO uyelerinin korkulu riiya olarak gordukleri
bu durum, Biden’in Baskan secilmesi ile son ermis, Biden ABD’nin
Avrupa savunmasindan c¢ekilmedigini 1srarla vurgulamistir. Biden
muttefiklerin1 de yanina alarak Rusya’ya karsi Ukrayna’y1 destekleyerek,
diger yandan da Cin’e meydan okuyarak yeni bir iki kutuplu diinya

yaratmay1 denemekteydi.

Kim olursa olsun, yeni baskanin bu siyaseti mi devam ettirecegl yoksa

farkli bir ¢izgi mi 1zleyecegini tahmin etmek i¢in vakit heniiz erkendir.
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Abstract

Since the beginning of the 21st century, the Middle East has witnessed
significant changes 1n its regional political landscape, driven by shifts in
the balance of power and increased competition among key actors. This
article 1identifies four critical junctures that have shaped the region's recent
history, highlighting their key characteristics and the evolving power
dynamics between regional states and external actors. It argues that the
2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq, the Arab uprisings, the wave of normalization,
and developments since the Hamas attack on Israel constitute these
critical junctures. By analyzing these pivotal moments, the study explores
how regional rivalries, alliances, and external interventions have
contributed to the ongoing instability and volatility of Middle Eastern
politics.

Keywords: Middle East, Irag War of 2003, Arab Uprisings, normalization,

Hamas-Israel War

Oz

Ortadogu, 21. yuzyilin basindan bu yana, giu¢ dengesindeki degisimler
ve kilit aktorler arasinda artan rekabetin etkisiyle bolgesel siyasi
iliskilerinde Oonemli degisikliklere tanik oldu. Bu makale, bolgenin yakin
tarthim1 sekillendiren dort kritik kavsagi tanimlamakta, bunlarin temel

ozelliklerini ve bolge devletler1 1le dis aktorler arasinda gelisen giic

dinamiklerini vurgulamaktadir.




ABD'nin 2003'tek1 Irak’1 1sgali, Arap ayaklanmalari, normallesme dalgasi
ve Hamas'in Israil'e saldirisinin bolge politikasinda bu kritik dénemecleri
olusturdugu savunulmaktadir. Calisma, bu onemli donemecler1 ve onlarin
yarattigr dontusumler1 analiz ederek, bolgesel rekabetlerin, ittifaklarin ve
dis midahalelerin Ortadogu siyasetinde siiregelen istikrarsizlik ve
dalgalanmaya nasil katkida bulundugunu arastirmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ortadogu, 2003 Irak Savasi, Arap ayaklanmalari,

normallesme, Hamas-Israil Savasi

Introduction

Since the beginning of the 21st century, the Middle East has
undergone enormous changes. Amid shifting global dynamics, the
region’s balance of power has been influenced by external interventions
and domestic uprisings. The regional powers have been navigating in this
constantly shifting environment to maintain their influence through
alllances, 1nterventions, and financial power. The result has been
increasing volatility and instability 1n regional politics. However, recent
developments, including Hamas's unexpected attack on Israel and the
subsequent Israeli military response, signal a new phase of volatility. As
regional and global actors maneuver to secure their interests, the future of
the Middle East remains uncertain, underscoring both the opportunities
and risks 1nherent in this complex and ever-evolving geopolitical
landscape. This article aims to identify four critical junctures in the
region’s recent history, identifying the key characteristics of each juncture
and the dynamics of interaction between the regional and major external
actors. In doing so it draws a picture of the ever-changing shifts in
regional politics. It 1s argued that in that volatility, there was a certain
balance of power that emerged after the US invasion of Iraq in 2003.
However, the recent developments have undermined that balance of

power, and 1t 1s not clear yet what will replace 1t. This uncertainty

becomes all the more important at a time of global transition.




2003 Iraqg War and the Peak of US Unipolarity

The 21st century began with a major event in the region when the
United States (US) decided to mmvade Iraq as part of its “war on
terrorism” 1n the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks. This invasion turned out
to be a pivotal moment with far-reaching consequences for Iraq and the
Middle East (Fawcett, 2003). The overthrow of Saddam’s regime and the

resulting transformations in Iraq changed, among other things, the

regional balance of power. The dominance of the Shiites in the political
system led to a new era of Iranian influence in Iraq, which also opened a
land corridor between Iran and its allies, the Syrian regime and Hizballah
in Lebanon. This was the beginning of the so-called “axis of resistance” in
regional politics. In response, the Arab states, namely Saudi Arabia and
its allies, formed a counter-bloc to balance the growing influence of Iran
in the Arab world. Israel, which felt threatened by Iran, especially with its
nuclear program, was a tacit ally. The US, now directly part of the region
through 1ts presence 1n Iraq, also supported its allies against Iran, which it
deemed as part of the “axis of evil” (Heradstveit and Bonham, 2007).

This was the beginning of an intense rivalry between these two blocs that
would shape regional politics for years to come. This rivalry also took on
an 1deational element as both sides began to use sectarian identities In
their quest for influence (Mabon & Ardovini, 2018). Another major
regional power, Turkey, preferred to stay out of this regional polarization
and adopted a policy of engagement with all actors, also taking advantage
of its status as a European Union (EU) candidate country.

Thus, the U.S. invasion of Iraq represented the high point of unipolar
interventionism in the region and had a strong impact on regional politics.
However, the Bush administration's attempt to create a new order in the
Middle East met with resistance and had unintended consequences. The
US saw the lmmits of its power in Iraq, in the victory of Hamas in
Palestine, 1n the re-emergence of Hezbollah as the most important actor in
Lebanese politics, and 1n the rise of Iran's influence throughout the
Middle East. More interestingly, U.S. allies have also used these
opportunities to develop policies that challenge U.S. positions. Turkey's

policy of developing close ties with Syria, over the sometimes very public

protests of the Bush administration, is a clear example.




Overall, the first decade of the 2lst century was characterized by a
"regional Cold War" (Valbjorn and Bank, 2013) in which the U.S. played
an important role. Neither side was able to dominate regional politics, and
a new balance of power emerged in the region. All of this was about to be
shaken by an anti-regime uprising that began in Tunisia and then spread
to several other Arab countries.

The Arab Uprisings and Regional Turbulence

The second critical juncture 1n recent regional history was the Arab
Uprisings, which marked a significant shift in the history of the region.
Beginning as domestic uprisings first in Tunisia in late 2010, then 1n
Egypt, Bahrain, Libya, Yemen, and Syria in 2011, and briefly in other
countries of the Arab world, the uprisings quickly regionalized. At the
end, the uprisings led to various outcomes, but most importantly for
regional politics, they led to civil wars in three countries, Syria, Yemen,
and Libya. The regional powers, mainly Iran, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia,
along with their respective allies, engaged in intense efforts to protect or
enhance their positions 1n this new environment. Thus, regional politics
witnessed three blocs competing with each other and even indirectly
engaging in military confrontation. Sectarianism and Islamism provided
the 1deological basis for this power struggle. The civil war states became

arenas for such competition. The civil wars also led to the rise of armed

non-state actors, which further complicated the geopolitical scene in the
region (Salloukh, 2013).

Perceptions of U.S. disengagement from the region led regional powers, as
well as extra-regional powers like Russia, to fill the vacuum. Russia
intervened directly in the Syrian civil war in September 2015 to protect the
Bashar regime. Iran and Hezbollah also came to the aid of the Bashar
regime, fighting the opposition forces on the ground. Saudi Arabia and its
allies, on the other hand, became increasingly threatened by the sea of
changes that the uprisings brought to several Arab countries. Although
Riyadh supported the opposition in Syria in the early days of the uprising
there, hoping to contain Iranian influence, 1t perceived the general

domestic changes 1n the region as a threat not only to its regional




influence but also to its regime's security. As a result, Saudi Arabia,
together with the UAE, suppressed the uprising in Bahrain, intervened
militarily in Yemen, and financially supported the Sisi regime in Egypt,
which overthrew President Mohammed Morsi of the Muslim
Brotherhood (Fenton-Harvey, 2019). Turkey, on the other hand, initially
thought 1t would benefit from the changes brought about by the uprisings
and the early successes of the Muslim Brotherhood parties and, together
with Qatar, supported these new regimes and the opposition forces
politically, financially, and militarily. However, the reversal of the

political gains of the Muslim Brotherhood parties meant a loss of

influence for these two countries. From then on, Turkey began to focus on
Syria, where its military interventions were able to govern some areas in
northern Syria 1n cooperation with the opposition forces. The main
concern for Ankara at this point became the strengthening of a Kurdish
group, the PYD/YPG, which is linked to the PKK, 1n parts of Syria and,
more 1mportantly, its alliance with the U.S. in 1ts war against ISIS
(Altunisik, 2013; Phallips, 2018).

Thus, although the Arab Uprisings began with high hopes of also a
regional change for the better, they ended with a more fragmented and
unstable region characterized by zero-sum politics between the three blocs
led by Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Turkey (Beck and Richter, 2020). In some

ways, despite these widespread popular movements that shook the region,

at the end the region more or less went back to the balance of power that
emerged after 2003, with the addition of a third bloc that made 1t even

more complicated.

The Brief Period of Normalization

After years of instability, the region entered into a new period of
normalization 1 the 2020s. The first major normalization occurred
between Israel and several Arab states, dubbed as the Abraham Accords
in 2020. Turkey was also part of the normalization wave, normalizing its

relations with Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Israel and Egypt. The UAE, and
more mmportantly Saudi Arabia, normalized its relations with Iran, the

latter significantly as a reflection of shifting global politics that occurred




through Chinese mediation. There were normalizations in the Arab world
as well: 2021 marked the end of the so-called Qatar crisis (2017), and 1n
2023 Syria returned to the Arab League after 12 years.

Although every country had their particular reasons for embarking on a
normalization policy and that each wave of normalizations triggered
others, it 1s safe to argue that the Gulf, especially Saudi Arabia and the
UAE, played a central role in this process. For that reason, I called this

period the “Gulf-based regional order project” (Altunisik, forthcoming).
The Gulf countries believe that they have mmportant tools to take
advantage of this environment. The post-Covid-19 period, coupled with
the Ukraine War, led to significant increases in o1l and natural gas prices.
Parallel to this increase, the economies of Saudi Arabia and the UAE have
entered a period of rapid growth after stagnation during the pandemic.
However, the political elites of these countries have long been aware that
the rise in o1l prices may not last long. An important pillar of the
diversification policies developed for this purpose 1s the flow of Gulf
capital to the countries of the region through different means. The new era
offered new opportunities for the Gulf, not only for Arab countries such
as Egypt and Jordan but also for non-Arab countries. Normalization can

be considered as the name of this process (Altunisik, 2023).

Moreover, Gulf countries like Saudi Arabia and the UAE have achieved
their political and security goals. The defeat of the Muslim Brotherhood
in the region seemed to have eliminated both the regional and domestic
political threat. On the other hand, the influence of other regional rivals
became limited. Turkey started to focus more on its 1mmediate
neighborhood. Iran, on the other hand, facing domestic challenges after
the killing of Mahsa Amini as well as economic problems, started to focus
its attention regionally to keep its influence in Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon.
In this new evolving environment, the Gulf was aiming to support a new
regional order through i1ts enormous financial power. This project was

also supported by the U.S., aiming to pivot to Asia while leaving the

Middle East security and stability mostly to its allies. Hamas’s attack on
Israel on October 7, 2023, challenged all that.




Hamas’ Attack and Israel’s Wars

Israel's response to the Hamas attack was disproportionate and had
devastating consequences for the Palestinians in Gaza, leaving Gaza in
ruins. The response of the Arab world to these developments has been
almost non-existent. On the other hand, Turkey has ended its
normalization with Israel and has been highly critical of Israeli actions

discursively. The limited attack on Israel by Iran and its allies, especially

Hezbollah, also met with a strong reaction from Israel, which extended
the war to Lebanon and for the first time engaged 1n direct attacks with
Iran. Thus, over the past year, we have witnessed an attempt by Israel to
change the post-2003 balance of power by force. As a result of the Israeli
attacks, Hamas and Hezbollah have been severely weakened, and Iran has
been largely pushed back in the region. Finally, the impact of this
situation in Syria, coupled with Russia's increased involvement in
Ukraine, has culminated in the resumption of the war and the overthrow
of the Assad regime by the Hayat Tahrir as-Sham (HTS). As a result, Iran
has lost one of its most important allies in the region. The Iran-Syria
alliance, which had been in place since the 1980s, was the longest-lasting
alllance in the Middle East (Ehteshami and Hinnebusch, 1997), where
generally alliances are short-lived. After the regime change in Syria, Iran
lost its land corridor connecting it to its other allies, mainly Hezbollah, in
the region. Although 1t 1s unclear what the new regime will look like and
whether lasting stability can be established in Syria, we can predict that it
will be very difficult for Iran to regain 1ts former influence in that country
in the near future. Meanwhile, Israel is still bombing military installations
in Syria left over from the former regime, destroying Syria's military
capacity. It 1s also creating a "safe zone" for itself by expanding into the
Syrian part of the Golan Heights. The developments in Syria also marked
a decline of Russia’s influence 1in Syria and beyond as Moscow decided

not to come to the aid of its ally, the Syrian regime, this time and seems to

be retreating from the country (Financial Times, 2024).




Thus, 1n its strategy developed after the October 7 attacks, Israel aims to
change the balance of power in the region and so far has been successful,
at least militarily, in doing so. In expanding its wars Israel openly adopts
the discourse of regime change. It 1s obvious that this project of a new
regional order 1s tacitly and openly supported by the U.S. administration
and the Gulf countries. In fact, the balance of power transformed by
Israel serves a purpose that they have been trying to achieve for a long
time through various means. At this point, however, there are many
uncertainties and questions about what kind of regional politics will
emerge after these developments. The policies of the incoming Trump
administration 1n the US also represent another variable that will have an
impact on the region. What role Turkey, another major regional power,
will play 1n the newly emerging regional politics will also be significant.
Particularly after the change of regime in Syria, a country in which Turkey
has an influence through its military presence, support for the opposition,
and hosting of more than 4 million Syrian refugees. Thus, we may be on
the verge of a new regional politics, reflecting a new balance of power that
would replace the one that has been more or less in place since 2003.

Conclusions

The Middle East region has been undergoing important
transformations in the 21st century amid global transformations. The
balance of power that was established after the U.S. invasion of Iraq
remained 1n place up until recently, despite two attempts to change it
twice. First was the opportunity that emerged with the Arab Uprisings,
which, if successful, could have undermined both the Saudi bloc and the
Iranian one. These two blocs, thus, acted to undermine this
transformation. Iran saved the Bashar regime. Saudi Arabia and its allies,

on the other hand, weakened and/or help to overthrow Muslhm
Brotherhood parties everywhere. The second attempt to change the
balance of power and establish a new regional order came from the Gulf

and was supported by the US. This was supposed to be a slow

transformation underwritten mostly by the Gulf’s financial power.




Hamas, which saw this as an existential threat, launched an
unprecedented and unexpected attack on Israel and weakened this project
or maybe changed its course. The Israeli devastating military response
seemed to change the regional balance of power so far by weakening Iran
and its allies. It would not be too far-fetched to think that even more than
the Biden administration, the upcoming Trump administration would
continue to support this vision. The Gulf countries that were threatened
by rising Iran should also be content. Yet there are still so many
unknowns that point to the possibility of continuing instability in the

region.
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DIS POLITIKA ENSTITUSU’NUN 50. YILINA ARMAGAN
TURKIYE-NATO ILISKILERINDE MADALYONUN IKI YUZU*

PROF. DR. MUSTAFA KIBAROGLU**

Tesekkiir

Di1s Politika Enstitiisii (DPE), kiymetli Seyfi Tashan Bey’'in girisimleri ile

1974 yilinda Ankara’da kurulusundan itibaren, akademisyen, diplomat,

asker, siyaset¢i ve entelektiiel kimlikleriyle bir araya gelerek uzman olduklar:
konular hakkinda zengin bilgilerini ve essiz deneyimlerini paylasan saygin
sahsiyetlerin, lilke ve diinya meselelerini ele aldiklar1 ve olasi ¢oziim Onerileri
gelistirdikler: bir platform olarak yarim asr1 geride birakti. Bu stire zarfinda
hem tlilkemiz hem diinya Ol¢eginde O0rnegine az rastlanan istikrarh bir sekilde,
yuksek nitelikli ¢alismalarin yuritilmesine, ¢ok sayida akademik eserin
yaymlanmasina, gen¢ kusak arastirmacilarin konu ve bolge uzmani olarak
yetismelerine olanak saglayan DPE, alaninda Onder olmakla kalmayip,

bir¢ok bakimdan 6rnek alinmasi gereken bir diisiince kurulusu olmustur.

* Bu calisma, 17-19 Eyliil 2014 tarihlerinde Istanbul’da NATO’ya iiye iilkelerin Ozel
Kuvvetler Komutanlarinin katilimlariyla gergeklesen “Irregular/Unconventional
Challenges” (Diizensiz/Gayri Nizami Sinamalar) konulu “NSHQ Allied and Partner
SOF Commanders’ Conference” (NSHQ Miittefik ve Ortak Ulkeler Ozel Kuvvetler
Komutanlarn Konferansi) kapsaminda sundugum “The Irregular/Unconventional
Warfare Challenges faced by Turkey” (Tirkiye'nin Karsilastigi Diizensiz/Gayri
Nizami Harp Zorluklar1) bashkli bildirimin Tirkge’ye ¢evrilmis igerigini onemh
olciide kapsamaktadir. Bu ¢cok onemli konferansa beni davet ettikler: ve seckin bir
topluluga hitap etme firsati verdikler1 icin donemin Genelkurmay II. Baskam Yasar
Giiler Pasa ile Ozel Kuvvetler Komutan1 Zekai Aksakalli Pasa’ya ve organizasyon

komites1 liyelerine i¢ten tesekkiirlerimi sunarim.
** Prof. Dr. Mustafa Kibaroglu, MEF Universitesi'nde, acildigi 2014 yilindan

itibaren, once Siyaset Bilimi ve Uluslararas: Iligkiler Bolim Baskani, sonra IISBF

Dekani olarak gorev yapmustir. Eyliil 2024’te MEF Universitesi Lisansiistii Egitim
Enstitiisii  Direktortii olmustur. E-Mail: mustafa.kibaroglu@mef.edu.tr. Prof.
Kibaroglu'nun akademik c¢alismalarina www.mustafakibaroglu.com adresindeki

websitesinden ulasilabilir.
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Bilkent Universitesi biinyesinde 1990 ila 2011 yillar1 arasinda Doktora
dgrencisi, Arastirma Gorevlisi ve Ogretim Uyesi olarak gecirdigim 20 yili
askin siire boyunca Seyfi Tashan Bey'in nazik daveti lizerine katilmaya
basladigim DPE’deki seminerler ve yuvarlak masa toplantilar: uluslararasi
iliskiler alaninda 0Ozellikle devletlerin karar alma mekanizmalarinin nasil
calistigl, hangi kriterlere gore devletlerin dis politikalarini belirledikleri, 6n
planda goriinen ve sOylenen ile arka planda esas karar verilen ve sahada
uygulanan arasindaki farkin neler olabilecegl ve nasil anlasilabilecegl gibi
konularda benzeri stireclere birinci elden dahil olmus kisilerin
anlatimlarinin ve kisith da olsa paylastiklar: bilgi ve tecriibelerinin satir

aralarindan ¢ok degerli birikimler edindim.

DPE’de katildigim sayisiz toplantilardan edindigim birikimler diinya
olaylarmi tahlil etmeme ve 1sabetli ongorilerde bulunmama ¢ok 6onemh
katkilar yapmistir. Bu sebeple, basta kiymetli Seyfi Tashan Bey’e ve onun
sahsinda DPE biinyesinde birikimlerini bizlerle paylasan tiim degerl
sahsiyetlere en icten minnet ve sikran duygularimi ifade etmek isterim.
Daha nice on yillar boyunca Dis Politika Enstitiisii’niin essiz misyonunun
kusaktan kusaga daha da gli¢lenerek stirdurilmesini goniilden temenni

ederimm.

Ozet

4 Nisan 1949°da Washington’da imzalanan Kuzey Atlantik Ittifak
Antlasmasi 1le kurulan ve dinyanin en giicli asker1 yapilanmasi olan
NATO’nun 18 Subat 1952 1itibariyla tuyest olan Turkiye’nin bu
konumunun kendisine sagladigi glivenlik garantilerinin yani sira, Turk
Silahli Kuvvetleri'nin gerek oOrgilitsel yapisi gerek donanimi bakimindan
ust seviyelere cikartilmasina olanak saglayan kazanimlar edindigl
yadsinamaz bir gercektir. Bu yoniiyle Tiirkiye'nin Ittifak’in giiclii ve

saygin  bir TUyesi olarak kalmasi wulusal c¢ikarina uygun oldugu

degerlendirilmektedir.




Bununla birlikte, Soguk Savas doneminde 1ki1 stipergiic konumunda olan
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nin (ABD) ve Sovyet Sosyalist Cumhuriyetler
Birligi'nin (SSCB) sahip olduklar1 on binlerce niikleer silahin varligindan
kaynaklanan “Niikleer Dehset Dengesi” (Delicate Balance of Terror)[1]
altinda bolgesel politikalar lizerinde olusan baskilar sebebiyle tlkelerin
kend1 dis ve glivenlik politikalarini belirlemelerinde ciddi kisitlamalara
tab1 olduklar: bir siire¢ yasandigi da goz ardi edilmemelidir.

Turkiye bu durumdan en olumsuz etkilenen iilkelerden biri olmustur ve
kendisine yonelik boliicu teror faaliyetler: ile miicadelesinde Orta Dogu’lu
komsularinin PKK’ya verdikler1 kapsamli destek sebebiyle ciddi zorluklar

yasamistir.

NATO’nun harekat planlamalarinda Orta Dogu'nun “alan dis1 bolge”
olarak gorulmes: sebebiyle Turkiye gimey komsularinin PKK’ya destek
vermelerini caydirabilecek dayanismayir muttefiklerinden gormemistir. Bu
durum on binlerce insanin hayatina mal olmus, yliiz milyarlarca dolar

ekonomik zarara yol agmustir.

Bu calismada, NATO miittefiklerinin Soguk Savas konjonktiiriinden
kaynaklanan gerekgeler: one stirerek Washington Antlasmasi’nin 4., 5. ve
6. maddelerinde yer alan yukumluliklerini Turkiye’ye yonelik olarak
yerine getirmemelerinin, Ankara’daki hiukiimetler tarafindan PKK
terorine destek veren Sam yonetiminin 1980°lerin basindan 1990’larin

ortalarina kadar caydirilamamasinin sebepler1 ortaya konulmaktadir.

Giris

Saygideger Konuklar,

Oncelikle, icerigi ve zamanlamasi bakimindan ¢ok énemli bu konferansa
beni davet ettikler1 ve boylesine seckin bir dinleyici kitlesine hitap etme
firsatin1 bana verdikler1 1¢in, konferansi diizenleyenlere en i¢ten

tesekkurlerimi ifade etmek istiyorum.

[1] Albert Wohlstetter, “The Delicate Balance of Terror,” in Philip Bobbitt,

Lawrence Freedman and Gregory F. Treverton, eds., US Nuclear Strategy: A
Reader (London: The Macmillan Press, 1989), pp. 143-67.




Konusmamda, ABD Savunma Bakanligi tarafindan Mayis 2010'da
(surum 2.0) yaymlanan Misterek Operasyon Konsepti[2] belgesinde
tanimlandigr  sekliyle “diizensiz  harp” kavramindan hareketle,
“Turkiye'nin karsi karsiya kaldigr diizensiz/gayri nizami harp zorluklart™

hakkinda bazi diistincelerimi paylasacagim.

Dizensiz Harp Misterek Operasyon Konsepti belgesinin 9. sayfasinda,
“dlizensiz tehditlerin, gerilla savasi, terorizm, sabotaj, tahrip, sug
faaliyetler1 ve 1syan gibi yontemler kullanan aktorler1 1gerdigl”
belirtilmistir. Bu ifade, bir¢ok yonden, 1980'lerin basindan itibaren
ayrilik¢i hareketlerinde terorizm, tahrip, su¢ faaliyetler1 ve benzeri
yontemler:i kullanan PKK teror oOrgltini de tanimlamaktadir. Ayni
belgede, “bu tiir yontemlerin yalnizca devlet dis1 aktorler tarafindan

kullanilmakla sinirli olmadig1” da belirtilmistir.

Bu nedenle, diizensiz tehditler, belgede “a) devlet dis1 aktorlerin ve b)
diizensiz yontemler benimseyen devlet aktorlerinin olusturdugu tehditler”
olarak tamimlanmistir. Bu tamim, Turkiye'ye karsi yuruttikler: ortula
savasta diizensiz harp stratejisi kullanan giiney komsular1 Suriye ve Irak"

ve diger bazi tilkeler1 hatirlatmaktadir.

Dolayisiyla, yukaridaki tanmimlar, son otuz yilda[3] Tirkiye'nin
karsilastigi  duzensiz harp zorluklarmmin c¢ergevesini  bir bakima
cizmektedir. Bu siirecte Turkiye'nin bas etmek zorunda kaldigl en dneml:
zorluk PKK’nin tlke 1¢indeki teror faaliyetler: degil, boliicu orglite genis
kapsamli destek saglayan, basta giiney komsulari olan Suriye, Irak ve bir

olciide Tran’du.

1980'lerin basindan 1990'larin ortalarina kadar Turkiye'nin terorle
miicadele c¢abalari PKK’y1 destekleyen iilkeleri caydirma konusunda
yasadigi sinirlamalar nedeniyle oneml: ol¢iide zayiflamastir.

[2] Irregular Warfare: Countering Irregular Threats — Joint Operating Concept,
Version 2.0, United States Department of Defense, 17 May 2010, pp. 9-10.

[3] Bu konusma 17 Eyliil 2014 tarihinde yapilmastir.




Bu simirlamalar, Tirkiye'nin siyasi veya ekonomik zayifligindan ya da

asker1 yetenek eksikliginden kaynaklanmiyordu. Ankara’nin, komsu
baskentler1 Sam’1 ve Bagdat’i, PKK'yva barmmma ve her tirli lojistik
destegr vermekten caydirma konusundaki yetersizligi, buyuk oOlcuide
Tiirkiye'nin Kuzey Atlantik Ittifaki (NATO) icindeki sorumluluklarmdan
kaynaklaniyordu.

Bu durum, 1lk basta oldukca tartismali bir ifade gibi1 goriinebilir ve
“NATO uyeligi nasil olur da Turkiye'nin PKK teroruyle etkili bir sekilde
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miucadele etme yetenegini olumsuz etkileyebilir” diye sorulabilir. Bu
sorunun cevabiin tam olarak anlasilabilmesi icin, Tiirkiye'nin Ittifak’in
Soguk Savas donemi stratejileri i¢indeki roliiniin, Ankara ile NATO
miuttefik baskentler1 arasinda PKK teroriine karsi alinacak oOnlemler
konusundaki derin goris ayriliklar: nedeniyle, teror orgitiini destekleyen
gliney komsularini caydirma kapasitesin1i nasil zayiflattigini acgiklamak

gerekir.
Suriye’nin Tiirkiye’ye Karsi Teror Orgiitlerine Desteginin Etkileri

Ermeni teror orgiiti ASALA tarafindan 1973-1984 yillar1 arasinda 31°1
diplomat ve aile yakini olmak tizere 58 Turk vatandasi sehit edildi.
ASALA’ya destek veren tlkelerden bir1 olan Suriye, 1980°lerin basindan
itibaren Turk giivenlik guiclerine karsi teror faaliyetleri yuruterek ulkenin
giineydogusunda Kiirt vatandaslarinin da yasadigr bolgeler1 ayirmayi
amaclayan teror orgiitii PKK’y1 da desteklemeye basladi.

PKK’nin basi Abdullah Ocalan, 6rgiitiinii Suriye'nin baskenti Sam'daki
dairesinden yoOnetebiliyordu. Kirt ayrilik¢t soylemine ragmen, PKK
ozellikle ayrilik¢r iddialarini desteklemeyen Kiurt koylileri hedef almis ve
kadinlar ve cocuklar da dahil olmak tlizere binlerce sivili 6ldiirmiuistiir.

Baslangi¢ta Turkiye, bu tur saldirilara etkili bir sekilde karsi koymaya
hazirliksiz yakalanmisti. Guivenlik gliclerinin, vatandaslarin giivenligi ve
ulusun birligine yonelik PKK tehdidi ile bas edebilmesine uygun bir askeri
yetenek gelistirebilmek 1¢in  yeniden organize edilmesi, yeniden

yapilandirilmasi ve yeniden konuslandirilmasi gerekiyordu.




PKK, Tiurkiye icin dnemli bir giivenlik sorunu haline geldigi 1980’11 yillar
boyunca Tlrk ordusunun birincil endisesi Sovyetler Birligi'nden algilanan
tehditti. Bu nedenle, terorle miicadele operasyonlarinin yurttilmes: gorevi

SSCB'nin ¢okiisiine kadar Jandarma ve Emniyet Teskilati’na birakilmisti.

PKK’nin koylere saldirilar1 ve guivenlik birimleri i1le PKK teroristleri
arasindaki ¢atismalar on yil boyunca on binlerce insanin 6limine neden
oldu. 1994 yilindan 1tibaren Tirk Genelkurmay Baskanligi, terorle
miicadeleyi yiiriitme sorumlulugunu {iistlendi ve Subat 1999°da Ocalan’mn
yakalanmasiyla ¢ok Onemli bir basar1 elde edildi. Ancak bu sonuca
ulasmak kolay olmadi ve gelismeler 1998 yilinda Turkiye ile Suriye’yi
savasin esigine getirdi.

Turkiye, Suriye’yi PKK’ya (ve daha once ASALA’ya) verdigi destek
konusunda defalarca uyarmisti. Ancak 1980'ler ve 1990'larin buyuk bir
kismi boyunca, Suriye yetkililer1 Tlirkiye'nin uyarilarini ciddiye almadailar.
Cunkt, Turkiye Cumhuriyeti Basbakani veya Cumhurbaskani, Suriye
Devlet Baskan1 Hafiz Esad’a PKK’ya vermekte oldugu destegi kesmesini
isteyen resmi bir mektup gonderdiginde veya bu yonde bir demeg
verdiginde Hafiz Esad, smmir boyunca Tiirk Ordusu’nun askeri kuvvet
konuslanmasina bakip, Suriye’ye yonelik bir Tirk asker1 harekat
thtimalinden korkmasima neden olacak bir durum gormiiyordu. Bunun
sonucu olarak, Turkiye, Suriye sinir1 boyunca askeri kapasitenin eksikligi
nedeniyle Sam’t daha fazla 1s birligine ¢ekme konusunda yetersiz

kaliyordu.

Bu durumun nedeni, NATO’nun ozellikle Avrupali tiyelerinin askeri ve
diplomatik temsilcilerinin, Sovyetler Birligi i1le Suriye arasindaki yakin
iiskiler nedeniyle, Turkiye’'nin Orta Dogu’daki komsulariyla bir
catismaya girmemesi konusunda Tiurk asker1 ve diplomatik temsilcilerine
gayri resmi ortamlarda yaptiklarn uyarilar ve telkinlerdi. Basit¢e ifade
etmek gerekirse, NATO tyes1 Tiirkiye, NATO tiyeliginden kaynaklanan
sorumluluklari nedeniyle Suriye'y1 PKK'y1 desteklemekten caydiramada.

Bu konuyu biraz agmakta yarar var.




NATO Uyeliginin Tiirkiye’nin Caydiricihga (Olumsuz) Etkileri

Turkiye NATO'va katildiginda, taraflar zimni olarak Tirkiye'nin
Sovyetler  Birligi'mi  ¢evrelemeye yardimci  olacagi  konusunda
anlasmislardi. Caydiricilik basarisiz olursa, Tiirkiye NATO'ya tesislerini
acacakti ve mumkiin oldugunca c¢ok sayida Sovyet kuvvetini Orta
Avrupa'daki olasi harekat alanindan uzaklastiracakti. Diger bir deyisle,
Bati Almanya uzerinden Bati Avrupa’ya yapilacak buyiik bir Varsova
Pakti saldirist ihtimali {izerine yogunlasan Ittifak'mm askeri diisiincesi
dogrultusunda NATO miittefiki Turkiye, Sovyetler Birligi'n1 tlizerine
cekerek kendi topraklarinin 1sgalini ve yikimini goze almis oluyordu.

Boylelikle, Turk Silahli Kuvvetleri, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'nden
sontra  NATO'mun en buyuk ordusu olarak, Sovyetler Birligi ve
Bulgaristan smirlarinda yaklasik 25-30 Varsova Pakti  birliginin
konuslandirmasina yol agmisti. Kizil Ordu'nun, Tuirkiye'nin dogu illerine
komsu olan Gurcistan, Ermenistan ve Azerbaycan topraklarinda oneml
bir askeri kapasiteyr konuslandirmak zorunda kalmasi nedeniyle,
Sovyetler Birligi'nin Bati Avrupa llkelerine yonelik gliglu bir saldiri

baslatma kapasitesi oneml ol¢lide azalmust.

Ote yandan, Sovyetler Birliginin Tiirkiye topraklarinm biiyiik bir kismini
dogu smirlarindan girerek 1sgal edebilme kapasitesi 1se Onemli Olgtide
artmist1. Dahasi, Sovyet Ordusu Tiirkiye sinir1 boyunca sadece birkag giin
icinde hazirlhik yaparak surpriz bir saldiri baslatmaya hazir hale

gelebilecegi degerlendiriliyordu.

Bu arka plan dikkate alinarak, Soguk Savas doneminde, Tlrkiye'nin
NATO uyeliginin Orta Dogu'daki komsulariyla olan iliskileri tizerindeki
ciddi etkilerine bakmakta yarar var.

Cumhurniyet'in kuruldugu ilk yillardan itibaren, Turk siyaset ve glivenlik
cevrelerinde, Orta Dogu, yerel siyasi ve askeri 1slere muidahale edilmemesi
gereken bir bolge olarak gorulmiustiir. Bu bakis acisi, yirminci yiizyilin
buyiuk bir kismi boyunca Turk dis politikasinin yazii olmayan

kurallarindan bir1 olmustur.




Turkiye'nin NATO tuyeligi, Orta Dogu politikasina miidahale etmeme
politikasini daha da pekistirmistir. NATO'nun etkisi, esasen Orta Dogu'yu
kapsamayan bir sorumluluk alanina sahip olmasindan kaynaklaniyordu.
NATOmun Bati Avrupali uiyelerinin goziinde, Orta Dogu, petrol zengini
Korfez bolgesin1 kapsayan bazi smirhi planlamalar disinda. Sovyet
tehdidine karst savunulmasi gereken oOncelikli bir bolge olarak

gorilmemistir. Bu nedenle, Orta Dogu "alan disi bolge " olarak kabul

edilmistir.

Orta Dogu'nun NATO’nun sorumluluk alani disinda gorilmesinin en
onde gelen nedeni Kuzey Atlantik Ittifaki'nmin, Antlasma metninde
herhangi bir ulkeye atifta bulunarak agik¢a belirtilmemis olsa da,
Sovyetler Birligi'nin Bati Avrupa lilkelerine yonelik tehditlerine karsi

olusturulmus olmasiyda.

Dolayisiyla, Sovyetler Birligi ve Varsova Pakti'ndan gelen tehdit
seviyesinl artiracak herhangi bir sey, ozellikle NATO'mun Bati Avrupa
uyeler1 tarafindan kabul edilemezdi. Bu baglamda, Turkiye'nin Orta
Dogu'daki komsulari, ozellikle Sovyetler Birligimin yakin mittefikler:
konumunda olan Suriye ve Irak ile olan iligkileri, Turkiye ile bu tulkeler
arasindaki herhangi bir catismaya Kizil Ordu’'nun miidahil olma riskini
tasimaktayda.

Turkiye'nin Suriye ve Irak ile olan iliskileri, sadece PKK'ya verdikleri
destek nedeniyle degil, aym1 zamanda ornegin, Turkiye'den dogup Suriye
ve Irak topraklarindan gecerek Basra Korfezine akan Firat ve Dicle
nehirlerinin kullanimi konusundaki derin goriis ayriliklart nedeniyle de

kotuydi.[4] Ayrica, Tirkiye ve Suriye, 1939'da Fransiz i1sgali altinda

bulunan Suriye'nin Fransiz manda yonetiminde oldugu donemde
Turkiye'ye katilan Hatay ilinin statiisi konusunda da anlasmazlik
yasamaktaydi.

[4] Aysegul Kibaroglu, Turkey's Water Diplomacy: Analysis of its

Foundations, Challenges and Prospects (Anthem Press, 2021).




Dolayisiyla, Tirkiye bu tir ihtilafli meseleler nedeniyle Suriye ve/veya
Irak 1le bir catismaya girse ve NATO, 5. Madde yukimliligini yerine
getirerek Turkiyenin yaninda savasa katilmak zorunda kalsa, Sovyetler
Birligi buyuk olasilikla Orta Dogu'daki muttefikler1 olan Suriye ve
Irak'tan yana tavir alacakti.

Bu olas1 gelismeler sebebiyle 1ki komsu iilke arasinda bolgesel bir
catismanin, NATO ile Varsova Pakti arasinda bir ¢catismaya dontismesi ve
oradan da tirmanarak stipergii¢cler ABD 1le SSCB arasinda topyekiin bir
niikleer savasa yol agma riskini tasidigr sikhikla dile getiriliyordu. Bu
nedenle, hicbir NATO uyesi, Turkiye i1le Suriye veya Irak arasinda
cikacak bir ¢catismanin Dogu ve Bati bloklar1 arasinda bir ¢atismaya yol

agmasini 1stemiyordu.

Bu dikkate alindiginda, Turkiye'ye, NATO miittefikler: tarafindan (gayri
resmi bir sekilde) Orta Dogu komsulariyla ¢atismaya yol agacak sekilde
hareket etmemesi ve bolgedeki devletlerle iliskilerinin profilini dusiik

tutmasi tavsiye edilmistir.

NATO uyeliginin Ankara’nin bu yondeki Orta Dogu politikasin1 daha da
pekistiren bir diger nedeni de, Turkiye'nin askeri kuvvet
konuslandirmasinin, kuzeydogudaki Sovyet tehdidine ve kuzeybatidaki

Bulgaristan'a yonelik tehdit algisina dayanmasiyda.

Bu nedenle, Turkiye’nin askeri kapasitesinin buyuk bir kismi, tlkenin
dogusundaki 1illerine yonelik olasi bir Sovyet saldiris1 ve Bulgaristan’in

Trakya bolgesinden yapacagr es zamanli bir saldiriya ayrilmisti ve

Turkiye, giiney ve giineydogudaki Suriye ve Irak ile olan sinirlar1 boyunca
konuslandirilabilecek anlamh bir asker1 kapasiteye sahip degildi.

Askeri gliciin s1yasi kararlar1 desteklemedeki rolii goz oniline alindiginda,
etkili caydiriciligin bir numarali kurali olan komsularini terorizmi

desteklemek gib1  Turkiye’'nin ulusal c¢ikarlarina zarar veren

politikalarindan vazge¢irmek i¢in caydirma yetenegi sinirliyda.




Soguk Savas yillarinda Tirk ordusunun kuvvet konuslandirmasinin,
llkenin kuzeydogusunda Sovyetler Birligi ile olan smirma ve
kuzeybatisinda Varsova Pakti tiyes1 Bulgaristan sinirina yonelik olarak bu
bolgelerde algilanan tehdide daha fazla 6nem veren yetkililerin tercihlerine
gore belirlendigl anlasiimaktadir.

Tirkiye’nin Caydiricihigim Arttiran Gelismeler

Bir dizi gelisme, Turkiye'y1 askeri yeteneklerinin tlke 1¢indeki
konuslanmasinda kokli degisiklikler yapmaya ya zorlamis, ya da buna
olanak tanimustir. [3]

Irak’in Kuveyt’i Isgali

Bu gelismelerin 1lki, 2 Agustos 1990'da Irak'in Kuveyt' 1sgal etmesi olup,
bu olay Turk ordusunu ve guvenlik ¢evrelerini sonuglari konusunda ciddi
oranda endiselendirmistir. Irak, Kuveyt'® 1sgal ettiginde, Tirkiye,
Birlesmis Milletler Guivenlik Konseyr (BMGK) Kararlar1 dogrultusunda
hem tek tarafli, hem de uluslararasi toplum ile birlikte siyasi, askeri ve

ekonomik karsi onlemler almada hizli davranmastir.

ABD de Turkiye'den, Irak lider1 Saddam Hiiseyin iizerinde baski
olusturmak amaciyla Irak simirinda askeri birlik yogunlugunu artirmasini
1stemistl. Zira, Saddam Hiseyin, Kuveyt'in 1sgaline karsi diunyadan gelen

tepkilerden ¢ok fazla etkilenmis ya da endiselenmis gortinmiiyordu.

Hem Irak lhiderinin Turkiye'ye yonelik tehditler1 karsisinda Onleyici bir
tedbir olarak, hem de ABD'nin beklentilerini karsilamak i¢cin Tirkiye,
glineydogusunda asker1 birlik konuslanmasini artirmaya karar verdi.
Varsova Paktimin yakin zamanda c¢Okmesi, Bulgaristan'dan algilanan
tehdit derecesin1 azaltmist.

[5] Turkiye Cumhuriyetrnin kurulusundan itibaren uyguladigr dis ve

giivenlik politikalarini, sebepleriyle ve sonuglariyla analiz eden kapsamli bir

calisma i1¢cin: Mustafa Kibaroglu and Aysegul Kibaroglu, Global Security
Watch — Turkey: A Reference Handbook (Praeger Security International,
Greenwood Publishing Group, Westport, Connecticut, USA, 2009).).




Boylece yaklasik 100,000 askerden olusan mekanize birlik Bulgaristan
sinirindan  Turkiye'nin gineydogusuna, Ozellikle Irak smirima yakin

bolgelere kaydirildi.

Avrupa Konvansiyonel Kuvvetler Antlagsmasi (AKKA )

Ikinci gelisme, 1990'da yiiriirliige giren Avrupa'da Konvansiyonel
Kuvvetler Antlasmast (AKKA) 1di. AKKA, 1975'teki Helsinki
Stireci'nden baslayarak 1980'ler boyunca NATO ve Varsova Pakti tilkeleri
arasinda miizakere edilmis ve Demir Perde'nin her i1ki tarafindaki
ordularin konvansiyonel kuvvet duzeylerinde bes kategoride kesinti
ongormistii. Bu bes kategori silah, ana muharebe tanklari, zirhli personel
araclari, topgu sistemleri, saldir1 helikopterler: ve savas ucaklariyda.

AKKA baglaminda, Turkiye'nin dogu ve gliineydogu bolgelerinin buiyiik
bir kismi Antlasma sinirlamalarinin disinda birakilmis olmasi, Turkiye'nin
sOz konusu bes kategori silah sistemindeki asker1 varliklarinin sayisini ¢ok
fazla azaltmak zorunda kalmayacagi anlamina geliyordu. Ayrica,
Turkiye, bu tlkelerin AKKA yukumluliklert geregi imha edilmesi
gereken bazi fazla silahlar1t NATO miittefiklerinden alabilecekti. Ornegin,
Almanya agir zirhlarinin ve Leopard tanklarinin bir kismini imha etmek

yerine Turkiye'ye gonderdi.
Sovyetler Birligi’nin Dagilmast

Turkiye'nmin kuvvet yapisinda koklu degisiklikler yapmasini saglayan
ucuncu gelisme 1se Aralik 1991'de Sovyetler Birligi'nin dagilmasi ve
Turkiye'nin kuzeydogu smirlar1 boyunca Ermenistan, Gircistan ve
Azerbaycan’in bagimsiz devletler olarak ortaya c¢ikmalariydi. Bu tarihi

gelismeler, Turk giivenlik yetkililerince bolgeden algilanan tehditleri

yeniden degerlendirme firsati verdi.




Kizil Ordu'nun bilyiik olgekli bir strpriz saldir1 ihtimalinin ortadan
kalkmasi, Turkiye'nin askeri yeteneklerinin bliyiikk bir kismini Sovyetler
Birligi'me tahsis etme gerekliligini ortadan kaldirdi. Dolayisiyla askeri
birliklerin kuzeydogu simirindan uzaklastirilma ve Orta Dogu sinirlarina
yakin bolgelere kaydirma olasiligt hem siyasiler tarafindan hem de

guvenlik ¢evrelerince memnuniyetle karsilanda.
Turkiye’nin Suriye’ye Zorlayic1 Diplomasisi

Bu gelismelerin bir sonucu olarak, Ankara'daki askeri planlamacilar
dikkatlerin1 Turkiye'nin kuzey komsular1 Bulgaristan ve Sovyetler
Birligi'nden gliney ve dogu komsulari olan Suriye ve Irak yoneltti ve
asker1 birliklerini1 bu dogrultuda yeniden konuslandirdi.

AKKA Antlasmasi'nda Tiirkiye'ye giineydogusunda daha fazla hareket
serbestligi taniyan yukarida bahsi gecen istisnai diizenlemeler askeri
kuvvet yiginaginin sayisal olarak artmasina imkan vermuistir. Bes, alt1 yil
g1b1 bir siire 1i¢inde Turkiye'nin bolgedek: birlik konuslanmasi, 1990'larin
basinda en fazla 60,000 civarinda askerden olusan piyade ve jandarma
birliklerinden, 1998'de Suriye ile bir kriz patlak verdiginde yaklasik
300,000 askerden olusan bir seviyeye ulasti.

Sayisal artisin yani sira, Ozel Kuvvetler de dahil olmak iizere birliklerin
niteligi de 1yilestirildi. Bolgeye hafif ve agir topgu sistemleri, zirhli araglar
ve saldir1 helikopterler1 gibi silah sistemleri ve techizat gonderildi ve bu
gelismeler ordunun smir Otesi operasyonlar yapabilmesini sagladi.
Tiurkiye'nin gineydogusundaki askeri kapasitesindeki hem niceliksel hem
de niteliksel artis, ciddi endiselere sahip oldugu giney komsularina
yonelik yeni1 bir durus gelistirmesini saglada.

1990'larin 1kinci yarisinda, Turk Silahli Kuvvetleri, on binlerce 1y1 egitimh

askerden olusan tam donanimli ve mekanize birlikle kisa stirede kapsamli
bir kara harekati baslatabilecek kapasiteye ulasti. Buna ek olarak, hava
giici kabiliyet1, kara birliklerine F-16 savas ucgaklari, Sikorsky ve Super

Cobra saldir1 helikopterler1 i1le yakin hava destegi saglayabiliyordu.




Havadan Uyar ve Kontrol Sistem1 (AWACS) ucaklar1 ve envantere giren
ikmal ucaklari, harekatlarda yer alan savas ucaklarinin hem menzilini

hem de operasyonel kabiliyetini artirdi.

Dolayisiyla, kara kuvvetlerinin hava birimler: ile 1sbirligi halinde sahip

oldugu genel operasyonel yetenek, gerekirse, disman topraklarinda
buyuk oOl¢ekli bir askeri harekati1 oldukca kisa bir siirede
gerceklestirebilme kabiliyeti olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Bu gelismeler sayesinde Tiurkiye'nin Oonemli ol¢iide artan misilleme
kapasitesi, guney komsularma karst guvenilir bir caydirici unsur
olusturmustur. Tiurkiye'nin gineydogu smirlarmma yapilan artan askeri
yiginak, 1998 Ekim'inde Turkiye ve Suriye arasinda kisa stireli yasanan
kriz sirasinda Suriye liderligl tarafindan net bir sekilde hissedilmuistir.

Siyasi taleplerinin arkasina yeterli askeri gicu koyabilecegl konusunda
kendinden emin olan Turkiye, 1998 Ekim'inde Suriye'ye kesin bir
tltimatom vermistir. Tlrkiye'nin resmi tutumu, donemin Cumhurbaskani
Stileyman Demirel tarafindan 1 Ekim 1998'de Turkiye Biliyiik Millet

Meclisi'nin acilisinda yaptigi konusmada kamuoyuna aciklanmistir.

Bu acgiklama oncesinde, Kara Kuvvetler1 Komutani Orgeneral Atilla
Ates, gazetecilerin Onilinde, Turkiye-Suriye smirinda Suriye'nin PKK'ya
verdigi surekli destegin artik tolere edilemeyecegini vurgulayan
aciklamalarda bulunmustur. Turkiye'nin askeri ve siyasi kanadindan
verilen mesaj acikt: “Suriye, PKK'ya destegini kesmeli ve Ocalan sinir

dis1 etmelidir.”

Ust diizey politikacilar ile Tiirk Genelkurmay Baskanligi arasindaki
yakin koordinasyon ve kamu diplomasisinin etkili kullanimi, bu sefer
Tlrkiye'nin hem hazirlikli hem de Suriye'y1 kendi talepler1 dogrultusunda

harekete ge¢cmeye zorlayabilecek kapasitede oldugunu acik¢a ortaya

koymustur.




Hem Suriye, hem Arap Birligi durumun ciddiyetini kabul etmistir.
Donemin Misir Cumhurbaskani Hisni Mibarek, Tiurkiye ve Suriye
arasinda bir savasin Onlenmesi 1¢in Ankara ve Sam'a ziyaretlerde

bulunmustur.

Suritye Devlet Baskani Hafiz Esad, ¢ok zeki ve pragmatik bir liderdi.
Suriye'nin PKK'ya destegini siirdiirmesinin olasi sonuglarinin farkindayda.
Turkiye yalnizca askeri ag¢idan guglu degildi; ayni zamanda Suriye,
dagilmis eski miittefiki Sovyetler Birligi'nin destegini kaybetmisti. Rusya

Federasyonu ise, Tiuirkiye'ye karsi gliclii onlemler almaya 1steksizdi.

Tium bunlar1 géz ontinde bulunduran Suriye, beklendigi gibi rasyonel bir

karar alarak Ocalan't sinir dist etti. Ocalan'm Moskova’da, Roma’da ve
Nairobi'deki Yunanistan Biiyiikelciligi'nde gecen kacis stireci, Turkiye'de
bir cezaevinde sona erdi. Ocalan, “vatana ihanet ve teror” de dahil olmak
lizere c¢esithh suclardan adil bir yargilama sonucu miiebbet hapis cezasina
carptirilmistir.

Suriye, Ekim 1998’de ‘°‘Adana Protokoli’ni imzalayarak Tiurkiye'nin
ulusal ¢ikarlarina zarar verecek herhangi bir gruba destek vermemeyi

taahhiit etmistir.

Sonuc¢

Saygideger Konuklar,

Konusmamin sonunda c¢ok onemli bir hususu oOzellikle vurgulamak
isterim.

Turk gtivenlik glgler1 1le PKK teror orgilitii arasindaki miuicadelede 35
binden fazla insan hayatimi kaybetmistir, bunlarin arasinda sehit olan

yaklasik 7 bin giuvenlik personeli ve buna yakin sayida sivil Tirk

vatandasi bulunmaktadair.




Hayatin1 kaybeden siviller arasinda, yuzlerle ifade edilebilecek sayida
ogretmenler, doktorlar, miihendisler, teknisyenler ve diger kamu
gorevlileri de bulunuyordu. Bu kisiler, tilkenin geri kalmis bolgelerinde
yasam kalitesini artirmak ve o bolgelerde yasayan insanlara temel
hizmetler1 saglamak amaciyla c¢alisiyordu. Birgcogu, tercihlerinin
sonuclarimi bilerek o bolgelere gitmek 1¢in gonulli olmuslardi.

Sehit olanlarin yeri, tilkenin yasadigi ¢ok sayida zorluk nedeniyle kolayca
doldurulamiyordu. O asamada, Turk Silahli Kuvvetleri'nin subaylari,
okullarda ders vermek, saglik hizmetler1 saglamak ve diger kamu

hizmetlerini sunmak gibi gorevleri de ustlenerek onlarin yerini almislardir.

Bu gib1 davranislar, sizin Misterek Operasyon Konsepti dokiimaninda,
"yerel halkin kalbini ve zihnini kazanmak" olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Bu,
aslinda, Turk gtivenlik birimlerinin terorle miicadele sirasinda, onlarca yil
boyunca, herhangi bir etiket takmadan gergeklestirdikler: yiksek 6zverili

ve son derece onurlu bir davranis bicimidir.

Bunu hatirlatarak sozlerime son veriyorum.

Dikkatinizi i¢cin tesekkiir ederim.




Turkiye’s Middle Corridor Strategy and Organization of Turkic States -
OTS: Cooperation Opportunities Based on Consortium Approach

Ali Oguz Dirioz
Associate Prof. Dr., TOBB University of Economics and Technology,

Department of International Entrepreneurship,
ORCID: 0000-0001-7110-3849, e-mail: adirioz@etu.edu.tr

Abstract

This article focuses on Tirkiye’ evolving strategy along the ‘Middle
Corridor’ and the role of the Organization of Turkic States — OTS.
Following the disintegration of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991,
Turkiye had a consistent strategy of opening up and developing relations
with Central Asia and the Caucasus regions. The development of the
Organization on Black Sea Economic Cooperation — BSEC, as well as the
various 1nfrastructure projects such as the Baku — Tbilis1i — Ceyhan (BTC)
Crude Oil Pipeline can be seen as part of developing economic and
cultural cooperation with the region. The Organization of Turkic States
(OTS) and since 2019, Turkiye further developed an ‘Asia Anew’ strategy
in order to further relations along the Historic Silk Road and the Middle
Corridor. For Turkiye, the Silk Road revival is conveniently aligning with
the strategy to further relations between East and West. 50 Years ago, at
the height of the Cold War, such approaches were limited, and yet the
strategy 1s Increasingly gaining prominence. In light of the diplomatic
rhetoric about the East — West trade increasingly coming to the fore in
Turkish Foreign Policy, the article highlights that growing attention to
trading with Turkiye’s Eastern neighbors in the Middle East, in Central
Asia, The Caucasus and overall across Asia 1s not a realignment of
Tilrkiye in Global Politics but rather a policy to balance both institutional
engagements and trade in the West and in the East.

Keywords: Tirkiye, Organization of Turkic States — OTS, Middle
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Oz

Bu makale Turkiye'nin 'Orta Koridor' boyunca gelisen stratejisine ve Turk
Devletler1 Teskilatinin (TDT) roliine odaklanmaktadir. 1991 sonunda
Sovyetler Birliginin dagilmasimin ardindan Tirkiye, Orta Asya ve
Kafkasya bolgeleriyle iliskilerin1 gelistirme konusunda tutarli bir
stratejiyle hareket etmistir. Karadeniz Ekonomik Isbirligi Orgiitii'niin
(KEI) gelistirilmesi ve Bakii - Tiflis - Ceyhan (BTC) Ham Petrol Boru
Hatt1 gib1 ¢esith altyapr projeler1 marifetiyle, bolgeyle ekonomik ve
kultirel 15 birliginin gelistirilmesinin somut adimlar olarak gorilebilir.
2019'dan bu yana Turkiye, Turk Devletler1 Teskilatimin (TDT) yer aldig
Orta Koridor ve Tarihi Ipek Yolu boyunca iliskileri ilerletmek icin bir
'Yeniden Asya' stratejisi gelistirdi. Tiirkiye icin Ipek Yolunun yeniden
canlanmasi, Dogu 1le Bat1 arasindaki iliskileri ilerletme stratejisiyle uygun
bir sekilde ortlistiyor. 50 yil once, Soguk Savas'in zirvesindeyken, bu tiir
yaklasimlar sinirliydi. Dogu ile Bati arasindaki denge politikasiyla 1lgih
strateji giderek daha fazla one ¢ikiyor. Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Dogu-Bati
ticaretiyle 1lgili diplomatik soylemin giderek daha fazla 6n plana ¢ikmasi
1s1ginda, makalede, Turkiye'nin Orta Dogu, Orta Asya, Kafkaslar ve genel
olarak Asya'daki Dogu komsulariyla ticarete artan ilginin, Turkiye'nin
kiresel politikadaki yeniden konumlandirilmas: degil, daha ziyade Bati ve
Dogu'daki kurumsal angajmanlar ile ticareti dengeleme politikasi oldugu

vurgulanmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tirkiye, Turk Devletler1 Teskilati — TDT, Orta
Koridor, Ipek Yolu, Yeniden Asya, Tiirk Dis Politikasi




1.Introduction

Turkish Foreign Policy (TFP) experienced certain changes over the last
half century, like many things in global politics. Compared to 50 years
ago, there are significant changes as well as consistent continuities 1n
Turkish foreign policy (TFP). The most significant change perhaps could
be the end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union 1n
1991. Following the disintegration of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991,
Turkiye had a consistent strategy of opening up and developing relations
with Central Asia and the Caucasus regions. The development of the
Organization on Black Sea Economic Cooperation — BSEC, as well as the
various 1nfrastructure projects such as the Baku — Tbilis1i — Ceyhan (BTC)
Crude Oi1l Pipeline can be seen as part of developing economic and
cultural cooperation with the region. A consistent continuity can be
contrasted to the balance of developing good relations economically with
both East and West. During the Detente period in the 1970’s on one hand
trading with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics — USSR (or simply
the Soviet Union), while also continuing to be a member of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization — NATO and trading with Western Europe
and the United states. Today in the 2020’s, we also can consistently
observe Turkiye trading and developing trade both with the states of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development — OECD and
the BRICS group. Turkiye 1s a member of NATO, and consider
furthering cooperation with BRICS mostly for economic reasons (Dir10z,
2024a), in a similar fashion to sustaining trade relations with the Soviet
Union during the 1970’s. This article focuses on Tiirkiye’ evolving strategy
along the ‘Middle Corridor’ and the role of the Organization of Turkic
States — OTS. For the purpouse of this article, the ‘Middle Corridor’ 1s
described by the author as;

A planned conceptual network of trade routes, made possible by developing

logistics and infrastructure to supply key materials, energy, as well as goods

over these trajectories of regional and global supply chains.




The Organization of Turkic States (OTS) and since 2019, has been a
major organizational structure along the East-West trade corridors and a
primary 1nstitution for similar cultural, political and economic
cooperation based strategy. Turkiye further developed an ‘Asia Anew’
strategy 1n order to further relations along the Historic Silk Road and the
Middle Corridor. For Turkiye, the Silk Road revival 1s conveniently
aligning with the strategy to further relations between East and West. 50
Years ago, during the Cold War, developing trade corridors with
sovereign independent nations of Central Asia were not possible as these
were still Soviet Republics. The strategy 1s increasingly gaining
prominence. In light of the diplomatic rhetoric about the East — West
trade increasingly coming to the fore in Turkish Foreign Policy, the article
highlights that growing attention to trading with Turkiye’s Eastern
neighbors in the Middle East, in Central Asia, The Caucasus and overall
across Asia 1s not a realignment of Turkiye in Global Politics but rather a
policy to balance both institutional engagements and trade in the West
and 1n the East.

This article will examine the increasingly prominent East-West trade
strategy under three subheadings. First, the energy focused trade relations
and mutual relations model from the Soviet period to today. Secondly,
global sustainability and geopolitical balances will be analyzed. The part
will focus on the increasing Asia-Pacific shift in global economy and
understanding the role of trade in TFP based on Copeland's (2014) theory

on trade expectations. Finally, future evaluations will be addressed in the

conclusion.




2. Energy Interdependence

Energy trade plays a prominent role over the last 50 years of Turkiye’s
relationships with the then Soviet Union and the former Soviet Republics.
Energy plays a significant role today in the relations with Russia,
Azerbalyjan and other former Soviet Republics in Central Asia and the

Caucasus.

During the Cold War period (1945-1989), natural gas trade through
pipelines across the Eurasian land mass were built based on a ‘mutual
dependency’ or interdependent relationship. Arguments were put forward
that this relationship would contribute to peace and stability in the long
term by creating a win-win relationship. We can say that this situation
was largely valid until the 2022 Russia-Ukraine war.

According to the concept of Interdependence (Keohane & Nye, 1977;
Copeland, 2022) in the context of international political and economic
relations, the exchange of strategic raw materials such as energy sets basis
for beneficial relationship between the parties. It 1s in the interests of all
involved parties that these relations of mutual gains continue. This win-
win relationship 1s based on the assumption that economic relations and
trade are of critical for continuous peaceful relations. Mutual dependency
1s related to emergy raw materials, because they are indispensable for
modern industrial society as they are used in transportation, heating,
industry and electricity generation. In some cases (Demiryol, 2018),
energy relations can move beyond interdependence and cause conditions
of asymmetric dependence (1.e., when the balance of interdependence i1s
unequal and the scales are heavily weighted to one state’s advantage).
Even under such cases the involved states can continue political and
economic cooperation. The construction of 3,500-mile pipelines from the
Soviet Union to many European and NATO countries, including Turkiye,
during the 1980s created a significant economic relationship, which 1s

perhaps one of the bases of the current Turkiye-Russia and Turkiye-

Central Asia economic relations.




The Soviet Union and later the Russian Federation supplied Europe with
natural gas reliably and uninterruptedly for many years. From the 1980s
to 2022, Russia was a reliable energy supplier to Europe, and 1s still a key
partner for Turkiye. Germany saw natural gas as an important short- and
medium-term resource, particularly in order to complete 1ts own
environmentally friendly energy transformation (Energiewende), and was
developing the Nord Stream 2 pipeline in addition to the Nord Stream 1
pipeline, particularly for direct natural gas purchases (Westphal, 2020).

For Turkiye, while there are many concrete steps that were taken, two
institutional steps and an energy transit project reflect the vision of
Turkiye’s post-Cold War economic cooperation and East-West trade. One
of the main 1nstitutions was the Organization for Black Sea Economic
Cooperation — BSEC, which envisioned a broad region or mutual gains
and economic cooperation. While the BSEC has been by and large
dormant and not very active, its very existence has had benefits as a
diplomatic forum. The other major step was the development of the Baku
— Thilisi — Ceyhan (BTC) crude o1l pipeline (Dirioz, 2022). The BTC
project and the BSEC were 1nitial cornerstones of the policy to develop
economic relations along the East-West trade based on energy. More
importantly, the BTC today has a multinational consortium, and this is an
approach which 1s non-exclusive and more likely to promote broader

regional cooperation.

Today, the existence of another institutions, the former Turkic Council,
not Organization of Turkic States (OTS), 1s conveniently consisting of
member and observers countries with similar linguistic and cultural

heritage, spanning from Central Europe to the borders with China, along
the historic Silk Road (Dirioz, 2024b).

While general cooperation along the Middle Corridor 1s becoming

important, 1t 1s worth revisiting the role of the BTC to encourage further

projects along the East-West trade corridors.




The purpose of establishing the Baku-Thbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) Crude Oil
Pipeline was to transport Azerbanani oil, independent from the existing

infrastructures over Russia, and directl to world markets to the Ceyhan

Terminal in the Mediterranean, via Georgia and across Turkiye. BTC
passes through the lands of three different countries, there are 11 different

consortium partner companies from 9 different countries under the
leadership of BP with 30 percent of the shares (Dirioz, 2024b).

BP was later included in the Trans Anatolian Natural Gas Pipeline
Transportation Project (TANAP) as a continuation of the success story.
In addition, multinational formations also send a political message by not
leaving the project in the hands of a single country, but by being more
inclusive and even leaving the door open for rival or sanctioned countries
to join the project in the future. Multinational consortium companies may

further develop projects on the Middle Corridor route (Dirioz, 2022).

In this context, not only different routes, different countries and different
companies, but also an institutional framework that will be the driving
force of specific projects that will create these consortium approaches
seems essential. In this context, the Organization of Turkic States-OTS
(formerly the Turkic Council) should play an important role in directing
infrastructure, logistics and general development projects. It 1s important
that an international organization that will guide the projects on the
Middle Corridor, cooperate with other development banks and
international funds in this context, and shape the tenders and projects in

order to guide the potential investments of the private sector is a pioneer.

However, 1n international relations, international organizations often do
not act on their own, but rather member states are the driving force in
them. In the European Union (EU), for example, we can especially
observe that the bilateral cooperation between Germany and France. In
the context of the realization of the Middle Corridor projects, the Turkey-

Azerbaijan cooperation, referred to as "one nation, two states", can be a

driving force for Middle Corridor projects.




As a result, although there were private sector doubts on the BTC in the
past during the 1990s, multinational energy companies became investors
with a multinational consortium as the project created an alternative with
political support and driving force. The Caspian Water Body (commonly
known as the Caspian Sea), which 1s a significant obstacle in the
realization of the Middle Corridor, 1s one of the biggest obstacles to
ensuring uninterrupted transportation and communication. With the
implementation of special projects on the Middle Corridor by "Consortia"
consisting of multinational companies (such as the development of port
and ship transportation and logistics across the Caspian), obstacles can be
reduced.

Similar to the BTC project, new energy based interdependence projects
will support multilateralism, and will also increase alternatives i1n

attracting investment for developing trade and logistics.

The next sections will further evaluate why such investments are
increasingly necessary as part of the rising economic prominence of the
Asia-Pacific region (Indo-Pacific region when including South Asia), and
why the trade expectations theory foresees such development of relations

to continue.

3. Geopolitical Shift in Global Economy

Although Turkey's most important economic partner countries are the
European Union countries, Turkey also sees the EU market as a more
saturated market. In this context, as can be understood from the Asia
Anew Initiative (MFA, 2024) approach, Turkey wants to develop its
economic relations with rapidly growing Asian markets. Southeast Asian
countries, India, China and other Asian countries stand out among the
fastest growing countries in the global economy. Like many countries,
Turkey 1s also inclined to revive its economic connections with these

countries. It 1s not possible to remain indifferent to the increasing

tendency to be Asia-Pacific-centered in the global economy.




New trends are emerging not only due to geopolitical balances but also
due to developing technologies. From global trade to logistics and supply
chains, from energy security to health and currencies, new technologies
are changing possible risk perceptions and expectations 1n both
environmental and energy security. In this changing world, alternative
options are necessary to manage possible risks and vulnerabilities. The
COVID-19 global epidemic, 1.e. 'Pandemic' conditions and health crises
have affected almost all countries and nation states.

Similar to the global climate, food and energy crises, the increasing use of
liquefied natural gas (LNG) in recent years must definitely be taken into
account. Unlike pipelines, a more flexible spot market 1s created thanks to
LNG (Dir16z, 2022). LNG facilities are established in ports, enabling
energy trade between distant countries. LNG trade can provide
advantages to regional countries in terms of bringing more flexibility to
natural gas trade. The flexibility to be achieved as a result of

diversification can provide advantages in reducing security gaps (Keohane
and Nye, 1977).

In the geopolitical context, various conflict and instability trends in the
countries of the former Soviet geography have been ongoing for some
time. The fact that a war between Azerbajjan and Armenia in the
Caucasus and a war between Russia and Ukraine in the Black Sea has
been ongoing since 2022 increases the importance of new alternatives. The
Republic of Turkey continues to maintain relations with both Russia and
Ukraine. The fact that Russia and Ukraine can conduct a relatively
balanced dialogue, and in this context, Turkey's potential to become an
energy hub is on its way to becoming a hub for both energy trade and,
more generally, global trade, supply chain and logistics. It 1s necessary to

strengthen 1ts connections 1n this direction in the global economy, which 1s

expected to be increasingly centered in the Asia-Pacific.




In any case, the 1dea of increasing economic cooperation of EU countries
towards Central Asia and thus reviving the Silk Road 1n a middle corridor
in terms of trade is also important in terms of new trends. In the context
of the concept of recreating the Silk Road and developing a middle
corridor route, the fact that China can create a new trade corridor for the
global supply chain, separate from the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), 1s
also an important area of interest in the coming years and 1s an important
option for Turkey (Diri0oz, 2023).

One of the changing conditions 1n the world is that trade between the US
and China is increasingly competitive rather than cooperative (Copeland,
2022). Another 1ssue 1s the blockage in the Suez Canal in 2021, and 1t is
currently one of the disruptions along the Red Sea. The disruptions in

strategic passages such as the Suez Canal and the Red Sea have caused
disruptions in trade and transportation all over the world and increased
prices.

It 1s understood that alternative routes are not only necessary to eliminate
vulnerabilities, but also that not being tied to a single route can increase
options and create alternatives in competition, while also being a solution
to regional and global supply chain vulnerabilities. In addition, the
Middle Corridor, which Turkey also prioritizes, has increased i1n
importance due to the disruptions caused by possible sanctions on the
Northern route due to the current conflicts between Ukraine and Russia,
and the risk of that route being disrupted due to sanctions and
uncertainties as a result of the uprisings in Iran (Dir16z, 2022). Moreover,
not only the Middle Corridor, but also alternative routes from the
northernmost, namely the northern polar region, are being considered for
the new Silk Road (Cevik & Durukan, 2020). The logic of the Polar Silk
Road 1s based on a northern shipping route that will develop between the

melting glaciers as a result of global warming, and envisages the

continental trans-Siberian railway shown on Map 1 to pass through the

northern polar sea.




MAP 1: Middle Corridor (Orta Koridor)
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Alternatives passing through the Polar Regions continue to be explored,
yet the Middle Corridor route will be easily abandoned. In addition to
LNG trade in general, electricity produced from LNG is also becoming an
increasing trade method. As with oil, it 1s a common situation in the last
decade that power ships that produce electricity from natural gas can
directly export energy by transporting LNG and/or natural gas.
Moreover, the European Union, which has taken action with the aim of
making the European continent a carbon-neutral continent by 2050, has
set forth its Green Deal targets (Dir16z, 2021). Even if the Green Deal
plans have been interrupted in the short term after the 2022 Russia —
Ukraine conflict, targets have not been abandoned. Acceleration of the
transition to electric vehicles (EVs) in many countries, including Turkey,
and development of renewable and alternative energy are still major
trends. The next section will discuss how Copeland's theory indicates how

future expectations are shaping policies.



https://www.uab.gov.tr/haberler/kalkinma-yolu-icin-kritik-gorusme
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4. Trade Expectations Theory

The global economic order, which is frequently criticized, was founded on
the Neo-Liberal economic approaches established after World War 11
(Ruggie, 1982). Mutual economic relations and common interests are
emphasized in this order. On the other hand, in the global context, even
though their effectiveness i1s debated, 1t 1s assumed that economic
sanctions are among the policy tools that states can be effective outside of
conflict. Even if there are uncertain attitudes about their effectiveness,
economic sanctions and aid are used as foreign policy instruments as
policy tools. Even in cases of mutual dependency, we witness that
competitions can emerge in terms of dominating or prioritizing various
resources and routes. Copeland (2022) implies that under some changing
geopolitical conditions of mutual dependency (such as trade competition
with China and sanctions against Russia), exceptional situations can be
abandoned due to future expectations. Copeland's (2022) theory already
states that future expectations, rather than the current level of trade, are
effective 1n foreign economic policy and decisions regarding foreign trade.
This situation somewhat logically explains how trade between the EU and
Russia has been disrupted.

The same logic can be used to explain the trade competition between
China and the US, and if expectations are to shift towards trade wars,
expectations from trade may be regional rather than global, according to
Copland’s (2022) assumptions. Either way, whether one foresees a
scenario or renewed Globalized trade or one of several regional trade
concentration, Turkiye will try to maintain a balanced relationship on the
trade between both Europe and Asia, as well as with both the developed
nations of Europe and the Global South such as the African continent.
Thus, the trade expectations scenarios for Turkiye still rely both on the
revival of a new Silk Road trade overland, as well as continued trade
towards Europe as well as to Africa, in addition to Asia. Turkiye’s unique
geo-strategic location once again proves to be an advantage for several

trade routes, corridors as well as scenarios of global trade and

management of the supply chains.




International institutions, such as the Organization of Turkic States —
OTS will facilitate the governance of the trade corridors. The OTS, by
having two NATO members (Turkiye and Hungary) and an EU member
(Hungary) as well as members of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization
— SCO span from Europe to the borders of China across the Eurasian
land mass. This 1s convenient for the governance for the trade routes
through the path of the Middle Corridor. Furthermore, membership to
BSEC or OTS are complementary to existing memberships and
associations with European institutions. Hence, cannot be considered as a

shift or axis or re-alignment in that sense.

5. Conclusion

This article discussed Tiirkiye’s strategy along the ‘Middle Corridor’ and
the role of the Organization of Turkic States — OTS. The ‘Middle
Corridor’ described as; A network of trade routes, to supply key materials,
energy, as well as goods over these trajectories of regional and global supply
chains. This was made even possible by the end of the Cold War, but
further accelerated with the Baku — Tbilis1 — Ceyhan (BTC) project. The
conclusion reached here 1s that 1in order to have efficient government and
better investments along the Middle Corridor, institutional governance 1s
necessary. The Organization of Turkic States (OTS) since 2019, has been a
suitable organizational structure along the East-West trade corridors,
conveniently befitting Turkiye’s political and economic strategy. In light
of the diplomatic rhetoric about the East — West trade, Turkiye’s
aspirations to develop economic relations with the East are
complementary to 1ts existing institutional obligations to NATO,
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe — OSCE, and other
European Institutions. Hence, Turkiye’s Asia Anew Initiative and interest
to balance both institutional engagements and trade in the West and 1n
the East do not constitute a re-alignment. While the major change has
been 1dentified as the Central Asian Republics becoming independent
after 1991, the continuity has been demonstrated in this article that

Turkiye was balancing East-West trade 50 years ago and 1s also doing the

same economic balancing today.
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Abstract

This article focuses on Tirkiye-Iran relations amid the Gaza War and
probes how the post-October 7 regional landscape has affected their
affairs and reverberates 1n the dynamics of cooperation and rivalry in
bilateral ties. It explores the ways Ankara and Tehran responded to the
evolving crisis since October 7 and discusses the elements of convergence
and divergence by tracing their discourse, stances and diplomatic
mitiatives. In light of these discussions, the article also examines the
challenges that the likelihood of a wider conflict between Iran and Israel
pose to Tiurkiye and how Turkish diplomacy so far managed the growing
confrontation. It finds out that the Gaza War helped a realignment of
Turkiye and Iran with their pro-Palestinian stance, fierce criticism of
Israel’s war policies and a united call for an immediate ceasefire and
humanitarian assistance. Despite convergence, there were also points of
divergence, which mainly stem from Ankara and Tehran’s different
perspectives of Israel and the two-state solution to the Palestinian-Israel
conflict. As to the growing severity of direct conflict between Iran and
Israel, the article assesses that Tirkiye’s role as a channel of
communication between Iran and the United States, alongside other
regional states that can talk to both Tehran and Washington, has been
vital for managing the conflict and, at least for now, not letting 1t go out
of control.

Keywords: Tirkiye-Iran Relations, October 7, The Gaza War, Israel,

Convergence, Divergence




Oz

Bu makale Gazze Savasi sirasinda Tiirkiye-Iran iliskilerine odaklanmakta
ve 7 Ekim sonrasi bolgede olusan konjonkturin iki tilke iliskilerindeki 1s
birlig1 ve rekabet dinamiklerine yansimalarini sorgulamaktadir. Makale,
Ankara ve Tahran'in 7 Ekim'den bu yana gelisen krize nasil yanit verdigini
arastirmakta ve 1ki uilkenin sOylemlerini, siyasi duruslarimi ve diplomatik
girisimlerini inceleyerek iliskilerdeki yakinlasma ve ayrisma unsurlarini
tartismaktadir. Bu tartismalar 1siginda makale ayrica Iran ve Israil
arasinda daha genis bir c¢atisma olasihginin Tirkiye i1¢in yarattig
zorluklar1 ve Tiurkiye'nin simdiye dek bu siireci nasil yoOnettigini
incelemektedir. Tiirkiye ve Iran, Gazze Savasi sirasinda sergiledikleri
Filistin yanlist duruslari, Israil'in savas politikalarma yonelik sert
elestiriler1 ve acil ateskes ve msanmi1 yardim cagrilar1 ile ortak bir zemin
bulmus ve yeniden yakinlasmistir. Ancak Ankara ve Tahran’in gerek
[srail’e gerek Filistin-Israil catismasinin iki devletli ¢oziimiine iliskin farkl
bakis agilarindan otiirii ayristign da gozlemlenmektedir. Makale Iran ve
[srail arasinda dogrudan catisma ihtimalinin giderek artmasma iliskin
olarak, Tlrkiye'nin, hem Tahran hem de Washington ile diplomatik temas
kurabilen bir devlet olarak son krizde bazi bolge devletleri ile birlikte Iran
ve ABD arasinda bir iletissm kanali olarak oynadigi hayati roli
incelemekte ve bu cabalarin ihtilafin yonetilmesi ve en azindan simdilik

kontrol altinda tutulmas: agisindan tasidiglr onemi tespit etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tiirkiye-Iran Iliskileri, 7 Ekim, Gazze Savasi, Israil,

Yakinlagsma, Ayrisma




Introduction

The Palestinian 1ssue, once at the center of Middle East politics yet
gradually sidelined with the shift of focus to the conflicts of the Arab
Uprisings, returned to the regional agenda after October 7 attack by
Hamas and Israel’s war in Gaza in response. The region witnessed
enormous calamity and destruction since October 7. Israel’s wars with
Hamas and later with Hezbollah unleashed an unprecedented scale of
human loss and civilian tragedy. Alongside 1ts deeply regretted death toll,
the recent geopolitical developments shifted the regional balance of power
and still risk a wider regional conflict due to the severity of deepening
confrontation between Israel and Iran, which 1s no longer confined to
“shadows” and turned into an open-out and direct conflict in a spiral of
retaliation and counterretaliation (Sen & Alemdar, 2024).

This article probes how the post-October 7 regional landscape has affected
Turkiye-Iran affairs and reverberates in the dynamics of cooperation and
rivalry in bilateral relations. Turkiye and Iran are two major non-Arab
powerhouses of the Middle East with complex and dynamic relations in
political, security, economic and energy domains. Their affairs are
consistently marked by the coexistence of cooperation and competition.
This article specifically focuses on Tlrkiye-Iran relations in the context of
their common interest 1n the Palestinian 1ssue and respective policies
throughout its crisis-ridden trajectory. It explores the ways Ankara and
Tehran responded to the evolving crisis since October 7 and discusses the
elements of convergence and divergence by tracing their discourse, stances
and diplomatic nitiatives. In light of these discussions, the article also
focuses on the challenges that the likelihood of a wider conflict between
Iran and Israel poses to Tirkiye and how Turkish diplomacy so far

managed the growing confrontation.




Turkiye, Iran and the Region Before October 7

Before the unprecedented attacks of Hamas on October 7, 2023, there had
been a broader trend of normalization in the region. The Qatar Crisis was
officially over with the al Ula GCC Summit in January 2021, ending
Doha’s blockade. Assad’s Syria was admitted back to the Arab League.
Iran was engaged in mending fences with the UAE and Saudi Arabia, the
groundwork of the latter laid by regional interlocutors Oman and Iraq
and the final declaration announced under China’s auspices in March
2023. Even Iran and the United States were back to nuclear talks 1n
Vienna by April 2021 for indirect negotiations to restore the JCPOA,
although an understanding remained elusive, and the talks stalled over
irreconcilable positions of the parties.

Turkish foreign policy was also readjusting to the regional overhaul and
seeking normalization with Egypt, Israel, Saudi Arabia, Syria and the
United Arab Emirates since 2021 with varying degrees of progress. On 17
August 2022, Turkiye and Israel declared the restoration of full
diplomatic ties and the return of the ambassadors after enduring ups and
downs 1n bilateral affairs since the early 2000s. Israeli President Herzog
visited Turkiye in 2022, making him the highest-ranking Israeli official to
do so since 2008, and Turkish President Erdogan and Israeli Prime

Minister Netanyahu had a face-to-face meeting at the United Nations in
New York in September 2023.

For Tehran, the Turkiye-Israel normalization process was worrisome.
Iran’s Supreme Leader Khameneir’s message during President Erdogan’s
visit 1n July 2022 reflected Tehran’s concerns, as he said, “One of the
factors that creates discord and hostility in the region 1s the usurping
Zionist Regime, which i1s backed by the US. [...] Despite certain
governments’ interest in the Zionist regime, nations totally oppose this
usurper. [...] The US and the Zionist regime should not be relied on™
(Khamene1, 2022). Another attempt that concerned Iran was the US-
sponsored quest for Saudi Arabia and Israel normalization in an apparent

follow-up to the Trump Administration’s policy of the Abraham Accords.




Ayatollah Khamenei, soon before the October 7 attack by Hamas,
remarked that “[...] the governments that use the normalization gamble
with the Zionist regime as a model for themselves will lose, and the loss
awaits them. They are making a mistake and, as the Europeans say, they
are betting on a losing horse” (Tehran Times, 2023).

Hence, the disruption of both the Israel-Turkiye and Israel-Saudi Arabia
normalization processes was understandably positively received by
Tehran. Ankara-Tehran relations found a common ground to realign and
cooperate, although their pro-Palestinian convergence did not exclude

divergence and rivalry.

Turkiye and Iran’s Responses to October 7 Attacks and Its Aftermath:

Convergence or Divergence?

October 7 attacks and the ensuing Gaza War erupted at a time Ankara
and Tehran were mired in a new episode of rivalry in the South Caucasus

with origins tracing back to the immediate aftermath of the end of the

Cold War. As the power dynamics shifted in favor of Turkiye with
Azerbanan’s victories in Nagorno-Karabakh Wars in 2020 and 2023, a
new rift over the Zangezur corridor was building 1in Turkiye-Iran
relations. Besides, the Arab Uprisings era has witnessed an intensification
of rivalry in tandem with the crises in their vicinity and both states’ quest
for strategic influence in a transforming neighborhood. The civil war 1n
Syria was the severest bone of contention due to strictly opposed
positions, whereas their continuous rivalry in Iraq evolved in the context

of the rise and fall of ISIS which had profound impact over Iraq’s fragile
politics (Sen, 2024b).

The war 1n Gaza helped a realignment of Tiirkiye and Iran with their pro-
Palestinian stance, fierce criticism of Israel’s war policies and a united call
for an immediate ceasefire and humanitarian assistance. There was a
revival of contacts and extensive use of all available diplomatic channels,
including bilateral meetings, Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC)

summits, 3+3 Format Talks over the South Caucasus, and Economic

Cooperation Organization (ECO) summits to voice these demands.




That said, the recent convergence also entailed divergence due to
differences over both states’ outlook on the resolution of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, as well as their respective stance and policies vis-a-vis
Israel.

Both Ankara and Tehran denounced Israel’s attacks against Gaza as
“unlawful” and tantamount to “genocide.” President Erdogan denounced
Israel as a “terror state” and called Israel’s Prime Minister Netanyahu “a
war criminal” and advocated that “the crime against humanity and
genocide committed by Israel” must be monitored and investigated at the
international level, and the “oppressors” must be duly punished (Hiirriyet
Daily News, 2023). Ayatollah Khamenei1 also accused Israel of carrying
out genocide against Palestinians in Gaza and said that Israeli officials

should face trial for their actions in Gaza (Al Jazeera, 2023).

Besides their common depictions of Israel’s acts, Tilirkiye and Iran also
converged 1n their support of Hamas, albeit with differences. President
Erdogan referred to Hamas as a “mujahideen liberation group” refusing
to call 1t a “terrorist” organization (Tastekin, 2023). For Iran, Hamas was

a partner 1n the so-called Axis of Resistance against Israel. While Tiirkiye

cultivated strong ties with the political wing of Hamas, Iran-Hamas
relations were built on Iran’s aid and assistance to the armed wing of the
organization. The deceased leader of Hamas, Yahya Sinwar back in 2017
praised Iran as “the largest supporter of the Izz ad-Din al Qassam
Brigades with money and arms”, while the Iran-Hamas relations were 1n
the process of reconciliation after Hamas backed the Syrian rebels in the

Syrian Civil War and got suspended from Iran’s funding (The Iran
Primer, 2023).

Turkiye and Iran aligned 1n their call for an immediate ceasefire in Gaza.
In this respect, another point of convergence in Tiirkiye and Iran’s
discourse and diplomatic initiatives was the emphasis on the necessity of a
“united stance from the Muslim world.” During his correspondence with
Iran’s late President Ebrahim Raisi in November 2023, President Erdogan
particularly talked of Tiirkiye and Iran’s “commitment to collaborative

efforts to secure a permanent cease-fire and establish enduring peace” in

response to the Israeli actions 1n Palestinian territories (Bianet, 2023).




Earlier, Iran’s late Foreign Minister Amir Abdollahian also underlined
the necessity for “Islamic countries to take immediate and effective action
to end the war crimes of the Zionist regime, lift the siege of Gaza and send

humanitarian aid”, as he met Turkish Foreign Minister Fidan (Agence
France-Presse, 2023).

Thus, both Ankara and Tehran perceived the Organization of Islamic
Cooperation (OIC) and the Arab League as indispensable avenues to
foster a united stance against Israel and to stop the war in Gaza. In his
speech at the first emergency meeting of the Arab League and the
Organization of Islamic Cooperation held in Saudi Arabia in November
2023, Foreign Minister Fidan said: “The Muslim world should take bold
decisions until a sovereign, independent, contiguous Palestine with East
Jerusalem as its capital 1s established.” He also reminded Tiurkiye’s

proposal to foster a new guarantee mechanism for peace in the region
(Calli, 2023).

According to this plan announced soon after the Gaza War, the regional
states, including Turkiye, would function as permanent mediators and
keep the parties in check over possible violations of bilateral deals. The
plan suggested that the guarantors of the Palestinian side should be from
the region, whereas Western countries could assume the guarantor status
of Israel (Soylu, 2023). Iran also verbally backed Tiirkiye’s proposal.
During his visit to Ankara, when asked about Iran’s stance vis-a-vis
Ankara’s proposal, Iran’s late Foreign Minister Amir-Abdollahian said
that Tehran backs “all political initiatives that would prevent the spread

of war and guarantee the rights of the Palestinian people” (Tastekin,
2023).

Despite Ankara’s quest to assume a greater role in Gaza diplomacy,
Egypt and Qatar took center stage in mediation efforts, a process
primarily shaped by American preferences. Tiirkiye’s proposal of

guarantorship was arguably impeded by the very lack of interest and the

will from the US and Israel that did not allow Ankara to play a role in

addition to Turkiye’s lack of significant leverage neither on Israel nor
Hamas (Bakir, 2024).




Although both Tirkiye and Iran called for a ceasefire and supported the
rights of the Palestinians, they continued to diverge in their view of the
resolution of the conflict. This difference primarily stems from their
perspective of Israel. Tiurkiye 1s the first Muslim-majority country to
recognize the state of Israel and Ankara’s vision of a durable peace rests
on a two-state solution. In this latest crisis, Turkiye frequently emphasized
this position. In one of these instances, Foreign Minister Fidan warned
that without the immediate implementation of the two-state solution, “a
fourth Gaza war would become inevitable”, and the region would be

“perpetually entangled in conflicts” (Tekin & Dincel, 2024).

Much has changed 1n Iran-Israel affairs since the 1979 Iranian
Revolution. In fact, after Turkiye, Iran was the second Muslim-majority
country to officially recognize Israel. But the new post-revolutionary
government 1in Tehran abruptly cut 1ts diplomatic ties with Israel which
was now framed as “Little Satan”, a “foster-child of imperialism”, a
foreign “plot” placed at the very heart of the Islamic world by foreign
powers (Menashri, 2001: 263). Iran refuses to recognize Israel and its
panacea for the Palestinian conflict i1s a joint state for Muslhims, Jews and
Christians through a referendum as reiterated by Foreign Minister Amir
Abdollahian (Tehran Times, 2023). In the trajectory of peace efforts in the
Arab-Israeh conflict that gained traction in the early 1990s, Iran rather
assumed the role of the “spoiler”, opposing the Madrid Peace Process and
the Oslo Declaration of Principles. It was during this period that Iran
embraced a hardline position in support of Hamas and Palestinian Islamic

Jihad and over time built stronger ties with these actors culminating in the
so-called Axis of Resistance 1n the early 2000s (Sen, 2016).

Hence, Tlurkiye and Iran continue to diverge in their stance regarding the
two-state solution to the Palestinian conflict. Although there are notable
debates amongst Iran’s political factions regarding Iran “being more
Palestinian than Palestinians” and slight shifts in discourse, a two-state
solution which itself 1s made more daunting to achieve with land grab and

settlement policies of Israel 1s not officially embraced by Iran since that

would mean Iran’s de facto recognition of Israel.




Although the Gaza War apparently helped a realignment of Turkiye and
Iran over their anti-Israel and pro-Palestinian positions, divergence and a
latent rift was palpable 1n terms of Iran’s criticism of Tuirkiye’s economic
ties and trade relations with Israel. In his visit to Ankara in January 2024
after several delays, Iran’s then-President Raisi accused the United States
and West of supporting Israel’s “crimes against humanity” and appealed
to Muslim countries to end their economic and political relations with the
“Zionist regime”’. He remarked that “cutting economic and political ties
with this regime can certainly have an impact on the Zionist regime to end
its crimes” (Reuters, 2024a). In April 2024, on a phone call with President
Erdogan, President Raisi repeated the same request and asked Tiirkiye to

cut ties with the Israeh regime to help prevent further loss of lives in the

besieged Gaza Strip. Iran believed that Israel would not adhere to
international norms and conventions and against the backdrop of
significant financial and military support from Washington, “Islamic

ummah’s call for their leaders to take robust measures should be heard”
to halt affairs with Israel (Tehran Times, 2024).

In the face of Tehran’s repeated calls to end direct and indirect trade with
Israel, Turkiye was 1nitially compartmentalizing political and commercial
issues with Tel Aviv (The Business Standard, 2023). Consequently,
Turkiye curtailed some exports to Israel in April by imposing restrictions
on 54 products and announced that it halted trade with Israel altogether

in early May until the war in Gaza ends. The persistent political and social

protests fostered by rising sensitivity to incessant civilian losses and

growing domestic rivalries amongst Tirkiye’s conservative political
parties in terms of their stance vis-a-vis the Palestinian issue as Turkiye
held local elections in late March arguably led to a readjustment of
Ankara’s economic policies toward Israel (Cevik, 2024). Iran praised these
moves calling them “effective and valuable measure” (Iran Press, 2024).

Although debates linger about Tiirkiye’s transit status in the oil flow from
Azerbanjan to Israel through the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline, 1n
November 2024, President Erdogan’s declaration that “[Our ruling
coalition] 1s resolute in 1ts decision to cut ties with Israel, and we will

maintain this stance in the future as well” (Gostol1, 2024) 1s a stance that

suits Iran’s policy priorities.




Tirkiye’s Concerns Over a Wider Regional Conflict: Managing the Tension

Between Iran and Israel

The Gaza War also deeply impacted the regional geopolitics. A ceasefire 1s
seen as mmperative by many for preventing the likelihood of a wider
conflict between Iran and Israel. Should it break out, the US would
engage 1n the war on Israel’s side given the Biden Administration’s
“ironclad” support to Israel’s defense while Tehran’s response was feared

to target American allies and bases 1n the Persian Gulf.

In January 2024, three months into the Gaza War Iran’s late President
Raisi paid a visit to Turkiye, which was 1nitially planned for November
yet postponed twice. Ankara and Tehran seemed aligned on the need to
avold steps that could further threaten Middle East stability (Reuters,
2024a). From the very start of the regional crisis, Tehran denied 1its
involvement 1n al Agsa Flood yet declared its support to Hamas. To deter
Israel from staging a ground operation in Gaza, Iran constantly warned
that such a move would risk opening new fronts in the conflict and the
Resistance Front actors awaited with “their finger on the trigger”
(Rezvani & Inskeep, 2023). Despite these threats, Israel was undeterred in
its war policies. Israel’s military forces not only targeted Hamas in Gaza
but also conducted military and intelligence operations against the other
components of the Resistance Axis in line with 1ts “Octopus Doctrine”
which was first announced by former Foreign Minister Naftali Bennett in
2022. He said that Israel “no longer play with the tentacles, with Iran’s
proxies: we've created a new equation by going for the head” (The
Economist, 2022).

From April 2024 onwards, the fears of a growing regional conflict became
more justified. It was not only the mounting skirmishes in the Israel-
Lebanon border or developments in the Red Sea via Houthi attacks
against Israel, but also Israel’s extended targeting of Iranian assets and
military personnel that led to a new threshold in their deepening conflict.

An attack attributed to Israel but neither denied nor claimed by it targeted

Iran’s Consulate in Damascus and killed IRGC Commander Mohammad

Reza Zahedi in charge of Iran’s military strategies in the Levant alongside

six Iranian military officials.




The incident paved the way for the first round of open-out and direct
confrontation between Iran and Israel. Taking the April 1 attack on its
Embassy as a direct attack on its territory, Tehran’s strategic calculus that
largely relied on what 1t called “strategic patience” and avoided direct
confrontation with Israel shifted, as Iran retaliated with a barrage of

drones, cruise missiles and ballistic missiles on April 13 (Sen, 2024a).

Iran’s awaited response was calibrated and communicated by earlier
contacts with neighbors. Foreign Minister Amir Abdollahian stated that
Tehran informed the regional countries “72 hours before the attack about
the nature of the attack and that 1t was limited and retaliatory” (Sahin,
2024). At this critical juncture, Tlirkiye became one of the key channels of
communication between Iran and the United States, as Ankara like other
regional states that wanted to avoid a looming war acted as a messenger
to facilitate contact between Iran and the United States by taking
advantage of 1ts ability to talk to both sides. Foreign Minister Hakan
Fidan was in contact with his Iranian and American counterparts both
before and after Iran’s April 13 attack. Iran reportedly informed Tiirkiye
of 1ts options, and the United States, through Turkiye conveyed to Iran
that 1ts reaction should remain within certain limits. In return, Iran
confirmed that 1ts response would solely be a retaliation against the
embassy attack and would not go beyond (Porter, 2024). In the aftermath
of Iran’s retaliation, Ankara told Tehran that Tiirkiye does not want any
further escalation in the already embattled region. This plea would
become a central theme of Turkish Iranian contacts in the months to

follow.

Tilrkiye also used the recent episode to criticize the Netanyahu
government and Western governments. President Erdogan blamed Israel
with provoking a regional conflict and told that “its attack on Iran’s
embassy in Damascus was the last drop”. Whilst calling all parties to act

with common sense, he denounced the West for condemning Iran’s attack

but not Israel’s strike against Iran’s embassy (Reuters, 2024b).




There has been a hiatus in direct confrontation between Iran and Israel
until the killing of Hezbollah’s leader Nasrallah alongside IRGC
Commander Abbas Nilforoushan in an Israeli attack in Lebanon on
September 27. During this time, momentous and unexpected events shook

Iranian politics, as Iran’s President Raisi and Foreign Minister Amir
Abdollahian lost their lives in a helicopter crash and Iran had to hold new
presidential elections in less than two months which culminated in the
election of a reformist politician Mesoud Pezeshkian. President
Pezeshkian’s moderate vision and quest for constructive engagement with
the world and the region faced severe challenges from the very start as
Hamas Political Bureau Chief, Ismael Haniyeh was killed in an
assassination i Tehran, while he was a guest attending the mnauguration
ceremony of Iran’s new president. Albeit deeply shocking for Iran, Tehran
avoilded a hasty response and rather chose to give the ongoing diplomatic
attempts for a ceasefire in Gaza a chance and avoid being seen as a spoiler
should the talks collapse. Tehran once again professed so-called strategic
patience 1n the face of continuous Israeli actions to disrupt the Resistance
Axis, including its sabotage attack on Hezbollah rank-and-file members
via pager and walkie-talkies. The trajectory of events effectively proved
that Iran’s search for a “new equation” to reestablish deterrence and

prevent Israel from attacking Iran’s “interests, assets, figures, and citizens

anywhere” (Amwaj.media, 2024) was not functioning (Sen, 2024c¢).

Declaring being misled by the West with positive messages of an imminent
diplomatic breakthrough for the Gaza ceasefire (Mehdi, 2024), Iran
decided to halt its “period of restraint” and conducted its second
operation named True Promise 2 on October 1, 2024. Per the statement
released by IRGC, Iran retaliated against Israel’s “violation of its national
sovereignty” with the killing of Ismail Haniyeh in Tehran and paid tribute
to the Secretary-General of Hezbollah, Hassan Nasrallah and commander

and senior advisor of the IRGC 1mn Lebanon, Major General Seyyed

Abbas Nilforoushan (Villar, 2024).




Conducted with ballistic missiles, also testing hypersonic missiles on
Israel’s Iron Dome, Iran’s second direct operation against Israel was less
publicized compared to the True Promise 1 operation in April. The new
phase of confrontation between Iran and Israel once again put regional
countries in a perilous conundrum. Israel’s counterretaliation took place
on October 26, following complicated discussions between the Biden
administration and the Netanyahu government to convince Israel not to
strike Iran’s nuclear or oil facilities and rather to conduct a limited
operation that would not spiral out of control.

Diplomatic contacts between Turkiye and Iran continued during the brief
dissipation of Iran-Israel tension between mid-April and early October
and after its flaring up. As the Israel-Hezbollah war gained traction,
halting the cycle of violence in Lebanon as well as Gaza became a part of
Turkiye-Iran conversation (Hurriyet Daily News, 2024a). Particularly
after Haniyeh’s killing, which was also fiercely condemned by Tiirkiye and
labelled by some officials as a “Zionist assassination”, Washington asked
Tiurkiye and other allies that maintain relations with Iran to persuade
Tehran for de-escalation of regional tensions. The outgoing US
Ambassador to Turkiye, Jeff Flake told reporters that US allies including
Tlrkiye were doing “what they can to make sure that 1t doesn’t escalate”
and Washington’s Turkish interlocutors “seem more confident than we
[the US] are that i1t won’t escalate” (Voice of America, 2024). The relative
calm from late April to early October ended with Iran’s decision to
retaliate.

Tirkiye’s response after Iran’s and Israel’s awaited moves on October 1
and 26 was critical of Israel’s regional policies. President Erdogan accused
Israel of attempting to ignite a regionwide conflict and warned against
“not falling into the trap set by Israel and 1ts supporters.” Commenting on
Iran’s retaliatory move, he even remarked that Turkiye too can be a target
of Israel’s pursuit of “Promised Land”. Upon Israel’s counterstrikes on
October 26, he extended his best wishes to “Iran and the Iranian

government, which were the target of Israeli aggression” (Hiirriyet Daily
News, 2024b).




In between the retaliation-counterretaliation cycle in October 2024, Iran’s
Foreign Minister Abbas Aragchi visited Tiirkiye as part of a regional tour
that included Lebanon, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Iraq, Oman, Egypt,
Jordan to garner support for its retaliation and prevent the forthcoming
Israeli move from striking Iran’s nuclear and o1l facilities. Per the
statement of Iran’s Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Esmael Baghael, in
this meeting, Ankara and Tehran confirmed their will to continue working
together to stop Israel’s attacks on Gaza and Lebanon. Baghaei referred
to Turkiye-Iran relations as “very privileged” and characterized Aragchi’s

visit as “a very good opportunity to meet with Turkish officials” (Daily
Sabah, 2024).

Despite talk of another round of retaliation from Iran with True Promise
3 after October 26, such a move is curbed by US presidential elections and
the victory of Donald Trump. It 1s nevertheless hard to talk of relief and
closure 1n the Iran-Israel confrontation as the tension 1s likely to go on
under new regional and international dynamics regarding the fall of the
Assad regime in Syria and Trump’s comeback to the White House, which
would sustain Tirkiye’s challenges in the perilous tit-for-tat between Iran
and Israel.

Conclusion

A review of relations between Tirkiye and Iran amid the Gaza War
demonstrates that the two states that are enduring rivals with
simultaneously cooperative strategic and economic affairs are aligned 1n
their opposition to Israel’s war policies and defense of the Palestinians.
Ankara and Tehran converged in their pro-Palestinian stance, fierce
criticism of Israel’s war policies and a call for an immediate ceasefire and
humanitarian assistance. They used almost the same discourse for
depicting Israel’s acts and supported Hamas, which they portrayed as an
indispensable actor for Palestinian liberation. However, there were also

major differences, as Tiirkiye was closer to its political wing, and Iran was

more engaged with 1ts armed wing.




Both states called for a united stance from the Muslim and the Arab
world and valued increased diplomatic contact through summits to
oppose the war 1n the region. In this picture of convergence, there were
also points of divergence, which mainly stem from Ankara and Tehran’s
different perspectives of Israel and the two-state solution. Turkiye’s
sustained economic ties to Israel, which were gradually cut, have also been
a point of contention in Iran-Tirkiye ties in this period.

Since October 7, 2023, Tiirkiye and Iran found it beyond their capacity to
halt Israel’s offensives. Another ring to the recent turmoil 1in the region
has been the growing severity of direct conflict between Iran and Israel,
which has brought significant challenges to Turkish diplomacy. Turkiye’s
role as a channel of communication between Iran and the United States,
alongside other regional states that can talk to both Tehran and
Washington, has been vital for managing the conflict and, at least for

now, not letting 1t go out of control.

Ankara and Tehran also used the recent alignment against Israel to move
forward with their sustained search for economic cooperation, a
significant and stable dimension of their otherwise rivalry-ridden
relations. They held the 8th meeting of the Tiirkiye-Iran High-Level
Cooperation Council in January 2024 in Istanbul and signed a new trade
cooperation agreement that aims to foster road transport during the 29th

Joint Economic Cooperation Commission meeting held in Tehran in
December 2024.

That said, the changing regional landscape brings new dynamics of
competition for Turkiye and Iran. Israel’s wars severely destroyed Iran’s
allies, Hezbollah and Hamas, which have been at the heart of 1ts regional
strategy of “forward defense”. To make matters worse, Iran lost a key
ally, 1n fact, its only Arab state ally, with the collapse of the Assad regime
in Syria in December 2024. The recent developments in Syria bring a
severe loss of influence for Iran 1n the Levant whilst empowering
Tlrkiye’s position, albeit in a volatile geopolitical environment. The new
context 1s also likely to result in more tension and competition 1n Tiirkiye-

Israel relations over Syria and may add another layer to pragmatic

cooperation between Turkiye and Iran in balancing Israel.
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Abstract

This analysis explores the dominant role of naval power in Tirkiye's
strategic reassertion in the Aegean Sea and Eastern Mediterranean within
the framework of a neo-realist international relations perspective. Starting
from the serious deficiencies of naval power during the late Ottoman
Turkish period, the analysis focuses on the 1912-1913 Balkan wars and

the loss of the Aegean Islands and Crete, probes Turkiye’s start of oil

exploration activities in the Aegean Sea with the support of its naval
forces on May 1974, and touches upon the importance of the amphibious
power of the Turkish naval forces in the 1974 Cyprus Peace Operation. In
this context, the analysis underlines that Turkiye in 1974 mounted the first
significant challenge to Greece's naval supremacy 1n the Aegean Sea since
the Balkan Wars. The analysis reveals how Turkiye moved forward to
develop 1ts naval capabilities 1n the face of regional tensions and
international embargoes, and how it succeeded i1n this effort despite all
these severe and invidious pressures. It states that these embargoes are
implemented by its allies like the United States of America and leading
European Union countries, that all Turkish governments have made
significant contributions to the development of naval forces since 1974,
and that these efforts have gained significant and comprehensive
momentum 1n the last decade. The launching of these activities not only
symbolized a pivotal shift in Turkish maritime strategy but also
represented a broader assertion of sovereignty that reverberated through
its foreign policy engagements. The analysis also delves into the
implications of these developments on Turkish-Greek relations,
highlighting how maritime superiority has perennially featured as a

critical element of the Aegean Question.
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Furthermore, the piece aligns Tiirkiye's external policy actions with Neo-
realist theory, which posits that states are primarily motivated by survival
and security within an anarchic international system. In conclusion, this
analysis underscores the enduring relevance of naval power in Tiurkiye's
strategic calculus, reaffirming its role in securing national interests against
the backdrop of a fluctuating global power structure. This historical and
analytical narrative not only illuminates the depth of Turkiye’s maritime
strategy but also offers insights into the ongoing strategic calculations that

continue to shape its regional and international engagements.

Keyword: Naval Power, Neo-Realism 1n International Relations,
Maritime Strategy, Regional Security Dynamics, Aegean Sea Disputes,
Turkish-Greek Relations, Eastern Mediterranean, Balkan Wars, Naval
Superiority, Amphibious Operations

Introduction

There 1s no doubt that the seas are of vital importance for states not only
in terms of economic and commercial interests, but also 1n respect of
national security and defence needs. Throughout the ages, shipping by sea
has been one of the main elements of international trade. In this context,
the security of maritime routes was of great importance to all states and
played a decisive role 1in the foreign policies of states. Especially for
coastal countries, naval power often required the implementation of a
strong security and defence policy. The fact that these countries have
strong land forces was not enough to ensure their security. Countries that
were incapable of keeping the surrounding seas under control in some
cases suffered heavy territorial losses and paid a heavy price. To give an
example, due to territorial loss, ethnic groups had to leave the lands where
they lived for years and migrate to the countries they considered their
homeland, causing serious human sufferings and the countries

experiencing territorial loss to face major economic and political

problems.




In this context, the problems experienced by the Ottoman Empire with
Greece 1n losing whole Eastern Aegean 1sland and Crete and the painful
experiences during the Balkan wars of 1912-1913 constitute striking
examples of the 1ssues we have mentioned above. In this regard, it 1s
necessary to briefly touch upon the foundation of Greece, 1ts efforts to
expand 1n line with the aim of revitalizing the Byzantine Empire under the
auspices of powerful European states, and the territorial gains 1t achieved
in a short period of time.

Greek Independence and Megali Idea

According to the doyen historian Halil Inalcik, the disintegration of the
Ottoman Empire as a result of 1ts Christian subjects establishing
independent states began with the Greek rebellion of 1821. Aleksandr
Ypsilanti, head of the Greek secret revolutionary organization Filiki
Eterya (later known as Ethnik-1 Eterya), led the rebellion in Bogdan in
1821 under Russian auspices (6 March 1821). The Greek Patriarch in
Istanbul was secretly a member of this organization. Inalcik states that
Megali Idea (Great Idea) which was the essence of the program of the
secret organization included Peloponnese, Central-Greece , Thessaly
Thrace, Western Anatolia, Aegean Islands, Crete, Cyprus and "Pontus. "
As predicted, Istanbul, the historical obsession of the Greeks, would be
the center of this imaginary empire.[1]

The small state of Greece was declared at the conference held in London
in 1830 (3 February 1830). Halil Inalcik states that this small state
included the Peloponnese, the Attic and the Cyclades i1slands. As per the
Kings College of Londan website information the conference was held at
the Foreign Office in London 1n which Britain, France and Russia signed
a protocol declaring Greece an independent, sovereign state. According to
the first eleven articles of the Protocol 1, the conference proclaimed the

independence of Greece.

[1] Inalcik, Halil. "Helenizm, Megali idea ve Tiirkiye. Kilavuz. Aylik Kiiltiir

Dergisi. October 2006. Volume. 43, pp. 15-24,




First article states that "Greece shall form an independent State, and shall
enjoy all the rights, political, administrative, and commercial, attached to
complete independence." Article two defined the borders of the new state,
while article three stated that the Greek government would be
“monarchical, and ... confided to a Prince ... who shall bear the title of
Sovereign Prince of Greece.” Article four declared peace between the
Ottoman Empire and Greece. In Protocol no.2 the plenipotentiaries
declared their favour for Prince Leopold of Saxe-Coburg as their choice of
Sovereign Prince. Leopold declined the offer, however, and at the London
Convention 1n May 1832 the throne was offered to seventeen-year-old
Prince Otho, son of King Ludwig I of Bavaria. [2]

As the above brief information reveal, the Greek’s aspiration to revive the
Byzantine empire resulted in an establishment of a small state. Moreover,
instead of gaining independence with its own strength, it was established
like a protectorate which was dictated by Britian, France and Russia
under the suzerainty of a foreign ruler. This is 1n fact can be considered a

humiliation for a newly established independent state.

At this point, 1t 1s necessary to touch upon the nature of the Megali Idea,
which has been the basis of the expansionist and irredentist policies and
actions of the Greek state since its establishment. Instead of explaining the
Megali Idea with narratives that have become stereotyped over time, I
suppose that it would be more useful to explain it with quotes from books
written by an American and a British diplomat who served in Greece

approximately a century apart.

[2] Kings College London. The London Protocol of 3 February 1830. [1] Inalcik,
Halil. "Helenizm, Megali i1dea ve Tiurkiye. Kilavuz. Ayhk Kiltiir Dergisi.

It 1s mentioned in the above source that documents of the conference is in
“Great Britain. Parliament. House of Commons. Papers relative to the affairs of
Greece. Protocols of conferences held in London. Presented to both Houses of
Parliament, by command of His Majesty, May 1830. London: printed by J
Harrison and son, [1830] [FCDO Historical Collection™
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The first of these diplomats 1s Charles K. Tuckerman, the first US
Ambassador to Athens.[3] He explains Megali Idea in his book “The
Greeks of Today” published 1n 1872 as follows:

“The sin of sins that I refer to, and which excites the irony, if not the
indignation, of the critics of Greece, is called ‘La Grande Idee.’

This ‘Great Idea’ 1s a component part of the Greek brain and the Greek
heart. It permeates all classes of society — the toothless baby draws it in
with maternal milk, and the toothless mouth of age pledges to it in long
drafts of the native resined wine. The shepherd dreams of it in the cold
mountain air under his shaggy sheepskin, and the rich proprietor traces it
in the graceful smoke-cloud of the incessant cigarette, and perhaps
wonders if 1t 1s not quite as evanescent. If I treat the subject in a poetical
way, it is because the subject itself pertains more to the realms of fancy than
of fact.

Briefly defined, the Great Idea means that the Greek mind is to regenerate
the East — that it is the destiny of Hellenism to Hellenize that vast stretch
of territory which by natural laws the Greeks believe to be theirs, and which
is chiefly inhabited by people claiming to be descended from Hellenic stock,
professing the Orthodox or Greek faith, or speaking the Greek language.
These 1n the aggregate vastly outnumber the people of Greece proper and,
are regarded by ‘Free Greece’ as brethren held in servitude by an alien and
detested power. There are in European Turkey and its territories not far
from fifteen millions of people, of which number less than four millions

are Ottomans.

[3] The US Embassy & Consulates in Greece website describes Tuckerman’s

rank as follows: “The United States supported the emergence of modern Greece
from the earliest days, establishing diplomatic relations with the country in
1868. Charles K. Tuckerman (1827-1896), the first Ambassador from the United
States, was an American diplomat and writer. He served as the minister resident
of Greece, which was at the time, a new job created by President Andrew
Johnson. He was born in the United States but spent most of his working life

working in Hong Kong and Greece.”




The rest are Slavonians, Greeks, Albanians, Wallachians, etc., who
profess the Greek religion or speak the Greek dialect; and although 1n
morals and character these are far below the independent and educated
Greeks of Athens and the chief towns of Greece, this inferiority may

doubtless be largely ascribed to the political restraints still pressing upon
them.” (Emphasis added by author)[4]

As can be seen, the US Ambassador describes the Megali Idea as "more to

the realms of fancy than of fact."

The second diplomat whose evaluations I will quote 1s Michael Llewellyn
Smith. He 1s a British diplomat who has served in Moscow, Paris,
Warsaw. and Athens. He was British Ambassador to Greece from 1996 to
1999. He describes Megali Idea 1n the following way:

“The Great Idea therefore in the mid-nineteenth century came to contain
at least three different strands. Strictly interpreted, it was the romantic
dream of a revival of the Byzantine-Greek Empire centered on
Constantinople. Less strictly 1t was the aspiration for Greek -cultural and
economic dominance within the Ottoman Empire, leading to its gradual
subversion from within by a natural process which need not entail a
violent clash between the rival Greek and Turkish nations. Thirdly, the
Idea could be interpreted in terms of the modern nation state, as the
progressive redemption of the Greek irridenta by their incorporation in
the Greek kingdom, which entailed a head-on clash with the Ottoman
Empire. Though all these conceptions survived into the twentieth century,
it was the third which prevailed. The ideal world was one thing, the real
another. It took more than thirty years for the independent kingdom to

take the first step 1n the realization of these grandiose ambitions.”[5

[4] C. K. Tuckerman, The Greeks of Today (New York: G. P. Putnam, 1878),
pp. 120-121.

[5] Smith, Michael Llewellyn. 1998. Ionian Vision. Greece in Asia Minor 1919-
1922. With a New Introduction. The University of Michigan Press, p. 4.




Michael Llewellyn Smith 1n his book states that “The Greece of the mid-
nineteenth century was stirred by an awakening conviction of the historic
inevitability of the expansion of the kingdom to embrace the unredeemed
portion of the Greek nation.” He notes that the Megali Idea was not
merely the sentimental product of nineteenth century medievalists but had
a centuries-old history and was deeply rooted in the national and religious
consciousness of the Greeks. According to Smith, this aspect 1s the rescue
of Constantinople for Christianity, the restoration of the universal
Christian Byzantine Empire. He underlines that the salvation of Hagia
Sophia, and the city has been passed down from generation to generation
as the destiny and desire of the Greek Orthodox people since 1453. He
emphasizes that the idea of the restoration of the universal Christian
Empire took root in the minds of the Greeks as a longing for the return of
Constantinople. He states that The Great Idea, was not merely the
sentimental product of nineteenth-century medievalists; 1t was, in one of
its aspects, centuries old and deeply rooted in the Greeks’ national and
religious consciousness. This aspect was the recovery of Constantinople
for Christendom, the reestablishment of the universal Christian Byzantine

Empire.

Ambassador Smith, in this respect, refers to the following statement made
by politician John Kolettis, who with King Otho, represented the Great
Idea 1n its wilder political aspect, in the Greek National Assembly in

January 1844

“The Kingdom of Greece 1s not Greece; 1t 1s merely a part, the smallest,
poorest part of Greece. The Greek i1s not only he who inhabits the
Kingdom, but also he who inhabits Ioannina or Salonika or Serres or
Adrianoupolis or Constantinople or Trebizond or Crete or Samos or any
other region belonging to Greek history or the Greek race.... There are
two great centers of Hellenism. Athens 1s the capital of the Kingdom.
Constantinople 1s the great capital, the City, the dream and hope of all
Greeks.”’[6]

[6] Smith, p. 3.




Finally, regarding the nature of the Megali Idea, I wish to convey the
following evaluation of Ambassador Bilal Simsir, a Turkish diplomat and
doyen Turkish historian, which 1s concise and instructive to Turkish

diplomacy as per the Aegean question:

“Megali Idea or Hellenic imperialism primarily aimed to swallow the
Aegean Sea. Towards the north, Thessaly, Epirus, Macedonia and
Thrace would be captured, and the Aegean Sea would be surrounded.
Crete and other 1slands in the south were to be taken and the Aegean
would be turned into a Hellenic lake. Finally, the Aegean 1slands and even
the western Anatolian coasts would be conquered and placed under
Hellenic monopoly. The policy of swallowing the Aegean was carried out
successfully throughout the century and was only temporarily halted at
the end of Greece's 'Anatolian Adventure'.

It can be said that the main factors that fed Hellenic imperialism were

geography, population, history, church and Western admiration for
Hellenism.”[7]

Ambitious and Rapacious Greek Expansion

After Greece was founded by Britain France and Russia i 1830, it
expanded its territory at lightning speed, again with the help of these
powers and other powerful European states. It annexed the Ionian Islands
with the Treaty of London in 1864. The process of annexing the 1sland of
Crete took place almost entirely thanks to the great European powers. To
assist the native Greek rebellion against Ottoman rule in Crete, Austria-
Hungary, France, the German Empire, Italy, the Russian Empire, and the

United Kingdom sent a joint naval fleet to Crete just before the Greco-
Turkish War of 1897. and they blockaded the 1sland.

[7] Simsir Bilal. Ege Sorunu (Aegean Question). Belgeler (Documents). Cilt

(Volume)-I (1912-1913), p. XXIX.




Although Greece suffered a heavy defeat on land 1n the 1897 war, Crete,
which remained within the Ottoman borders on paper as of 1898 but was
in reality administrated by a governor (High Commissioner) determined
jointly by the European States, was definitively annexed by Greece under
Article IV of the 1913 Treaty of London.[8]. Meanwhile, while the Cretan
rebellion continued, Greece tried to annex Southern Epirus to its territory,
acting within the framework of the border change article promised at the
Berlin Congress of 1878. [9] When the Ottoman government resisted, the
Greek government appealed to the European powers again. As a result of
the pressure of these states, the Ottoman government was forced to cede
the south of Epirus to Greece with 1881 Istanbul Convention. [10] With

the same convention Ottoman government also ceded the region of

Thessaly to Greece.

Greece's expansion reached its peak with the Balkan Wars. Greece gained
most of Macedonia 1n 1912-1913 Balkan wars. After the first Balkan War,
the Second Balkan War, also known as “Inter-Allied War,” was
developed on the territory of Macedonia. In the second war, Bulgaria
suffered a heavy defeat against Greece and Serbia. With the Bucharest
Treaty of August 10, 1913, almost the entire Macedonia was divided
between Greece and Serbia. [11]

[7] Simsir Bilal. Ege Sorunu (Aegean Question). Belgeler (Documents). Cilt
(Volume)-1 (1912-1913), p. XXIX.
[8] Major Peace Treaties of Modern History, 1648-1967, Vol. II, Editor Fred L

[9] 1878 Berlin Treaty, Article XXIV: In the event of the Sublime Porte and Greece
being unable to agree upon the rectification of the frontier suggested in the 13th
Protocol of the Congress of Berlin, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Prance, Great
Britain, Italy, and Russia reserve to themselves to offer their mediation to the two

[10] Gawrych, George W. 2006. The Crescent and the Eagle: Ottoman Rule, Islam
and the Albanians, 1874-1913. London: I.B. Tauris, pp.68-69.

[11] Treaty of Peace Between Bulgaria and Romania, Greece, Monte-Negro and
Servia Signed at Bucharest July 28/August 10, 1913, The American Journal of

International Law, Vol. 8, No. 1, Supplement: Official Documents (Jan.1914), pp.
13-27. d0i:10.2307/2212403
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It should be underlined in this context that the Ottoman Navy was quite
ineffective during the 1897 war and 1n the annexation period of Crete to

Greece. Certain academic sources describe this ineffectiveness as
“complete failure.” [12] When evaluating the failure of the Ottoman-
Turkish navy in this period, it 1s necessary to consider the effects of the
insidious Navarino attack that took place in 1827 during the Greek
rebellion 1n which Ottoman Navy was completely destroyed by the joint
fleet of European powers. Historian/Ambassador Bilal Simsir points out
that a naval battle was not actually fought in Navarino, that the Ottoman
navy was suddenly subjected to a sneaky attack by the navy formed
jointly by Britain, France and Russia, and that the Ottoman Empire was
not at war with the states that carried out the attack. Simsir compares this
insidious attack to the Pearl Harbor attack that the US suffered in the
Second World War, and states that the US was able to replace the
warships 1t lost after this attack, while the Ottoman Empire could not
properly renew 1ts navy after Navarino. [13] In fact, the weakness of the
Ottoman Navy and its inability to maintain a presence in both the Eastern
Mediterranean and the Aegean Sea continued 1n the early twentieth
century. In the Tripolitanian War, which took place between the Ottoman
Empire and the Kingdom of Italy between 1911 and 1912 before the
Balkan wars, there were clashes in different regions such as the Adriatic
Sea, Aegean Islands, Dardanelles and the Red Sea. In this war, Italy,
which had naval superiority, occupied the Dodecanese 1slands.

The Road to the 1912=1913 Balkan Wars

In the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, the Ottoman Empire lost almost all of
its European territories. These wars had a decisive impact on the
disintegration and eventual collapse of the Ottoman Empire. Having a
strong naval force played an important role in Greece's territorial gains
during the Balkan wars. Before examining this issue, it is useful to briefly
remember the developments before the Balkan Wars and the process of
establishing a Balkan Alliance against the Ottoman Empire,

[12] Langensiepen, Bernd, Ahmet Giileryliiz, and James Cooper. 1995. The
Ottoman Steam Navy, 1828-1923. Annapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press, pp. 7-

10.
[13] Simsir, Ege Sorunu, p. XXXIX




According to the evaluations of Barbara Jelovich, an expert academician
on Balkan history, two important diplomatic alliances regarding the
Balkans were formed 1n the early twentieth century. The first one is the

Triple Alliance between Germany, Austria, Hungary and Italy. The
second alliance included Russia and France. Britian initially chose not to
participate in these alliances. However, she later opted to make
agreements with France and Russia in 1904 and 1907 to resolve colonial
disputes. These agreements resulted in the loosely structured diplomatic
combination of Britain-France-Russia known as the Triple Entente. This
structure became effective in the Balkans with 1ts interventions in the 1897
Ottoman-Greek war and the Greek rebellion in Crete. Meanwhile, the
status of the Ottoman Balkan lands had also become a matter of debate.
Diplomats began bargaining, so to speak, over Ottoman territories.
Pursuant to initial understanding, Russia would support a Habsburg
annexation of Bosnia-Hercegovina in return for Habsburg assistance in
opening the Straits to Russian warships. However, later there was much
controversy over this understanding, particularly on the timing of the
actions. Russian side was exceedingly surprised when learned that Austria

had announced the annexation of the Ottoman territory. In the
corresponding period Bulgarian independence was proclaimed. In such a
chaotic diplomatic and political environment, a real crisis occurred. The
Serbian leaders turned to Russia for support, whereas the Habsburg
Empire expected assistance from Berlin. The Russian government,
however, was not 1n a position at this time to come to the aid of i1ts Balkan
friend. Russian defeat by Japan in 1905 and the internal problems caused
by the revolution of that year had weakened Russia in international
relations. Serbia, faced by an ultimatum, was thus forced to alter the
position first taken on the annexation and to give the assurance that she

would live with Austria on a footing of good neighborliness. The
developments became a humiliation not only for the Serbian government,
but also for Russia. Cooperation with Austria was terminated, and Russia
began to follow policies that would fuel the Eastern Question. In October
1909, Italy and Russia came together and agreed on their common
interests 1n the region. Within the framework of this understanding, as

stated above, Italy started a war with the Ottoman Empire over Tripoli in
1911.




Russia, on the other hand, began to follow a policy that encouraged the
Balkan states to start negotiations to form an alliance among themselves.
With active diplomatic assistance from Russia, Balkan governments
signed a number of agreements. They formed war alliances against the
Ottoman Empire. The first agreement was made between Bulgaria and
Serbia in March 1912. Bulgarian representatives at these negotiations
supported the creation of an autonomous Macedonian state with the
expectation that it would eventually join Bulgaria. Serbia, on the contrary,
wanted a partition arrangement. For this reason, there was no agreement
on the sharing of Macedonia. and 1t was agreed that Russia would
mediate. It was also decided that Bulgaria would provide 200,000 soldiers
and Serbia 150,000 in the future war with the Ottoman Empire. In May
1912, Greece and Bulgaria made a similar agreement. The territorial
provision was not included in this agreement. In October, Montenegro
signed agreements with Serbia and Bulgaria. The Balkan states were thus
organized for war. Although the great powers were worried about these
developments and tried to intervene ineffectively and perfunctory wayat
the last moment, they failed. Montenegro launched an attack on the
Ottoman Empire and was immediately joined by i1ts Balkan allies. Thus,
Greece, Bulgaria, Serbia and Montenegro joined a Balkan alliance for the

first time and declared war together against the Ottoman Empire.[14]

The Dominant Role of the Greek Navy in the Balkan Wars

The following points regarding the preparations for Greece's participation
in the Balkan war, included 1in a book published 1n 1914, reveal how much
Greece relied on the power of its naval forces to participate in the Balkan

wars.

[14] Jelavich, Barbara. 1983. History of the Balkans. Twentieth Century.

Volume 2. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp.95-97.




“A meeting was held at Sofia some weeks before the outbreak of the war,
at which M. Gueschoff and the Servian, Montenegrin, and Greek
Ministers were present. The discussion turned upon the numbers of the
forces which each of the allies would be able to place in the field against
Turkey. M. Gueschoff stated that Bulgaria could supply 400,000, the
Servian Minister answered for 200,000, and the Montenegrin
representative for 50,000. Thereupon they all turned towards M. Panas,
the Greek Minister; he said, ‘Greece can supply 600,000 men.” They all
looked at him with amazement, if not incredulity written upon their faces,
and asked him how that was possible. He replied, ‘We can place an army
of 200,000 men 1n the field, and then our fleet will stop about 400,000 men
being landed by Turkey upon the southern coast of Thrace and
Macedonia, between Salonica and Gallipoli! © Se non e vero e ben trovato
(If 1t 1s not true 1t 1s well found.) The story, in the opinion of the writer,
makes a true point. It cannot be contended that if Greece had not the
command of the sea Turkey would have been able to land as many as
400,000 of her Asiatic troops 1n the few weeks which preceded the signing
of the armistice. In view, however, of the shipping which Turkey had at
her disposal, she should have been able to land some 2,000 troops a day;
so that at least 150,000 men might well have been ready in Thrace within
ten weeks. The strengthening of the Turkish forces in Thrace would
almost certainly have placed the Turks in such a position that they would
not have wanted to sign an armistice when they did, and within about six
months at the outside the figure of 400,000 would have been reached.”
[15]

In diverse books written by Western academics about the Balkan Wars, it
1s reported that only Greece had a strong navy among the members of the
Balkan Union. As per these academics, “the Greek navy had two main
tasks in the war. The first was to guard the mouth of the Dardanelles to
interdict Ottoman shipping in the Aegean and Adriatic Seas. This was
important as it would prevent the Ottomans from remnforcing and
resupplying their European forces. The other task was to occupy the
Aegean 1slands belonging to Ottoman Empire.”” [16]

[15] Cassavetti, Demetrius John. 1914. Hellas and the Balkan Wars ...
With an Introduction by the Hon. W. Pember Reeves. With 10 Maps and

74 Illustrations. T. Fisher Unwin: London, Leipsic, p. 26.
[16] Hooton, E. R. 2014. Prelude to the First World War: The Balkan
Wars, 1912-1913. London and New York: Routledge, p. 17.




It 1s also stated in these works that the Greek navy not only maintained a
very effective blockade but also took possession of all the Aegean Islands
under Turkish rule, excepting Rhodes and the Dodecanese, which were
held by Italy. According to these academicians, “the Greek navy was
sufficient not only to terrorize the Turkish navy, which 1t reduced to
complete impotence, but also to paralyze Turkish trade and commerce
with the outside world, to embarrass railway transportation within the
Empire, to prevent the sending of reinforcements to Macedonia or the
Aegean coast of Thrace, and to detach from Turkey those Aegean Islands

over which she still exercised effective jurisdiction.” [17]

The backbone of the Greek navy at that time was the heavy cruiser
Averof. The battleship “Georgios Averof” was designed by Giussepe
Orlando 1in 1905. The ship was built 1in the Livirno Orlando shipyards in
Italy between 1908 and 1911. At that time, the same shipyard designed

"Averof' and two more armored warships named "Piza" and "San
Antonio" for the Italian navy. Italy purchased the first two ships but gave
up purchasing the third ship for financial reasons. In 1909, the Orlando
shipyard made an offer to the Ottoman Empire to sell this third ship. The
Ottoman administration, wishing to strengthen the navy, wanted to
purchase the battleship, but hesitated due to economic difficulties.
Thereupon, the Orlando shipyard offered the battleship to Greece.
However, Greece decided that it could not purchase the ship due to
financial reasons. The George Averof Foundation [18], which was
informed that such an offer had been made to Greece, made a grant to the
Greek State for the purchase of the ship, provided that it was named
Averof.[19] Thanks to this grant, Greece was able to make 1ts naval forces

very strong.

The following information given by Retired Admiral Afif Buyliktugrul in
an article about the discussions held at the Ottoman parliament at that
time regarding the purchase of the battleship Averof by the Ottoman

Empire contains instructive information for today:

[17] Schurman, Jacob Gould. 2009. The Balkan Wars: 1912-1913, Third

Edition. identified]: The Floating Press, p. 65.




"There were details 1n the Ottoman-Greek naval arms race: While the
Greek government had reached a consensus on strengthening the navy,
the Ottoman side was 1in a polemic about the Navy or the Railway. The
Minister of Naval Affairs had been changed nine times in two years, as

opposed to a single Minister of War in the Ottoman government. The

majority of these Naval Ministers, as if this duty were an additional duty,

was chosen from among the corps commanders serving under the
command of the Minister of War. Of course, this was a factor that
delayed the construction of the navy. The political situation with Greece
had become so tense that it was necessary to purchase ready-made

warships quickly.

[18] Georgios Averof (Georgios Avyeros-Apostolakis) was born In
Metsovo (Epirus) in 1818. Metsovo (Machiova in the Epirus-Ottoman
Period - Aminciu in Vlach language) was a district of the Sanjak of Yanya

during the Ottoman period, where mostly Vlachs lived in western Greece.
According to New York Times report of August 4, 1899. George Averof
was born in Metsova, near loannina (Yanya), and started working in his
uncle's company 1n Moscow at the age of 17. After his uncle's death, he
inherited his uncle’s rich inheritance. He became rich in a short time as a
result of meeting the needs of the Russian army during the Crimean War
and later worked as a banker in Alexandria. George Averof, who never
married, donated his assets to the Greek navy after his death. One of the
most important aids of Averof, who made many donations, was the
stadium built for Olympic Games in Athens for the first Olympics held in
1896. Averof, who 1s said to have contributed more than $7,500,000 in
charitable activities, died in Alexandria on August 3, 1899, at the age of
70.

[19]Necmi Odabasi. Yunan Zirhlist Averof’un Osmanli Donanmasi Ve
Ekonomisi Uzerindeki Etkileri (The Effects of Greek Battleship Averof on
Ottoman Navy and Economy). U.U. Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Sosyal
Bilimler Dergisi Yil: 18, Sayi: 29, 2015/2;_Maria Vasilikiotou (Meryem
Batan). Savasta Ve Barista Bir Yunan Gemisi: Averof-Yunan Kaynaklari
Uzerinden Bir _Analiz (Averof, A Greek Ship In War And Peace:
Ananalysis Of Greek Sources). Ankara Anadolu Ve Rumeli Arastirmalari
Dergisi (Ankara’s Journal Of Anatolia And Rumelia Studies)




However, there were no ships for sale in Europe or America. Finally, the
navy personnel found an armored cruiser that was about to be completed
in Italy and brought its purchase to the Parliament. However, the
Minister of Foreign Affairs was going to take the podium and say, ‘The
Greeks are bluffing; they can neither declare war nor buy this ship.” When
the Minister of Finance supported him, the purchase of this ship was
abandoned. This Minister of Foreign Affairs was the same minister who
stood at the same podium during the Balkan War and said, "the sailors
fought unserious way." He both prevented the strengthening of the naval

forces and exposed the sailors to unfair accusations." [20]

As stated above, Greece's strategy in the Aegean Sea during the Balkan
wars was to block the Dardanelles, cut off the sea supply routes of the
Ottoman Empire and occupy the Aegean islands. In the Aegean Sea part
of the war, Greece successfully implemented this strategy within the
framework of an attack plan. In this context, the Greek navy left the port
of Piraeus on 18 October 1912, occupied the islands of Lemnos on 21
October, Thasos on 31 October, Samothrace on 1 November, Psara on 4
November, Nikaria on 17 November, Mytilene on 21 November and
Chios on 24 November. According to Bilal Simsir, while the Greek Navy
was capturing the Ottoman Aegean 1slands one by one, the Ottoman
Navy was lingering in the Black Sea, bombarding Varna, and did not
attempt to cross the Aegean Sea. The Ottoman navy returned to the
Aegean only after the armistice with Bulgaria, and on 16 December 1912,
the Turkish and Greek navies faced each other in front of Gokceada

(Imroz) for the first time. The Ottoman navy failed in this battle against

the superior maneuverability and firepower of the Averof battleship and
returned to Canakkale. The two navies then faced each other again in
front of Mudros on January 18, 1913. The Ottoman navy suffered an even

more severe defeat in this battle. [21]

[20] Afif Buytktugrul. Osmanh (Tirk) - Yunan Deniz Silahlanma Yarisi.
Belleten. Turk Tarth Kurumu. Ekim 1975, Cilt 39 - Say1 156, pp. : 725-774

(pp. 736-737).
[21] Bilal Simsir. Ege Sorunu, pp. LIII-LIV.




As this brief information reveals, the Ottoman Empire de facto lost the
Eastern Aegean Islands 1in a period of approximately three weeks due to

the weakness of 1ts navy and inadequate management.

Conclusion

There 1s no doubt that the weakness of the Ottoman naval power played
an important, if not decisive, role in the loss of the Balkan wars. Due to
the weakness of the Ottoman naval power, Greek dominance in the
Aegean Sea gradually grew stronger after that period. While evaluating
these 1ssues, doyen historian/Ambassador Bilal Simsir states that the
Greece maintained 1ts navalsuperiority thanks to the USA and Britain,
which have been helping her with donations for years. Simsir states that
this superiority was balanced when Tirkiyestarted to search for oil in the
Aegean with the support of its navy on May 30, 1974. He also states that
the superiority of the Greek navy in the Aegean Sea largely ended with the
Cyprus Peace Operation carried out in the same period, and draws
attention to the following evaluation published 1n the Economist

magazine:

“For the first time since 1912, when Admiral Koundouriotis drove the
Turkish fleet into the Dardanelles with the battleship Averof, Turkey 1is
challenging Greece's supremacy in the Aegean.” [22]

The Greeks and the imperialist states that provoked them describe the
victories of the Turkish Army on the path to the establishment of the
Republic of Tiirkiye, starting from 1919, and the great defeat suffered by
Greece when she attempted to mmvade Anatolia, as "the Asia Minor
Catastrophe." The event that they call the great disaster 1s actually the
very disaster that the "Megali Idea" brought to them. It i1s the result of
pursuing dreams that are far beyond their power and embarking on
adventures with the encouragement and support of imperialist states in

the first quarter of the twentieth century.

[22] Bilal Simsir, Ege Sorunu, p. LV.




In this context, the following point always must be taken into
consideration: Greece 1s a country that aspired to become an empire in the
age of national states and made her aim of great expansion a state policy.
She has a state structure that has internalized the Megali Idea. Towards
this end, she always tried to corner Tiirkiye by securing the backing of the
powerful state or groups of states of the period. She never gave up her
grandiose claims and has managed to spread its goals over time, through
fait accomplis in the Aegean Sea and the Eastern Mediterranean. She has
successfully employed "Fabian tactics [23] during the temporary detente
periods. The "zero-sum game" policies she implements essentially reflect
an "offensive neorealist" political approach. We can say that Tiirkiye has
responded to this approach with "counter-offensive neorealist”" policies
since 1974, especially by strengthening its naval power. [24]

As 1t will be remembered, on April 10, 2023, the Turkish Navy celebrated
the commissioning of its new flagship, the landing helicopter dock (LHD)
TCG Anadolu. It was announced on this occasion by the Turkish
President that "The TCG Anadolu, 1s the first warship in the world 1n this
area where drones can land and take off with the largest and heaviest
helicopters. She has features that will enable us to conduct military and
humanitarian operations in any corner of the world if needed.” [25] The
Commander of the Turkish Navy, Admiral Erciment Tatlioglu stated in
his speech that “taking TCG Anadolu into the service 1s a result of the
Turkish Navy’s from the motherland to the open seas policy.” He
underlined that “TCG Anadolu features a 9.200 meter-square area for air

assets and can deploy 12 manned or unmanned combat aircraft, 21

different types of helicopters, and UCAYV.

[23] "Fabian tactics", in the style of the ancient Roman general Fabius, are

to wear down the opponent by delaying and evading rather than

confronting it head-on, trying to gain time to achieve the goal.

[24] Mearsheimer, John J. 2001. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics
New York& London: W. W. Norton & Company, p. 22. Mearsheimer
proposes that 1in offensive realism states aim “all they can get” and intent
to “maximize relative power, with hegemony as their ultimate goal.”

[25] Naval News. Turkish Navy Welcomes Its New Flagship, TCG
ANADOLU. 10 Apr 2023.




As land vehicles, she can deploy 13 tanks, 27 amphibious assault vehicles,
6 armoured personnel carriers, 33 various light and heavy vehicles, and 15
trailers in her deck. Anadolu 1s also carry 4 LCMs (landing craft
mechanized) and 2 LCVPs (landing craft vehicle personnel).” [26]

It 1s observed that there are discussions, sometimes including criticism, in
a certain section of the public regarding the studies carried out on
strengthening the Turkish Naval Forces, the financial resources allocated
for this purpose, thought exercises aimed at deepening Turkiye's maritime
strategy and the doctrines being developed. In this connection, we deem it
useful to remember and remind the following assessment made by the
doyen historian/Ambassador Bilal Simsir in 1976 regarding the

importance of Turkish naval power:

“The Aegean problem cannot be considered separately from naval power.
Naval power 1s one of the most crucial factors in the fate of the Aegean. It
has always been so. What happened in the Balkan wars 1s the most
striking example of this. Greek revolutionaries confronted the Ottoman
Empire with a naval fleet. The new map of Greece was drawn at sea.
Greece was born as a maritime state. The Ottoman fleet was destroyed at
Navarino. It must be put to an end to such weaknesses™ [27]

Tilrkiye should continue to be realistic 1n its well-intentioned efforts to
find solutions to the Aegean problems, should not allow 1ts well-
intentioned efforts to be abused, should continue to respond to essentially
offensive neorealist policies with counter-offensive neorealist policies, and

should pay utmost attention to “Fabian tactics.”

[26] Naval News. Turkish Navy Welcomes Its New Flagship, TCG
ANADOLU.

[27] Bilal Simsir. Ege Sorunu, p. XXXIX.
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