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In the post-Cold War era, a comprehensive definition of
securlty has emerged, Conceptually, securlty comprises defense,
democracy, human rights and economic development. Hence, the
trend in TurRey, just like in the other ﬁestern countries, was
to look for solutions te regional conflict through the CE, UN,
NATO, CSCE, and EU, The essence of Turkish Foreign Policy
(henceforth, TFP) became Vinterdependence through economic co-
operation” which, In turn, would promote security. This policy
countinuves vnabated even though expectations from international
institutiocons have somewhat been moderated; Because, unless 1in-
stiturions are backed up by polittcal will, they cannet succeed.

Turkish posture towarde international institutions and
gsecurity may be analyzed from at least four perspectives. Namelyw,
Turkey's participation or lack of it in the decision-making
bodies of institutions; its efforts to balance the Atlantlc and
Furopean lionks; its objective of further demecratization; and,
lts strupgle against terrerism aud the European security linkaze.

Collective Security/National Security:

While rhe major political parties itn Turkey are committed

to multilateralism, the radical right and left call for a
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nationalized security poelicy. This may be a tactical move on
thelr part to legitimize their existence in public opinion.

Their rhetoric, meanwhile, 1s full of consplracy theories against
Turkey concocted by the West and Israel. The radicals nay feel
that the timing for such a call is well chosen, for there is
indeed a rise in nationalist sentiment. However, this feeling

1s only a reaction to PKK terrorism, and will not affect foreign
policy.

Turkey has been practicing both a multilateral and a
nationalist foreign poiicy as far as 1te security is concerned.
Throughout the history of the Republic, it has had a collective
security approach on its North and West axis (e.g. the Balkan
Pacts of 1934, Montreaux Convention of 1936, and NATO, 1952).

In regard to its northern security, Turkey did not settle either
for the Truman Doctrine or for bi-lateral relations with the U.S.
Nothing short of becoming & member of NATO sufficed. There were
other reasons for wanting NATO membership, such as Turkey's
European vocation, a desire for a strong Institutiomal link with
the West, snd Greek membership - in that order. But, the driving
motive behind this desire was Turkey's adherence to multilateral
gecurity arrzogements on its North-West axfis,

Turkey's Fastern and Southern policies, on the contrary,
have beeop based on bi-lateral relations. The only exception to
that was the Saadabad Pact of 1937 between Turkey, Iran and Irag
for the purpose of collective security agaipst rebellious Kurdish

tribes, Otherwise, the mator reason for this unilateral approach



to the Etast and South may be that Turkey did not perceive a
military tbreat from those directions. Secondly, it did not
wish to get involved in Middle Eastern quarrels. And, Turkey
clearly does not have an obssessive historical interest in the
area. Therefore, when and if Turkey gets fnvolved in a Hiddle
Eastern crisis, £t is only itndirectly.

In 1979, when the leader of the then Republican People's
Party, Biilent Ecevit, suggested a New Secﬁrity Pelicy, namely
that of a natioral policy, £t fell on deaf ears. Some academicians
and journatists who supported Ecevit's fdea simply reflected
the public disappointment with multilateral relations following
the {rfamous Johunson Letter, the U.S. arms embargo, and pressure
to limic coulecivation of hashish. But, the directfon of TFP did
not change,

Turkey never geared up for a primarily natfonal approach
fa foreigo and security policies even under the most adverse
clrcumstances In the past, and is not likely to do so im the
future. This canneot be accounted for by dependency theory either.
The pillar of TFP has been to be part of the {nternational
system and international law.

The Pest-Cold War Era: Whact Has Changed?

Sinre 1989, Turkey has been focusing more on International
institutions such ag the Eli, UN and CE, but pnot at the expense
of NATO. The Atlantic link 15 of dire Ilmportance for Turkey,
becavae 2) Eurepean iastitutions cannot solve conflicts, b) collerti.

leadership 1s notc leadtng tn consensus, at least for the time beinz,



c) NATO 1a still the most experfenced and comprehensive security
institution tntacc, and d) NATQ is the most tangible institutional
link that cies TurkRey to the West.

Turkish strategists and decision-makers seem to be greatly
disappointed with UN performance fn Somalia. They further believe
that UN has failed its historic mission in Bosnia. Although
Turkey recognizes the importance of CSCE, policy-makers see two
major deficienctes with the organtzation. One, decision-making
is by unaninous vote, Secondly, and perhaps worse yet, CSCE
decisicns are not binding., A mechanism of enforcement is lacking.
In this sense, CSCE remains an instrument of goodewill, 1Its
peychological impact, however, should net be underestimated, The
test case here 18 the recent CSCE decision that the Rusgian Federa-
tion should pot play a unilateral peace-keeping role -tn the
Caucasus. H.E. Albert Chernishgv, Russian ambassador to Turkey
has reitera-ed Ifn a espeech he gave at Bilkent Universify last week
that Russia would not insist on a unilateral peace-keeping mission
tn the Caucasus, but thHat they were not averse to taking part in
such s missioo upon iovitation by any country. The former point
has yer ro be proven, for Azerbaijanm has already aocounced that
1t does wmot waot Russian soldiers alone.

Tn additiean, 1t is quite premature to consider WEU as an
tostrument of enforcement for CSCE and EL. Turkey would have pre-~
ferred a stronger rale for WEU so that there would be a balance
between the Atlaotic liuk and Europe. Nonetheless, Turkey's
precarious etatus In WEU prevents 1t from taking a clear-cut

policy apprcach to this organizaction.



Since 1947 the West has been idencified with NATO and NATO
with the US in Turkey. As of 1989, the role of the US has not
decreased, Sut there seemed to grow a balanced move between Western
Europe and the US§ #n TFP, despite the over~played pro-American
policies during the Ozal era. But, the vicissitﬁdes in Turkish-
European relations has once again by Decem?er 1993 brought forch
the factor rhat Western Europe was to treaﬁtTurkey as a second
league member by denying the right to vote in WEU; Turkey remains
an associate member, ‘A serious imbalance has been introduced by
Greece's full membﬁrsﬁip in WEU while Turkey is left out. Article
5 for the WEU Agreement reads that an attack on one of its members
will be trezted as an attack on 2ll. Turkey had already announced
that 1if Greece extends its waterways to 12 miles in the Aegean,
‘Turkey will regard this as casus belli. Given Pap andreau's
hardline agatust Turkey, there is fncreasing risk in this regard -
8 risk that oot only concerns Turkey, but Wesrtern Europe as well.

Meanwhile, fnstitucrional overlapping becomes a non-issue for
Turkey when 1t has no decision-making power in those itnstitutions.
In fact, Turkey finds itself in e dilemma vis-8-vis WEU, for WEU's
mandate e¢xceeds that of NATO and its missions may not always be
compatible with Tutkey's national interest. In the past, Turkey
was covnef{stently opposed to NATO's out éf area missions. For
example, wheo the Alliance tried to impose a role on Turkey durinz
the Irso~fraq war, this was not accepted.

Tt is plausible that Turkey may ¢bject to increased membershiy
In NATO, because that wonld imply directly petting involved with
Probleme in cast Europe. Turkey now finds {tself exactly ip the

Bame situation as those countries which had objected to Turkey's
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entry to NATO for the same reasons. However, Turkey wil} pro-
Hably not be averse to new NATO missions as long as thoge remain
Qn an adAhoc basta, But, £f NATO were to become & permanent
militarf tool of the UN or CSCE, this might be incompatible with
the natioqa: interest, If NATO would be Pérmanently employed

to actc according to Securfty Counctl decisions, Turkey w11}l not
welcome such g3 development. The gist of the matter once again 1is
not being part of the deciston-making Process.

In addition re NATO, CE 1is perhaps the enly other institution
to which Turkey pays more attentton, The 198¢ military coup has
revitalized commitment to full democrﬂtization, and PKX terrorisn
further intensified the quest for human rights and democracy,

In this respect, the democratic and human rights stﬂndf;rda of the
CE has gained more significance.

There are calls fron Bany quarters for a reform package in

"Southeasteryg Anatolia. Should the coalition government succeed

In overcoming extreme bationalists as well as manage terrorism,
Turkey way achieve stabiiicy, The recent collaboration of major
Evropean goeveroments against PKK activism {n their respective
Countries has affected a sende of belonging 1in Turkey. Heavy
handed Rugstan policie; both domestically and in the Caucasus,
and {ice tendency to defy dgreewents wmade with the West ($.e. CFE)
mUSt have reminded the West that they need a stable ally in the
regioo. It is 1p this connectfon that we may be able to account
for Europe's syudden acts of support against PKK terrorism. I¢

has takep Yeltsin's Rugsia to point oyt that turopean securfity

20d Turkey's security overlap. That 1s the major reason vhy )
SeeUf bj
Turkev shauld not remain as only a byffer zone in Europeaqdpers—

pective,



