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ABSTRACT 

The United States of America, Great Britain and the Soviet Union battled together against 

Germany during the Second World War. These states during the Second World War started to 

design the post war world. After the triumph against Germany and with the finish of the Second 

World War the collaboration among the Allies finished. European states were enormously 

harmed in the Second World War and after the conflict the United States of America and the 

Soviet Union were superpower on the planet. The Soviet Union exploiting nonappearance of 

an ability to stop him in Europe laid out socialist systems in Eastern Europe nations that were 

involved by him during the conflict. In this way the Soviet Union held onto a significant piece 

of Europe. Even with danger presented by the Soviet Union, the United States of America and 

Western Europe states had to make a move. These states first and foremost carried out Marshall 

Plan for getting sorted out financial life. Later NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) was 

laid out to arrange military force. The period after the Second World War rivalry and battle 

between the United States of America and the Soviet Union, was known as the Cold War. The 

Cold War was not restricted to Europe. It spread from one side of the planet to the other. 

Subsequently Turkey was affected by new world request. The requests of the USSR worried 

Turkey. Turkey tried to near with West especially the United States of America to emsure his 

safety. Turkey was pleased with emergence of NATO. Turkey showed intensive effort to 

become a member of NATO. Turkey initially benefited from the Truman Doctrine later was 

included in the Marshall Plan. Turkey sent troops to participate in the Korean War for becoming 

a member of NATO and eventually became a member of NATO. Despite the joint movements 

in the field of military alliance cooperation and foreign policy, there have been arisen on tension 

and crises from at times in relations.  

Tensions escalated with Turkey's intervention in Cyprus. The US imposed embargo n 

Turkey because of this and so that the first fracture has occurred between the Alliance. After 

the removal of the embargo, relations between Turkey and NATO has been fixed but the 



questions about NATO's membership has raised for Turkey. In the early long periods of the 

decision Justice and Development Party that came into power in 2002, it grew great relations 

with Western establishments through a Western-situated international strategy understanding. 

Showing dynamic investment on mediation in Afghanistan after the September 11 assaults, 

Turkey plays reinforced its part inside the partnership, acting along with NATO in this unique 

situation. 

In the second term of the Justice and Development Party, the Western insight has started 

to change and international strategy discusses have started about moving pivot. In this specific 

situation, Rasmussen's designation to NATO's General Secretary prompted another emergency 

in relations. Turkey and NATO have encountered many emergencies as of late under the Middle 

East turns of events. Turkey's strategy through the playmaker state and driving country in the 

Middle East district have set off strains around here. Also, these advancements have prompted 

the scrutinizing of center Easternization and Western insights. Inside this system, the s-400 

rocket intended to be bought from Russia raised pressures in relations and the inquiries 

regarding NATO have been expanded. Emergencies and clashes among NATO and Turkey has 

expanded by scrutinizing the coalition's future since Trump's Management came into power in 

the USA. The new improvements have been impeding to the partnership and thump trust 

relations out.In this review, emergencies experienced with the NATO union were assessed 

inside the structure of coalition connections and the most common way of settling these 

emergencies was analyzed. Furthermore, the emergency and collaboration influence among 

NATO and Turkey's relations has been addressed. 
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1-THE INTERNATIONAL ORDER AFTER WWII AND THE ESTABLISHMENT 

OF NATO 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is one of the most significant 

organizations which providing world security has been founded since 1949. However, today's 

NATO is a very different organization than when it was founded.1 But to understand NATO 

and its reasons for its establishment, it is necessary to understand the Cold War. In order to 

understand the Cold War, it is necessary to examine the Second World War and to know what 

the great powers thought for the new world order at the end of the war. After the second world 

war, a very different world emerged. When the war ended, it was thought that a peaceful world 

order would be established in which peace and security would prevail. But the events that 

developed in parallel with the conditions of the period, it dragged the world into a new and 

completely different struggle, which we called the "Cold War".2 The two superpowers that 

emerged at the end of the war, the USA and the USSR, became the two actors of this new world. 

On the other hand, with the end of the war in Asia and Europe, great gaps occurred in the 

balance of power in these continents. In the Second World War, both the victorious countries 

such as England and France and the defeated countries such as Germany, Italy and Japan 

emerged from the war largely worn out and damaged.3 In short, apart from the two superpowers, 

the rest of the world was dealing with serious problems both economically and socially. The 

destruction of the war was very high; infrastructures collapsed, cities-factories were destroyed, 

countries were stuck under the pressure of domestic and foreign debt. Therefore, a situation 

arose in need of these two superpowers to solve these problems.4 

Socialism began to be a prominent ideology in the world. The USSR was leading this 

ideology to the world with its values of anti-imperialism and anti-colonialism, equality, 

fraternity, and independence. The USSR, besides being active in exporting the socialist system 

to the world, it also attempted to invade some countries.5 Due to these serious security concerns 

created by the USSR, the two great powers of Europe, England, and France, signed The Treaty 

 
1 Nejat Doğan, “NATO’nun Örgütsel Değişimi, 1946-1999:Kuzey Atlantik İttifakından Avrupa Atlantik Güvenlik 
Örgütü,” Ankara Üniversitesi SBF Dergisi 60, no. 03 (March 1, 2005): 69–108, 

https://doi.org/10.1501/SBFder_0000001431. 
2 Türkkaya Ataöv, “Marshall Planından Nato’nun Kuruluşuna KADAR ‘Soğuk Harb,’” Ankara Üniversitesi SBF 

Dergisi 23, no. 03 (March 1, 1968), https://doi.org/10.1501/SBFder_0000001010. 
3 Rifat Uçarol, Siyasi tarih (1789-1999), vol. 5 (İstanbul: Filiz Kitabevi, 1995). 
4 Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 

2000, 2nd ed. (New York: Random House, 1989). 
5 Fetullah Akin, “İKİNCİ DÜNYA SAVAŞI SONRASI YENİDÜNYA DÜZENİ VE TÜRKİYE,” İş ve Hayat 3, no. 5 (June 15, 

2017): 119–35. 



of Dunkirk in 1947 and took the first step in terms of alliance against "Soviet Russian 

Expansionism".6 However, it has been seen that even the alliances made by England, the 

greatest power of Europe, within Europe did not work against "Soviet Expansionism". The most 

important reason why the Soviet Union was so willing to expand after the Second World War 

was that there were no great powers in Europe to prevent it. It tried to expand towards the 

Middle East through Turkey, Greece, and Iran, and also increased its influence in Asia by taking 

advantage of Japan's absence as a major power after the war. Moreover, the new world order in 

Stalin's mind was strengthened by communist ideology. That is why, Especially the years 1945-

1948 are extremely important for “Soviet Expansionism" into Europe.7Eastern and Central 

Europe, with the exception of Western Europe, was either directly or indirectly influenced by 

the Soviets. Therefore, the USA had to do something against the USSR for its future. One-

sixteenth of the world's population lived in the United States, and the survival of the United 

States in the 20th century depended on its alliance with at least half of the world's population. 

Otherwise, all countries could turn to communism, and this would not only leave the USA alone 

in the world, but also communism would be a threat to this country. Thus, the USA had no 

choice to fight against the danger of communism and save the countries exposed to the 

occupation of the USSR, to help them and to ally with them against the USSR. The Truman 

Doctrine (1947) and the Marshall Plan (1948) are known as the most important events for this 

general purpose. United States’ aid to Europe within the scope of the Marshall Plan has served 

many purposes and has not remained only on the axis of defense.8 While Europe's security was 

ensured with the Plan, its economic development also progressed in a similar way. With the 

effect of security concerns and economic conditions, European states were able to gather around 

America more easily. Thus, in a war that might break out with the Soviet Union, it would start 

with European countries as the front line, so that USA would suffer less damage in this 

conventional war that would be in an area close to Soviet territory and away from US territory.9 

After the Western countries made alliances against itself, the Soviet Union made some 

agreements with these countries to keep the countries under its control as a bloc and to tighten 

the relations between them. In during that period, one of the important communist parties of 

Europe came together in Silesia to speed up the communist activities in the world. In the final 

 
6 NATO; The First Five Years, 1949-1954, First Edition, First Printing (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 1956). 
7 Henry Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1994). 
8 Alper Alpaslan Eker, “İkinci Dünya Savaşı Sonrası Türk Dış Politikasındaki Gelişmeler ve Türkiye’nin Nato’ya 
Giriş Süreci(1945-1952) / Advances of the Turkish Foreign Policy After World War II and Entrance Process to 

NATO of Turkey(1945-1952)” (Kırıkkale, Kırıkkale University, 2007). 
9 Oral Sander, Siyasi Tarih 1918-1994, 31st ed. (Ankara: İmge Kitabevi Yayınları, 2020). 



declaration of this meeting, the Cominform was established on 5 October 1947. With this 

declaration, the world was officially divided into two blocks. 10 

In February 1948, known as the "Prague coup," when the Communist Party of 

Czechoslovakia took over the administration of the country with a military coup with the 

support of the Soviet Union. With this Coup the security concerns in Western Europe have 

peaked and it has made it necessary to take a step in the field of security. 11 Therefore, The 

foreign ministers of England, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg, who met in 

Brussels after this coup and signed the "Brussels Treaty" on 17th March. 12   According to the 

4th article of this treaty, if one of the parties was attacked with an armed attack in Europe, the 

other party states would assist the attacked state with all their means, including military force. 

Within the scope of this article, parties of the Brussels Treaty established the alliance they 

named "Western Union Defense Organization" in September 1948.13 Moreover, The Berlin 

Blockade and the Vandenberg Decision had a great impact on the process leading to the alliance 

between the Parties of the Brussels Treaty and the USA. 14The Soviets did not leave the lands 

which they liberated from German occupation in the Second World War. It did not give the 

nations in the said lands the right to self-determination. on the contrary, it made them part of 

the socialist system, namely the USSR. And by cutting off all communications between West 

Berlin and West Germany, USSR wanted to intimidate the allies and get them to give up West 

Berlin. Although the West Berlin blockade lost its meaning as a result of the USA's creation of 

"Berlin Air Bridge", the crisis went as far as the recognition of the division in Berlin with the 

holding of municipal elections on both sides of Berlin. At the same time, the Prague coup and 

the Berlin blockade are two significant turning points in terms of changing the traditional 

isolated foreign policy of the USA. And with the adoption of the resolution draft prepared by 

Senator Vandenberg by the US Senate on June 11, 1948, the way for the US to sign an alliance 

treaty with the European states was opened.15 As a result, in 1949 April 4th, the USA, Belgium, 

Denmark, France, Netherlands, England, Italy, Iceland, Canada, Luxembourg, Norway, and 

Portugal met in Washington DC to sign the North Atlantic Treaty against security and military 

 
10 Uçarol, Siyasi tarih (1789-1999). 
11 Cüneyt Akalın, Soğuk Savaş ABD ve Türkiye 1 Olaylar-Belgeler 1945-1952 (Kaynak Yayınları, 2003), 
https://www.kaynakyayinlari.com/soguk-savas-abd-ve-turkiye-1-p362328.html. 
12 “The Brussels Treaty,” Text, CVCE.EU by UNI.LU (CVCE.EU by UNI.LU, March 17, 1948), 
https://www.cvce.eu/en/obj/the_brussels_treaty_17_march_1948-en-3467de5e-9802-4b65-8076-

778bc7d164d3.html. 
13 Sander, Siyasi Tarih 1918-1994. 
14 Sander. 
15 Fahir Armaoğlu, 20.Yüzyıl Siyasi Tarihi (1914-1995), 12th ed. (İstanbul: Timaş Yayınları, 2017). 



dangers in this new world. 16 The NATO Treaty, which has a different importance with each 

article, consists of the following articles: 

“Article 1: The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to settle 

any international dispute in which they may be involved by peaceful means in such a manner 

that international peace and security and justice are not endangered, and to refrain in their 

international relations from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the 

purposes of the United Nations. 

Article 2: The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly 

international relations by strengthening their free institutions, by bringing about a better 

understanding of the principles upon which these institutions are founded, and by promoting 

conditions of stability and well-being. They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international 

economic policies and will encourage economic collaboration between any or all of them. 

Article 3: In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, 

separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid, will 

maintain and develop their individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack. 

Article 4: The Parties will consult together whenever, in the opinion of any of them, the 

territorial integrity, political independence or security of any of the Parties is threatened. 

Article 5: The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or 

North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, 

if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective 

self-defense recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party 

or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, 

such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain 

the security of the North Atlantic area. 

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported 

to the Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken 

the measures necessary to restore and maintain international peace and security . 

 
16 Alan K. Henrikson, “THE CREATION OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC ALLIANCE, 1948-1952,” Naval War College 

Review 33, no. 3 (1980): 1948–52. 



Article 6: For the purpose of Article 5, an armed attack on one or more of the Parties is deemed 

to include an armed attack: 

• on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe or North America, on the Algerian 

Departments of France, on the territory of or on the Islands under the jurisdiction of 

any of the Parties in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer; 

•  on the forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of the Parties, when in or over these territories 

or any other area in Europe in which occupation forces of any of the Parties were 

stationed on the date when the Treaty entered into force or the Mediterranean Sea or 

the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer. 

Article 7: This Treaty does not affect and shall not be interpreted as affecting in any way the 

rights and obligations under the Charter of the Parties which are members of the United 

Nations, or the primary responsibility of the Security Council for the maintenance of 

international peace and security. 

Article 8: Each Party declares that none of the international engagements now in force between 

it and any other of the Parties or any third State is in conflict with the provisions of this Treaty 

and undertakes not to enter into any international engagement in conflict with this Treaty. 

Article 9:  The Parties hereby establish a Council, on which each of them shall be represented, 

to consider matters concerning the implementation of this Treaty. The Council shall be so 

organised as to be able to meet promptly at any time. The Council shall set up such subsidiary 

bodies as may be necessary; in particular it shall establish immediately a defence committee 

which shall recommend measures for the implementation of Articles 3 and 5. 

Article 10: The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European State in a 

position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North 

Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. Any State so invited may become a Party to the Treaty 

by depositing its instrument of accession with the Government of the United States of America. 

The Government of the United States of America will inform each of the Parties of the deposit 

of each such instrument of accession. 

Article 11: This Treaty shall be ratified, and its provisions carried out by the Parties in 

accordance with their respective constitutional processes. The instruments of ratification shall 

be deposited as soon as possible with the Government of the United States of America, which 



will notify all the other signatories of each deposit. The Treaty shall enter into force between 

the States which have ratified it as soon as the ratifications of the majority of the signatories, 

including the ratifications of Belgium, Canada, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the 

United Kingdom and the United States, have been deposited and shall come into effect with 

respect to other States on the date of the deposit of their ratifications.  

Article 12: After the Treaty has been in force for ten years, or at any time thereafter, the Parties 

shall, if any of them so requests, consult together for the purpose of reviewing the Treaty, having 

regard for the factors then affecting peace and security in the North Atlantic area, including 

the development of universal as well as regional arrangements under the Charter of the United 

Nations for the maintenance of international peace and security. 

Article 13: After the Treaty has been in force for twenty years, any Party may cease to be a 

Party one year after its notice of denunciation has been given to the Government of the United 

States of America, which will inform the Governments of the other Parties of the deposit of each 

notice of denunciation. 

Article 14: This Treaty, of which the English and French texts are equally authentic, shall be 

deposited in the archives of the Government of the United States of America. Duly certified 

copies will be transmitted by that Government to the Governments of other signatories.” 17 

Although some articles have been revised in time with the increase and expansion of 

the number of members in NATO. However, the transformation of NATO into an international 

organization and the determination of an alliance strategy in defense were due to the Korean 

War. The war that started with North Korea's attack on South Korea on June 25, 1950, 

reinforced the belief in the Western bloc that the Soviets posed not only a political but also a 

military threat to world and European security. The Soviet Union could directly invade Europe 

or support the East German "police force" to attack West Germany, just as it incited North 

Korean troops against South Korea. Thus, the USSR could directly or indirectly destabilize 

Europe. With the perception of the Soviet threat in this way, the North Atlantic Council meeting 

in New York decided to establish a military force in Europe. By this way, Supreme Allied 

Command Europe was established, and Dwight D. Eisenhower was appointed as the first 

Supreme Allied Commander Europe, and Allied Forces Headquarters Europe opened in France 

 
17 NATO, “The North Atlantic Treaty,” NATO, April 1949, 
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_17120.htm. 



on April 2nd, 1951. Thus, the North Atlantic Treaty was turned into a military-political 

organization. When we look at the previous military alliances, it is seen that these are 

agreements made against a certain enemy for a certain period, it called classical alliances in 

diplomacy, without their own bureaucratic and military organization. However, for the first 

time, an alliance agreement with NATO was made into an international organization with its 

own army, headquarters, and personnel. 

 

1.2) TURKEY'S FOREIGN POLICY AFTER THE SECOND WORLD WAR: 

ATTEMPTS TO JOIN NATO 

 

Before the start of the Second World War, the Republic of Turkey had not even healed the 

wounds of the First World War yet. The recovery of the First World War which seemed to be 

partially achieved was not yet fully reflected in the society. The Second World War emerged at 

this very stage and affected Turkey even more negatively. Although Turkey did not enter the 

war, even so, it was almost equally affected by all the negative developments reflected in the 

world.18 These negative conditions showed themselves in every part of society. The war years 

showed themselves not only as social and economic negativity but also as health problems. 

Diseases have increased in epidemics and drug supply has become a major problem.19 In short, 

until the end of the war, Turkey was exposed to negative economic and social developments 

like a warring country. 

Although the between 1945-1950 was called the period of healing the wounds of the war in 

Turkey, but the post-war negativity was so advanced that it was not easy to heal these wounds.20 

On the other hand, while it was expected that world peace would be achieved after the Second 

World War, the fact that there was a rose of blocking between the countries. This situation 

 
18 Murat Metinsoy, İkinci Dünya Savaşı’nda Türkiye: savaş ve gündelik yaşam (Turkey during World War II: War 
and Everyday Life) (İstanbul: Homer Kitabevi, 2007). 
19 The Republic Archive (BCA), “The CHP group conveyed its views to the Ministry of Health about the increase 

in malaria in the places they roamed and the difficulty in supplying malaria medicine and diesel.,” 198 (Ankara: 
Presidency of The Republic of Turkey Directorate of State Archives, September 16, 1943), The Republic Archive 

(BCA), 

https://katalog.devletarsivleri.gov.tr/Sayfalar/eSatis/BelgeGoster.aspx?ItemId=163049&Hash=39A13FD1E1BB2

D0639037DA8F749280FDD0F9FB2DC16EE279A234AA7F3B3B2B6&Mi=0. 
20 The Republic Archive (BCA), “Republican People’s Party Ağrı Deputy, Ahmet Alpaslan’s report on social, 
cultural and economic issues in the constituency.” (Ankara: Presidency of The Republic of Turkey Directorate of 
State Archives, September 3, 1947), The Republic Archive (BCA), 

https://katalog.devletarsivleri.gov.tr/Sayfalar/eSatis/BelgeGoster.aspx?ItemId=140774&Hash=BBDA08CEF5674

42B83BF72C7492D1A62C2A99720B733F2B75CBF672281A0894D&Mi=0. 



Turkey had also worried like other countries. 21 As a result of the political conflict that emerged 

during the war between the USA and the Soviet Union, a bipolar world system has emerged 

under the leadership of the USA with the western bloc and the eastern bloc consisting of 

socialist states under the leadership of the USSR.22 The political conflicts of these two 

superpowers, of course, deeply affected Turkey. Because of the fact that, Turkey's geopolitical 

position was very valuable, so it was controversial in many ways between these two 

superpowers. In particularly the Turkish Straits crises, the conflict of the interests of these two 

states had a profound effect on Turkey both in domestic and foreign policy.  

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR Molotov summoned the Turkish Ambassador 

of Moscow Selim Sarper to his office on March 19, 1945, and gave a note. In this note, Molotov 

emphasized that the Non-Aggression Pact between Turkey and the Soviet Union would end on 

November 7, 1945, the conditions after the war had changed, and conditions were not the same 

as before, but they were ready to negotiate again with the new conditions and changes. The 

Soviet Union declared that the cities of Kars and Ardahan should be abandoned from Turkey 

and that Turkey was weak to maintain freedom of passage through the Straits that is why the 

Soviet Union should be given base in the Straits for the joint defense of the Straits. Turkey 

rejected the aggravated demands of the USSR, thus returned to the period of USSR proposals 

in 1939. Moreover, it is known that the USSR was on the side that won the war, so it had the 

support of the Allies this time. Between the years 1945-1946, Turkey-USSR relations were 

based on a given "notes" each other.23 This ongoing “period of notes” situation has led to 

difficulty to repair in their relationships. This situation forced Turkey to keep combat formation 

its army, to be able to resist intense Soviet pressures and demands from 1946 which was 

accepted as the beginning of the Cold War. Because Turkey could not enact important policies 

to improve its economic situation.24 While Turkey was aiming to return to normal life at the 

end of the Second World War, to establish its own national industry, and to continue its 

economic, social, and cultural moves, it faced the heavy economic burden and the political 

pressures created by the USSR. However, in that current situation, it did not seem possible for 

Turkey to find a solution to these problems alone.25 

 
21 Nevin Balta, Türkiye’nin Dış Politikası 1950-1980 (Turkey’s Foreign Policy 1950-1980) (Ankara: Lazer Yayınları, 
2005). 
22 Kissinger, Diplomacy. 
23 Anthony R. De Luca, “Soviet-American Politics and the Turkish Straits,” Political Science Quarterly 92, no. 3 (1977): 503–
24, https://doi.org/10.2307/2148505. 
24 Yusuf Sarinay, Türkiye’nin Bati İttifakı’na Yönelişi ve NATO’ya Girişi (1939–1952) (Turkey’s Orientation to the Western 
Alliance and Entry to NATO (1939–1952), 1st ed. (Ankara: Kültür ve Turizm Bakanlığı, 1988). 
25 Eker, “İkinci Dünya Savaşı Sonrası Türk Dış Politikasındaki Gelişmeler ve Türkiye’nin Nato’ya Giriş Süreci(1945-1952) / 

Advances of the Turkish Foreign Policy After World War II and Entrance Process to NATO of Turkey(1945-1952).” 



These pressures of the USSR on Turkey would contain another important transformation in 

Turkish foreign policy. In response to this attitude, Turkey would begin to approach the UK 

again. As it is known, Turkey Before World War II, developed relations with Western states. It 

was signed the Tripartite Alliance Treaty between Britain, France, and Turkey in October 1939 

right at the beginning of the Second World War. All the same, it had been in constant contact 

with England throughout the war.26 However, Turkey could not rely on this. Because during 

the war, Turkey remained neutral despite the clear predicates of this agreement. In the face of 

a possible Soviet invasion, France and England might not have come to the help of Turkey by 

arguing this. On the other hand, even if France and the UK wanted to come to help, they were 

not in a position to defend themselves and Turkey without the support of the USA at that time. 

For this reason, Turkey attempted to include the USA in the Triple Alliance agreement signed 

with England and France in 1939, but it was unsuccessful. It can be stated that England was 

one of the most important allies of Turkey from the beginning of the war until 1947. With the 

conclusion of the war, Britain continued its support to Turkey. In 1947, it declared to the United 

States that it could no longer support Greece and Turkey. Because of UK’s policy, the USA had 

to take action against the expansion of the Soviet Union. In this case, it opened the way to the 

Truman Doctrine.27 All in all, Turkey naturally turned its face to the other bloc, namely the 

Western bloc which was led by the USA, in the face of the threat of Soviet Russia which 

increased its violence after the world war. During that period, the goals of Turkey were to get 

aid by approaching the USA, to revise its army with the aid it received, to get rid of the political 

loneliness which was emerged after the second world war, and to enter the international 

organizations formed by the Western states.28 

After the Second World War, the penetration of the USSR into Eastern European countries, 

the failure to reach an agreement for Japan among the Allies, 29 the Prague Coup, the Berlin 

Depression, and the Vandenberg Decision were raised security concerns in Western Europe. 

These developments necessitated a step in the field of security.30 On March 17, the foreign 

ministers of England, France, Belgium, Netherlands, and Luxembourg, met in Brussels and 
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they have signed the "Brussels Treaty" against the increasing Soviet expansionism in Europe 

and possible Soviet aggression.31 32 This idea of collective self-defense excited the Turkish 

authorities and made attempts to join this treaty. Turkish Foreign Minister Necmettin Sadak, 

who met with the British Foreign Minister three times in 11 months, could not achieve any 

results in this regard. Turkey did not join this collective self-defense in Western Europe, but 

when Turkey received the news that this collective self-defense would expand effectively with 

the participation of the USA and Canada, it started its initiatives during the establishment of 

NATO to participate in the new collective self-defense to be established.33  

 

The CHP government was waiting for an invitation to the NATO Treaty to be signed in 

April 1949, but it could not receive it. Turkey claims that the reason why Turkey did not receive 

the invitation is due to the fact that the Pact only includes the states that have a coast on the 

Atlantic Ocean, rather than the fact that Turkey is ignored by the states that established the Pact, 

or that Turkey sees Turkey as a liability rather than gain.34 The founding negotiations of the 

North Atlantic Pact focused on the North Atlantic region in general. Both the Western European 

states and the United States wanted to create a security pact for the Atlantic region and were 

striving for it.35 Turkish Foreign Minister Sadak went to Washington at that time, and he met 

the American Foreign Minister Acheson. During these meetings, Sadak expressed that he 

respects the founding purpose of the Atlantic Pact and that he would not insist on wanting to be 

a member of this pact if it was established with the aim of a union that covers limited geography. 

later, he mentioned his uneasiness caused by the Soviets.36  

One of the main problems for Turkey and Greece during the negotiations was the definition 

of the geographical area. The Ankara Government asked the United States and England about 

Turkey's position in the security pact agreement. Their response created a new problem for 

Turkey. Because it was clearly stated that Turkey could not be included in the new agreement. 

However, they assured Turkey that a new security pact agreement would be signed for the 
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Mediterranean Region.37 But at the same time, Italy was negotiating with the United States 

about joining NATO.38 Turkish politicians were disappointed with this policy of the United 

States. In contrast, the American Foreign Minister Acheson mentioned the US aid which given 

to Turkey in the face of Soviet Russia's demands on Turkey since 1946 and the establishment 

of the Atlantic Pact, Turkey's exclusion from the pact, did not change the fact that Turkey's 

independence and territorial integrity were considered important by the USA for the President 

and himself.39For the time being, it did not seem possible for the USA to give Turkey a security 

guarantee based on an official commitment because, as Acheson expressed, it was dependent 

on the cyclical developments in the world. Such a cyclical development did not occur until the 

beginning of the Korean War. thus, Acheson did not want to sign an agreement with Turkey. 

In fact, the U.S. Government wanted to say to Turkey that it is satisfied with what we have 

given. The main reason for them to act like this is that they have already knew that Turkey had 

no other choice to act with Europe and the USA. In this case, the representatives of the Turkish 

Government had returned from the United States without gaining anything. 40  

March 1949, one month before the signing of the Alliance Agreement, the CHP government 

tried to emphasize that this pact was not just an alliance, The pact is a North Atlantic alliance, 

an Alliance in which countries that have coastlines on the Atlantic Ocean are accepted as 

members. According to Necmettin Sadak, it is almost impossible for Turkey to claim a bond 

with this geography. Thus, the reason why Turkey was not included in the Alliance is 

geography. On the other hand, the visit of some ships bound to the Mediterranean Fleet of the 

USA to the ports of Izmir and Istanbul in March 1950 gave hope to Turkey again, but ultimately, 

according to the CHP government, "geography" is declared as the culprit for Turkey's not being 

accepted into the Alliance. "Geography" was blamed for a short time in Turkey's failure to enter 

the pact.41 The inclusion of Italy in the alliance is a turning point for this argument for Turkey. 

Italy's joining the alliance is a turning point for this argument that Turkey defends. Acceptance 

of Italy as a founding member of the Alliance, despite the promise to Turkey that Italy would 

not accept the alliance, refutes Turkey's argument that membership in the Alliance is limited to 

 
37 State, “Foreign Relations of the United States, (1949:164 8). The Near East, South Asia, and Africa Volume V.” 
38 Henderson, The Birth of NATO. 
39 Department of State, “Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, The Near East, South Asia, and Africa, 
Volume V” (United States Government Printing Office Washington, 1978), United States Government Printing 
Office, https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1950v05. 
40 Karataş, Türk-Amerikan Siyasi İlişkileri (1939-1952) (Turkish-American Political Relations (1939-1952)). 
41 Balci, “Demokrat Parti ve Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Dönemlerinde Türkiye’nin NATO’ya Giriş Denemeleri ve 
Türkiye’nin NATO’ya girişi 1945-1960 (Turkey’s Attempts to  Entrance to NATO in the Republican Peoples Party 
and Democratic party’s eras and Turkey’s Entry to NATO 1945-1960).” 



countries that have coastlines on the Atlantic Ocean.42 this situation leads to serious criticism 

both in the Turkish government and the Turkish public opinion. Primarily the criticisms of 

Sadak and the Turkish public opinion were the inclusion of a country that is far from the region, 

such as Italy in this pact, which was created to protect the North Atlantic region. Rejecting 

Turkey due to its geographical location and including Italy in the pact, left the Turkish 

government in a difficult situation against the public and also caused uneasiness in the Turkish 

public opinion. Because in the current situation, Turkey was feeling the most deeply the threat 

of Soviet Russia among the European countries and the most vulnerable to the possibility of an 

attack on Soviet Russia, but Turkey believe that it has been abandoned and left out of the 

security plans of the Western states. Another concern in Turkey is the possibility that the USA 

would go even further after this policy, and it would cut aid by abandoning its policy of 

protecting Turkey which it implemented after 1946.43 

Despite the disappointment of not receiving an invitation, Turkey continued its efforts to 

become a member of NATO. It made its first application to NATO in May 1950. However, this 

application made by the Turkish government just before the meeting of the US, British and 

French Foreign Ministers did not yield any results. and as a result, this application was not 

accepted by the NATO Council of Ministers, especially the UK.44 Thereupon, Turkey changed 

its policy regarding a new agreement and continued its work in the perspective of the 

Mediterranean Pact idea which was promised by the United States. Therefore, the Ankara 

Government's strategy this time was trying to establish the Mediterranean defense system by 

signing an agreement with Italy, a powerful NATO member state in the Mediterranean, and 

thus to draw the attention of Western countries to the Mediterranean area. For this purpose, 

Turkey-Italy signed” the Treaty of Friendship, Conciliation and Judicial Settlement” on March 

24, 1950.45 Shortly before the signing of this agreement, Sadak reiterated the necessity of a 

Mediterranean Alliance that would bring the USA, France, England, and Turkey together. 

Before leaving for London and Paris to attend the Organization for European Economic 

Cooperation (OEEC) meeting, Foreign Minister Necmettin Sadak made a statement that if 

Turkey cannot join the Atlantic Treaty which was established to defend a certain geographical 

 
42 Smith, NATO Enlargement during the Cold War. 
43 Balci, “Demokrat Parti ve Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Dönemlerinde Türkiye’nin NATO’ya Giriş Denemeleri ve 

Türkiye’nin NATO’ya girişi 1945-1960 (Turkey’s Attempts to  Entrance to NATO in the Republican Peoples Party 
and Democratic party’s eras and Turkey’s Entry to NATO 1945-1960).” 
44 William Hale, Turkish Foreign Policy since 1774, 3rd ed. (London and Newyork: Routledge, 2012). 
45 “ITALY, TURKEY SIGN FRIENDSHIP TREATY,” The New York Times, March 25, 1950, sec. Archives, 

https://www.nytimes.com/1950/03/25/archives/italy-turkey-sign-friendship-treaty.html. 



area, he expressed the idea of establishing a Mediterranean Pact covering Greece, Italy, France, 

and England. Later, Sadak held a meeting with the Foreign Ministers of England and France, 

and in his evaluation after the meeting, he stated that the peace in Europe cannot be maintained 

only on the European continent therefore, the possibilities of completing the Atlantic defense 

system with a different defense system to be established in the Mediterranean should be 

investigated. However, this attempt of Turkey was also not successful and could not attract the 

attention of the USA and England.46 The reason was that the United States was reluctant to 

form a regional agreement involving itself and Britain. The United States was unsure about the 

enlargement of NATO’s space. Because the inclusion of Turkey and Greece would require a 

revision of the North Atlantic Treaty, at least in geographical terms. On the other hand, the 

formation of a new similar regional agreement, such as NATO, for the Eastern Mediterranean 

region was an option however Turkey's involvement was less of a challenge than the 

establishment of an entirely new organization. 47 however, Turkey achieved in this period was 

USA's guarantee against any USSR attack.48 This guarantee did not satisfy Turkey.49  

 

1.2.1) TURKEY'S MEMBERSHIP IN THE TERMS OF NATO MEMBERS: 

DIFFERENTIATION OF USA-UK-EU IN TURKEY'S ACCESSION PROCESS TO 

NATO 

There were many reasons why NATO member states did not accept Turkey at that time. 

Initially, there was no consensus among member states about Turkey's membership. The 

biggest reason is that the countries had a conflict of interests about Turkey. The only country 

that supported Turkey's application was Italy. Canada and Western European countries did not 

favor Turkey's membership.50 Feridun Cemal Erkin, who served as Turkey's Ambassador to the 

United States in 1949, expressed the reasons why Turkey was excluded when NATO was 

established, as follows: “1. The Greek Civil War, 2. The secret efforts of some European States 

to exclude us from both the Marshall Plan and the European Union., 3. The difficulties that 

Britain made at the last minute, despite previous promises, considering the opposition in 
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Europe.”51 Initially, according to the American perspective, the authorities of the United States 

of America, who led to the Western Bloc, understood that they had to ensure the countries that 

will part of this bloc to get rid of the bad effects of the Second World War as soon as possible 

and to strengthen them. Because the economic difficulty of the European states facilitated the 

Soviet Union's communist propaganda. Communist parties started to be effective, especially in 

France and Italy.52The USA thinks that the only way to prevent European states from the 

influence of the Soviet Union was to provide financial and equipment assistance. These aid 

policies also included Turkey.53 The most crucial aids are the Truman Doctrine from 1947 and 

the Marshall Plan from 1948. 54 The decision of the USA to help Turkey and Greece led to the 

reaction of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union argued that this American aid was a threat to 

world peace and brought the issue to the UN Security Council but did not get any results.55 

With the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan, a new era has begun in Turkish foreign policy. 

The expansionist ambitions of the Soviet Union especially on Eastern Anatolia and the Turkish 

Straits were prevented.56 

 

In the early stages of NATO, the USA did not insist on the inclusion of Turkey in the 

NATO alliance because the USA was not sure about the public reaction about the idea of 

expanding the pact to the Eastern Mediterranean and it stated that the American public would 

not agree to this.57 But on the other hand, American officials are aware that even during the 

Second World War, Turkey offered a critical location to gather military intelligence and it was 

an ideal base for various military operations. For instance, in 1943 Turkey's refusal to open the 

use of airports to the allies, the Office of Strategic Service (OSS), the intelligence organization 

of that period, which would later be renamed the CIA, turned the summer house of the American 
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Ambassador in Adana into a secret intelligence base.58 Nevertheless, the USA's conviction 

about the necessity of the bases in Turkey for the defense of the Western alliance was not 

formed at the time. Because the USA relies on the atomic bomb superiority.59 On the other 

hand, the reports of the American General Staff emphasized the strategic importance of 

Turkey’s bases in this period and stated that it would be of vital importance, especially in a 

potential war with the Soviets.60 Despite the geographical advantages Turkey offers in terms of 

army and military, this strategic value was not seen as vital in those days. this strategic value 

was not seen as vital in those days and was handled from a limited framework.  

 

Beginning from 1948, Washington which wanted to benefit from the strategic 

opportunities offered by Turkey's geographical location, started to look for ways to achieve 

this.61 But the American political elite did not agree on exactly where Turkey should be located. 

For example, according to McGhee, Turkey was part of the Middle East, but according to 

Admiral Forrest Sherman, Turkey was partly in the Middle East and partly in the Balkans. 

according to Eisenhower, the head of NATO Forces, Turkey had to be considered in the 

Mediterranean and Turkey requires it to be able to withstand Soviet aggression.62 on the other 

hand American Air Force strategists, they emphasized Turkey's position as tactical airspace, 

also they believed that they should obtain these benefits without any additional commitment. 

they accepted Anatolia not only as a bloc against the Soviet expansion and it valuable for its 

potential strategic capacity as a platform to support American bombardment.63 For this reason, 

the American authorities have also been hesitant for a long time and have repeatedly postponed 
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Turkey's NATO membership. Another reason for the hesitation in Turkey's membership was 

that the US was afraid of angering the Soviets with such an attempt.64 

 

Soviet Union's successful detonation of the first atomic bomb in August 1949, caused 

All the military plans of the United States up to that time to be ruined and they began to look 

for other strategies.65 According to the report of Senator Harry Cain, who mentioned the 

importance of Turkey's strategic position in September 1950, prepared as a result of the 

examination made in 16 countries on the defense situation of Europe, read in the American 

Senate; “For Turkey and Greece to control the right flank of the Mediterranean, they have to be 

taken into NATO or a similar security system. Just like Turkey needs America, America needs 

Turkey too. In addition to the high moral values of the Turkish nation and Turkey's important 

geography, it has a military force of 22 divisions. None of our allies in the pact have these moral 

and material opportunities. That’s why Turkey should join NATO or should establish direct 

military and political agreements with the United States. As a result of not establishing such an 

agreement, if Turkey decides to remain neutral, both the United States and its allies will be in 

a very difficult situation, in the potential attack on Iran or Suez by Soviet attack.”66 Thus, 

Senator Harry Cain talked about Turkey's military power and geostrategic position and stated 

that in a possible intervention by the United States and other NATO countries needed in the 

Middle East, an ally that dominates the region like Turkey.67 The statement made by Senator 

Harry Cain had a great impact on the thoughts of blocking Turkey's NATO membership. Thus, 

the United States felt the need to expand and strengthen its security measures against the Soviet 

Union. This situation changed Turkey’s position about NATO. 68 The Soviet possession of 

nuclear power posed a danger to NATO's southeast flank. NATO needed new bases 

geopolitically close to strategic points of Soviet Russia during a Soviet attack.69 Because the 

vast majority of American strategic bombers were medium-range aircraft, it needed bases in 

lands closer to the Soviet Union, for example in North Africa, the Middle East, and especially 

in Turkey. As a result, one of the most important reasons for the change in the USA's opinion 
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about Turkey's NATO membership was Turkey's geographical proximity to the Soviet Union. 

The United States of America could not see a solution other than the inclusion of Turkey in 

NATO to be able to use the bases in Turkey.70 

As it can be understood in the early stages of NATO, although the USA did not directly 

object to Turkey's membership request however some of the smaller states of NATO and 

especially the UK opposed this request. Furthermore, Norway and Denmark feared that, as a 

result of Turkey's joining NATO, which was most and most severely threatened by the Soviet 

Union, the Soviet Union would certainly oppose it and could cause a war.71 And they did not 

want to go to war for the protection of the Mediterranean region, which was beyond their own 

interests, if the scope of the Treaty was expanded. These states also opposed the inclusion of 

Turkey and Greece in the pact, because of the fact that they are arguing that NATO is beyond 

the defense alliance, in addition, it was the unification of countries that are similar in terms of 

political, cultural, and social. They were opposed to the membership of Turkey and Greece in 

the Pact because they did not have these characteristics. 72In addition, according to the press 

conference held by the British Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Scandinavian countries 

expressed their negative approach to Turkey's membership. The most important reason for the 

negative approach of these two countries was that they state that Turkey's membership will 

affect the terms of their military aid, so it would decrease if Turkey became a member. The 

British Ministry of Foreign Affairs did not use a definite statement in response to the Turkish 

authorities' questions about whether the approach of these two states is correct or not.73 

Moreover, according to the British perspective, Britain had close relations with Turkey 

from the beginning of the war until 1947 and then began to make significant changes in the 

policies it followed during the war. These changes in its foreign policy have also deeply affected 

Turkey, as mentioned above.74Britain started to lose its power and influence in Europe over 

time, and the USA became the new leader of Europe. As a result, UK’s new policy point shifted 

to the "Middle East". And Egypt has determined the center point of its interests in the Middle 
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East region. Its bases in the region and its privileges in the Suez Canal have become 

indispensable for the UK. But on the other hand, a wave of "Arab Nationalism", started to 

develop in Egypt and took the region under its influence, and was spreading rapidly.75 At the 

same time, Egypt wanted the abolition of the 1936 Treaty, which gave Britain the right to Suez 

base. That is why England had a fierce conflict with Egypt regarding the Suez Canal. In 

response to this newly formed situation, the UK's plans were gradually changing negatively. 

The new orientation in Egypt caused England to worry. England has been in search solution to 

this situation and turning it into an opportunity The opportunity UK has been waiting for has 

emerged in the process of Turkey's membership in NATO.76 

 

England advocated a different policy against the USA's policy of not excluding Turkey. 

The period when Turkey applied to NATO when Britain was now forced to withdraw from the 

Middle East and was looking for a solution to protect its interests in the Suez Canal. 77Britain, 

whose relations with Egypt came to the breaking point due to the Suez Canal, was planning to 

create a security system in the Middle East by combining Turkey's security concerns with its 

interests in Suez and establishing a Middle East Command in the Middle East, in which Egypt 

would also participate. Therefore, the UK made pressured the USA at this point, and it insisted 

that Turkey be included in the Middle East equation, not in European geopolitics. The defense 

model proposed by Britain was a similar system with NATO which was called “the Middle East 

Defense Pact” that Turkey will lead.78 Britain advocated that Turkey should take part in an 

organization to be established for the defense of the Middle East and act in harmony with the 

British troops in this region. Because, according to the British, the Turkish army was an 

important force that could be used to protect Britain's interests in the Middle East. they wanted 

Turkish troops to form an alliance with them in the Middle East, rather than to be under the 

command of a Mediterranean Command within the scope of NATO. The plan aimed to stay in 

Suez by making use of Turkey's military power. In this way, they wanted to prevent the 

reactions that would occur in this region where Muslim countries are the majority. When the 

UK was considering the influence of Egypt on the Arab League, which holds the Suez Canal 

also, the UK stated that Egypt was the key to the Middle East, and it was crucial to gain this 
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country for this project to be realized. However, this British plan could be foiled because of the 

inclusion of Turkey in NATO. That's why Britain opposed Turkey's entry into NATO to protect 

its interests.79 80That's why the UK didn't want to lose its influence on Turkey and Greece, and 

they wanted to keep Turkey within the defense system they wanted to create in the Middle 

East.81 

Turkey, on the other hand, stated that NATO is an indispensable condition for itself. 

Moreover, Turkey emphasized that there could not be a military-oriented Middle East Pact with 

NATO and that the most possible thing would be agreements that include cooperation on 

cultural and social points.82 Because Turkey knew that Arab states such as Egypt would not 

participate in the pact planned by Britain in the Middle East.83 After all, Turkey knew that 

without the support of the United States, it would not make sense British-Turkish cooperation 

in the Middle East. Because the only power that could support Turkey in the region against the 

Soviet threats was the United States of America. At the same time, Turkey was heavily 

dependent on the United States in terms of military equipment and weapons technology and 

there were many American military advisers in the country. Also, as mentioned above, 

Considering the problems that Britain had in Egypt and Iran, its influence in the Middle East 

began to diminish gradually. It was clear that Britain needed the support of the United States to 

maintain this influence.84  

Finally, on 11 May 1950, the last days of the CHP government applied for membership 

to NATO. but the application was not concluded because there was no support for this initiative, 

except in Italy. The USA did not directly give a negative answer to this application, they 

declared that it could arrange a meeting within the scope of "the defense of the Mediterranean 

Basin". this request did not generate a very positive situation in Turkey, Although it was 

accepted and the negotiation phase was started. In addition to this attitude of the USA and also 
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the UK showed hesitant behavior in making a clear statement on Turkey's membership in 

August.85 

 

1.2.2) REASONS FOR NATO MEMBERSHIP FOR TURKEY 

 

During the Cold War, Turkey continued to position itself within NATO and to see 

NATO membership as the most important element of its foreign policy. There were several 

reasons. İnitially, The close relations with the west, which started in the last period of the 

Ottoman Empire, increased even more with the establishment of the Turkish Republic. From 

this point of view, according to Turkish politicians, being a member of NATO was seen as a 

requirement of the foreign policy towards the West.86 Thanks to NATO membership, Turkish 

politicians believed that it would be an effective factor in the support of European identity.87  

 

However, the most important difference here is it was the change of the most powerful state in 

the West. England and France were understood as when the "West" was mentioned before the 

Second World War and the USA that comes to mind when the "West" is mentioned, with the 

USA being the dominant power after the Second World War.88The negative atmosphere created 

by the USSR, which started after the Second World War and continued since the beginning of 

1940, deeply affected Turkey's foreign policy at that time. Therefore, Turkey naturally turned 

its face towards the west, namely America, against the threat from the east.89With the help of 

the USA, especially the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan, Turkey provided close 

cooperation with the United States, but as mentioned above, these were a temporary solution to 

the USSR threat and did not eliminate the danger posed by the Soviets.90  

 

Another reason, Turkey's view of NATO membership as the most important element of 

its foreign policy was that It was important to institutionalize the alliance between Turkey and 
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the USA by becoming a member of NATO, especially in the term of the military. 91 92It was 

observed that during the CHP period, even before NATO's establishment, Turkey was aimed to 

join the USA, naturally, to the Western Bloc through an official alliance. Necmettin Sadak, who 

was the Minister of Foreign Affairs during the Hasan Saka government, stated during the US 

Naval Fleet's trip to Istanbul in 1948 that the Turkish government already wanted to embody 

these relations more effectively and officially with an alliance if it was legally possible for the 

USA. Despite Necmettin Sadak's offer, US Secretary of State Marshall did not approve of this 

offer, stating that the US had already helped Turkey, but that a formal alliance would lead to a 

review of the US's entire foreign policy and relations with all other countries.93 Turkey planned 

to stabilize the flow of military and economic aid to Turkey, which had begun to be made with 

the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan, thanks to the alliance to be made with the United 

States. On the other hand, joining NATO was an opportunity not to be missed for Turkey to 

secure its territory and modernize its armed forces.94 On the other hand, Turkish public opinion 

supported the government for NATO membership. In addition, Turkey, worried that American 

economic and military aid would decrease if NATO membership is not accepted, also they 

wanted to benefit from both the ongoing American aid and the new aid planned by NATO.95 

As it can be understood, Turkey believed that its foreign policy and, related to this, the 

innovation process in the economic, social, and military fields depended on NATO.96 

The Turkish public opinion also supported the government for NATO membership. 

However, the fact that Turkey was not included in the Council of Europe, which was established 

on May 5, 1949, and which was not even of a military nature, caused new reactions in Turkey. 

As a result of these reactions, the Committee of Ministers invited Turkey to join the Council of 

Europe on 8 August. Turkey continued its desire to join NATO after being included in the 

Council of Europe. For this, Turkey asked the USA to be included in NATO in December 1949, 

but it could not get any results. As mentioned below, the CHP government, which was waiting 

for an invitation before the Treaty to be signed in April 1949 and could not receive it, was 
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greatly disappointed.97 According to Celal Bayar, the President of the time, there could be two 

reasons why Turkey was not included in NATO. These could either be that the efforts of the 

statesmen representing Turkey were not sufficient and they could not perceive some 

developments well, or that the members of NATO wanted to use Turkey as a buffer state.98 

 

The views of NATO members about Turkey change rapidly after some developments 

in international relations. Furthermore, the persistence of Turkish politicians and they are 

imposing a certain "geopolitical vision" about Turkey was led to open the door of NATO for 

Turkey.99 The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Turkey at the time, Köprülü, stated that the pact 

could not be completed unless Turkey and Greece were included in NATO and that a crucial 

region like the Eastern Mediterranean region could not be left out of the common defense 

system. At the same time, while he said that the security of the world cannot be ensured without 

the security of Turkey, also the Middle East was added to this list as the region that needs to be 

secured together with Turkey and its emphasis becomes more frequent. According to Turkish 

political elites, only Turkey could provide security in the Middle East as well as world security. 

In this way, In July 1951, the Middle East entered the security equation in the discourse of the 

Turkish elite.100 The fact that Turkish politicians’ statements about the Middle East did not 

immediately make an influence the NATO front because until the early 1950s as we know, 

there was no consensus on the future of the Middle East between NATO's main allies, namely 

the United States and Britain. More precisely, the Middle East has not yet entered the radar of 

the United States, which emerged as the dominant power after the Second World War, due to 

the focus on the communist danger in the Far East. The Middle East was important to Britain 

mainly because of its interests in the Suez Canal.101 

 

As a result, by the 1950s, the paths to NATO opened for Turkey, despite the opposition 

of the smaller NATO countries. The establishment of NATO and the possible membership of 

Turkey are shown as medicine that will cure all of Turkey's problems. moreover, ultimately, 
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Turkey's acceptance into NATO membership would enable Turkey to be considered as an 

important actor in international relations. 102 

 

1.2.3) TURKEY’S ACCESSION TO NATO (1950-2): 

 

Turkey's accession into NATO is not actually due to Turkey's insistence, but due to the 

changing international dynamics and the uneasiness and changes created by these dynamics.103 

Two developments in this period will affect all the political plans of that period. Moreover, with 

Athanassopoulou's own words the year 1949 was of a year of “disappointments" for Turkey, on 

the other hand, the year 1950 became the year of "events".104At the beginning of these concerns 

is the success of the USSR atomic bomb in the late 40s and the Korean war that broke out in 

the early 50s. First of all, this atomic bomb success of the USSR brought the end of the military 

strategy of the USA up to that point. And  Soviet Union's successful detonation of the first 

atomic bomb in August 1949 ended the US monopoly on atomic bombs.105 Thus, the USSR 

and the USA became equal in the nuclear field. With this development, the USA was losing an 

important advantage it had. The NSC-68 report, which means that the USA lost its nuclear 

monopoly and deterrence, was used as a basic reference source in the formation of national 

military policy.106According to this report, the necessity of strengthening NATO's southern 

flank was brought to the agenda. There was a need to use Turkish airspace to destroy the 

strategic points of the USSR against a possible Soviet attack.107 Another reason why it was 

necessary to strengthen the flank was the situation in Yugoslavia. Yugoslavia was expelled 

from the Cominform in 1948 and it was under intense pressure from the USSR. 108 NATO 

Commander-in-Chief Eisenhower emphasized that to prevent the invasion of Yugoslavia by the 

USSR, this front had to be strengthened.109 As can be seen from the report, it was one of the 
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signs that the conditions were going in Turkey's favor. According to the continuation of this 

report, the loss of every "free country" against Soviet expansionism, United States was 

considered a factor that would trigger subsequent more "free country" losses.110 The report also 

stated that the United States had lost its relative nuclear superiority against the Soviets and 

recommended that it should establish a base geographically close to the USSR. This implicitly 

pointed to Turkey. 111 In addition, on page 36 of the report, NATO countries, Greece and Turkey 

have been counted among the countries that will receive military aid and will continue to give 

them.112 As a result, the NSC-68 Report was the first of the documents that indicated that the 

United States' view of Turkey had begun to change. In addition to this report, the appointment 

of George McGhee as the US Ambassador to Ankara and thew his weight around Turkey's 

membership in NATO would change the balance that had developed against Turkey in favor of 

Turkey.113 

 

The Korean War, which broke out on June 26, 1950, revealed the possibility of a war with 

the Soviets, which had been discussed by the USA up to that point, as a concrete reality also 

the Korean War showed that conventional wars can be experienced even in the nuclear age.114 

The issues in Korea were based on the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences between the Allies 

towards the task of removing Japan from Korea at the end of the Second World War when it 

was given to the United States and the Soviet Union. With the surrender of Japan in August 

1945, the Soviets occupied the north of Korea and the Americans occupied the south, declaring 

the 38th parallel as the intermediate border. Thus began the Korean Question.115 The Korean 

question was discussed at the Moscow Conference held between 16-22 December 1945 to be 

resolved between the Allies. it was decided to establish a democratic government in Korea and 

to achieve this, it was decided to establish a "The Joint Commission " consisting of the 

American and the Soviet Union commanders. However, the " The Joint Commission " could 

not resolve the issue due to disagreements between the parties. The United States then took the 
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issue to the United Nations. On September 17, 1947, the UN General Assembly addressed the 

question of "Korean independence" for the first time, and " United Nations Temporary 

Commission on Korea (UNTCOK) " was established. Under the supervision of this 

commission, there would be elections held in Korea on May 10, 1948, and a national Korean 

government would be established, moreover American and Soviet forces would leave the 

country within 90 days.116 117 However, the Soviet Union reacted to this decision at the 

beginning and did not accept cooperation with the " United Nations Temporary Commission 

on Korea (UNTCOK) " which started its duty in Seoul on January 12, 1948. Furthermore, did 

not allow the commission to pass to the north of the 38th parallel. Against this attitude of the 

Soviet Union, the UN held an election in South Korea under its control. With this election, on 

July 17, 1948, the "Republic of Korea" was declared in the capital Seoul, and Syngman Rhee 

was appointed as the President118 The UN recognized the Republic of Korea as the legitimate 

state of the whole of Korea. However, on September 9, 1948, the Democratic People's Republic 

of Korea was declared in North Korea. This state was established under Soviet support, only 

the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia recognized it.119 As a result, in 1948, two 

independent states emerged whose nations were one. Under the leadership of the United States 

of America, it was established in the south of Korea under the auspices of the United Nations, 

on the other hand, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea was established in the north with 

the support of the Soviet Union. 120 

But day by day, the situation in Korea was getting worse. The establishment of their armies 

by North Korea in 1948 and by South Korea in 1949 made the situation even tenser. As a result, 

armed incidents began to take place along the 38th parallel in 1949.121 Two agreements on 

military aid and security were signed between the United States and the Republic of South 

Korea on December 31, 1948, and January 26, 1950. While these were happening on the 

southern front, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea Union signed a ten-year aid 

agreement with the on March 20, 1949, with the USRR, and also signed a thirty-year treaty of 
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friendship and mutual defense with the People's Republic of China on February 14, 1950.122 

With these agreements; It has become clear that the United States supports and protects South 

Korea, while the Soviet Union and China supported and protected North Korea. Thus, it was 

formed that two big communist countries took a front against the capitalist world.123 On June 

5, 1950, North Korea launched an offensive, claiming that South Korean soldiers had violated 

the 38th parallel. Thus, the fuse of the war was ignited. The events that took place with the 

support of Soviet Russia, the leader of the Eastern Bloc, and the United States of America, the 

leader of the Western Bloc, were the war of two different ideologies, the Eastern Bloc and the 

Western Bloc, rather than the war of two peoples of the same nation.124 Thanks to the Korean 

War, the deficiencies in American war policies began to be seen more clearly.125 First of all, 

The United States revealed how to misthink it is to consider the security of Europe within the 

limited geography of Europe. Thus, it has revealed the important positions of Turkey and 

Greece in terms of European and even world security and enabled these two countries to join 

NATO.126 As it can be understood, the idea that regional conflicts would not threaten world 

peace disappeared with the Korean War, which brought the two newly formed blocs against 

each other. It has been understood that war can break out at any time, anywhere in the world. 

The United States has also realized how important the control of strategically valuable regions 

can be for its own and the world's security.127 

Turkey experienced intense years in foreign policy, also there will be developments that 

will be considered as turning-point in domestic politics during these dates. As a matter of fact, 

the Democratic Party won the general elections held on 14 May 1950 and, the CHP 

administration, which has been ruling the country for 27 years, came to end and Turkey has 

stepped into a multi-party democratic life. 128When the Democratic Party came to power, the 

public was curious about the foreign policy of this new government. As it is known, after the 

Second World War, the CHP government preferred the Western bloc, or because it thought that 
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there was no other alternative, it pursued this road and it had taken important steps in this 

direction.  The question was whether the Democratic Party Government would continue this 

path. The Democratic Party, even when it was still in the opposition, showed that it supported 

the CHP administration which envisages cooperation with the United States in foreign policy 

issues by voting in favor of both the military aid agreement targeted with the Truman Doctrine 

and the Economic Cooperation Agreement within the framework of Marshall Plan.129 When 

Democratic Party came to power, Turkey hoped again to enter NATO and intensified its work 

in this direction. The Democratic Party, which came to power with great public support and 

promised to change Turkey, knew that it could do this by joining NATO most shortly and 

effectively. In the meantime, the Democratic Party administrators wanted to take the advantage 

of the Korean War which was the request of the United States of America for help from the 

member states of the Council of Europe. They wanted to use this opportunity for themselves to 

join NATO and they immediately started contacts.130 The Korean War gave an important trump 

card to Turkish administrators in entering NATO. If Turkey were to send troops to Korea, 

Turkey would be demonstrated Turkey's commitment to the Western libertarian ideas and the 

American Congress would be affected. Thus, it would be ensured that the United States put its 

weight on Turkey's entry into NATO.131 Another factor that influenced the Menderes 

Government to take this decision was the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan. Furthermore, 

Senator Cain, a member of the US Armed Forces Commission, who paid an official visit to 

Turkey between 23-25 July 1950 to obtain on-the-spot information about the American military 

aid and economic cooperation delegation in Turkey, encouraged Turkey to send troops to Korea 

during his visit.132133 Senator Michael Cain stated that the purpose of this visit to Turkey is to 

obtain on-the-spot information as a representative of the United States Senate. Senator Cain 

made the press conference while leaving Turkey; 134 

“... As an American senator and citizen, I hope that Turkey will send a Turkish military unit to 

join the peace force to be formed by the United Nations due to the communist attack in Korea… 

If the United States becomes weary as a result of this war and depletes most of its forces in 
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Korea, what will happen when there is a conflict or war in a similar part of the world? The 

reason why the United States of America wants ground forces from other states is that America 

does not wear out and to be able to deal with any other conflict... If Turkey becomes the first 

state to provide such assistance, Turkey's prestige in the international arena will increase... I 

think that a small military unit that Turkey will send to Korea will affect its inclusion in NATO. 

When there is an attack on Turkey, all independent states should also help it. However, the 

situation is reversed; Turkey should also help another free state in an attack… In my opinion, 

Turkey should be included in NATO…”135136137 

This statement by Senator Michael Cain, a member of the United States Armed Forces 

Commission, can be interpreted as the United States' desire to see Turkey in the NATO ranks. 

However, an important point that should not be forgotten was the decision whether Turkey 

would send soldiers to the United Nations army led by the United States against the communist 

attack in Korea. Ultimately, the Ankara Government would consider it appropriate to send 

troops to Korea to achieve Turkey's aspiration to join NATO.138 

Parallel to this, articles were written in Zafer Gazette, which is the voice of the Democratic 

Party, to emphasize the rightness of the decision to participate in the Korean War. Making a 

connection between the decision to join the war and American economic aid, Defending the 

correctness of the decision against the public and especially the Republican People's Party 

(CHP), it was mentioned as follows: 

“The very important decision taken by the United States is as follows: The economic aid to 

the states that will not help the Korean War will be stopped immediately. President Truman has 

been given full authority in this regard.” 139 

According to Prime Minister Menderes, the only need in the process of joining NATO was 

to shape the public opinion in line with the decisions to be taken. In this context, Prime Minister 

Menderes said to journalist Ahmet Emin Yalman: 
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“We have to make an important decision on behalf of the Turkish nation. America has a 

message to independent nations to stand on the same front against communist forces in Korea 

on behalf of the UN. This call is an indispensable opportunity for us in terms of carrying out a 

common understanding of security and raising our reputation in the international arena. It 

could also help us get accepted into NATO. If Britain and other nations ignore it, this 

opportunity is gone for us. That is why we want to give a positive answer to this call before 

other states and leave them in the face of a situation that has already happened.”140  

According to the statement above, Prime Minister Menderes stated that Turkey must act 

quickly to resolve the security crisis and to prove itself among European countries. and 

emphasized that the Government should take a critical role here. Article 43 of the United 

Nations Security Council's agreement of 25 and 27 June 1950 made the UN member states 

obliged to "give the necessary military force to the Council's disposal, by a special agreement, 

for the maintenance of international peace and security."141 According to this article, after the 

United Nations Secretary-General sent the decisions taken to Turkey on 28 June 1950, Turkey 

responded on 29 June 1950 with the following reply 142: "Turkey declares that it is ready to 

fulfill its obligations as a member of the United Nations, within the scope of the relevant law 

and sincerely"143 With this answer, the Ankara Government accepted the offer of assistance 

and it was thought that it could be effective in the entry of NATO by creating an impact on the 

American Government. Thus, Turkey seemed to have taken an important step in the process of 

joining NATO. In his memoirs, Celal Bayar argued that the decision to send troops to the 

Korean War was taken not to join NATO, but to show that we were loyal to the UN. He said 

that although Turkey did not want to become a member of NATO, it would send soldiers to the 

Korean War. However, he also acknowledged that our participation in the Korean War may 

have affected our admission to NATO.144  
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The Turkish Government decided to assist the Republic of South Korea within the 

framework of United Nations resolutions on the same day that Senator Michael Cain, a member 

of the American Armed Forces Commission, held a press conference.145 Furthermore, The 

Turkish Government announced to the World that they had decided to send a military force of 

4,500 people to the United Nations Force here.146 Thus, with the start of the Korean War, 

Turkey became the first country to send troops to Korea after the USA. In addition, the Turkish 

Armed Forces were sent abroad and to a foreign country for the first time since the First World 

War and participated in the war.147 The Turkish Brigade fulfilled its mission (1950-1953) with 

great success in every phase of the war, within the framework of the orders given by the United 

Nations Peacekeeping Force Command in Korea. As planned by the Ankara Government, it 

successfully represented Turkey in the international conjuncture and raised its prestige.148 

Moreover, the reasons such as the fact that Turkey was the country that sent the most soldiers 

to the Korean War after the USA, that it was the first country to send soldiers after the USA, 

and that the Turkish soldiers showed their combat capability in this war were the reasons why 

US administrators as well as the many of the other NATO members had a positive effect on the 

changing their ideas about the Turkish military and caused developments in favor of Turkey in 

this regard. This allowed the Turkish government to be more persistent. The opinions of the US 

public for Turkey were also important. The outstanding success of the Turkish troops in the 

Korean War led to an opinion in the American public opinion that Turkey should not be left 

alone against the Soviet threat. 149  

Turkey and Greece applied to join NATO on 1 August 1950. 150 Prime Minister Adnan 

Menderes, in his statement to Milliyet Gazette, about this application of Turkey; “The entry of 

Turkey, whose military might is known, into the Atlantic Pact, in the current world conditions, 

constitutes a new element of strengthening for the security and defense system established by 

this pact.”151 Since Turkey participated in the Korean War, public opinion has emerged that 

Turkey will now be included in NATO. Son Telegraf Gazette claimed that this application 

would not be rejected.152 Nevertheless, the NATO council of ministers refused this request on 
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13 September 1950.153 Because the United States Chief of Staff was still reluctant to expand 

NATO-guaranteed space in the Middle East until the United States went further in 

strengthening NATO's military strength.154 What broke the US General Staff's insistence on 

convincing Turkey in a way other than NATO membership was that, George C. McGhee and 

William M. Rountree, office of Greek, Turkish, Iranian Affairs Department of State, states their 

concerns about Turkey which they are were worried that Turkey might be lost at the US 

Conference of Chiefs of Mission in the Near East. Two American diplomats, who know Turkey 

closely, wrote a statement at the end of the conference, for the USA to achieve its political and 

military goals in the Middle East, mutual security arrangements should be made with Turkey 

and Greece as soon as possible.155 156 The point that draws attention in the statement is that 

Turkey may prefer neutrality if it is not exposed to a direct attack, in this case, it is stated that 

the use of the bases in Turkey may not be possible. On February 26, 195, In the National 

Intelligence Assessment (NIE) released a report about “Turkey's Position in the West-East 

Struggle". In the evaluations, the above views were shared exactly. In the National Intelligence 

Assessment, "the commitment of Turkish troops or the acquisition of Turkish bases depends on 

a firm assurance of armed support by the United States in the event of a Soviet attack." It has 

been clearly stated that a base cannot be provided unless the USA was assured that it will 

support Turkey’s defense.157158 Thus, it was decided that the full membership of Turkey and 

Greece in NATO is necessary for the security interests of the USA159 the same time, France, 

Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands agreed with the United States on Turkey's membership 

in NATO. Britain, on the other hand, still wanted Turkey to be assigned to the defense of the 

Middle East. The other members of NATO, on the other hand, were still undecided.160 Despite 

all these, on May 15, 1951, the USA wrote a letter to other NATO member states and made 

recommendations regarding the membership of Turkey and Greece, and with these 

recommendations’ obstacles have been removed.161  
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At the end of the meeting of the NATO Council of Ministers held in Ottawa on 16-20 

September 1951, it was unanimously decided to invite Greece and Turkey as NATO members. 
162 Meanwhile, the hesitations of Denmark, Norway, and Belgium regarding enlargement 

continued. In addition, Britain proposed a package agreement in 1951 stating that it would 

support NATO membership of Turkey and Greece in return for the Middle East Command, and 

the UK was accepted Turkey to join NATO, in the condition that Turkey would take part in the 

said formation.163 That’s why Turkey's membership in NATO did not happen immediately. One 

of the reasons for this was that Ankara and London could not agree on which command to 

subordinate Turkey and Greece. While Turkey wanted to connect its forces directly to the 

NATO Commander-in-Chief, Britain, wanted to connect Turkey’s and Greece’s forces to a 

Middle East Command to be established, even under the umbrella of NATO.164 The reason why 

Turkey wanted its forces to be connected directly to NATO, not to the Middle East Command 

during the negotiations, was worried that it could be included in NATO on paper, moreover 

being used by Western states in the Middle East.165 In the end, The USA, England, France, and 

Turkey submitted a proposal to Egypt on the Middle East Command on October 12, 1951. 166 

In this bill, they stated that if Egypt joined the command, those of the British forces in Egypt 

who were not included in the treaty would leave the country. However, Egypt did not welcome 

this offer.167 On the other hand, these negotiations were reflected in the Turkish press and it 

was written that Turkey could only enter NATO with full and equal rights and that if the issue 

of  Middle East Command insisted, our membership application would be reviewed.168 Milliyet 

Gazette announced that we gave a note to the Western states on this issue.169 Following this 

incident, the press secretary of the British Foreign Office stated that Turkey would be admitted 

to NATO unconditionally moreover, Turkey will play an important role in NATO.170 As a 

result, Law No. 5886 on Turkey's accession to NATO was accepted by the Turkish Grand 

National Assembly on February 18, 1952. This law entered into force by being published in the 

Resmi Gazette numbered 8038 and dated 19 February 1952.171 Turkey's NATO membership 

led to the reaction of the Soviet Union. It was the Soviet Union itself that triggered both the 
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establishment of NATO, The European states worried about the enlargement of the Soviet 

Union in Europe and were blocked, and Turkey's entry into NATO.172 

 

2) THE FIRST CRISE AND THE FIRST PROBLEM IN the RELATIONS: 

CYPRUS (1960- 70s) 

 

2.1) Emerge of the Cyprus problem: origins of the problem  

Until the 1960s, the unchanging feature of Turkey's foreign policy was cooperation with the 

West. Taking part in the Western system has been the most important goal of Turkey and this 

desire continued until the 1960s. Relations with the West were placed at the center of foreign 

policy, and as a result, relations with other states remained in the background and were not 

given much importance 173 Therefore, unlike the Greek Cypriot community and Greece, Turkey 

did not pay much attention to the Cyprus issue after 1945. Moreover, Turkey perceived the 

Cyprus issue as interfering in the internal affairs of England and did not show much interest. 

On 17 December 1949, Foreign Minister Necmettin Sadak stated that Britain would not 

withdraw from Cyprus and that Greece did not have an official initiative regarding Cyprus, so 

there was no cause for concern. Sadak replied to a journalist on January 23, 1950, "There is no 

such thing as the Cyprus issue. Because Cyprus is under the domination and administration of 

England today. Fuat Köprülü, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Democratic Party, repeated 

similar statements. Since Turkey supported Britain in the first year of the conflict, Greece was 

accused Turkey because of supporting colonialism. Until the end of 1951, for Turkey, entering 

NATO was the primary goal in foreign policy that is why it was afraid that the Cyprus issue 

would negatively affect the NATO membership process and did not pay much attention to 

Cyprus. Turkey's view of Cyprus has not changed after NATO membership. because Turkey 

did not deal with the Cyprus issue in order not to have problems with its NATO allies Britain 

and Greece. 174 At that time, the British policy on Cyprus was to maintain its dominance in 

Cyprus. Britain rejected Greek Cypriot and Greek “Enosis” requests after the Second World 

War. The British Minister for Colonies, Henry Hopkins, in his speech at the British Parliament 

on July 28, 1954, said the following about Cyprus: “There is no problem with the change of 
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dominance in Cyprus. In order for Britain to fulfill its strategic obligations in Europe, the 

Mediterranean and the Middle East, there is no other option but to maintain British dominance 

on the island. 

The Cyprus problem became an international problem when it was brought the United 

Nations General Assembly for the first time as a complaint by Greece on 16 August 1954. In 

this application, Greece requested the implementation of the principle of self-determination by 

the people of the Cyprus. With this complaint, Greece wanted to take advantage of the anti-

colonialism wave that started after the Second World War. 175 Although the United Nations put 

the issue on the agenda, but it rejected Greece's request.176 This decision greatly pleased Prime 

Minister Adnan Menderes that, in a statement on 18 December 1954, Menderes said, "Since 

this issue is completely closed, it is time to pay attention and care not to overshadow our 

friendship with our ally Greece." 177 

As mentioned above, Turkey's perspective, which initially did not care much about the 

Cyprus issue because it did not want to have problems with its NATO allies however it changed 

after Greece took the issue to the UN. 178 The wishes of Greece on Cyprus emerged as an official 

policy and the problem took an international shape, moreover the possibility that Britain might 

give up its sovereignty over Cyprus, finally the Democratic Party started to take an interest in 

Cyprus. 179 The first move in this direction was the appointment of Fatih Rüştü Zorlu by the 

government to deal with the Cyprus problem. 180 After the UN could not find a solution to the 

Cyprus issue 181 and the expected result could not be achieved in the UN, Georgios Grivas and 

Makarios, who advocated the necessity of armed struggle in Cyprus, 182 started an organization 

called EOKA and started violent actions against the British administration.183 Thereupon, 

England invited Turkey and Greece to convene in London in order to resolve the Cyprus issue 

between the three states that were parties. 184 The London Conference was held in London on 
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29 August 1955 with the participation of Turkey, England, and Greece. At the conference, 

Britain rejected the solution proposed by Greece. The UK also stated that an autonomous 

administration could be established in Cyprus. However, Turkish delegation opposed the idea. 

Turkish Foreign Minister Zorlu stated that a change in Cyprus would be contrary to the Treaty 

of Lausanne, and in this case, Turkey would have some demands. Zorlu also said that "Greece 

has to choose either Turkish friendship or the Cyprus cause".185 At the London Conference, 

which lasted until 7 September 1955, no consensus could be reached on the solution of the 

Cyprus problem.186 In Greece and Cyprus, the actions against Turkey and the Turks created a 

reaction in the Turkish public opinion. Meanwhile, on the rumor that the Turkish Consulate 

General in Thessaloniki was bombed on September 6, 1955, caused demonstrations and looting 

against the Greeks were held in Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir in September 6-7, 1955. Thereupon, 

the Turkish Government declared martial law.187 In addition, Turkey has informed Greece that 

the damages of those injured in the events of 6-7 September will be compensated and similar 

events will be prevented. These annals created tension in Turkish-Greek relations and led to the 

failure of NATO joint maneuvers. Thus, Turkish-Greek tensions affected NATO for the first 

time. This situation disturbed the USA and demanded the improvement of relations between 

the two countries.188 

Upon the worsening of relations between Turkey and Greece, US Secretary of State 

Dulles sent a letter to the Prime Ministers of both parties advising restraint on 18 September 

1955. In the letter, he was expressed that they regret the events in Istanbul and Izmir, and that 

Greece and Turkey should resolve their bilateral problems among themselves for the benefit of 

the wider interests of their NATO alliance and their relations with the United States. The use 

of equal diplomatic treat to Turks and Greeks in the letter and in the press release made by the 

US administration angered the Greek government. The Greek government offended by this 

approach of the USA. It stated that NATO and the USA sided with Turkey instead of standing 

by the aggrieved Greece. As result, it has withdrawn its forces from the ongoing NATO 

Exercise in the Mediterranean. Moreover, Ethnos Newspaper published in Greece, made news 
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about Dulles' letter. Ethnos Newspaper evaluated the letter as a blackmail letter warning Greece 

and announcing that the US aid would be cut if the disputes with Turkey were not resolved. 189  

On September 21, 1955, a vote was taken in the UN Security Council to include the 

Cyprus problem on the agenda of the autumn session of the General Assembly. In the voting, 7 

countries voted against the Greek proposal and 4 countries voted in favor of the Greek proposal. 

While countries such as the Soviet Union, Poland and Egypt voted in favor of Greece, the fact 

that the USA, England, France, Norway and Luxembourg, which are allies of Greece, voted 

against Greece's proposal, prompted Greece to question its NATO membership.190As it is 

understood, The efforts of the United States regarding Cyprus in the 1950s were directed 

towards remaining neutral in order to ensure the functioning of NATO's Southeast Flank. 

According to the United States, Cyprus was a British concern in the 1950s. For this reason, the 

USA preferred to remain passive on the Cyprus issue so that the Cyprus problem would not 

weaken NATO.191 In October 1955, one month after the events of 6-7 September known as 

Istanbul Pogrom, Karamanlis stated that the aid provided by the USA to Turkey was 

disproportionate. Greece expressed its constant discomfort with the financial and military aid 

provided by NATO and the USA to Turkey. While Greece initially received more aid from the 

United States due to the cessation of conflicts in Greece, Turkey began to receive more NATO 

and American aid than Greece, due to its strategic importance and in proportion to its larger 

armed forces.192 The failure of England in the Suez operation caused a change in British 

policy.193 As of 19 December 1956, when England declared that the principle of self-

determination could be applied in Cyprus Furthermore it states that the division of the island 

between the two communities emerged as an option, so Turkey started to defend the partition 

“taksim” thesis for Cyprus.194  

During this period, Greece wanted the problem to be resolved between the people of 

England and Cyprus. While it aimed to prevent Turkey from becoming a party to the problem. 
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Britain began to emphasize Cyprus problem its international character. On the other hand, the 

United States explained that it can be resolved within the framework of NATO alliance.195 The 

United Nations has not found a solution to the Cyprus problem. The United Nations 

recommended countries to solve the problem by negotiating among themselves.196 After that, 

on March 20, 1957, NATO was made a statement in Paris. In a statement, the Secretary General 

sent a letter to the representatives of England, Turkey and Greece. Lord Ismay, NATO Secretary 

General, in his report to the Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council at Bonn, May 

1957, NATO suggested that Lord Ismay, the Secretary General of NATO should mediate the 

problem that arose between Greece, Turkey and England due to Cyprus. He stated that “I 

deemed it my duty last March to offer my good offices to the Governments of Greece, Turkey, 

and the United Kingdom for the settlement of the dispute over Cyprus. The Governments of 

Turkey and the United Kingdom accepted my proposal in principle, but the Government of 

Greece have so far felt unable to do so.”197 On the other hand, The Greek representative stated 

on 22 March 1957 that the reason for rejecting NATO Secretary General Lord Ismay's proposal 

was that negotiations should be held between the UK and the Cypriot people for the solution of 

the Cyprus problem.198 In this case showed that Turkey's trust in NATO, Greece, on the other 

hand, puts its national interests first and looks at NATO with suspicion.199 

At the NATO meeting in Paris in December 1957, it was announced that the Cyprus 

issue was discussed between Turkish Prime Minister Menderes, Greek Prime Minister 

Karamanlis and British Foreign Minister Lloyd. However, solution to the Cyprus issue was not 

found in this meeting either. Menderes, in a statement he gave on 24 December 1957 in Ankara 

upon his return from the NATO meeting, he emphasized NATO solidarity and his views on 

Cyprus, “Regarding the settlement of the Cyprus issue, our proposal for partition “taksim” 

constitutes the last limit of the sacrifice we can make, and it is our right to expect others to 

understand and believe that it has this meaning.”200 Beginning from 1957, there was a 
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significant softening in the British Cyprus policy. Furthermore, the fact that the USA started to 

closer relations with Greek Cypriots policy on the Cyprus issue, and Turkey raised concerns 

which bases its foreign policy on establishing good relations with the USA and NATO.201 

In the first months of 1958, UK side Sir Hugh Foot proposed a resolution plan by, also 

called the Foot Plan. The Foot Plan came to the fore which based on the idea of self-

management. This plan envisaged the coexistence of the two communities, was rejected by 

Turkey.202 In the summer of the same year, the Macmillan Plan was propounded which was 

closer to the idea of partition.203 However, this time Greece rejected this plan.204 Events in the 

Middle East in 1958 indirectly affected Turkey's Cyprus policy. The overthrow of the pro-

Western regime in Iraq led to the landing American troops in Lebanon and the landing British 

troops in Jordan. Turkey which determines the basis of its foreign policy according to NATO 

and especially the USA, in this period, Turkey did not insist on its own thesis on Cyprus so that 

NATO would not be adversely affected, that is why it acted very understandingly to resolve the 

issue. In September and October 1958, NATO once again tried to mediate between the three 

parties to the Cyprus problem.205 In this mediation attempt, NATO was decided that some 

NATO members who were not party to the Cyprus problem, would also participate in the 

negotiations between England, Turkey and Greece. It was envisaged that the USA and Norway 

would participate in the negotiations. However, Greece stated that Turkey had lately approved 

Norway's accession and it led to the failure of this trial. Because Greece wanted the Cyprus 

problem to be resolved not through negotiations, wanted it to be resolved in the United Nations 

with the principle of self-determination. 206Moreover, Turkey and Greece continued contacts 

between each other through international meetings. and as a result, with the Zurich and London 

agreements, under the guarantor of Turkey, England and Greece decided to the establishment 

of an independent republic in Cyprus.207 Furthermore, according to these agreements the 

President elected has to be Greek, the fact that his deputy has to be Turkish, and they were 
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chosen by their own society. Thus, the Republic of Cyprus was established in Cyprus on 16 

August 1960, based on the Zurich and London Treaties.208 

2.1.1) First damage in relation: Johnson letter  

Pursuant to the London Agreement of February 19, 1959, The Turkish Community in Cyprus 

has the right to the Vice-President, having decision and veto power with its members in the 

Cyprus Parliament in areas such as foreign relations, defense, taxation, defense and taxation 

were disturbed the Greek Community, which claimed to be the dominant power in the Republic 

of Cyprus. The first president of Cyprus Makarios aimed to destroy these constitutional 

guarantees and take control. The Cypriot Greeks who turned towards this goal, attributed the 

status established with the 19 February 1959 London Agreement to being a crisis area with its 

activities to turn the status in their favor. 209 Thus, it was revealed that the “1960 order” caused 

problems. In 1962, bombs exploded in some mosques, and this was seen as the actions of 

EOKA. The suggestions of Makarios who came to Turkey in 1962 increased the problems.210  

The conflict called "Bloody Christmas" (in Turkish: Kanlı Noel) that started between the two 

communities in Cyprus on December 21, 1963, there were intense acts of violence by the 

Greeks on the Turkish Community.211 Thereupon, Turkey and England sent a note to Greece, 

they suggested that to stop the conflicting parties together with the British, Greek and Turkish 

troops. Moreover, and stated that Turkey would intervene unilaterally if the conflicts could not 

be prevented. Turkey has also reported its concerns on this issue to NATO.As a result of the 

conference convened in London on January 15, 1964, with the invitation of England, it was 

accepted by Turkey, Greece and England that a NATO force of 10,000 people under the 

command of a British officer would ensure security and order on the island.212 Furthermore, the 

USA proposed to contribute to this NATO force with a unit of 1200 men. However, Cyprus 

President Makarios determined to pursue a non-aligned foreign policy that’s why, Makarios did 

not accept the US Undersecretary of State George Ball's proposal for deploy NATO forces on 

the island.213 Ball stated that at the end of the mediation negotiations, progress could not be 
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made due to the unreasonable attitude of the Greek Cypriot side.214moreover, attempts by 

NATO Secretary General Dirk Stigger to mediate on behalf of NATO, was also unsuccessful 

because the North Atlantic Council couldn’t reached any consensus. 215 

On the continuation of violence against the Turkish Community in Cyprus and NATO's 

failure to intervene in the events, Turkish Prime Minister İsmet İnönü gave an interview to Time 

magazine. The interview was published also in Turkey, in the headline of the Milliyet Gazzette, 

on April 16, 1964.216 İsmet İnönü stated that “If our allies do not change their attitude, the 

Western alliance will break up.” in the continuation of the interview “a new kind of world will 

then come into being on a new pattern, and in this new world Turkey will find herself a 

place.”217 Furthermore, İnönü wanted the USA to approve the attitudes of Greece and the Greek 

Cypriots, which are against the law and humanity, as well as against the NATO alliance. He 

said that "I believed in the leadership of America, which is responsible for the alliance, it means 

I am paying for it."218 As a result, the Greek Cypriot attacks increased their violence even more, 

which worried Turkey even more. Thereupon, Turkey took the decision to intervene in the 

island. This decision was taken at the Council of Ministers meeting chaired by Prime Minister 

İsmet İnönü, and the Minister of Foreign Affairs Feridun Cemal Erkin was assigned to inform 

the American Ambassador Hare.219 When Turkey announced on June 4, 1964 that intervention 

plan to Cyprus through the United States Ambassador in Ankara, it received a severe reaction 

from the United States. President Johnson, June 5, 1964 He wrote a letter addressed to the Prime 

Minister İnönü. Also known as the Johnson Letter, this letter was written in a non-diplomatic 

style.220 In this letter mention that, Turkey could not used U.S.-issued weapons without U.S. 

permission. Moreover, in case of problem with the Soviets due to Turkey's intervention in 
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Cyprus, the USA and NATO countries were not under the obligation to defend Turkey in this 

intervention, which NATO did not approve.221 As result, Turkey has given up the idea of 

intervention on this. In this way, the Johnson Letter served its purpose.222 

The most important reason for sending such a harsh letter to Turkey, which has NATO's 

most important military power in the south and one of the most important allies of the USA in 

the Middle East, the possibility Turkey-Greece crisis due to Turkey's intervention in Cyprus. A 

possible war between two key forces of NATO's southern flank it will benefit the Soviets, and 

this will move the communist danger into a higher gear in the Middle East.223 Therefore, the 

problem that arose in Cyprus should resolved through diplomatic channels. And Turkey's 

intervention was not in line with US interests at the time. According to American diplomats, 

the Johnson Letter was not a letter to Turkey to discourage intervention, but it was just a letter 

warning Turkey about the consequences of a possible war. Despite these explanations, the aim 

of the letter was to prevent Turkey from intervening.224 Another reason President Johnson had 

an attitude of ignoring the injustice suffered by the Turkish community and preferred to remain 

inactive in Cyprus in order not to lose the votes of three million organized Greek American 

citizens in the presidential elections to be held at the end of 1964.225 this letter caused fragility 

bewteen Turkish-American relations. According to Turkish government, The United States was 

not as reliable an ally as they think it is. They decided to reconsider their relations with NATO 

and the United States, as well as with the Soviet Union.226 On the other hand, US Under-

Secretary of State George Ball described the letter as "the most hurtful diplomatic note he has 

ever seen".  Johnson's letter was crucial turning point in Turkey's foreign policy. 227 The letter 

of US President Johnson, which was sent to the Prime Minister of the Republic of Turkey İnönü 

on June 5, 1964, was hidden from the Turkish public for a long time.228 After that, it was 

announced to the public only with the Hürriyet Gazette on January 13, 1966.229 The letter began 
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to be discussed in public after this date. İnönü sent his answer which is much longer and more 

comprehensive than Johnson's letter, on 13 June 1964, to Washington via the US Ambassador 

Hare. The letter was written in a diplomatic manner, but it was reflecting Turkey's discomfort 

with the US's attitude and the rightness of the Turkish side. This letter was also hidden from the 

Turkish public and announced to the public by being published in the Milliyet Gazette on 14 

January 1966. 

Due to Johnson's letter, the US administration's detached approach to the problems 

between Ankara and Athens for the benefit of NATO did not bring both countries closer to 

NATO, on the contrary, it distanced them. 230 Furthermore, Kissinger's comment to Johnson’s 

letter was: “The language in Johnson's letter had never been used against any NATO ally before 

and will not be used again. Because NATO protects its members not because they will fall victim 

to a possible aggressor, but because the security interests of all allies, including the United 

States, require it. This is valid for countries such as Turkey, which is in an indispensable 

geographical position. Johnson's letter makes the NATO guarantee a strategic necessity rather 

than being a tool of America's desires and goals.”231 Although Turkey did not have sufficient 

financial means to land in Cyprus in 1964, in Turkey; There is a perception that the USA is 

preventing the landing in Cyprus by taking sides in favor of Greece.232 During the 1963-1964 

crisis, there was a great reaction against the United States due to the fact that Washington 

appeared next to Athens in the Turkish public opinion, and many anti-American demonstrations 

were held in Turkey at intervals until the military intervention on March 12, 1971. the reactions 

were made not only in the social arena, but also in the public sphere, for example, the General 

Staff established a division independent of NATO to be used only for national interests.233 The 

first landing ships of the Turkish landing fleet were built with national resources after this event, 

and the Turkish Armed Forces was made capable of overseas operations.234 Turkey's foreign 

policy regarding Cyprus was limited by the Johnson letter by the United States. NATO, on the 

other hand, has not played an independent role in the special meetings of the North Atlantic 

Council, other than reinforcing the US pressure on Greece and Turkey.235 
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The Cyprus problem has provided Turkey with the opportunity to learn how lonely the 

Western world left it when it had problems with Greece, the historical friend of Western 

civilization. For this reason, Turkey reconsidered its foreign policy in 1964-1965. First of all, 

the alliance with the West, relations with the USA and NATO were questioned by the Turkish 

public opinion, Turkish political parties and the Turkish government. Turkey realized that how 

dangerous is to tie its security only to NATO.236 That's why, for example, Turkey has started to 

approach cautiously about membership in the new military structures established within NATO 

under the leadership of the USA, that is why in 1965 Turkey refused to join the Multilateral 

Force (MLF) which initially supported.237 

Turkey has shaped its relations with its neighbors by considering the Cyprus issue. First 

of all, relations between Turkey and the Soviet Union improved significantly in 1964-1965.At 

the end of 1964, Foreign Minister Feridun Cemal Erkin visited Moscow, then in May 1965, the 

Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union Gromiko came to Turkey, and then in August 

1965, Prime Minister Suat Hayri Ürgüplü went to the Soviet Union. In 1967, two countries took 

the form of closer economic ties238 Furthermore, Turkey also tried to improve its relations with 

the Middle Eastern states and hoped to find support on the Cyprus issue. For instance, Turkey 

supported Arab states in the 1967 the Arab Israeli War.239 Turkey supported the UN Resolution 

242, demanding that Israel immediately evacuate the occupied territories, which was welcomed 

by Egypt and Syria. While the Arab states stopped oil shipments to many Western states, 

including the USA and England, they kept Turkey out of this embargo. 240In summary, the event 

that pushed Turkey to change its policy was the attitude of the Western states on Cyprus and 

especially the Johnson Letter. Turkey began to think that the USA established NATO to use it 

when the Soviet Union threatened American interests. This pushed Turkey to reshape its foreign 

policy.241 

2.1.2) The turning point for the relation: 1974 Cyprus Peace Operation by Turkey 
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To resolve the 1963-1964 crisis in Cyprus, on July 9, 1964, under the UN mediator Sakari 

Tuomioja and under the mediation of former US Secretary of State Dean Acheson, Britain, 

Greece and Turkey started Geneva negotiations. During these negotiations on 14 July, Acheson 

presented a resolution plan. The plan aimed to answer both Turkey's partition “taksim” and 

Greece's “enosis” argument, to address Turkey's security concerns, and to make the Eastern 

Mediterranean safe for the interests of the West.242 This plan was planned to be presented as 

“enosis” to the Greeks and as partition “taksim” to the Turks, thus bringing Cyprus into 

NATO's sphere of influence. The USA thought that it could solve the problem within NATO, 

but the attempt failed because USA did not consider the Makarios factor.243 When the Geneva 

talks resumed on 20 July, Greece rejected this plan and returned to the proposal to start 

negotiations on the basis of the 1959 agreements.244 

In November 1967, pro-enosis Greeks attacked 2 Turkish villages, and due to the 

subsequent events, the possibility of Turkey's intervention in Cyprus came to the fore. Upon 

the events, NATO appointed the Secretary General Broiso, and the USA assigned the former 

Deputy Defense Minister Cyrus Vance to act as mediator between Turkey, Greece and the 

Republic of Cyprus.245 with the mediation of NATO, Greek General Grivas who organized the 

EOKA movements left Cyprus. NATO ensured 1200 Greek soldiers stationed withdrawal from 

on Cyprus. Thus, the tension in Cyprus was relieved however, due to Greece wants to bring the 

problems related to Cyprus to the international arena, no concrete results could be obtained 

from Vance's mediation attempts. The statement of Makarios that he no longer found the 

“enosis” plan realistic for Cyprus. This statement disturbed the military junta in power in 

Greece. As result, The military junta and supporters of Grivas began to see Makarios as an 

obstacle on the way to “enosis” that needed to be removed. In January 1970 and February 1972, 

two assassination attempt to Makarios which were the support by the junta regime in Greece 

were prevented by the CIA. 246 Like Turkey, Greece started to have problems with the Makarios 

administration. Upon this development US Chief of Staff Admiral Thomas Moorer said to 

Kissinger, "For the first time, Greece and Turkey are working together and we are not satisfied 

with this development."247 The USA preferred to stay out of all developments in this period. 
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Kissinger evaluated that if the USA got involved in the Cyprus events, they would get the 

reaction of Greece and Turkey, and they would also anger Cyprus and the Soviet Union.248 

On July 15, 1974, Coup Detat was took place against Makarios in Cyprus by Greek officers 

under the control of the Greek junta.249 The coup in Cyprus on July 15, 1974 was planned by 

the Greek military administration under the leadership of the nationalist and extreme anti-

communist junta.250 The coup in Cyprus was reactions from Turkey, England, the USA and the 

USSR, which has interested in the region.251In the beginning, the Americans decided to avoid 

the emerging crisis being dragged into a Turkish-Greek conflict or turned it into an international 

problem with the intervention of the Soviet Union and aimed to maintain the status quo by 

applying silent diplomacy. For this purpose, the United States, Britain, NATO and other allies 

decided to apply diplomatic pressure on the Greek government and to implement a diplomacy 

in which Athens would consent to the establishment of a legal government in Cyprus that would 

be accepted by all parties, by imposing sanctions such as restricting the sale of arms if 

necessary. The main purpose of this application has been determined as preventing Turkey's 

intervention in Cyprus, Soviet intervention, and Turkish-Greek conflict.252 

The Turkish government evaluated that the situation in Cyprus was serious enough to 

require a military intervention. After the Council of Ministers convened in Ankara, Prime 

Minister Ecevit who went to the General Staff, gave his written order to the army: "The Turkish 

military presence would come to the island in an effective and measured manner.” Before the 

Turkish government used its right to intervene as the guarantor state of the Republic of Cyprus, 

Treaty of Guarantee in 1960, it made an attempt to act together with the authorities of another 

guarantor state, the UK. If Britain did not accept, Turkey decided to act alone. During the 

negotiations with the UK, it was decided that the Turkish Armed Forces should prepare. 253 

Prime Minister Ecevit made a statement after the Council of Ministers: “National Security and 

the Council of Ministers no one took a stand against the operation. Turkey's Guarantor State As 

a result, it was obligatory to keep its military force in Cyprus. Only such a military in the sense 
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of security that existence will provide a peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem, the situation 

of the Turks on the island can be secured and “enosis” could have been avoided. We saw that 

the Regime in Greece would not be willing to solve the problem through negotiations between 

Turkey and Greece. they had rudely turned down all our benevolent approaches. Against a 

regime with this mentality, we could only protect our rights with force.”254 

Britain agreed with Turkey that the current situation in Cyprus was a violation of the 

constitution. However, Britain was reluctant to launch a military operation on the island. 

According to the UK, tensions between its two key NATO allies should have been resolved 

through diplomatic means. In addition, England did not want to intervene jointly with Turkey, 

considering that intervening in Cyprus would adversely affect its relations with Greece. Despite 

all these clear statements of Ecevit, the British they did not think that Turkey would make a 

military intervention in Cyprus.255 In the face of this attitude of Greece, which is one of the 

three guarantor countries that have secured the independence, sovereignty and territorial 

integrity of the Republic of Cyprus, which violated the agreements, Turan Güneş, the Minister 

of Foreign Affairs of Turkey, told Kozmopulos, the Greek Ambassador in Ankara, on the 

morning of 20 July1974 he made the following statement: “The Turkish Armed Forces have 

now intervened in Cyprus pursuant to the Treaty of Guarantee. Turkey comes to the island to 

protect the territorial integrity and sovereignty of Cyprus and the rights of both 

communities.”256 

 

3.1 Relations after 1974: 

 

NATO did not approach the Southeast Flank realistically and evaluated the problems 

between its two allies only in terms of the risks it could pose to NATO security. The North 

Atlantic Council (NAC) has periodically given cursory attention to Turkish-Greek conflicts 

since 1964. While the political problems between Turkey and Greece continued, NATO 

Secretary General only touched upon the military issues of the alliance with his “Watching 

Brief” reports. NATO preferred to ignore the problems between the two countries.257 
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Karamanlis, who came to power by returning to Greece after the 20 July 1974 Cyprus 

operation. He claimed that after the Turkish forces started the operation to expand the areas 

occupied in Cyprus on 14 August 1974, moreover he claimed that the NATO allies did not 

prevent Ankara.  As a reaction on 15 August 1974, Greece announced his withdrawal from the 

military wing of NATO. 258The reasons for this decision considered as, to appease the rising 

anti-American anger in the Greek public, attracting the attention of the allies about the strategic 

importance of Greece and regaining national control over the Greek Armed Forces.259 

After Turkey's 1974 Cyprus Operation, while the US Congress was discussing the issue of 

placing an arms embargo on Turkey, the US administration opposed the embargo. Politicians 

under the influence of the Greek lobby, who advocated the embargo, argued that Turkey's use 

of American weapons in Cyprus was against American laws and bilateral agreements. Although 

Israel used American weapons to fight against the Arabs in 1967 and 1973 however no 

sanctions were imposed against Israel. While there are the same reasons, it has been evaluated 

that not applying sanctions to Israel and applying an arms embargo to NATO ally Turkey will 

cause double standards and inconsistency in foreign policy, and therefore the US administration 

has taken a stance against the embargo. However, as result, in the US Senate, on December 17, 

1974, with a vote of 43 to 49, and in the House of Representatives on December 18, 1974, by 

209 votes to 189, for the "US to initiate an arms embargo on Turkey until February 5, 1975". 

President Ford approved and enacted these resolutions on December 30, 1974. The sale of arms 

to Turkey by the USA was stopped on February 5, 1975, and the $200 million aid that was 

expected to be given was also suspended. 260 

The arms embargo on Turkey was taken as a result of the pressure of the Greek lobby in the 

USA, and the US administration despite its resistance the congress decisions due to the 

awareness of Turkey's strategic importance. Still the US administration could not do anything 

against. 

In Kissinger's words, “Turkey was an indispensable ally for the United States. The United 

States was monitoring Soviet missile and nuclear weapons tests from 26 facilities in Turkey. 

Nothing like this has ever happened in NATO's history. This decision was against the interests 

of both NATO and the United States.”261 On the other hand, while sanctions were imposed on 
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Turkey after the Cyprus intervention in 1974, no sanctions were imposed on Greece due to the 

1964 and 1967 interventions.262 Turkey's intervention in Cyprus was entirely due to the July 

15, 1974 Coup with the support of the Greek government. Instead of Greece, Turkey, which 

uses its guarantor right arising from international law, has been addressed.263 In the following 

period, the Westerns point of view of Cyprus was also shaped within the framework of this 

logic, and Turkey was constantly accused of being an occupying country because the Cyprus 

problem could not be resolved. On the other hand, The US administration, in Helsinki, told the 

Western European Leaders: "We wanted to provide arms aid to Turkey, to make every effort to 

keep Turkey in NATO, to support the Cyprus talks to be held in Vienna and to prevent the 

internationalization of the Cyprus negotiations. Moreover, USA administration made 

suggestions such as encouraging Greece to return to the military wing of NATO. When the U.S. 

Congress decided to impose an arms embargo on Turkey, the U.S. administration made sure 

that the Southeast Flank of NATO was affected in the least possible way, The US administration 

made attempts to orders for Germany and France to provide military aid to Turkey and Greece, 

primarily to Turkey. the U.S. administration coordinated Germany aid for Turkey.264  

The government of the Republic of Turkey notified the US administration on February 9, 

1975, that the US bases in Turkey could be closed in the new situation that arose due to the 

cessation of the US aid to Turkey.  Turkey said that has given the message that they will 

continue to maintain a harmonious ally. If America removes the arms embargo, Turkey does 

not want to harm its friendly relations with the United States.265 US Secretary of State Kissinger 

came to Ankara on May 21, 1975 and requested Prime Minister Demirel not to close the bases. 

However, as the embargo continued and the USA did not comply with its commitments, Turkey 

unilaterally terminated the "Joint Defense and Union Agreement" between the USA and Turkey 

on 25 July 1975 and stopped the activities of the American bases in Turkey. All facilities whose 

operations were stopped, were transferred to the full control and supervision of the Turkish 

Armed Forces.266 On the other hand, while the USA was imposing an arms embargo on Turkey, 

continue to increase Greece's fighting capability by transferring A-7 bombers to Greece. This 

situation has offended Turkey. Thereupon, Deputy Prime Minister of Turkey Erbakan said, "If 
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the American embargo continues and the US's attitude does not change, Turkey can change the 

balance of power in the world and buy weapons from other sources, including the Soviet 

Union."267 Meanwhile, Turkey; have implemented an obstructive attitude and policy towards 

the efforts of Greece to return to the military wing of NATO. Furthermore, tolerating the 

Khomeini regime in Iran, it did not allow NATO's Rapid Deployment Force to be deployed on 

its territory and to fly U-2 spy planes in its airspace.268 

Since the mid-1970s, when the USSR's influence in the Mediterranean increased, and 

especially on the developments in Iran and Afghanistan, Western countries began to worry 

about Greece being excluded from the NATO military wing. Commander-in-Chief of NATO 

European Forces (SACEUR) Gen. Alexander Haig and the next commander, Gen. Bernard 

Rogers, attempted to facilitate Greece's return to NATO's military wing during the governments 

of both Demirel and Ecevit, but they were unsuccessful. 269 Greece applied to NATO in 1977 

and wanted to re-establish ties with the military wing of the alliance, because of Turkish threat. 

According to the Greek proposal, it was foreseen that the Greek officers would not return to the 

NATO headquarters in Izmir and that a separate NATO headquarters would be established in 

Larissa, northern Greece, under the command of a Greek officer. Thus, Greece aimed to give 

the control responsibility in the Aegean Sea to Greece, as it was before 1974. At the end of the 

negotiations between NATO Commander-in-Chief Haig and Greek Prime Minister Karamanlis 

in Davos, an agreement, which was close to Greek views, was signed in February 1978 and this 

agreement was accepted by other NATO members. On the other hand, Turkey vetoed both the 

return of Greece to NATO and the agreement. Turkey argued that in this case, the conditions 

changed, and Greece could not return under the previous conditions, and that the command-

control responsibilities should be re-determined according to Turkey's wishes. Lastly, Turkey 

vetoed the return of Greece to NATO's military wing from 1977 until the 1980 military coup. 
270 

The US arms embargo, which was implemented on the grounds that Turkey used US weapons 

in violation of the agreements, continued to work not only against Turkey, but also against both 
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NATO and the US with Turkey's countersanctions. NATO became sensitive to the Soviet Union 

on NATO's Southeast Flank because of due to the inability to use the bases in Turkey, and the 

withdrawal of Greece from the military wing of NATO, and the possible weakness of the 

Turkish Armed Forces, which may be caused by the US arms embargo. However, Turkey took 

the necessary measures to develop the national military industry in order to eliminate the 

weakness that the US embargo might create on the Turkish Armed Forces. That is why, Greece 

could not get the desired benefit from the embargo and the Greek Armed Forces could not make 

any progress in its position and relative military comparison compared to the Turkish Armed 

Forces. Thus, it is considered that the most important the weakening of the southern flank of 

NATO may have occurred due to the US arms embargo against Turkey and in the same period 

Greece's departure from NATO's military wing in this period.271 

While discussing the risk of facing a weakness in NATO's southern flank against the 

Soviet Union, as a result of Greece's withdrawal from NATO's military structure; Turkey has 

assured NATO that this weakness will be covered by Turkey. The outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war 

in April 1980 increased Turkey's regional importance, thus reviving the financial support to 

Turkey from the west. In return, Turkey was asked to allow Greece to return to NATO's military 

wing. However, Demirel who was responsible to an elected assembly, could not make such a 

concession.272 After the September 12, 1980 coup in Turkey, on October 6, USA Ambassador 

Spain met with Evren and conveyed a message that President Carter's concerns about NATO's 

Southeast Flank being divided would be a tragedy for all parties. Furthermore, NATO 

Commander-in-Chief, General Rogers arrived in Ankara in October 1980. He told Evren Chief 

of General Staff, that the elections in Greece will held within 6 months and that if the socialists 

came to power, this country could be completely lost as an ally. Finally, Rogers convinced 

Evren, went to Brussels. Upon his return, NATO officials urgently called on NATO Defense 

Planning on October 20, 1980. Council approved and supported the return of Greece into the 

military wing of NATO. The Rogers Plan which known as the temporary arrangement for 

NATO command and control in the Aegean and consisting of 4 items, was made up of 

extremely complex provisions. Hence, the main issue for NATO and the USA which was 

Greece's return to NATO military flank was dealt with between the two commanders.273 12 
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September 1980 military coup, it weakened Turkey's hand in NATO and the European Union. 

Turkey was relying on the word of General Rogers and allowed return to Greece's NATO 

military thus Turkey lost only one trump card against Greece.274 According to a report by 

Günaydın newspaper on 01 November 1978, NATO Commander-in-Chief, General Haig made 

an interview with a defense magazine called MS, “The embargo caused a major decrease in the 

effectiveness and capabilities of the Turkish Armed Forces, which negatively affected NATO's 

defense power in the Southeast Flank.”275 From this expression, it was evaluated that the lifting 

of the embargo was due to the concern of NATO's weakening against the Soviets, rather than 

the concern of meeting Turkey's needs.276 Following the lifting of the embargo, the US 

Congress approved roughly equal military aid to Greece and Turkey. However, while aid to 

Turkey is in debt status, for Greece was noted that some of the aid provided was a grant.277 

5- POST- THE COLD WAR PERIOD: (the 1990s) 

3.4 The collapse of the USSR: Effects on the relation between NATO and Turkey 

 

When we look at the systematic developments after the end of the Cold War period, how 

this alliance adapted to this transformation and how this adaptation process resulted, the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics disintegrated after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989. 

Eastern and Central European countries got rid of the influence of the Soviet Union, as a 

result of this situation, West and East Germany came together, and as a result, the Warsaw 

Pact was dissolved. The old world order, which manifested itself in the form of East-West 

confrontation, has been abolished, and a new world order has started in its place. However, 

there are political structures that have not yet settled and found their place in this new world 

order: the Middle East, the Balkans, the Caucasus, the nations in the former Yugoslavia 

have not yet fully stabilized. Imbalances and authority vacuum in the surrounding regions 

of Central Asia, and various interest expectations on these regions, the eternal conflicts 

between India and Pakistan, and the constant threat environment, and many more problems 

and uncertainties, all of these regions are either the border with Turkey. , or within Turkey's 

sphere of interest and influence. On the other hand, the structuring, which was formed as a 
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purely economic union (EEC) in Europe, has begun to transform into a political union under 

the name of the European Union and to create its own common defense force. 278 The post-

Cold War order is faced with three problems because of NATO: Internal relations in the 

traditional alliance structure; The relations of the Atlantic states with the satellite states of 

the former Soviet Union in Eastern Europe, and finally, the relations of the states that 

replaced the Soviet Union, especially the Russian Federation, with the North Atlantic and 

Eastern European countries may be the most important development in the last century. that 

the cold war is over. 279The most important reason for making such a judgment is that the 

tense and tense structuring in the world order based on East-West polarization since 1945 

ended peacefully and unexpectedly. 280 Indeed, since this development took place at a very 

sudden and unexpected time, Turkey, like some other states, caught it off guard. One of the 

important consequences of the end of the cold war period is the fact that the USA remains 

the sole superpower in the international system. Therefore, it can be said that the cold war 

period resulted in the victory of the West in general and the USA in particular. 281 

With the end of the Cold War, critical approaches have also begun to show themselves in 

the scope of security. The ineffectiveness of the Eastern Bloc and its political, economic 

and military power in the international system has brought uncertainty about the future of 

NATO. Since the Warsaw Pact abolished itself, there was no competition, and there were 

those who claimed that there was no longer any need for NATO. 282  In the face of this 

claim, countries and neo-liberal views, which claim that NATO's existence is vital for the 

future of the West, especially England, have made an effort to keep the organization from 

losing its presence. Ultimately, NATO within the neo-liberal theory; It maintained its 

legitimacy on the grounds that it facilitated the cooperation of states and international 

organizations in security and other topics, and intervened in crises and conflicts with the 

principle of humanitarian responsibility, and thus, it took itself outside the field and gained 

the status of "world police".283 In the light of the end of the Cold War and the developments 
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that took place, NATO shaped its new strategy at the summit held in Rome in 1991 and 

adopted the new policies that are vital for Turkey and listed below: 284 New and close 

relations with Central and Eastern European countries will be developed, the Soviet Union 

(Russian Federation) is no longer an enemy, new threats to the NATO alliance are risks in 

Central and Eastern Europe and potential military threats from North Africa and the Middle 

East, Nuclear, chemical and the proliferation of biological weapons is another threat, NATO 

will give more importance to political and economic means rather than military power in 

the fight against new threats, NATO will be equipped with more mobile, faster and 

advanced technology military force, In addition, NATO's new peacekeeping role It has been 

accepted that the alliance can undertake operations outside the protected area. 285 

NATO’nun kabul ettiği bu yeni strateji, Türkiye’yi çok yakından ilgilendiren özellikler 

içermektedir. Özellikle yeni askeri tehditlerin İslâm Ülkeleri’nden geleceğini belirtmesi ve 

Ortadoğu ile Kuzey Afrika bölgelerinin NATO için yeni tehdit alanları oluşturacağının 

vurgulanıp kabul edilmesi, son derece köklü strateji değişikliğini ifade etmektedir. It is 

difficult to say that the possible threats to Turkey in the new world order that is being 

established are less in terms of quality and quantity than before. In fact, Turkey is once 

again gaining an important position within NATO's new strategy, for reasons different from 

those in the Cold War era. The Gulf War that took place after 1990, the bloody conflicts in 

Bosnia, the disintegration of the Soviet Union and some conflicts and crises created by this 

disintegration are important events that took place in the geographies surrounding Turkey. 

support was needed. For this reason, NATO's taking on an out-of-zone role will mean that 

it will be used in these sensitive geographies that surround Turkey, which have not yet 

attained a permanent and permanent stability, and which seem to be pregnant with the 

emergence of some new events and crises at any moment. Such a Turkey's active 

participation in the operation within the framework of the UN Peacekeeping Force as well 

as within the framework of NATO Forces will definitely be required, and more will be 

required. However, it could be argued that during the Cold War period, the interests of 

Turkey and the Western world, if not exactly the same, at least because of the situation and 

attitude of the Soviet Union. Because the Soviet Union was a threat to both. However, it is 

not always possible to say that the interests of Turkey and the West intersect in the 
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Caucasus, the Balkans, the Middle East and Central Asia. What this means is that with its 

new strategy, NATO may impose new missions on Turkey that are not in line with its 

interests and will even harm it. More importantly, it is the fact that Turkey may not be able 

to impose it in this context and will have to accept this mission bluntly. 286 

The end of the Cold War marked the beginning of a new era for Turkey, which has been 

giving strategic priority to meeting the Soviet threat for years. The peculiarity of the new 

era that started with this process is Turkey's flexibility to become a direct focus open to a 

number of multifaceted and sometimes ambiguous threats, or an indirect crossroads where 

these reconcile and collide or conflict. 287 New strategies in the emerging new world order 

contain propositions that will enable Turkey to become the central front country of NATO. 

One of the reasons for this is that Russia, which holds the Soviet military power, now 

borders only Turkey, which is a NATO member in Europe, and this situation (still) poses a 

threat to Turkey. The second reason is the rise of nationalist tendencies in some former 

Soviet republics and especially in the Caucasus region, leading to new conflicts and their 

close concern to Turkey. The third reason is the continuation of the instability that has 

existed in the Middle East region for more than a century. Turkey was the only NATO 

country bordering these regions, where instability is seen as a key feature. 288 Due to these 

developments and changes, Turkey has come to the position of being the center front 

country of the Alliance instead of Germany in the post-Cold War period. 289 

In the 1990s, we come across as the period when the debates on security were the most. 

For this period, the idea that security was not only assumed as a military threat and that the 

main purpose of the security policies created was not only to prevent wars began to become 

more evident. This, in turn, led to the rapid development of expanded security concepts. 

When viewed, the perception of security threat in traditional security studies is still tried to 

be explained only with military reasons. When we look at the newly formed understanding 

of security, it started to develop after the increase in threats targeting security. After this 

process, in addition to military threat perceptions, the disappearance of natural resources, 

smuggling, international migration, economic imbalances, ethnic conflicts, environmental 
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pollution are also included in security threat perceptions. 290Within the scope of 

international organizations, security concepts such as energy security, health security, food 

security, livelihood security have started to become more used. With the end of the cold war 

and the disappearance of the troublesome problems against NATO, NATO fell into an 

identity crisis. The debate about the purpose of NATO's existence has become inevitable291 

In this alliance, it would either end like the Warsaw Pact or follow a policy of deepening or 

expansion by adopting different missions. Another important decision taken in the 

organization was enlargement. 292. Genişleme ile amaçlananın, Orta ve Doğu Avrupa 

ülkelerinin NATO’ya alınmasıyla birlikte Avrupa’da mevcut istikrarsızlık kaynaklarının 

ortadan kaldırılması ve NATO’nun yirmi birinci yüzyılda da dünyanın güvenlik ihtiyacına 

cevap verebilmesi olduğu söylenebilir. 293 If we look at the enlargement policies from 

Turkey's point of view, it should be reminded that Turkey, which generally supports 

NATO's enlargement policies, came to this point with some discussions. NATO's first 

invitation to enlargement was made to the Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary at the 

Madrid summit in July 1997. Before this summit, before the NATO foreign ministers 

meeting held in February 1997, Foreign Minister Tansu Çiller warned in a speech that they 

were not against the enlargement of the alliance in principle, but that they were not against 

the enlargement of the alliance in principle, but that NATO, Western European Union and 

the EU's enlargement processes should be progressing in conjunction with it in NATO 

documents. At this point, one of the most important reasons for Turkey's opposition to 

NATO enlargement in 1997 is the fear that this enlargement will impose a financial burden 

on Turkey and it will lose its strategic importance. This thought of Turkey remained only 

in discourse and as it is known, it unconditionally supported the expansion of NATO. 294  

new concepts have been shaped on human rights, democracy, freedoms, humanitarian 

interventions and the actions of terrorist groups on a global scale. NATO's reshaped 

missions and current goals have cast doubt on the sustainability of Turkey's position, which 

it maintained throughout the Cold War. In this context, the testing of Turkey's position and 

duties in the new crises that have arisen has also been the determinant of its new place in 
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NATO. 295 While there were threats emanating from the Soviet Union, the perception 

among NATO members that the alliance was essentially a European-military-defense 

organization was strong. With the 1990s, the European allies within NATO started to see 

Turkey more as a part of the Middle East security system and wanted to create their own 

security institutions independent of NATO/USA, which started to worry Turkey. While the 

disappearance of the Soviet Union decreased Turkey's need for security in NATO, the 

European Union member countries' questioning of Turkey's European identity and possible 

EU membership made it possible for Turkey to look at NATO from an identity perspective 

for a while. 296The important issue for Turkey was that NATO could remain European and 

regional on the one hand, and renew itself in line with the globalization process on the other. 

While the globalization of threats, both in terms of the geographical areas they originate 

from and their characteristics, pulled NATO out of the European area, Turkey cared that 

this process would not cause a serious erosion in NATO's European identity. 297 

3.5 İNVASION OF KUWAIT BY IRAQ: 

 

3.2.1 EMERGE OF “OUT OF AREA” ISSUE AND DISCUSSION OF 

“USE/ACTIVATION OF ARTICLE 5 

 

The concept of out of area is used in NATO terminology to refer to areas outside the Alliance's 

mandate. By mandate we mean not only geographical area, but also NATO goals and principles. 

The out-of-area problem was a problem that emerged in relation to the measures to be taken 

within the framework of NATO on developments in the regions that directly affected the 

interests of these countries, although they were outside the area NATO was responsible for 

defending. As it is clearly understood from the text of the Treaty (arts. 5 and 6) NATO's 

mandate is the countries of the member states and their islands, planes and ships in the 

Mediterranean and north of the Tropic of Cancer. On the other hand, this mandate is also limited 

to the principle of "legitimate defense", which is expressed in Article 51 of the UN Charter; 

because, according to Article 5, "( ... ) the parties will consider an arms rape that will take place 

in Europe or North America ( ... ) against one or more of them" as an attack directed at all 
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parties and that the UN treaty will 5 They shall exercise their individual or collective defense 

rights based on Article 1. In other words, NATO cannot engage in any military operation other 

than self-defense, and NATO facilities and facilities cannot be used for such a purpose. .298 

While the legal situation is like this, the reason for the emergence of the problem of being out 

of the area in the organization is the NATO opportunities of some alliance members, especially 

the USA. He sought various solutions to overcome this problem. It was primarily the Gulf crisis 

that began with the invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990. After the end of this crisis, part of it 

is that they want to use it beyond an Emergency Response to be deployed in Turkey. In order 

to establish the legal basis for the establishment of the Intervention Force, in November 1991, 

the principle that military forces could be sent outside of the mandate was adopted in case of 

"vital interests" such as preventing the flow of "very basic resources", namely oil. 299 

And it is observed that the deep differences between the European members of NATO and 

Turkey in their perspectives on the threats emanating from the Middle East region have not 

changed much during the quarter century since the end of the Cold War. The hesitancy of 

European governments to assist Turkey under the umbrella of NATO has also been a reflection 

of the ongoing debates in the public opinion of these countries. The reactions of the opposition, 

especially in Germany and Belgium, showed that the European public was not in agreement on 

this issue.300 In the months following Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, Turkey, taking 

into account the possibility of the spread and escalation of the developments in the nearby 

geography, towards its NATO allies, in December 1990, through the deployment of the 

Alliance's Emergency Response Corps on its territory. However, Western European members 

of the Alliance slowed down in fulfilling their commitments under Article 5, arguing that the 

Middle East remained “outside” NATO's area of operation. 301 As it is known, the "Out of Area" 

problem of the Middle East for European Allies is a problem that has existed since Turkey's 

NATO membership. As part of the USA's "containment policy" of the Soviet Union, many 

Western European member states, especially France and England, opposed the inclusion of 

Turkey in the North Atlantic Alliance together with Greece. The main reason behind this 

opposition was the concern that if Turkey joined as a full member, it would bring the problems 
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of the Middle East region, which it is right next to its neighbor, into the Alliance. 302 The Iraqi 

invasion of Kuwait proved the concerns of the European members of NATO on this issue. 

Although with article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty defining intra-Alliance solidarity, “an 

armed attack against one or more of them in North America or Europe shall be considered an 

attack against all (...) individually and others together with the use of armed force, they will 

help the attacked party or parties by taking actions deemed necessary” and with Article 6, “The 

parties' territory in Europe or North America, France's Algerian Although it has been registered 

that an armed attack on the Turkish territory (...) forces, ships, or aircraft in this territory or in 

the airspace over these territories (...) will be considered an attack on all member states, Western 

When it comes to Turkey's security, the European allies only have the Soviet Union and its 

Warsaw Pact-member neighbor Bulgaria to the northwest. They conveyed to the Turkish side 

in unofficial environments that they would be able to fulfill their obligations towards Turkey in 

the event of a possible attack. In other words, Western European NATO member countries 

should be content with the nuclear security guarantees of the Alliance, which provides a 

deterrent against an attack from the Soviet Union, and the problems and problems arising with 

Turkey's neighbors in the Middle East are NATO's own. It is out of my area of responsibility. 

Because NATO's priority is the threat arising from the Warsaw Pact".303 

 

3.2.2. TURKEY'S ROLE IN THE GULF WAR 

After the end of the Iran-Iraq War, Iraq, which became the country with the most important 

military power in the Middle East, started to experience significant problems in repaying the 

debts it took from the Gulf countries during the war. The drop in oil prices in 1990 made the 

economic situation in Iraq more difficult. Since mid-July 1990, Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein 

blamed the drop in oil prices, especially the oil policies of Kuwait and the United Arab 

Emirates, and at the same time began to lay claim to some oil deposits in the Kuwaiti territory, 

in the border area with Kuwait. The negotiations between the two countries on the subject in 

Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, could not yield any results, and Iraqi military units invaded Kuwait on 

August 2, 1990. Iraq's invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990, led by Saddam Hussein, was met 

with astonishment all over the world. 304 
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When Kuwait was invaded by Iraq, Turgut Özal was the president and Yıldırım Akbulut 

was the prime minister in Turkey. 305Turkey's initial approach to the Gulf crisis, which began 

with the invasion of Kuwait by the Iraqi armed forces, was rather cautious. In the statements 

made by the Turkish authorities right after the invasion, it was stated that the invasion made the 

solution of the problem in the Iraq-Kuwait conflict difficult, and Turkey's opinion on the 

peaceful solution of the problem was announced to the public. 306 Statements in this direction 

were evaluated as an effort by Turkey not to show a clear stance at the beginning of the crisis 

and not to appear as a party. However, high-level visits from both Iraq and the United States to 

Turkey at the beginning of the crisis in the Gulf region revealed the key role that Turkey will 

play in overcoming this crisis. During the visits, it was observed that the parties tried to 

influence Turkey in line with their own policies. While Turkey's role against the Soviet Union 

during the Cold War shifted to the Middle East region due to the crisis in the Gulf, the factors 

threatening Turkey's security began to come from the South, not from the North. The 

expectation that the softening in the East-West relations will remove the defense priority in 

Turkish-American relations has come to the fore again after the developments in the Gulf 

region. 307 The decisions taken at the NATO Council of Ministers, which convened right after 

Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, created some firsts in the history of the organization. NATO, which 

entered into an important transformation process right after the Cold War, has provided an 

important consultation and decision-making ground in this new period, and signaled that its 

political activity will be at the forefront from now on as well as its field of military activity. The 

fact that NATO sent the air elements of the Rapid Deployment Force to the Southeastern region 

of Turkey to assist Turkey's air defense meant that for the first time, NATO assigned a military 

force subordinate to it in a crisis. 308 The assignment of the Rapid Deployment Force against an 

'out-of-area' country other than the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact was a first in the history 

of the alliance. The decisions taken by NATO during the Gulf crisis also provided guidance on 

how NATO, which comes to the fore from time to time and is defined as 'out of area', will 

approach the problems that may arise out of its main area of responsibility. 309 The fact that the 

members of the organization discussed and evaluated a problem that developed outside the 
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scope of NATO's responsibility in detail showed that NATO would have a political weight in 

such problems among similar problems that may arise from now on. However, the 

organization's statement that it did not support a joint operation and only supported the United 

States of America, which sent troops to the region, revealed that some European alliance 

members did not take kindly to the "out of area" approach and their hesitations on this issue 

continued. Despite this decision taken by NATO, many NATO member countries contributed 

more or less militarily to the multinational force led by the United States of America, which 

was dispatched to the Gulf region, and that they opened the air, land and naval bases in their 

countries to the use of this multinational force. Even if not, it was important in terms of 

revealing NATO's connection with the Gulf crisis. 310 Right after Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, the 

United States of America started to build up a military build-up for a possible operation in the 

Gulf countries, especially Saudi Arabia, under the name of 'Desert Shield'. 311 At the end of 

August, he conveyed his wishes to the NATO Secretariat to go beyond its own area. In his 

speech at the extraordinary NATO Council meeting in September, US Secretary of State James 

Baker stated that member countries should take more military, political and financial 

responsibilities, including sending troops in the Gulf crisis, and demanded that Turkey benefit 

more from intelligence. 312 

Turkey's pro-Western policy in the first days of the Gulf Crisis developed in the form 

of a closer cooperation with the United States of America in the later stages. Especially with 

the war becoming inevitable, Turkey not only complied with the resolutions of the UN Security 

Council, but also displayed a more positive approach to the demands of the United States of 

America in an operation to be launched against Iraq, which included military issues as well as 

economic and political support. .313 And the occupation of Kuwait by Iraqi military forces was 

closely watched by NATO, and the special situation of Turkey, which has a land border with 

Iraq, played an important role in this. Immediately after the invasion, the NATO headquarters 

in Brussels condemned the military attack of Iraq against Kuwait, and called for the immediate 

and unconditional withdrawal of the Iraqi forces located on the territory of Kuwait. In addition, 

it was stated that the invasion act of Iraq constituted a clear violation of the United Nations 

convention, and the Alliance was invited to solve the problems of Iraq through peaceful means. 
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Regarding the crisis in the Gulf, British Prime Minister Margareth Tatcher, Canadian Prime 

Minister Brian Mulroney and NATO Secretary General Manfred Wörner's statements after the 

bilateral meetings with the United States President George Bush stated that there are roles 

suitable for NATO in the Gulf issue, that this region is completely ' the opinion that it cannot 

be considered as 'out of the field of duty' was reflected. 314At the NATO Ministerial Council 

meeting held in Brussels on August 10, 1990, the four-point proposal package proposed by the 

United States was accepted by the member states, while President Bush's decision to send troops 

to Saudi Arabia was supported and absolute defense assurance was given to Turkey. 315 

Turkey has begun to consider the NATO military aid issue more seriously at this stage 

of the crisis, which had come to the fore before but did not take kindly to it because it expected 

positive results from Iraq's reaction and peace efforts. Upon the increase in the possibility of 

conflict in the Gulf, Turkey applied to NATO and demanded that the air elements of the Rapid 

Deployment Force, which was envisaged to reinforce the armies of the flank countries for the 

first time in NATO history, be sent to its own territory. 316 The NATO Defense and Planning 

Committee, which met towards the end of December 1990, could not reach a complete decision 

on the sending of the requested air force elements. Belgium and Germany requested that 

delegations of experts be sent to Turkey for an on-site examination and a decision based on the 

report to be prepared. As a result of the evaluations made, the NATO Defense and Planning 

Committee, which convened again in early January 1991, responded positively to Turkey's 

request to deploy air units affiliated in Turkey. 317 In the statement made by the Committee, it 

was stated that it was decided to send an air force consisting of German, Belgian and Italian 

planes affiliated to NATO Aggression Force to the Southeastern region of Turkey. It was also 

emphasized that the purpose of the resolution was to show that the alliance is in common 

solidarity and determination against a possible threat to the territorial integrity of an allied 

country, and thus to contribute to deterrence and defense. Within the framework of this 

decision, Germany decided to send 18 Alfa Jets and 300 German military personnel to Turkey. 
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318  Military personnel to be sent by Germany II. It was the first military unit sent abroad by this 

country since World War II. 319 

While the Turkish government expressed its satisfaction after this decision taken by NATO, the 

effective efforts of the United States of America played an important role in taking this decision. 

In particular, the convincing of the European allies to move NATO's role 'outside the area' was 

carried out by the United States rather than Turkey. The sincerity and wishes of some of the 

NATO members, who seemed to have been convinced to help Turkey during the Gulf crisis, 

started to be questioned again after a while, with the developments that emerged. While the 

statements of the German and Belgian governments that how their units in the Rapid 

Deployment Force would require a new evaluation and decision in a possible war situation and 

that their own governments would have a say in the decisions to be taken on this issue were met 

with concern in Ankara, while the statements in this direction tried to appease the public opinion 

of these countries. considered as explanations. In these countries, especially the Social 

Democrat opposition followed a very strong opposition to aid to Turkey and a possible war in 

the Gulf. While Denmark and Norway sent American-made Sidewinder missiles to Turkey to 

be used in F-16 warplanes, the Patriot missile defense systems requested by Turkey from 

member countries in order to strengthen air defense at the NATO Defense and Planning 

Committee meeting were met by the Netherlands and the United States. 320 Just before the start 

of the Gulf War, US Secretary of State James Baker visited Turkey. During this crisis, the USA 

asked Ankara for help on three issues. first, the use of bases in Turkey during air operations 

against Iraq; secondly, Turkey's deployment of troops to the Iraqi border in order for Saddam 

to reduce the number of troops on the Kuwaiti front; Third, Turkey sent troops to the allied 

forces gathered in Saudi Arabia. While Turkey responded positively to the first two of these, it 

did not comply with the third as a result of the opposition of the TAF despite Özal's insistence. 
321 In this direction, Turkey moved about 180,000 soldiers of the Second Army to the Iraqi 

border, enabling Iraq to hold 8 divisions in the north, and easing the burden on the allies in the 

 
318 Marc Fisher, “GERMANY RELUCTANT TO DEFEND TURKEY IF IRAQ RETALIATES,” Washington Post, January 

22, 1991, https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1991/01/22/germany-reluctant-to-defend-

turkey-if-iraq-retaliates/31670669-d8f5-4ff5-84b1-63dcc31ff44b/. 
319 Molla, “SOĞUK SAVAŞ SONRASI KÖRFEZ KRİZLERİ VE TÜRKİYE-ABD-NATO İLİŞKİLERİ.” 
320 Joseph Cirincione, “The Performance of the Patriot Missile in the Gulf War” (An Edited Draft of a Report 
prepared for the Government Operations Committee, U.S. House of Representatives, October 1992), 

https://web.archive.org/web/20031223120310/http://www.ceip.org/files/projects/npp/resources/georgetow

n/PatriotPaper.pdf. 
321 Morton Abramowitz, Turkey’s Transformation and American Policy (New York: Century Foundation Press, 

2000). 



land war. Thus, the US Secretary of State, James Baker, left the mainland, having largely met 

the American demands. The most important convenience Turkey provided to the United States 

during the Gulf War was the opening of NATO bases to US planes. For this, the government 

issued the decision numbered 1226 from the Grand National Assembly of Turkey on January 

17, 1991, and a day later, US warplanes landed on Incirlik and started the bombardment. During 

the bombardment, allied planes were either taking off from Incirlik and bombing Iraq, or 

arriving from bases and aircraft carriers in the Indian Ocean and landing at Incirlik base, 

dropping their bombs over Iraq. This development was tried to be hidden from the Turkish 

public. Turkey had participated in the war, albeit indirectly, when the Turkish government 

opened the Incirlik Air Base to American warplanes for the bombing of Iraq by using its war 

authority from the parliament. After the bases in Turkey were opened, the statement made by 

the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated that Turkey would not intervene in Iraq unless 

there was an attack on Turkey from Iraq. However, the Turkish Government's opening of 

NATO bases in Turkey to US warplanes to be used in operations was evaluated by many circles 

as provoking Iraq to attack Turkey. 322 

The Gulf Crisis constituted an important turning point in terms of showing that Turkey's 

strategic importance continued in the post-Cold War period. During the escalating process with 

Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1990, the Western European members of the alliance also 

announced that a tense crisis would escalate as the Middle East said that it was outside the 

NATO operation area and slowed things down. Despite the demands of the Western allies to 

take things slow, the USA in particular convinced the allies by saying that this region cannot 

be considered completely out of the area and that the occupation cannot be kept silent. In this 

context, the decisions taken during the Gulf Crisis created some firsts in the history of the 

organization. 323After the Cold War, NATO formed the basis for consultation and decision-

making and showed that political activities will continue along with military activities. Apart 

from this, Denmark and Norway sent missiles to be used in F-16 warplanes, while the 

Netherlands and the USA met the Patriot missile defense systems requested in order to 

strengthen the Turkish air defense. 324 The support given was not unilateral, and Turkey proved 

that it was with the allies during the crisis, with the decisions it took at every opportunity. 

Especially at the beginning of the war, with the opening of Incirlik Air Base to American 
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warplanes for the bombing of Iraq, he showed his determination and place to participate in the 

war. In addition to these, it supported the decision of the economic embargo against Iraq and 

occupied Kuwait with the resolution 661 of the UNSC, 325 The assets of Kuwait and Iraq in 

Turkey were frozen, and the commercial relations with both countries were frozen. Turkey's 

stance on the side of the Western allies ensured that it was rewarded and received military aid 

at the end of the war. 326 It has been observed that the public did not fully support the war, along 

with the opposition parties, who thought that Turkey suffered commercial and political losses 

due to the closure of pipelines and the implementation of embargo decisions during the Gulf 

War. However, the Özal government of the period especially supported Turkey's active role in 

this crisis in order to show its allies how important its place in the post-Cold War organization 

membership was. Despite the anti-war demonstrations inside, the support given to the Gulf War 

showed that the importance of Turkey's place in the Alliance is preserved and that it will be 

protected in the future with its proximity to new threat and conflict areas. In addition, the active 

role played by Turkey has ensured that it will continue in the Middle East policies in the future 

in the context of alliance relations. 327 Concerns and hesitations about the decrease in the value 

of Turkey's strategic position after the Cold War came to an end with the Gulf crises that started 

a short time later. 328  Turkey's strategic position in the Middle East has once again revealed the 

importance of Turkey in the practices of the USA in the region. 329 

In addition, Turkey's democratic rule of law, as a 'model country', has been important 

for the United States of America for the stability of the Middle East, Caucasus and Central Asia 

regions. 330 In addition to these, Turkey's efforts to ensure peace and stability in the Balkans 

and the peacekeeping operations it actively participated in were the factors that highlighted the 

importance of Turkey for the United States. 331In the period from the late 1990s to the Iraq War 

in 2003, the relations between Turkey and the United States of America entered a rapid 

development process, and the relations between the two countries reached their highest level 
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since the 1950s. The US President Bill Clinton, who visited Turkey in 1999, defined the 

relations between the two countries as a strategic partnership used by very few countries, and 

it was important in terms of showing the point reached by the relations. 332 In this period, it was 

observed that the interests and evaluations of the two countries overlapped, especially in the 

regional instability and armed conflicts that emerged in the geography where Turkey is located. 
333 

3.6 THE BREAKUP OF YUGOSLAVIA: 

 

3.6.1 ROLE OF NATO AND TURKEY: OPERATIONS OF NATO 

One of the most important problems encountered in the international arena at the end of the 

20th century is undoubtedly the "Yugoslavia Issue". In the Yugsolavian Question, which 

emerged at the end of the bipolar structure in the international system, the parties exhibited an 

example of a longer and harder struggle than expected. Although the events in Yugoslavia in 

1991 were described as "a civil war in the former Yugoslavia" by many authors, the events that 

took place showed that the dimensions of the problem were much more than a civil war. In 

addition to various states, international organizations such as the UN, the North Atlantic 

Organization (NATO), the European Union (EU) and the European Security Organization 

(OSCE) intervened in the end of the Yugoslavian Snake and the wars, in the establishment and 

maintenance of peace. 334 Following the transformations that took place in Europe and the 

dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, the end of the Cold War period and the new conditions that 

emerged, paved the way for important transformations in the field of international relations, 

and this transformation caused major changes in NATO as well. 335As a result of the important 

changes that have occurred in the world security environment, especially in Europe, since the 

1990s, NATO may have a very different threat and affect the security of the alliance and 

member states than the problems it faced during the Cold War; faced with regional risk factors 

such as ethnic and religious conflicts and had to adapt to this situation. In an environment of 
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uncertainty in the international environment, new risk factors have been determined, and it has 

led to efforts to establish a new European security system. 336 

With its support in the Gulf War and its participation in the military operations in the 

Balkans, Turkey both reinforced its membership and showed that its military power is 

undeniably great and important in the region. These operations, carried out by NATO outside 

the borders of its member countries, were actually the results of the new concepts that spread 

since the beginning of the 90s. If geographies that pose a threat to international peace and 

security or human rights are taking place, especially near the borders of the member states of 

the Alliance, the union has begun to consider the decision to intervene as inevitable. 337  

Turkey's relations with the Balkans, which had a close attitude to the Soviets during the Cold 

War, were limited in this context. However, since a common culture was shared in the historical 

past, the ties have never come to the point of breaking. With the end of the Cold War, a power 

vacuum has emerged in the region and the Balkan states have started to have problems with 

what to replace the collapsed communism and Soviet ideology. Conflicts in the countries of the 

region intensified with the disintegration of Yugoslavia. Turkey did not want to be indifferent 

to the conflicts and felt the need to follow an active policy. 338As long as the regime changes in 

the Balkans in the early 1990s did not cause instability, Turkey was generally satisfied. One of 

the biggest reasons for this was that Turkey first hoped that the effectiveness of a power like 

the USSR would decrease in this region. Moreover, the elimination of ideological differences 

would have improved the possibilities of cooperation in the Balkans. There was a power 

vacuum in the Balkans due to both the economic and political difficulties that the countries in 

this region faced due to the regime change and the disintegration of the USSR, and Turkey 

thought that it could fill this power vacuum politically and economically. 339. In addition, 

Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia, which gained their independence during the 

disintegration of Yugoslavia, wanted to get closer with Turkey. Albania started to develop its 

relations with Turkey even more, and even Bulgaria made a sudden change in its policy and 

started to get closer to Turkey. However, in addition to the developments that emerged in the 

Balkans after the Cold War and which at first glance seemed to be in favor of Turkey, problems 
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such as ethnic conflict, political instability, the emergence and strengthening of organized crime 

groups and the PKK becoming active in the region began to be experienced. In other words, as 

the Cold War period came to an end in the 1990s in the Balkans, the war started and more 

instability came to the region. 340 

The instability that the disintegration of Yugoslavia could bring and the success of the 

separatism of certain ethnic groups were issues that worried Turkey both in terms of its 

domestic and foreign policy. That's why Turkey was defending the unity of this country at first, 

that is, at the time of the crisis in Yugoslavia. During the disintegration process, both the Federal 

Yugoslav administration and the leaders of the republics were trying to provide support by 

visiting Ankara. In his meeting with the Federal President in April 1991, Özal stated that he 

supports the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia. 341Then, on 9-11 July, Macedonian President 

Kiro Gligorov342 and on 15 July President of Bosnia and Herzegovina Aliya Izetbegovic came 

to Ankara and demanded that their independence be recognized. When the European Union 

first recognized Slovenia and Croatia on January 15, 1992, and then Bulgaria, Macedonia and 

Bosnia and Herzegovina with these two, the fragmentation became irreversible. In this case, 

Turkey, which did not want to stay out of the developments in the region, completed these four 

republics at the same time on 6 February 1992. 343 The events in the territory of the former 

Yugoslavia were evaluated at the summit held in Rome on 7-8 November 1991, where NATO's 

transformation and the roles it could play after the Cold War were determined, and the alliance's 

out-of-area operation concept was put on the agenda. At the end of the meeting, it was 

announced that the peacekeeping missions to be entrusted to NATO by the UN could also be 

carried out within the scope of crisis management operations. 344 However, NATO initially did 

not want to be directly involved in the crisis in Bosnia and left the solution to the UN Security 

Council. Upon the conflicts that started in the region, the Security Council (UNSC) decided to 

establish the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in February 1992. 345 However, 

the inadequacy and ineffectiveness of the UN peacekeeping forces against the Serbian forces 

could not prevent the conflicts. In particular, the failure of the Dutch peacekeeping unit to 
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prevent the 1995 massacre by the Serbs in Srebrenica, which was declared a "safe zone" by the 

UN, has become a symbol of this failure. In this process, the emergence of situations such as 

the Serbian militia and soldiers abducting some of the UN peacekeeping soldiers and even 

handcuffing some of them to trees as human shields in order to prevent aerial bombardments 

have also been examples of the inadequacy of the UN. 346 NATO forces, which actively 

participated in the naval blockade with the resolution 787 of the UNSC in 1992 and the no-fly 

zone with the decision no. 816, came into warm contact with the Serbian forces for the first 

time in Bosnia and shot down four Serbian jets on 28 February 1994. has dropped it. 347 The 

Serbian forces, who initially resisted, had to accept the ceasefire and sign the Dayton Peace 

Treaty, as a result of the NATO air bombardments that continued a year later. Due to the 

sensitivity of the situation in the region, NATO decided to deploy a multinational force of 

60,000 people in Bosnia and Herzegovina, pursuant to UNSC resolution 1031 (1995). brought 

under control (UNSC, Resolution 1031). As the situation started to improve over time, the 

operation initiative was transferred to the European Union, and the ALTHEA peace support 

operation, which was initiated with the support given by 18 EU member states and 5 non-EU 

states under the command of the European Union Force (EUFOR), which was established 

within this framework, is still continuing. 348 

Conflicts in the countries of the region intensified with the disintegration of Yugoslavia. 

Turkey did not want to be indifferent to the conflicts that broke out and felt the need to follow 

an active policy. Particularly, the country's natural extension towards the Balkans, its 

geographical proximity and the cultural and religious elements it shares in its historical 

background have been the main reasons why it could not remain indifferent. In this context, in 

the process leading up to the intervention in both Bosnia and Kosovo, diplomatic decision 

mechanisms were contacted and attempts were made to find solutions to the problems in the 

international arena. When the decision to intervene was taken, he remained determined and 

took an active role in the operations by taking an active role in the Alliance militarily.Turkey 

has also supported the Alliance by participating in these interventions due to reasons such as its 

common past and cultural connections and geographical proximity. Ankara wanted NATO to 

be more active and interventionist in ending the civil war in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Since 4 
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August 1993, Turkey has been able to send a military element to the multinational task force 

UNPROFOR. The Turkish Armed Forces (TSK), which sent a mechanized regiment-level 

military unit to the region, increased its contribution to the multinational force, which was first 

established as IFOR and then SFOR, under the command of NATO, to the brigade level, 

following the signing of the Dayton Peace Treaty. Ankara's support for the Partnership for 

Peace (PfP) initiative, announced in 1994, allowed the opening of a training center in Turkey 

in 1998.349 Although he wanted to speed up the process by including international organizations 

in the solution of the problems in Bosnia, he had to bomb Serbian lands for the first time in its 

history. It has been in close contact with organizations to ensure stability in the region both 

during and after the intervention. 

The most recent conflicts over the legacy of Tito's Yugoslavia took place in Kosovo at 

the end of the twentieth century. The idea of Serbia, which claims to be the heir of the former 

Yugoslavia, to include Kosovo, which has the status of an autonomous region and ethnically 

Albanian majority, has led to the emergence of a new crisis. This time, the Kosovo Liberation 

Army (UCK), the majority of whom were Albanians, came up against the rising Serbian 

nationalism, but the militia force in question was insufficient against the regular Serbian Army. 
350As the Kosovo Crisis became more and more stalemate, the attacks of the Serbs led by 

Milosevic against the Albanians increased in early 1999. In February 1999, the USA organized 

a negotiation process in Rambouillet, France, with the participation of diplomats of many 

countries, together with Milosevic, for the solution of the Kosovo problem. In these 

negotiations, Milosevic was asked to withdraw the Yugoslav armies from Kosovo, but 

Milosevic refused this. Milosevic's strict stance made NATO's intervention inevitable. On 

March 24, 1999, 13 NATO member countries started bombing Yugoslavia without the approval 

of the UN. 351 

On March 24, 1999, after 88 years within NATO, with the NATO intervention that 

lasted for 78 days, the Turkish military set foot in this region again. 352 Thus, Serbia had to 

withdraw from Kosovo. The reality revealed by the timing, scope and method of the Kosovo 

Operation reveals that this operation is based on strategic calculations beyond the Kosovo and 

regional balances. The reason why the air strikes against Yugoslavia were not stopped is that 
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the Serbian army and paramilitary units did not put an end to their 'ethnic cleansing' in Kosovo. 

Despite the start of the ATO air campaign, since Milosevic's aggression did not end, NATO 

forces continued their air strikes against targets in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY), 

which they carried out as part of Operation Allied Forces, throughout May. Until the end of 

May, despite many diplomatic negotiations and maneuvers, the bombardment continued as the 

Milosevic leadership did not accept NATO's basic demands. 353 Realizing that he could not 

resist the increasing NATO attacks, Milosevic announced on 10 June 1999 that he would accept 

the draft containing NATO peace terms. After Milosevic's calls for a ceasefire, the UN adopted 

Resolution 1244. With this decision, the "United Nations Interim Administration Mission in 

Kosovo" (UNMIK) was established. UNMIK was tasked with creating the post-war 

conditions.354  

"Kosovo Peace Force" (KFOR) was established under the umbrella of the UN to ensure 

security in Kosovo alongside UNMIK. It was decided that KFOR would be a multinational 

force of approximately 50,000 personnel under NATO's command. At the same time, it was 

agreed that the Russian Federation should also be in KFOR. In addition, more than 12 non-

NATO countries have stated to support KFOR. 355UN Resolution 1244 was an important step 

towards ensuring peace and security in Kosovo. With this decision, a civilian administration 

was established in Kosovo, and the UN took over the administration in Kosovo until the status 

of the region was determined. In addition, Yugoslav soldiers in Kosovo withdrew completely 

from the region with this decision. However, despite all this, Kosovo remained a part of 

Yugoslavia for a while. However, this situation has led to new problems in terms of NATO's 

legitimacy to carry out such operations. 356 In fact, NATO has exhibited unprecedented behavior 

in practice regarding its traditional role in the international system since establishing "Operation 

Sharp Guard" in 1992, forcing the UN to impose an embargo on the FRY. Later, with the 

bombardments carried out in 1995 with the "Operation Deliberate Force" in the BiH and the 

establishment of SFOR and IFOR in the BiH after the Dayton Agreement, these new missions 

of NATO gained legitimacy in the international arena. If we look at what the consequences will 

be for Kosovo, according to UN Security Council resolution 1244, Kosovo was considered a 
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part of FRY, not Serbia. 357 The Kosovo issue constituted one of the most complex and difficult 

problems in the Balkans for Turkey. In all problems and conflicts such as the pressures against 

the Bulgarian Turks in the Balkans in the previous periods, the war in Bosnia, the Macedonian 

problem, Turkey was able to act without hesitation and from time to time exhibit an active 

attitude. The Kosovo issue, on the other hand, created some important problems for Turkey, as 

it included the demand of an ethnic and religious minority to separate against the central 

government and to unite with their relatives in neighboring countries. In addition, Turkey was 

trying to get closer with Yugoslavia, whose relations had reached the breaking point during the 

war in Bosnia-Herzegovina and trade had stopped. 358 However, when the disturbance in 

Kosovo turned into an armed conflict in March 1998, Turkey stood against Yugoslavia for 

many reasons and supported the Kosovo Albanians. 359 Turkey's first official contact with the 

Kosovo issue was in 1992, during the visit of Ibrahim Rugova, the leader of the Kosovar 

Armavuts, to Ankara. Rugova was received by a president for the first time and met with Turgut 

Özal and demanded the recognition of the "Republic of Kosovo" by Turkey. This demand was 

not accepted by Turkey, but political support was promised to the Kosovar Albanians. 360As in 

Bosnia, Turkey acted together with Western countries in general and the USA in particular, and 

supported the decision of economic sanctions against Yugoslavia in parallel with its active 

stance at the beginning of the problem. He also announced that he would participate in air 

maneuvers over Albania and Macedonia, which were to be held in the Adriatic but were delayed 

due to developments in Kosovo. After the negotiations between the US diplomats and the 

Yugoslav officials regarding the Kosovo issue did not yield any results, NATO's bombing of 

Yugoslavia on March 24, 1999 both deeply affected the course of the Kosovo issue and made 

Turkey's position more sensitive. As a NATO member, Turkey, although feeling 

uncomfortable, had approved the decision to bomb a sovereign country against international 

law because of its ill-treatment of its minorities. initially began to conduct inspection flights. In 

fact, Turkish jets also participated in the bombardments in the later stages of the operation. 

Turkey also sent a warship to the Adriatic to monitor the embargo. When NATO wanted to take 

advantage of its bases in Turkey to increase the effectiveness of its operations against 

Yugoslavia throughout April 1999, Turkey responded positively to this request. On April 27, 
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1999, the Council of Ministers decided to open the airports in Balıkesir and Bandırma to NATO 

warplanes, and the airport in Çorlu to be used by tanker aircraft. 361Thereupon, as of June 3, 

American planes and personnel began to arrive in these cities. However, as a result of an 

agreement between Yugoslavia and NATO in mid-June, American planes did not need to hit 

Yugoslavia from bases in Turkey. Meanwhile, Turkey has decided to join the international force 

(KFOR) to be deployed to keep the peace in Kosovo with a 1,000-strong contingent. As a result 

of the negotiations with NATO officials, it was accepted that the Turkish contingent to be sent 

to Kosovo would be placed near Mamusa, Dragoş and Prizren, where Turks live. While 

international troops under NATO's umbrella were entering the region, Turkey was delayed in 

sending troops here as a result of the conflict between Bulgaria and NATO over the transition 

problem, and this union was only able to set out on 30 June 1999. This development, which 

caused criticism in the Turkish public opinion, led to evaluations that Turkey's influence in the 

Balkans decreased and that it lost its superiority against Russia and Greece, which had 

previously deployed troops. 362With its support to the operations, Turkey has clearly 

demonstrated its sensitivity to the situation in the region and the support it has given to the 

communities living here that it feels close to. After the tension in the region decreased over 

time and the situation returned to normal, the task of the NATO forces serving in the Balkans 

was transferred to the European Union Force (EUFOR) as of 2004, and the TAF contributed to 

this force, which was formed under the name of Operation ALTHEA, with a motorized infantry 

division and liaison/monitoring teams. 363 These interventions in the Balkans both heralded a 

transformation within NATO and caused Turkey's military power to be seen once again. It has 

been emphasized that this conflict in the Balkans has put the security of Europe under threat 

since the Second World War, emphasizing the humanitarian dimension of the interventions. It 

has been said that the reasons for these operations are not to protect or gain territory, but to 

protect the values on which the Alliance is built. 364 In the process until the Kosovo intervention, 

Turkey acted on the axis of the USA-NATO with a great deal of consensus. Concerns that future 

conflicts in Kosovo would create instability and spread to the entire Balkans were shared. 365 

Prior to the intervention, a frigate to the naval task force in the Adriatic and the F-16 squadron 

for flights over the region were also allocated to NATO command. During the intervention, air 
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power was supported and the use of military bases and facilities was also allowed. After the 

intervention, Turkey supported the efforts to ensure stability in the region and acted together 

with NATO at every stage of the intervention. Along with the support it has given, Turkey has 

shown that it makes significant contributions to NATO by taking an active role at every stage. 
366  The operations against these conflicts in the Balkans have led to the emergence of new 

fields of work in terms of international relations. The concept of humanitarian intervention has 

started to be discussed and the feasibility and legitimacy of out-of-area operations has been 

paved for NATO as well.367 

 

4- NEW NATO AND NEW TURKEY: (THE 2000S-...) 

4.1 TRANSFORMATION OF BOTH SIDES: 

4.1.1 THE NEW AIM OF NATO: INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 

The great victory of liberalism over communist ideology at the beginning of the 90s 

enabled the liberal system and its tools to take place as a major founding actor in the 

international system. As the biggest innovation brought by the liberal system, globalization has 

increased rapidly. 368 Due to the increase in globalization, it has caused negative concepts such 

as terrorism and human rights violations to affect states on a global scale. The global effects of 

terrorism have proven that even the most powerful countries in the world are not completely 

safe. In this context, the terrorist attack in the USA on September 11, 2001 was also a turning 

point in terms of international relations. Terrorism is no longer only a domestic issue of states, 

but it is a problem that needs to be accepted in the international arena.369 This attack on the 

USA has exceeded the borders of the state in terms of its effects. President of the period, Bush, 

in his “Address to the Nation' speech on September 11, 2001, targeted terrorism and announced 

that the name of the problem of the new age would be terrorism.370 Bush garnered the votes of 

the public with this speech and he started to the infrastructure of the thoughts that rogue states 

should be punished has also begun to form. At this stage, the support of the states considered 
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as allies in the fight against the rogue states has also emerged as a sought-after factor371. The 

National Security Strategy, which is the document the USA announced its strategic vision to 

the world, was influenced by this attack in 2002 and added the fight against terrorism to its 

main policies. President Bush declared that he could intervene in the country where there is a 

possibility of attack before the attack under the title of "preventive strike", which replaced the 

deterrent and defensive policies carried out during the Cold War period. This intervention can 

be made against any part of the world. In this new strategy path, countries will either act together 

with America or stand against it. After this date, the USA announced that it would undertake 

tasks such as global terrorism, conveying democracy to other states, and building open societies, 

and invited its allies to take its side. USA invited its allies to join its.372 Another important result 

of the September 11 attacks was the place the Middle East gained in international politics. After 

this date, the USA reshaped its policy towards this region. Policies such as ensuring security in 

the region, eliminating the possibility of another attack by detecting the locations of terrorist 

organizations and establishing the security of energy resources have come to the fore again and 

strategies have changed in this direction. The continuous increase in the need and consumption 

of oil, especially since the 1940s, necessitated the need to remove the barriers to the safe 

delivery of oil to the market. With the increasing interest of the USA and Western allies in the 

region and its proximity to the Middle East, Turkey has become an alliance member with an 

increasing importance due to its geostrategic value.373 

The attacks also transformed NATO, result in more effective stances by the Alliance 

against terrorism with in new strategies. With the 'Defense Against Terrorism Concept' adopted 

at the Prague Summit in 2002, NATO's field of activity has not only reached the borders of its 

member countries but has reached a global dimension in the need of combating terrorism.374In 

order to provide protection at the global level, the NATO Response Force was established 

which was Military units that mobilize and react quickly were established. These changing 

policies were not limited to the Middle East only. In this context, the Active Endeavor initiative 
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was launched to combat terrorism in the Mediterranean region.With the changing strategies, 

NATO member countries had left the borders and turned into a global security organization. In 

this way, it became ready for its first out-of-area operational mission.375 

4.1.2 RISE OF THE NEW GOVERNMENT IN TURKEY: AKP  

4.1.2.1 THE FIRST TERM OF AK PARTY AND ITS RELATIONS WITH WESTERN 

INSTITUTIONS  

The Justice and Development Party (AKP) was founded in 2001, and it became come 

to power without the support of a coalition partner in November 2002 by incorporating an 

Islamic discourse by going into a formation that included the followers of parties such as the 

Virtue Party(Fazilet Partisi), the Welfare Party(Refah Partisi), the National Order Party(Milli 

Nizam Partisi) of the 1960s, and the National Salvation Party(Milli Selamet Partisi) of the 

1970s.376 After the coalition governments of the 90s, the AKP was able to come to power 

without the support of a coalition partner.  In the "Government Program" created when the AKP 

came to power, it stated that the defense-oriented cooperation with the USA would continue, 

and this cooperation would become widespread. It was also included in the program that the 

relations with NATO would continue in parallel with Turkey's contributions, as in the past, and 

it was stated that the activities of the armed forces within NATO would continue by making 

efforts to maintain and expand stability and peace both in the regional and global context, by 

providing all necessary precautions and deterrence.377 

The traditionally ongoing westernization policy has taken its place primarily in Turkish 

politics with the AKP's coming to power. Turkey, which is accepted as a natural bridge between 

East and West, as in previous years' policies, It has been pursued as a target to take a role as a 

political bridge and to take the role of a political bridge in order to bring these two sides closer 

to each other and to bring them together. In addition, after the September 11th attack, it opposed 

the association of terrorism with Islamic values and increased its attempts to establish dialogue 
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with western institutions as a western Islamic country governed by democracy.378 In this 

context, its Western allies supported Turkey's attempts to become an exemplary country for 

other countries in the region. They expected a country with a long history with Western values 

to spread its open attitude to the West and values such as democracy, open market and liberal 

economy.379 However, a point that should be noted is that this bridge task has some features 

unlike previous years. The period when Turkey's duty to be a bridge was realized through the 

transfer of Western values to the East has changed with the AKP government. This bridge task 

no longer focuses on value transfer, but also on communication and collaboration. Westernism 

has ceased to be the only policy, Islamic values have been used extensively in foreign policy 

discourses, and it has sought to become a leading country as an example of successful 

democracy in Islamic geographies. Communication with other geographies such as the 

Caucasus, the Middle East and Asia has been tried to improve so that the Western identity does 

not overtake other identities. From this perspective, the idea was not shift away from NATO or 

EU institutions. The main idea was to take part in politics without staying away from these 

organizations and to manage the problematic tasks in their own region.380 In the first years when 

the AKP came to power, Turkey's role model for neighboring countries was a strategy supported 

by the USA and the Alliance. Countries where radical Islam is being fought and considered as 

the home of terrorist groups. Western allies would benefit from Turkey which were embrace 

liberal economy, embrace democracy and democratic values and follow open market and open 

door policies when home of terrorist groups, radical Islam countries follow Turkey. It has been 

frequently renewed in the speeches, especially in which Turkey were at the center of the policies 

towards the Middle East. In this period, the former ambassador to the USA (2003-2005) Eric 

Edelman announced that Turkey would be an exemplary state in the transformation of 

democracy and human rights in the Middle East, and that the situation was supported by the 

USA.381 Being a NATO member, in cooperation and dialogue with Western institutions, Turkey 

in the EU membership process has been an important ally for the transformation of the countries 

in the region.382 
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With the strategic vision document agreed between the USA and Turkey in 2006, the 

relations were raised to the level of strategic partnership. In this framework, as clearly stated in 

the document, it has been renewed that the same values and ideals are shared in the context of 

regional and global goals, and it has been stated that joint action will be taken for the spread of 

democracy, peace and freedom. It has been listed under other headings such as the fight against 

terrorism, the prevention of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and the 

development of energy security, which this partnership will develop with NATO missions and 

duties.383 Analyzing the course of relations with the USA is an important factor in 

understanding the level of partnership between NATO and Turkey. Because the fact that the 

USA, which is NATO's largest material and human supporter in the military sense, affects the 

decisions and strategy of the Alliance is clear. When viewed from the perspective of view, the 

perspective towards NATO was also positive during the periods when good relations and 

strategies were carried out jointly with the USA, and the support given has been intense and 

high for both sides.384 

In the first period when the AK Party came to power, it was observed that its relations 

with the West were close and in cooperation. Although there are names close to the Milli Gorus 

(National Outlook) perspective within itself, AKP separated itself from this movement and its 

predecessors with its pro-EU policies and activities aimed at improving relations with western 

institutions.385 AKP has also clearly stated in its party policies that it is in favor of cooperating 

with western institutions in order to spread western values such as democracy and human rights 

in global and international politics.386 Prime Minister of the time, Erdogan also emphasized the 

place of the west in the AK Party policies and said that his relations with western institutions 

were at the center of foreign policy. In this context, he stated that the steps taken regarding the 

EU will progress further and that they are making efforts to increase rapprochement with the 

organization.387 The policy of increasing rapprochement with the EU has been actively used 

especially to ensure political legitimacy before the international community and to facilitate 
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reforms in domestic politics.388 During the first period of his rule, relations with Western 

institutions were openly supported. The following evaluations about the EU were included in 

the 2002 election manifesto of the AK Party regarding this issue. “Our party sees the full 

membership of our country in the European Union as a natural result of our modernization 

process. The implementation of the economic and political provisions of the EU criteria is an 

important step towards our modernization as a state and society. It is inevitable to implement 

these criteria, even when considered independently of EU membership. However, we can 

convey our messages to humanity in the age and with awareness, and we can maintain our 

existence in the international arena by using the opportunities of the age. (…) Turkey, in its 

relations with the European Union, will ensure its commitments and the conditions that the 

Union wants the partner candidate countries to fulfill as soon as possible, and will try to prevent 

the agenda from being busy with artificial problems. (…)Full membership to the European 

Union is our primary goal in terms of economic and democratic development. On the other 

hand, the economic and democratic standards, legal and institutional arrangements presented 

by the EU will be supported regardless of the condition of full membership.”389 As it is clearly 

seen in the declaration, even if full membership does not occur in the future, it is aimed to 

support the making of legal arrangements for the standards of the EU. It is envisaged that all 

kinds of legal arrangements will be made and pro-EU policies will be made in order to ensure 

the conditions for the admission of new members of the Union.390 Ahmet Davutoğlu, who was 

the Chief Advisor to the Prime Minister in the first years of power, emphasized that Turkey's 

membership to the EU would contribute to the geocultural depth of the organization and stated 

that Turkey's membership would provide bilateral benefits. The policy of increasing relations 

with the EU has been clearly determined by the government and constitutional arrangements 

have been made on the way to membership with the discourses in domestic politics. 391 

Constitutional arrangements aimed at deepening the relations with the EU were carried out 

rapidly between 2002-2005. In this framework, regulations have been made in areas such as the 

fight against torture, equal rights and freedoms, the expansion of individual freedom of thought 

and expression in the light of the decisions of the European Court of Human Rights, the law on 

 
388 Alı ̇Balcı, “Türkiye’de Üç Tarz-ı AB Siyaseti: Post-Yapısalcı Bir Okuma,” Uluslararası Hukuk ve Politika 9, no. 35 

(2013): 1–19. 
389 Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, “Seçim Beyannamesi : Herşey Türkiye Için (2002)” (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi 
Yayınları, 2002), TBMM Library, https://acikerisim.tbmm.gov.tr/xmlui/handle/11543/954?show=full. 
390 Karataş, “AKP DÖNEMİ NATO-TÜRKİYE İLİŞKİLERİ:” 
391 Eyup Ersoy, “Old Principles, New Practices: Explaining the AKP Foreign Policy,” Turkish Policy Quarterly 8, no. 

4 (Winter 2009), http://turkishpolicy.com/article/350/old-principles-new-practices-explaining-the-akp-foreign-

policy-winter-2009. 



association activities, and the Law on Political Parties. Again, in this period, his membership 

of the General Staff in institutions such as the Council of Higher Education, Radio and 

Television Supreme Council was terminated. In addition, the death penalty was abolished and 

replaced with aggravated life imprisonment.392 

All the constitutional arrangements made were welcomed by Western institutions as 

well. Manuel Barroso, who was the President of the European Commission in 2004, took an 

attitude supporting Turkey's EU membership. He stated openly in his speeches that Turkey's 

membership, which has realized the expected reforms and progress, is possible and that it will 

be a valuable member that will contribute to the union on this path. Saying that the 

rapprochement that started with the customs union must necessarily result in full membership, 

he continued his stance of supporting membership, saying that Turkey would contribute to the 

union with its economic dynamism and young population.393 The Negotiation Framework 

Document, which determined the procedures and principles for Turkey's full membership, was 

accepted at the intergovernmental conference held in Luxembourg on October 3, 2005, and EU 

accession negotiations started.394 

 

 

4.1.2.2AFGHANISTAN INTERVENTION AND ROLE OF TURKEY 

 

The Afghanistan intervention is important in terms of transforming NATO and leading 

to new strategies, and therefore it was crucial to show Turkey's support for the Alliance. While 

Turkey was taking the decision to intervene in Afghanistan, although it was the first out-of-area 

mission, Turkey received support among the members of the Alliance and developed a new 

way of thinking within the scope of the fight against international terrorism.395 The conceptual 
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and tactical preparations necessary for the out of area intervention were started to be made at 

the Prague Summit, and new decisions were taken to increase the chance of success and 

legitimacy of the intervention. Within this framework, it was decided to establish “the NATO 

Rapid Force” until September 2004. In this way, it has been tried to strengthen the troops in the 

operations carried out in different lands with a more flexible and fast deployable military force 

that can react quickly.396 After the September 11 attacks, the United Nations Security Council 

took the decisions numbered 1368 on September 12, 2001, and numbered 1373 on September 

29, 2001, and started the process that will lead to a joint operation of the USA and England. 

Countries such as Russia and China have also supported the USA, on the other hand, there have 

been decisions condemning the attacks from the Islamic geography. With the start of Operation 

Enduring Freedom- Afghan targets were bombed and the first response took place. On the one 

hand, political negotiations were continued, and the interim Karzai government, which was 

established in accordance with the Bonn Agreement, started its duty on 22 December 2001 and 

tried to take political steps. Furthermore, with the Bonn Agreement, the command of ISAF 

forces, which was formed with the participation of eighteen states under the leadership of 

Britain on 19 December 2001, was transferred to NATO on 11 August 2003. After this date, 

Allied forces also participated in the operation.397 With the transfer of the intervention to 

NATO, a transformation began within the Alliance. It has also been one of the first indicators 

of out of area operations and the fight against international terrorism. In this context, the support 

of the Turkish forces to the operation is also important in terms of understanding the importance 

of its place in the Alliance.398 

The presence of the Turkish Armed Forces in Afghanistan within the NATO mission 

has been an important and could not to underestimated. Turkey was welcomed by the Afghans 

more because of the historical bond with the Afghan people, and Turkey worked with the people 

of the region in more technical and educational fields, since Turkey said that the conflict forces 

would not take part in them.399 Turkey assumed the second term command of ISAF between 

June 2002 and February 2003 and continued its support in the military wing of the intervention. 

In the same period, Turkey also carried out the Kabul International Airport operation, which is 
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within the NATO command and control structure. Ensuring the security of the airport has been 

one of his most important contributions to the response. Turkey also actively participated in the 

training given by the Afghan national security forces to ensure the security of the country on 

their own, and trainings were given by Turkish soldiers at the Gazi Military Training Center 

opened in Kabul.400 Kabul Provincial Governor Dr. Zabibullah Mojadid said about Turkey in 

his interview was remarkable in terms of the presence of Turkish forces in Afghanistan and 

understanding their relations:” Unlike other international powers, the Turks do not march with 

their weapons ready to fire with their deputies. Afghans don't look at the Turks as a foreign 

power, they somehow see them as their own.”401 Turkey, with the support of the Afghan people, 

has made great contributions to the stability and security building in Afghanistan, both within 

the framework of the UN and NATO, by using soft power. One of the important supports 

provided by Turkey was the training of the Afghan Police force in its own territory. This training 

provided a significant contribution to the modernization and specialization of the police in 

Afghanistan.402  Turkey still continues its education on this subject and continues its support to 

the region. Training of police and national forces is an important detail for the success of the 

intervention. Because, in order to prevent terrorist groups from nesting and reaching the power 

to carry out their actions, a stable state should be organized in Afghanistan and security forces 

should provide its own security. The training of these forces by Turkey can be considered as 

one of the clearest contributions it has made to NATO.403 Wardak and Jawzjann states were 

among the most important contributions of Turkey. Aid to these provinces, which are among 

the poorest provinces in Afghanistan, was realized with the joint work of Turkish International 

Cooperation and Provincial Reconstruction Team (RPT). It is aimed to contribute to the 

education of the Afghan people, to improve their health and infrastructure, and to increase their 

quality of life, by carrying out more than 200 projects for the regions with more than 130 

employees. For this purpose, hospitals, mosques, schools were rebuilt and health checks were 

carried out for people living in remote areas. In addition, Afghan women are trained to work in 

the military and police forces, healthcare and other similar services. In addition to all these, 

roads, bridges and water wells were built and infrastructure works were accelerated. More than 
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$2 billion has been invested in these projects since 2002, financed by the Turkish government 

and private Turkish entrepreneurs.404 

Despite the good relations and mutual support established by the Afghan people with 

Turkey, it is not possible to say this view for NATO as a whole. Many problems have been 

encountered, especially due to the increase in civilian casualties over time, the difficulty in the 

fight against terrorist groups throughout the country, the decrease in the support of the Afghan 

people and the distrust of the people towards the political structure. In addition, the ineffective 

use of financial transfer greatly affected the success of the operation. The absence of state 

institutions hindered the transfer of funds and there were great difficulties in ensuring stability 

in the region.405  

4.2 THE SECOND TERM OF AK PARTY GOVERNMENT AND THE CHANGING 

PERCEPTION ABOUT THE WEST 

In the General Elections held on July 22, 2007, the AK Party won 46.47% of the votes and 

emerged as the first party again. As a result of the elections, it reached the number of 341 

deputies in the parliament and maintained its parliamentary majority since 2002. In the process 

leading up to the elections, large-scale rallies were held against the AK Party with the discourse 

that it was on an anti-secular axis, and the elections were held under these tensions. These 

rallies, called the Republic rallies, started on April 14, 2007 in Ankara, and were then held in 

Istanbul on April 29, in Izmir on May 13, and spread to other provinces.406 The AK Party, which 

is on the Islamic line and supports this view with its actions and attitudes, faced protests 

throughout the country on the grounds that it stayed away from the Anti-Secular and Kemalist 

lines in these years. These demonstrations, led by leftist groups, continued with the fears that 

Turkey's policies would move away from Western values and shift towards the Middle East 

axis.407 The reason for these uprisings has also been shown as Turkey's convergence to the 

Islamic line due to the lack of EU membership. At this point, criticism continued on the grounds 
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that Western models did not guide Turkey, which had difficulties in balancing liberal 

democracy, Islam and secularism, and started to leave it alone.408 

The thought that the AK Party was in activities contrary to secularism, starting from 

these rallies and the unrest among the people, eventually went to the judiciary and resulted in 

the filing of the lawsuit against the AK Party in the Constitutional Court. The opening of the 

case caused unrest, especially within the European allies and EU institutions.409 The date when 

Barraso, who will make his first visit to Turkey in April 2008 while the closure case continues, 

coincided with a very critical period. The Chairman of the Commission, who tried to avoid 

commenting on the closure case, still could not refrain from giving a message on the subject. 

“We support all parties working for reforms in Turkey. It should not be concluded from the 

messages given from Brussels that we support any party in Turkey."410 With this message, it is 

clear that Barraso wants to convey that the EU is impartial regarding the case. It has been 

pointed out that even if the AK Party is closed, this decision will be respected and the course 

of relations with the newly incoming ruling party will be tried to continue.411 Although the 

developments related to the closure case occupied this visit, hopeful discourses for the 

continuation of positive relations between Turkey and the EU were important. Barraso revealed 

that his support for Turkey on this issue continues with the following words: “I believe that 

Turkey and the EU will always remain focused on their common interests. 50 years ago, people 

with vision and leadership talent came together and formed this union to overcome centuries of 

war, hatred, and prejudices among the nations and peoples of Europe. In the multipolar 21st 

century, in a world where the world has become more complex and competitive and this is 

increasing day by day, this vision will bring both Turkey and the EU together in peace and 

solidarity. and together we will stand up against the challenges of the future.”412 Barraso's visit 

at a time when Turkey was dealing with domestic political problems was important as a sign of 

efforts to maintain relations with the EU. 

These anti-secular-oriented problems faced by the AK Party during its second ruling 

period brought to mind the question of whether it was moving away from the West and caused 
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discussions. The Islamic-centered discourses and the increasing interest in the Middle East had 

started a new debate on shift in Turkish foreign policy. 413 It is important to discuss the axis 

shift for Turkey, which has seen the westernization policy as its main foreign policy target since 

its establishment. Because not only relations with Western institutions but also Western values 

are included in this policy. When Turkey wants to change its relationship with these institutions 

and replace it with a new one, it will have to change Western values as well.414 Some scholars 

who argue that the concept of Middle Easternization does not cause a shift in axis, argued that 

this negative connotation is misinterpreted. According to Oğuzlu, he stated that Turkeys 

situation is axis enlargement, not axis shift. According to Oğuzlu, it is true that foreign policy 

has become Middle Eastern, but this cannot result in a break with the West. The increase in 

Turkey's interest in the Middle East has resulted in the Middle East becoming more prominent 

in relations with the West. 415 From this perspective, the increase in policies towards the Middle 

East essentially ensures the continuation of relations with the West, not ending. The point to be 

noted here is how much these policies overlap with the policies of Western states. The tensions 

and problems experienced show that these policies do not overlap always.416 The points 

underlined by President Abdullah Gul on this issue were noteworthy: “What I want to underline 

once again is that some of them, especially in the last period, 'Where is Turkey going', Turkey 

is perceived as a country drifting in the middle of the sea according to the waves. It's not like 

that at all. Let me be very clear. It is very clear what Turkey is doing. Turkey, of course, goes 

both east and west, north and south, in all directions.(…)”417 Although government 

representatives say that the axis shift debates are malicious rhetoric aimed at wearing down the 

country and destabilizing the country,418 it would not be correct to claim that there have been 

no changes in foreign policy and that Turkey does not want to play a role as a rising power and 

model country in its policies regarding the Middle East. Contrary to government officials and 

writers who think otherwise, Turkey has clearly signaled that it does not stay in line with its 
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foreign policy priorities and ideas that diverge with the West. Turkey even faced with his allies 

from time to time because of these policies.419 

While these problems continued, Turkey would have another problem with its Western 

allies. The South Ossetia Crisis, which will result in Russia's intervention in an independent 

state for the first time after the Cold War years, has created a problem between Turkey and 

Western institutions, as well as a test for Western organizations. During the intervention 

process, which started with the discussion of Georgia and Ukraine's membership possibilities 

to NATO, Russia, for the first time, gave the signals that it would return to its former strong 

days by finding the opportunity to test its military and political stance. Unable to respond 

adequately to the intervention, NATO not only condemned the attack, but also opened the door 

for its policies to be questioned. With this intervention, NATO-Russia relations which have 

long been trying to maintain a well-managed network of relations, dialogue and cooperation, 

faced a shocking result and led to the failure of the NATO-Russia Council to convene. The 

Alliance's failure to respond adequately is actually an expected result, considering the roles of 

EU member states in NATO and their trade relations with Russia, including the energy network. 

In addition, the fact that the invader and intervening states were not members of the Alliance 

therefore, situation did not allow any conflict to be entered into legally. The war that started 

with Georgia's initiation of an operation against the Russians who entered South Ossetia on 7-

8 August also affected Turkey. It has threatened both its commercial and regional policies in 

the region and has been affected by the tension between NATO and Russia.420 Although Turkey 

tried to fulfill the requirements of being an ally in this crisis with policies in favor of the USA 

and the Alliance, it was stuck politically due to the Alliance's inability to take an effective 

decision, the problems of cooperation among the members, and the absence of any resolution 

from the UNSC. The growing trade network with Russia, being the largest supplier of natural 

gas, and its contribution to tourism were among the biggest reasons for the political congestion. 

Turkey proposed the establishment of the "Caucasus Stability and Cooperation Platform" in 

order to end the war quickly and find a solution at the regional level. However, although this 

proposal was sent to all countries as an official offer, no institutionalization could be realized 

for this platform due to the effect of the Arab Spring. Due to the inability to allocate an 
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environment of mutual trust and peace in the negotiations between the parties with Turkey's 

initiatives, the platform was prevented from being implemented.421 

4.2.2 CRISIS OF ELECTION OF GENERAL SECRETARY OF NATO IN 2009 

The elections for NATO Secretary General, which came to the agenda with the expiry 

of the Dutch Jaap De Hoop Scheffer term in 2009, caused controversial days for Turkey. The 

Turkish side who objected to the election of the Secretary General of the former Prime Minister 

of Denmark, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, especially with the intervention of US President Obama 

overcame this process and finally accepted and approved Rasmussen's candidacy. 422 The 

NATO Secretary General is at a key point in that she/he is the Alliance's highest civilian 

administrative officer and, as such, represents NATO in international organizations. It is 

important for the spirit of the union and the stability of policies that the person who will come 

to this position is accepted and cooperated by the members of the Alliance. Rasmussen, who 

will be appointed as a Danish name for the first time, was met with a reaction by Turkey at first, 

and it was an important development in this context and has the potential to lead to a crisis in 

relations.423 

Turkey, which objected to the election of Rasmussen, had three major problems. The 

first of these was Rasmussen's statements in 2003 that Turkey, which was advancing towards 

the EU, never had the possibility of becoming a full member in the future. The inability to 

produce the necessary internal security policies in order to reach the full member capacity of 

the EU, especially the failure of the fight against the PKK and the failure to reach a solution in 

the Cyprus problem, have been shown as the biggest obstacles on the way to full membership. 

The second problem is that Roj TV, the PKK's media organ, broadcasts freely in Denmark and 

the Danish government does not take any legal steps on the grounds of freedom of broadcasting. 

Third and lastly, there were relations that deteriorated with the rejection of the solution proposal 

brought to Rasmussen during the crisis that broke out with the publication of cartoons about the 

Prophet Muhammad in Danish newspapers.424 The cartoon crisis had wide repercussions in 

Muslim geographies and escalated the tension with the start of uprisings and attacks against 
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Danish embassies. However, when Rasmussen refused to apologize on this issue and stated that 

freedom of expression could not be interrupted for any reason, that is why he faced a reaction 

in the Islamic world.425 With the cartoon crisis, the increasing anti-Islamism in Europe has 

actually started to make itself felt better. This situation will have consequences that will also 

affect Turkey's EU membership. The crisis spread to Europe with the publication of the cartoons 

in newspapers in France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the Netherlands apart from Denmark. 
426When evaluated within the framework of these problems, Rasmussen's candidacy increased 

Turkey's concerns. However, the problems were overcome and Rasmussen was elected as the 

General Secretary.427 

After Rasmussen was elected as the Secretary General, a period of improvement began 

in relations. Rasmussen, who participated in the 2nd Forum of the Alliance of Civilizations held 

in Istanbul, said the following in his speech both to clear up the question marks and to show 

that he did not have a negative attitude towards Turkey. "I want to come directly to the topic of 

cartoons in Denmark. My position there was very clear. It was clear before the crisis, during 

the crisis and after the crisis. I am not in favor of blaming people for their religious ethnic 

background.(…)As NATO's general secretary, religious and cultural I will pay particular 

attention to sensitivities. Here I will always maintain my respect for these diverse societies in 

an increasingly pluralistic and globalized world. (…) One of my priorities will be to increase 

and intensify our dialogue and relations with the Muslim world. "I believe in freedom of 

expression. I also believe in respecting personal and religious feelings. This is exactly the 

balance we believe in."428 Although Rasmussen's election as the General Secretary, Roj TV and 

the cartoon crisis and Turkey-Denmark relations went through difficult times, but relations 

started to improve as of 2010. In fact, trade between the two countries increased by 8.9 percent 

in 2010, achieved a record growth. In addition, in September 2013, the Economic and 

Commercial Partnership Committee was convened between Denmark and Turkey in Ankara 

and signed a protocol between two countries.429 Political negotiations have a great role in the 

positive economic relations and political cooperation. The United States intervened so that 
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Turkey would not object to Rasmussen's election, and Obama kept the channels of dialogue 

open, giving Turkey a kind of assurance. For Confirming this, Prime Minister of the time Recep 

Tayyip Erdoğan made a statement: “US President Barack Obama cleared our reservations.” 

After his election, Rasmussen stated that he was aware of these reservations in his comments: 

“I fully understand Turkey's concerns. I will be in close cooperation with Turkey. I will 

establish good relations with the Muslim world” 430 It was important that give word about the 

Deputy Secretary General of NATO to be elected Turkish for Rasmussen's support of the 

Candidacy. Accepting this condition, NATO brought Hüseyin Diriöz to Defense Policy and 

Planning, one of the most critical areas in NATO.431  Furthermore, In 2010, there was a 

surprising development between these two countries. Copenhagen City Court filed a closure 

case against Roj Tv on allegations that the channels were financed by the PKK and that they 

were making terrorist propaganda. The case, which started to be heard in August 2011, was 

concluded in 2012 and a high fine was imposed, and the channel was closed due to the license 

cancellation decision.432 In an interview he gave in Turkey in 2010, Rasmussen emphasized the 

importance of Turkey's role in NATO and drew attention to its contribution to the alliance: 

"Turkey is an important bridge between Europe, the Middle East and Asia. I have very good 

relations with the Turkish government. I'm not worried about security and defense cooperation. 

On the contrary, Turkey can play a very important role due to its strong cooperation and past 

relations with Afghanistan and Pakistan.”433 

4.2.3 LISBON SUMMIT (2010) AND MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS: 

Turkey's questioning attitude towards the alliance started with the election of 

Rasmussen and continued with the decisions taken at the Lisbon Summit. These negative 

confrontations and crises against the spirit of the alliance led to the questioning of the Turkey-

NATO alliance relationship and rekindled the discussions about the axis shift in foreign 

policy.434 Although missile defense systems came to the agenda at the Lisbon Summit and 

started to occupy Turkey's agenda, In fact, the idea of establishing this system dates back to the 

first years of the Cold War. In particular, the national security strategies of the USA have been 

 
430 “Rasmussen NATO’nun Yeni Genel Sekreteri,” Newspaper, CNN Türk, April 4, 2009, 
https://www.cnnturk.com/2009/dunya/04/04/rasmussen.natonun.yeni.genel.sekreteri/520945.0/index.html. 
431 Uğur Ergan, “NATO’ya 31 Yıl Sonra Türk Genel Sekreter Yardımcısı,” Newspaper, Hürriyet, September 27, 

2010, https://www.hurriyet.com.tr/gundem/nato-ya-31-yil-sonra-turk-genel-sekreter-yardimcisi-15874044. 
432 Engin Esen, “Roj TV ve Nûçe TV Niçin Şimdi Kapandı?,” Newspaper, BBC News Türkçe, August 20, 2013, 
https://www.bbc.com/turkce/haberler/2013/08/130820_nuce_tv_kapandi. 
433 Batuhan Yaşar, “Rasmussen, TGRT Haber’e Konuştu,” Newspaper, İhlas Haber Ajansı, October 7, 2010, 
https://www.iha.com.tr/haber-rasmussen-tgrt-habere-konustu-140825/. 
434 Karataş, “AKP DÖNEMİ NATO-TÜRKİYE İLİŞKİLERİ:” 



shaped after this date in order not to fill the power gaps that may arise against their own 

interests. In this framework, the missile defense system, which was partially included under the 

title of missile defense in the 1998 strategy, was deepened by taking its main lines in the 1999 

strategy. In this strategy, it was emphasized that the threat was perceived from the states 

developing long-range weapons of mass destruction and the need for a defense system against 

the possibility of intercontinental ballistic missile attack against these rogue states was 

mentioned. However, the Anti-Ballistic Missiles Treaty of 1972, signed bilaterally by the USA 

and the Soviet Union during the Cold War years, had promised not to establish any air defense 

system on the territory of the country, with the exceptions allowed. In addition, nuclear 

armament was also brought under control with the START 1 and START 2 Agreements signed 

afterwards. The existence of these agreements prevented the US attempt to establish any system 

for a long time. Saying that it would attempt to soften the provisions of the agreement to 

establish this system, the USA later abandoned this idea and announced that they would 

withdraw from the Agreement in 2001 while George W. Bush was in the Presidency. and 

subsequently in June 2002 unilaterally terminated the Agreement.435 

The withdrawal of the USA from the agreement unilaterally caused great reactions from 

Russia. Russia, which predicted that the superiority would develop in favor of the USA, due to 

the gradual development of the missile defense system and the increase in the arms race, 

opposed the regulation of this system. Russia, which realized that such a system that can be 

established near its territory can be equipped with espionage activities in the future, so Russia 

withdrew from “Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe – CFE” as a counterattack.436 The 

project, whose realization was suspended during the Bush era, was revised during the Obama 

era and started to be discussed again under the title of "phased adaptive approach". As the 

Obama administration approached the problem, Iran did not currently have long-range missiles, 

so it aimed to deploy medium and short-range missiles instead of long-range missiles to protect 

Europe.437 

With the outlines of the missile system becoming clear, the missile defense system 

began to be discussed within the framework of the "New Strategic Concept" at the 2010 Lisbon 
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Summit.438 Because of its geographical proximity to Iran, Turkey was determined as the most 

suitable candidate for the deployment of these missiles, as result it increased pressures on 

Turkey. 439The increasing pressure on the AKP government has also caused controversy among 

NATO and alliance members. First of all, it was a problem for Turkey that the missile system 

was installed against Iran caused perceived Turkey as a threat. Because, according to the “Zero 

Problems with Neighbors” policy pointed out by Davutoğlu, there should be no conflict 

between Iran and Turkey.440 In addition, Turkey, arguing that Iran has not developed nuclear 

weapons, that is why also voted "no", opposing the UNSC's decision to impose sanctions on 

Iran.441 The comments of Özgür Ünlühisarcıklı, Turkey Director of the German Marshall Fund 

on this subject, are remarkable: “In the transatlantic community, including Turkey, all countries 

except Turkey agree that there is sufficient evidence to indicate that Iran is about to develop a 

nuclear weapon system. Not Turkey. There is also an alliance on the implementation of 

sanctions. There is also an alliance on the implementation of sanctions. Here, Turkey remains 

outside the subject of this alliance.”442 Both the desire to establish good and friendly relations 

with Iran in accordance with the foreign policy of the AK Party and the belief that Iran would 

not develop its nuclear programs would in a way fail this policy if the missile defense system 

was to be installed on the soil. Because it was clear that the defense system perceived Iran as a 

threat and was against the actions that this country could take. Turkey disturbed by this situation 

and objected to Iran being explicitly mentioned as a threat in official documents. In order not 

to damage the periodic cooperation and trade partnerships with its neighbor, and not to 

accelerate the possible armament of Iran, which is shown as a source of threat, it conveyed this 

opposition to the USA.443 Although the name of Iran or another country was not used side by 

side with the concept of threat in legal texts, it was clear which countries the threat refers to. 
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Moreover, it is obvious that the defense system did not directly overlap with the foreign policy 

that was shaped by the understanding of "Zero Problems with Neighbors".444 

The USA wanted to include Turkey in the system from the very beginning, especially 

because of its geographical location, and wanted Turkey to be included as an important actor in 

this project. The views of Jim Townsend, one of the names in charge of Europe and NATO in 

the US Department of Defense, reveal the expectation of the USA on this subject: “When we 

look at where ballistic missile threats can come from, Turkey is very much on the front line in 

our opinion. So, Turkey could be a good place to host some parts of the system geographically." 

Townsend also stated that he had two expectations from Turkey regarding the NATO Summit 

to be held in Lisbon, and he made it clear to Ankara that they should think about at least two 

issues: “First, their vote for NATO to assume the missile defense system as an Alliance 

capability. The second is what kind of role Turkey wants to play. It is clear that due to its 

geographical location, Turkey is a good place to host some parts of the system. We are hopeful 

that Turkey and all its allies will come forward and agree to accept missile defense as NATO 

capability.” 445 Apart from not mentioning the name of Iran or another country for the 

establishment of the missile defense system, one of the issues that Turkey discussed was the 

question of who would be in control of the system. Prime Minister Erdoğan openly expressed 

his concerns on this issue in an interview with Reuters with the following words: “There are 

some technical issues that need to be clarified in the project. Points such as who will command 

the system and who will press the button should be clarified. When such matters become clear, 

we will make our final decision on this matter.”446 If the missile shield is on the territory of the 

country, Turkey's being a clear target and how the control mechanism would work in case of 

an operation were among the main concerns. The operability of the control mechanism actually 

stemmed from Turkey's concerns about Israel. Turkey asked for assurances so that the system 

would not be operated in the event of an attack on Israel, which is not a NATO member. The 

Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Defense of the Allied countries gathered after the summit 

made assessments on such matters and it was ensured that the Missile Shield would be operated 

only to protect the lands of NATO member allies by providing full coverage in the territory of 
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Turkey.447 Finally, the deployment of the Missile Defense System started with the meeting of 

Turkey's demands. However, it was unexpected that Iran did not intensify its criticisms while 

talking about the project and reacted to the radar systems that were planned to be deployed in 

Malatya Kürecik, an important pillar of the Missile Shield project, in 2011. In fact, Iranian 

Defense Minister Ahmed Vahidi said that they would hit the facility in Kürecik if necessary.448 

The acceptance of Turkey's demands on Missile Defense Systems and the establishment of the 

system in Turkey had supported the continuation of Turkey's alliance tradition. Considering the 

axis shift debates that Turkey has experienced, a period of relative softening has started with 

the decision to host the systems.449 

4.3- THE FINAL TERM OF THE AK PARTY GOVERNMENT AND CURRENT 

CRISES: 

4.3.1 TENSION RELATIONS WITH WEST 

Turkey, which took steps to consolidate its position in the military wing of the alliance 

with the placement of missile defense systems in the country, still could not escape from being 

at the center of the axis shift discussions as a result of the foreign policy moves it implemented 

and followed. 450 Policies towards the Middle East and North Africa geographies and the crises 

that will occur in these regions will also open the door to a period that will lead to the 

questioning of alliance membership and foreign policy.451 In line with the concepts of "zero 

problems with neighbors" and strategic depth, which Davutoğlu specifically pointed out, 

Turkey wanted to position itself as the central country in its region. Turkey, which does not 

want to stay away from the crises and wants to become the country that has a voice while the 

region is reshaped, showed itself with the Arab Spring, the Syria Crisis and the Libyan 

Intervention, and started a period in which relations with the West and the USA were questioned 

and conflicts increased. Turkey's desire and necessity to be a central country for these 

geographies is clearly stated in Davutoğlu's words: “Turkey has a big impression in the 

international arena. More importantly, there is a critical group of countries that carefully listen 

to Turkey's stance on regional and international issues.(…)Assuming this role is a historical 
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responsibility for Turkey.”452 It is clear from these speeches that Turkey has positioned its 

foreign policy line towards the concept of "strategic depth" in order to produce policies on its 

own in its region and to become a leading country. 453 Promising to maintain its goal of 

becoming a great power in its region in foreign policy, the AK Party has started to reinterpret 

its reform attack between 2002-2005 and its close cooperation with Western institutions with 

increasing skepticism since 2010. Especially since 2007, it has been seen that the emphasis on 

EU accession has decreased and more general expressions have been used in AKP policy.454 

On the other hand, the discourses showing the move away from the traditional Western alliance 

policy, the crises with the Western institutions fueled the question marks about the change in 

foreign policy and the discourses towards moving away from the Western institutions 

intensified.455 

In the dialogue process with the EU, the negotiation chapters could not be closed and 

the discussions created by the progress reports resulted in an increase in European skepticism 

since 2010. The words of Cemil Çiçek, Speaker of the Assembly at the time, also reveal this 

issue: "Two kinds of clocks are used in terms of timing in Turkey-EU relations: Wrist watches 

are used when it comes to our obligations, and hourglasses are preferred in terms of EU's 

obligations. The EU turns the hourglass as it suits them, turns it like this and throws the ball 

into the crown. I mean, of course, after this time, I don't know what others will say, but as the 

Speaker of the Assembly, I believe that at this point, due to the attitude that has been put forward 

so far, the matter made it hard.” 456 Government officials also frequently expressed the 

problems experienced in the process of full membership with the EU, and serious problems 

began to be experienced with Western institutions. The problems experienced in the European 

Union membership in the first place increased the discussion ground with the Western states. 

4.3.2 LIBYA INTERVENTION. 

The protests, which started with the shooting of a young man named Muhammed Bouazizi in 

Tunisia and grew under the slogan "Let's give jasmine to the police", changed the power by 
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taking the name "Jasmine Revolution" and these developments spread to the Middle East and 

North African countries, creating a domino effect. The "Arab Spring", given the general name 

of the revolts, changed the regime in the countries where it spread and was the scene of large 

demonstrations, public protests and internal conflicts that would displace the governments.457 

The effect of the Arab Spring increased as it spread to the countries in the region in a short time 

and Turkey was also affected by this situation as a result of its proximity to the geographies. In 

Libya, one of the examples where these popular uprisings were suppressed most violently, the 

rapid decisions of the international community once again revealed how important the policies 

towards the region are in the decision-making process. The geographical location of Libya and 

its richness in energy resources, the effect of the "Unity for the Mediterranean" policy, which 

is one of the projects initiated by Sarkozy and his desire to become a leader in the 

Mediterranean, were undoubtedly the major factors in the rapid decision to intervene.458 

Gaddafi administration, which has been trying to avoid being isolated by establishing 

close relations with the Western world since the 2000s, started to cooperate with Western states 

in the field of trade, especially in the period between 2002 and 2005, with the lifting of the UN 

sanctions on the region, and foreign companies increased their investments in the region. Libya, 

which has a serious economic relationship network, was also at a very important point as it 

served as a buffer zone on the migration routes to Europe. For such reasons, especially France, 

one of the European states, was at the forefront of the decision to intervene in the region and 

led the intervention in order to become the leading country in its policy towards the 

Mediterranean. For the USA, which did not make a sound about France's leadership, the Libyan 

intervention was also a testing ground for the Common Security and Defense Policy of the EU, 

especially after the Lisbon Summit. In addition, the material and moral devastation caused by 

the operations carried out in Iraq and Afghanistan made it difficult for him to add a new one to 

his operations that started to be questioned. However, the lack of military equipment, the no-

fly zone practices and the attacks on the civilian population, which were faced during the 

operation, forced NATO to step in and witnessed the failure of the EU.459 The No-Fly Zone in 

Libya, which was declared with the aim of protecting the civilian population with the UN 

Resolution No. 1973, enabled the establishment of a military operation under the leadership of 
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France, the USA, Italy, Canada and England which participated in the operation. The idea of 

making the operation under the EU which was expressed by France and England, could not be 

realized due to the lack of consensus. Finally, when the shortcomings of the operation came to 

the agenda, the operation was transferred to the NATO alliance on 24 March 2011.460 

The decision to launch an operation against Libya disturbed Turkey and caused harsh 

criticism. At a time when Turkey was trying to maintain its claims of being a strong and central 

country in its region, it did not want to be a spectator to the developments in Libya. However, 

Sarkozy's project to become the leading country in the Mediterranean, which he thought for 

France, conflicted with Turkey's interests in this context, causing him to question the 

operation.461 Turkey was considering that France is trying to regain its former influence in 

North Africa, on the other hand, Turkey also tried to establish a dialogue between the parties 

before the decision to intervene, arguing that the great powers' interest in the region stemmed 

from Libya's oil presence.462 Turkey also faced with the NATO alliance in the Libyan issue, 

causing tension in the relations between the allies. When the discourses about NATO's 

involvement in the operation emerged, Prime Minister Erdoğan openly opposed the transfer of 

the operation to NATO with the words he said on February 28: “Should NATO intervene in 

Libya? Is that such nonsense? What is NATO doing in Libya? In case of any intervention in one 

of the countries that are members of NATO, such a thing can be brought to the agenda. How 

else can we intervene in Libya? Look, as Turkey, we are against this, such a thing cannot be 

talked about, such a thing cannot be thought of.” Turkey, which openly opposes the transfer of 

the intervention to NATO, has experienced a great tension in its relations with the USA and 

NATO after this statement.463 Trying to continue its reconciliation efforts, Turkey continued to 

oppose the intervention, and then Prime Minister Erdoğan openly stated this in his speech in 

Istanbul on 14 March: “Everyone should do their best to end the violence and end the sibling 

rivalry in Libya. However, the Libyan people should be allowed to draw their own direction 

and change should be allowed to flow in its natural course. (…) We consider a NATO 

intervention, a military operation in Libya or another country extremely useless, and we are 
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concerned that it may have dangerous consequences beyond useless.” 464 All these efforts of 

Turkey were inconclusive as the attacks carried out by the Gaddafi regime against its own 

people continued and other organizations in the region took an stance in favor of the 

intervention, and it had to approve the NATO intervention by demanding the acceptance of 

some conditions.465  

The operation, which was handed over to NATO command, was a first for the alliance 

to intervene directly in a Middle Eastern country. Turkey, on the other hand, did not participate 

in this operation as a warring party, but showed its support mostly in technical and humanitarian 

fields. With the start of the aerial bombardment, it contributed by concentrating its efforts on 

humanitarian aid, evacuations and logistical support, and control of the arms embargo. During 

the Libyan operation, it evacuated 25 thousand people, mostly Turkish citizens, from the 

region.466 The Libyan operation took place in the form of air strikes without a ground operation 

and took longer than expected. Only 8 out of 28 NATO members have participated in airstrikes 

and cooperated with other states and organizations in the region. In particular, the support of 

the Arab League and the participation of Qatar, United Arab Emirates, Jordan and Morocco in 

the operation at various levels were aimed to contribute to the legitimacy of this intervention 

against the Gaddafi regime. The air patrols of Sweden, which is not a NATO member, were 

another contribution that was talked about. These contributions, as an interesting element in 

terms of seeing NATO's partnerships in the region, have signaled that dialogue and cooperation 

will develop in the future.467 Although the support of the countries in the region was tried to be 

obtained, the fact that the operation was carried out from the air and it was difficult to arm and 

control the opposition caused the operation to be prolonged. As the airborne intervention caused 

civilian casualties and the financial burden became a growing problem, the US administration 

demanded more serious support from Turkey, Spain, the Netherlands, Germany and Poland. 

The difficulties and hesitations experienced in the execution of the operation started to be 

overcome with the support of the British, French and Italian forces, weapons aid and the special 
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forces' support to the operation, and the operation, which started in March, was ended in 

October after 7 months.468 

4.3.3 SYRIAN CRISES AND TURKEY’S DOWNING OF RUSSIAN WARPLANE 

Internal conflicts in Syria, emerging terrorist groups have started security problems by causing 

the intense migration of the Syrian people and have affected many surrounding countries, 

especially its close neighbor Turkey. As one of the country’s most negatively affected by the 

effects of the Arab Spring, the conflicts in Syria, the emergence of new security threats and 

human rights violations, have had very important consequences in world politics. The new 

terrorist groups that emerged continued their deadly actions not only in the regions they were 

in but also in different geographies, affecting world security. With the exposure of the Syrian 

people to the migration caused by the crisis, the security of the countries that migrated and the 

struggle for the survival of the Syrian people have brought many problems. Turkey, one of its 

closest neighbors, has been affected by the many security problems it has experienced in this 

context and its relations with NATO and EU countries and other actor states in the region.469 

However, as of March 2011, the harsh intervention of the Assad regime in the popular uprisings 

that took place under the influence of the Arab Spring, disrupted the relations between the two 

countries. In addition, Ankara's openly supporting the anti-regime movement in Damascus has 

also signaled those relations will not be the same as before. Moreover, the downing of the 

Turkish military intelligence plane on 22 June 2012 by the Syrian air defense elements while it 

was in the international airspace in the Eastern Mediterranean brought the two countries to the 

brink of a hot conflict.470  

All these developments have reached a dimension that will affect the alliance between 

Turkey and NATO, and the decision to establish missile defense systems has been reached by 

NATO members on the borders of Turkey. The decision to install the missile defense system in 

Turkey is not a first in the history of the alliance. 471Similarly, Patriot missile batteries were 

deployed to Turkey in 1991 and 2003. When the dimensions of the war in Syria continued to 

increase from their own region, the alliance members tried to remove any risk that may occur 

on Turkish soil by taking the decision to establish missile defense systems, which was a similar 
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decision. Despite the cautious approach of the European members to the problems of the Middle 

East, they eventually reached a consensus on the deployment of Patriot air defense systems 

developed by Germany, the Netherlands and the USA to protect their allies. Germany deployed 

batteries to Kahramanmaraş, Netherlands to Adana and USA to Gaziantep and these systems 

became operational as of November 2012. This decision is important in terms of repeating the 

spirit of solidarity and unity of the alliance.472 The members of the alliance frequently expressed 

in their speeches that it is necessary for their allies to ensure the security of Turkey. NATO 

Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen: “We know that Syria has missiles. We know that it 

also has chemical weapons, and for these reasons we must ensure that our ally Turkey is 

effectively defended and protected.” He mentioned that they will fulfill their obligations for the 

protection of Turkey's borders. British Foreign Secretary William Hague, on the other hand, 

said, "The placement of the Patriots is a demonstration of the spirit of solidarity to Turkey and 

also sends an important message to the Syrian regime." He expressed his support for the 

alliance.473 German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle stated that "it is obvious that we need 

to act together to defend our partners" and said "supporting Turkey is absolute and imperative". 
474 However, the missile defense systems that came to Turkey were not as effective as expected 

and were insufficient to compensate for the deficiency in the air defense system.475 The Syrian 

missile, which fell in the Reyhanlı district of Hatay in 2015, 476revealed the necessity of Turkey 

to establish its own defense system effectively.  

Another important issue in this regard was the downing of the Russian warplane by the 

Turkish Armed Forces on the grounds of "border violation" on November 24, 2015. This 

incident, which is said to have taken place due to the decision of Syria to shoot down the 

vehicle/elements that committed the violation in the face of a future violation, according to the 

rules of engagement that changed after Syria shot down the Turkish plane, also caused a serious 

tension in the relations between Russia and Turkey.477 It has been clearly understood that the 
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ongoing problems are getting bigger as the Syria problem could not be resolved, as it caused a 

major crisis between the parties. As can be seen in this example, the problems in the neighboring 

country caused Turkey to face security problems.478 After the plane was shot down by the 

Turkish Armed Forces, Turkey called the NATO members to an extraordinary meeting. In the 

meeting, a call was made to prevent the crisis between Turkey and Russia and to prevent it from 

growing any further. NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg said, "We stand in solidarity 

with Turkey and support the territorial integrity of our NATO ally." By making a statement, he 

referred to the spirit of unity by emphasizing that they would stand by Turkey in the face of 

security threats.479 The downing of a Russian plane by a NATO country for the first time since 

the Second World War, with the thought that it could trigger a new NATO-Russia crisis, was 

met with concern by European states, causing restraint calls. In this process, NATO supported 

Turkey, but expressed its concerns and favored the problem not to grow. Turkey's NATO allies, 

led by America and Germany, underlined that the priority should be the fight against ISIS in 

Syria and stated that the continuation of the crisis with Russia would weaken this struggle. 

Although the Western allies conveyed their messages of support to Turkey, it was understood 

that they did not want to encourage Turkey in terms of the continuation of the problem.480  

While all this is taking place, there is another problem that confronts the Western allies 

and Turkey in the Syrian war. The fact that the PYD is counted as a terrorist organization for 

Turkey, but that PYD is not recognized by its allies, has formed the building block of this 

problem. Turkey, which thinks that it is an issue that will return to itself as a security problem 

in the future, has criticized the USA, especially with the military equipment aid it has given to 

this organization. Turkey's policy towards Syria has been concerned about not arming the PYD, 

which it sees as an extension of the terrorist organization PKK, in the fight against DAESH. 

However, it has difficulties in reaching an agreement with the USA and its NATO allies on this 

issue. Erdoğan expressed this sensitivity in his speech in 2014: "The PYD is equal to the PKK 

for us. It is a terrorist organization. It would be wrong for it to stand up to a terrorist organization 

and expect the 'yes' statement and approach from us by openly saying the support of the United 

States, which we are within NATO, which is a friend to us."481 For Turkey, which predicts that 
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the problem of terrorism in its own territory will increase with the armed PYD groups, the aid 

provided to this group by the USA, an ally country, is unacceptable. The possibility that the 

conflicts in Syria will lead to sectarian separations in the region and that the armed PYD forces 

may pose a threat to Turkey's security in the future has been one of the main issues that worried 

Turkey.482 

4.3.4 15TH JULY ATTEMPT OF COUP DETAT AND AFTER THE RELATIONS 

The coup attempt that took place on July 15, 2016 has been an important distinction in the 

Turkey-NATO alliance relationship. For Turkey, which thought that it did not receive the 

support it expected from its allies, the reactions from the Western states to the coup attempt 

were not sufficient, and sufficient support messages were not given after the coup.483 "Turkey's 

membership could be in jeopardy" reported in the Washington Post after the coup attempt. The 

comments of the US Secretary of State, John Kerry, given the headline as the following, caused 

tension between the two countries and drew the reaction of Turkey.484 With the denial news 

from the US Embassy in Ankara, it was underlined that there was no sign that Turkey's NATO 

membership was in danger, and it was stated that such a speech was not included in the news. 

Then, Foreign Affairs Spokesman John Kirby said that NATO is watching Turkey carefully 

and said, "It is too early to say that Turkey's membership is at risk." has made 

comments485However, for Turkey, who thought that this news could not get the support it was 

expected, the signals of questioning the alliance membership were given as developments that 

undermine trust and damage the alliance relationship. With the emergence of anti-NATO 

rhetoric, Turkey began to question the alliance's spirit of solidarity, and with these 

developments, it became an indicator of its isolation in the international arena.486 In addition to 

all these, the fact that Gülen was not extradited in line with Turkey's demands from the USA 

caused a serious breaking point in relations with the USA. On this issue, Foreign Minister 

Çavuşoğlu said, “We expect the necessary measures to be taken. (…) Our relations will be 

affected when the USA does not give it to us.” he said, revealing the tension in relations. 
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However, the United States, which did not want to cooperate on extradition, reminded the crisis 

in the alliance relationship and caused the alliance membership to be questioned once again.487 

The trial process initiated after the coup attempt also resulted in the beginning of a 

controversial period. The most remarkable and grave event in this process took place in the 

process that started with the arrest of US Consulate officer Metin Topuz. With the arrest of 

Topuz and the rise of tension between the two countries, the US missions in Turkey announced 

that they had stopped visa procedures. The mutually suspended visa problem has been a field 

of deep conflict for the two countries that have been allies for many years.488 The tension 

between the two countries resulted in the damage to the spirit of NATO. President Erdoğan 

said, “We are the state of the Republic of Turkey, you will accept this. Sorry if you don't accept 

this, we don't need you." Their discourses revealed the effect of tension on the spirit of unity. 

Although the alliance relationship, which started to crumble, was tried to be overcome with the 

resolution of the visa crisis, it caused the number of question marks about the union to 

increase.489 While these problems were being experienced, the state of emergency declared in 

Turkey on 20 July 2016 increased the Western states' concerns about Turkey. Numerous arrests, 

detentions and expulsions during the State of Emergency have led to harsh criticism of 

Turkey.490 In particular, the EU pointed out the human rights violations committed in this period 

by stating that Turkey was moving away from democratic means. These concerns were also 

expressed in the “2018 Progress Report”, and it was criticized that one of the harshest reports 

in history, such as human rights, freedom of the press and independence of the judiciary, and 

personnel dismissed from the public sector, quickly moved away from EU standards.491 Turkey 

reacted to these statements of the EU and started a mutual showdown process. All these 

developments have caused Turkey to reconsider its relations with the West, causing unrest 

within the NATO alliance.492 

4.3.5 TRIDENT JAVELIN INITIAL EXERCISE (NORWAY CRISIS IN 2017) 
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in the Trident Javelin-2017 Inital Exercise, organized by NATO in Norway, was added to the 

problems between Turkey and NATO and created tension with Turkey. As part of the Trident 

Javelin-2017 (TRJN17) exercise, using the Chatter application that simulates Twitter, in 

addition to the personnel of the Exercise Control Headquarters (EXCON) and the participating 

command press and public relations offices, all personnel authorized to access NATO 

confidential pages related to TRJN17 could access and open an account through the program. 

The posts made from the fake account named “RTerdogan”, which was found to be opened 

through the Chatter program, were later noticed by the personnel in charge of the exercise. A 

major crisis began with the scandal, in which both Mustafa Kemal Atatürk and Recep Tayyip 

Erdoğan were portrayed as "enemy" targets.493 Upon what happened, Erdogan said, "Such a 

union, such an alliance cannot be." His words revealed Turkey's anger and resentment. NATO 

Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg immediately issued a message of apology and said that these 

incidents were individual acts and did not reflect NATO's views. In addition, Stoltenberg said, 

“Norwegian authorities will impose the necessary disciplinary action. (…) Turkey is a valuable 

NATO ally that makes significant contributions to the alliance.” Norwegian Defense Minister 

Frank Bakke-Jensen said: "These messages do not reflect Norway's views or policies, and I 

regret the content of this message." has made commentshe emphasized the importance of 

Turkey.494 Turkey expressed its reaction to the events and withdrew its 40 soldiers who took 

part in the exercise.495 The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, on the other hand, gave its 

reaction to the incident in a written statement. “It is regrettable that the photo of the great leader 

Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, the founder of our Republic, is shown among the leaders of the fictional 

rival countries within the scope of the exercise, and the attempt to create the impression that 

our country cooperates with the enemy countries through a fake address created using the name 

of our President in the closed-circuit communication system within the scope of the exercise. It 

is unethical and unacceptable.”496 In addition, President Erdogan's statement that "NATO's 
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credibility has come into question" has revealed the question marks in relations with NATO.497 

This crisis in Norway has added a new dimension to the long-standing NATO discussions. In 

fact, in times of crisis, while Turkey questioned its place in the alliance, on the other hand, it 

complied with the decisions taken by the alliance and continued to contribute to NATO actions 

and support missions, as in the case of Libya, even if it initially opposed it. However, the 

rhetoric in domestic politics was kept harsher and messages of separation from the Western 

allies were given from time to time. With the Norwegian crisis, Turkey-NATO relations have 

passed another test. Even if the crisis is over, these discussions within the Alliance hurt the 

spirit of unity. This crisis in the Norwegian exercise has been one of the examples of the 

problematic period between Turkey and NATO. These examples showed that the separation 

between the parties with the tradition of alliance has become clear. While all these problems 

continued, with the Trump administration coming to power in the USA, the question marks 

regarding the future of the alliance caused the crisis between Turkey and NATO to increase. 

The developments experienced in recent years show that NATO-Turkey relations, which are in 

a period in which the alliance relationship has been hurt the most and the bond of trust has been 

damaged in the ongoing process since the Johnson Letter, is also going through a serious test.498 

 

4.3.2 INQUIRY OF NATO ALLIANCE MEMBERSHIP AND TURKEY’S 
CHANGING FOREIGN POLICY: 

The Western reform attack and intense Western support in the first years of AKP's 

coming to power had gradually decreased over the years. The increasingly confused structure 

of the Middle East has greatly affected Turkey with its proximity to the region. The effect of 

the Arab Spring in the region in recent years has changed Turkey's role in the Middle East 

policies and it has wanted to be a playmaker in the region under the central country policy. 

However, the developments clearly show that Turkey does not take place as a political actor in 

the region alone. The power struggles in the region have affected the alliance relations, 

especially Turkey's security, and it has often been faced with crises. With the decision to 

suspend Turkey's negotiations with the EU, which became tense with the West and went 

through periods of crisis, in the European Parliament, the problems in relations were revealed 
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and concerns arose about the continuity of the pro-Western policies of the first years. These 

concerns have revealed the differences of opinion along with the emerging crises. The problems 

experienced within the framework of the operations carried out in Syria, the independence 

referendum of the Iraqi Kurdish Regional Government, the coup attempt, the fight against 

FETO, the visa crisis with the USA and the decision of the USA to recognize Jerusalem as the 

capital of Israel have been some of these crises. With the conflicts, Turkey started to reconsider 

its relations with the West. In this context, messages such as the Shanghai Cooperation 

Organization Discourses, rapprochement with Russia and the demand for the deployment of S-

400 missiles were tried to be sent against the Western alliance.499 

4.3.2.1 S-400 MISSILE SYSTEMS 

One of the most important reasons for the problems between NATO and Turkey was 

the S-400 Missile Systems, which Turkey was trying to negotiate with Russia. The 

developments since December 2017 have caused important question marks to arise within the 

union and have brought up the questions of Turkey's departure from NATO. Turkey's desire to 

develop its air defense desire has increased especially with the threat perception from the 

countries in the region.500 After the Science and Technology High Council meeting on 27 

December 2011, Prime Minister Erdoğan said, “Our neighbor Iran has built missiles with a 

range of 2,000-2,220 kilometers.(…) It produces them independently of Europe. He does it 

despite the embargo.” He said that by targeting the missiles developed by Iran, Turkey should 

develop equipment that can provide its own security in this direction. 501The missile defense 

systems that are desired to be developed are due to the existence of threats from the surrounding 

countries. In this context, it is important to feel the threat that Syria threatened Turkey with 

ballistic missiles in 1998 and 2012-2013 and that ballistic missiles with chemical warheads 

started to be used in the internal conflicts. “The Şahap-3” and “Sejil” missiles, developed by 

Iran, with technical support from North Korea, was another country that is seen as a threat with 

its capacity to reach all of Turkey's lands. Especially since the deployment of the US ballistic 
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missile detection and identification radar in Malatya-Kürecik, Iran's threats confirm Turkey's 

concern.502  

Turkey understood the necessity of creating its own air defense system, especially with 

the increase in the Syrian internal conflict with these threats. In this context, it wants to prevent 

a possible attack by closing the gaps in the air defense system with the S-400 missiles requested 

from Russia. S-400 missile systems, which are shown as one of the best air defense systems in 

use in the world, represent the fourth generation of the missile defense system that Russia 

started to develop during the Cold War. This system is capable of destroying both cruise and 

ballistic missiles, as well as any manned or unmanned aerial vehicle, and can hit 80 targets 

simultaneously by locking two missiles on each target. If the negotiations with Russia, which 

started with Turkey's long-standing demand to establish an air defense system of its own, are 

completed, it will be the first NATO member state to use the S-400, and the members are 

concerned about this decision. This situation also caused many problems in the alliance.503 In 

fact, Turkey's demands to establish its own missile defense system have come to the fore before. 

However, the long-range missile tender won by China in 2015 was later cancelled.504 Although 

Turkey later announced that it was considering developing its own missile system, the purchase 

of S-400 missiles from Russia came to the fore and started a new discussion. NATO countries, 

which reacted to this decision of Turkey, were concerned about the possibility of information 

sharing, especially in technical and military terms. It is also a matter of concern what could 

happen if the missiles are integrated into NATO equipment.505 Minister of National Defense 

Fikri Işık said, “We will not integrate it into the NATO system. We will use our own means. It 

will remain a weapon in Turkey's own inventory”, but this statement was not found satisfactory 

by the Western allies.506 In addition, the use of NATO means that it cannot use half of the air 

defense system. In this case, the possibility that the S-400 agreement can be used as a trump 

card in a serious policy change or negotiations is thought. The demand for the purchase of 

missiles and the increasing cooperation with Russia caused the uneasiness of NATO members 
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and brought to mind the question of whether Turkey is changing its strategy. In this context, 

due to the detention of some American citizens with the purchase of the S-400 air defense 

system and the deterioration of democracy in Turkey, some members of the US Congress made 

attempts to restrict the sale of the F-35 and more generally military equipment to 

Turkey.507When it comes to military defense systems and defense mechanisms, Turkey, which 

has traditionally preferred its choice within the framework of the multilateral alliance ties 

offered by NATO, has given the impression that it is in search of changes in its defense 

strategies and new alliances with the demand for the purchase of S-400 missiles, which has 

come to the fore in recent years, from Russia. However, in the event that S-400 missiles are 

purchased from Russia, there are concerns that the military capacity developed within NATO 

will not be able to adapt.508 Turkey says that S-400 missiles will not be operated within NATO 

and with its equipment. However, the modern air defense concept envisages the operation of 

weapons and communication systems that are in communication, supporting and backing up 

with each other, in an integrated and coordinated manner, rather than basing air defense on a 

single place. In the absence of this work and cooperation, the enemy can plan an attack on the 

country from the slightest weakness it finds to attack. The official announcement that Turkey 

will be used as “stand-alone” means that the S-400s will not be able to benefit from some 

elements of the national command-control-communication network connected with NATO.509 

This means that S-400s will only be able to launch missiles at targets detected by their own 

radars, but will not be able to engage targets other stimuli, such as airborne HIK aircraft or 

NATO early warning radars, but not the S-400's own radar. The fact that NATO's Link-16 

system and Mod-5 friend-foe interrogation system, which enable target information sharing and 

allocation with aircraft in the air, cannot be integrated into the S-400s, may also create a serious 

"friendly fire" threat for airborne friendly elements.510 Attempts to purchase the S-400 air 

defense system from Russia are of great importance in terms of relations with NATO, and the 

consequences will be serious. Whether the source codes of the system will be given or not, and 

how much Russia will be under its control are matters of great concern.511 It is also a matter of 

debate how much Turkey feels safe within NATO and how it views the alliance relationship. 
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Considering that the history of membership and the alliance relationship goes back many years, 

NATO has a great role in the establishment of military systems, and it is not clear how the 

security system to be established by an outside state will be integrated into the existing 

system.512 

4.3.2.2 DISCOURSES ON SHANGHAI COOPERATION ORGANIZATION 

MEMBERSHIP 

Turkey has been experiencing disputes and conflicts with Western states, judicial processes 

arising from the State of Emergency, detentions, and human rights problems have distanced 

itself from the EU and brought relations to a standstill in recent years. In this process, the AK 

Party government, which tried to seek alternative ways for itself, started to voice that it could 

become a member of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization as an alternative to the EU.513 

Established on the basis of a regional security organization, the SCO was first established in 

1996 by China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan under the name "Shanghai 

Five". After Uzbekistan joined in 2001, it changed its name to Shanghai Cooperation 

Organization.514 The SCO, which was established as an intergovernmental organization, was 

founded on issues such as the cooperation of China and Russia on Asian security, Islamist 

organizations in Central Asia and the prevention of drug trade. The organization, which is 

structurally and purposefully different from the EU, in many aspects. The EU has a binding 

acquis, which is enforced within a parliament and a court with legislative power, where member 

states are represented. Decisions taken on economy, politics, security and human rights are also 

binding for member states. In the SCO, there is no such acquis or common economic decisions, 

no understanding of human rights. While there is free movement of people, capital and products 

among EU member states, these are not available in the SCO. Besides, there is no free trade 

agreement even between SCO countries. Considering all these differences, actions such as 

intelligence sharing and extradition among SCO members confirm that they are similar to 

NATO, not the EU. In addition, the fact that SCO members carry out military exercises together 
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shows that it has a military and security nature like NATO, rather than an economy-based one 

like the EU.515 

Participation in the SCO, which has been in discourse since 2013, is in Prime Minister 

Erdogan's discourse: "I said to Mr. Putin, 'Take us into the Shanghai Five,' recently." came to 

the fore in the statement.516 It is clear that the SCO cannot be shown as an alternative to the EU, 

considering its founding objectives and practices. However, these rhetoric in foreign policy and 

the harsh language used cast a shadow over Turkey's prestige and determination in the 

international arena. By voicing the possibility of SCO membership, which is more similar to a 

military and security-based organization like NATO, harms Turkey's relations with NATO.517 

After Turkey's rhetoric, it was stated by the SCO member states that there would be no 

possibility of Turkey's full membership. Sergey Markov, an adviser to Russian President 

Vladimir Putin, stated that NATO members cannot join the SCO with the following words: 

"Erdogan said that Turkey can become a full member of the SCO in order to strengthen Turkey's 

hand against the EU. (…) Among the countries that are full members of the SCO, there is not a 

single country that is an ally of the USA. Turkey, on the other hand, is both a NATO member 

and a member of the SCO. It is one of the closest allies of the USA. It is not possible for SCO 

members to accept Turkey as a full member under these conditions.”518 

The SCO does not appear to be an alternative organization to the EU, and it is clear that 

Turkey cannot be a rival in terms of trade rates with the EU. According to 2016 TUIK data, 

Turkey's exports to the EU in the January-September period are at the level of 50.5 billion 

dollars. When the data for December 2017 are analyzed, it is observed that the export share, 

which was 44.3% in December 2016, increased by 47.1% in 2017. From a trade point of view, 

it is clear that Turkey still exports half of its exports to EU countries, and in terms of market 

opportunities and trade volume, it is far from possible to form an alternative to the EU by 

making such a trade with SCO countries. 519 It is clear that the EU cannot be an alternative to 
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each other, with its own unique integration process and structure, and the SCO's goals in the 

context of politics and security rather than economy. Turkey's search for an ally against the 

Western world creates distrust in its NATO membership and foreign policy, with the styles and 

discourses used.520 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

Towards the end of the Second World War At conferences between the Allies, Soviet Union’s 

thoughts about Turkey, caused worried Turkey. Termination of Treaty of Non-Aggression, 

plans about Kars and Ardahan, demand on a base in the straits caused Turkey was compelled 

to seek support from Western states. The loss of power of England and France after the war, 
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Turkey tried to establish close relations with the United States to ensure its security. The failure 

of Germany caused end alliance between the West and the Soviet Union. The activities of the 

Soviet Union rekindled the historical Russian fear in Europe. That is why, Europe needed US 

support against the Soviet Union. This situation caused the USA to change its traditional policy. 

The USA's support of Europe against the enlargement of the Soviet Union caused the 

emergence of the Marshall Plan and the establishment of NATO to stop the threat of the Soviet 

Union. These developments made Turkey happy. Because of the fact that, since Turkey thought 

that it could not protect its territorial integrity with its own power, it saw NATO as an 

opportunity to save itself from the threat of the Soviet Union. Therefore, Turkey has made an 

effort to be included in this alliance since the date of NATO's establishment.  Turkey has used 

all foreign policy tools to enter NATO. When the Korean War broke out in 1950, Turkey joined 

the Korean War by giving soldiers to the UN in order to integrate with the West. Turkey's 

participation in the Korean War was received positively in the USA. However, the USA's 

support for Turkey's membership in NATO cannot be explained only by the Korean War. The 

most important reason for the USA to support Turkey's NATO membership was its national 

interests. The USA wanted to keep this region under its control in order to obtain the oil needed 

for its developing industry from the Middle East. The USA, which followed a policy of 

limitation against the Soviet Union, understood that Turkey was important for this policy. As 

Turkey's strategic importance for the USA increased, the USA's view of Turkey's NATO 

membership changed. Meanwhile, Turkey proved how potential good an ally it would be by 

participating in the Korean War. After that, the USA started to state that Turkey should be 

included in NATO. Despite the objections of some minor NATO members and the UK, Turkey 

became a member of NATO with the support of the USA. Thus, Turkey undertook the task of 

preventing the Soviet Union from spreading to the south. Turkey's NATO membership led to 

the reaction of the Soviet Union. In fact, the factor that triggered the establishment of NATO 

and Turkey's entry into NATO was the Soviet Union itself.. As the Soviet Union progressed in 

Europe, the European states worried about it became blocked and NATO emerged. Again, as 

the Soviet Union put pressure on Turkey, Turkey got closer to the West and became a member 

of NATO. As Turkey had problems with the Soviet Union, it tried to get closer with the West, 

and as it tried to get closer with the West, it became the target of the reaction of the Soviet 

Union. NATO has influenced Turkey's domestic policy and economy as well as its foreign 

policy. Turkey's efforts to join NATO accelerated the transition to multi-party life and 

contributed to the democratic life. Although Turkey's transition to democracy was welcomed 

in the Western world, the main factor for NATO membership was the USA's need for Turkey. 



Because the USA did not react to the coups in Turkey and was one of the first countries to 

recognize the administrations established after the coups. The most important effects of NATO 

have been in the field of foreign policy. NATO has not only affected Turkey's relations with 

the Soviet Union. The most important effects of NATO have been in the field of foreign policy. 

NATO has not only affected Turkey's relations with the Soviet Union. In the 1950s, Turkey, 

which did not want to cause problems within NATO, did not take much action on the Cyprus 

issue. With the increase in the Cyprus crisis, the Johnson Letter that followed after Turkey's 

idea of intervening strained relations with NATO. With the questioning of Turkey's NATO 

membership and the rise of anti-Americanism, cracks in relations began to emerge. In 1974, the 

first major crisis in relations was experienced with Turkey's military operation against Cyprus. 

The US arms embargo against Turkey has revealed the tension in the alliance relationship. 

However, with the years following the lifting of the embargo, this crisis was overcome, and 

close relations continued.With the end of the Cold War, NATO faced a legitimacy problem. 

With the disappearance of the Soviet threat, which led to its establishment, the need for a new 

way of seeking a new mission and the continuation of the alliance tradition of the organization 

emerged. The alliance, which turned this crisis into an opportunity, realized the transformation 

by explaining its stance against the new problems brought by globalization. NATO, which has 

taken on new duties in areas such as human rights, protection of democracy, international peace 

and security, transnational terrorism, and activities of terrorist groups, has overcome the 

legitimacy crisis. The end of the Cold War caused Turkey's role in NATO to be questioned 

again. In this study, it is underlined that Turkey's role in the alliance continues by being 

reinterpreted, and continues to take an active part in operations and missions while maintaining 

its importance. Turkey's role in the Gulf War, which is one of these tasks, has been rewarded 

by the alliance with the military equipment aid it received as a result of this role, by showing 

the support it gave to the alliance. Turkey's support for the Bosnia and Kosovo operations, 

which took place in the 90s, where NATO intervened outside its borders and demonstrated its 

missions for the protection of human rights, international peace and security, again revealed its 

importance and place in the alliance. These operations are important in terms of showing the 

common foreign policy understanding between NATO and Turkey. Common responses to 

international crises show the bonds of alliance relations. With the realization of the September 

11 attacks, the transformation in international relations caused a change in NATO and threat 

perceptions. The problem of transboundary terrorism resulted in NATO's first out-of-area 

operation. It has now used Article 5 for the first time, showing that it can also intervene in areas 

outside the borders of the alliance. Acting on the principle of common defense, Turkey 



supported NATO in this process. Continuing its support to the alliance, Turkey showed that it 

stands by its allies and actively participated in support missions such as construction, police 

training, road and hospital construction in Afghanistan. In this study, the foreign policy 

understanding and transformation of the AKP government from the first years of its coming to 

power until 2017 were examined within the framework of its relations with NATO. The reform 

attack he showed in the first years of his power and the good relations with Western institutions 

took place as the years when Turkey shaped its foreign policy together with its allies. These 

good and close relations began to be questioned by the increasing axis shift debates in the 

second term of the AKP government. The idea of shifting towards the Middle East axis in 

foreign policy, which marked the second term of the AKP government, emerged especially with 

the change in foreign policy practices. Turkey's formulations such as Zero Problem with 

Neighbors, Center Country, Being a Playmaker, and Geostrategic Depth have revealed its desire 

to take place as a leading actor in the Middle East. The close contacts that were attempted to be 

established with the Middle East and North African countries during this period should also be 

examined within this framework. Turkey's foreign policy understanding, which can make 

decisions alone in the region and try to act as a central country, has caused problems with its 

allies. In this context, primarily his opposition to the Libyan intervention, his attitudes that did 

not support the NATO operation, and his attempts to prevent the decision to take the operation 

were examined. However, the support given to the operation after the decision is taken is 

important in terms of showing the benefits of the alliance relationship. After the start of the 

intervention, Turkey participated in the operation and showed its support by taking part in the 

union. The Middle East crises, which started with the Arab Spring, caused the effects of the 

civil war in Syria to be seen until today. Due to the long borders it shares with Syria, Turkey 

has been one of the countries most affected by this crisis. The intense migration flows, border 

security problems and the downing of the Turkish plane naturally caused Turkey to want the 

war in Syria to be resolved in a short time. However, the USA's arming of militia forces in the 

region and the possibility that these forces pose a threat to Turkey's security in the future 

represent one of the problematic areas in relations. Turkey criticizes its ally on this issue, 

claiming that it does not act in accordance with the demands of the USA and harms relations. 

While the Syrian crisis continued, the coup attempt in Turkey on 15 July 2016 constituted an 

important point in terms of seeing the support of the alliance. At this point, Turkey stated that 

it could not get the support it expected from its allies and demanded the extradition of Gülen, 

whom it held responsible for the coup attempt, from the United States. However, the USA did 

not take any steps in this regard and, like other European states, did not want to send some of 



the FETO members on its wanted list to the country within the framework of the extradition 

agreement. These problems have caused NATO's spirit of alliance to be questioned by 

government officials and within the country. Turkey's changing foreign policy understanding 

has opened the door of the process leading to harsher rhetoric against its allies and intense 

questioning of the alliance. In this context, the S-400 missiles requested from Russia escalated 

the tension in relations. This attempt by Turkey to strengthen its defense systems was met with 

harshness by the alliance and the USA, and the US Senate was opposed with the warning that 

the F-35 agreement would be canceled as a result of the purchase of missiles. The acquisition 

of S-400 missiles carries some messages for Turkey to develop a multilateral foreign policy 

understanding. Questions such as at what level the S-400s, which are claimed not to be 

integrated into NATO systems, will be used in this situation, how to prevent intelligence 

sharing, and how to distinguish between enemy targets and friendly targets if they are not 

integrated into NATO systems are examined within this framework. Along with the S-400 

missiles planned to be purchased from Russia, the Turkish authorities' discourses on joining the 

Shanghai Cooperation Organization also created a new discussion in relations and brought up 

the questions of leaving the alliance. However, it is clear that the possibility of this membership 

is remote in terms of the structure and purposes of the SCO. Such discourses damage the 

alliance structure and alliance tradition. In addition to all these, the crisis experienced in the 

Norway Exercise once again proved the tension in relations. The attacks against Atatürk, the 

founder of the Turkish Republic, and the then President Erdoğan represented a negative point 

in the perception towards NATO. As a result, there have been many problems between Turkey 

and NATO historically and the spirit of alliance has been hit from time to time. Turkey's policies 

have changed periodically in this context. While the foreign policy understanding, which was 

affected by international problems and the dynamics of the period, was realized with the 

establishment of good relations in the first years of the AKP government, the changing structure 

and conflicts of the Middle East caused Turkey to acquire new foreign policy targets. speed 

during this period. The questioning attitudes towards NATO, which won the war, continued to 

increase with the crises. Turkey's active participation in the operations that took place in times 

of crisis has been examined in the principle of collective security theory. Despite the crises and 

transformations, Turkey maintains its place in the alliance. With its participation in operations 

and its voice in the alliance, it continues to show its place in NATO membership, which is 

unique and unique. 



This study, which completely rejects the prediction that Turkey and NATO relations will come 

to the breaking point and Turkey will leave NATO, is in the direction of the idea that the USA 

will continue its relations and close cooperation with a country like Turkey, which is still strong 

and located in a geography close to the problematic areas of the world. However, it should be 

noted that this change in the AKP government's rhetoric does not end the questioning of the 

NATO alliance and that the potential crises in the relations will continue. However, Turkey, 

with its deep-rooted membership history and tradition of alliance, has the potential to overcome 

the crises to be experienced and the motivation to cooperate in new areas. A security 

organization without a substitute cannot be replaced, and there is no other country that can take 

Turkey's place in the organization. 
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