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Abstract:

Changing domestic power configurations following fld Helsinki Summit in 1999 and increasing US iefige in Iraq
after 2002 created distinct political circumstanaesvhich the military in Turkey had to relinquists grip on foreign
policy- making process. The harmonization proaeiss the EU deprived the military of its most indlatial bureaucratic
instruments to exert influence over the formulatidrioreign policy decisions, and removed one @f i|ain obstacles that
prevented governments from exercising full autlyaritmaking foreign policy decisions. Furthermdiee invasion of Iraq
caused a chain of reactions that eventually limftedmilitary’s influential position in Turkish fergn affairs. This article
tries to shed light on the combined impact of thé fleforms and the invasion of Iraq in restrictingitary influence on
foreign policy- making in Turkey.
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Resumen:

Configuraciones domésticas cambiantes tras la Curdbrelelsinki de 1999 y la creciente influencia ae EEUU en Iraq
tras el 2002, crearon unas circusntancias politicéstintas en las cuales los militares en Turquigidron que ceder su
protagonismo en el proceso de toma de decisionoditiga exterior. El proceso de armonizacion conU& privo a los
militares de sus instrumentos burocraticos masuyghtes para ejercer influencia sobre la formulacie las decisiones
concernientes la politica exterior, y eliminé asioude los principales obstaculos que impedian aglisiernos ejercer su
plena autoridad en tal ambito. Ademas, la invasiénirag causé una reaccion en cadena que acabdalido la posicion
tan influyente del ejército en los asuntos extasode Turquia. Este articulo intenta esclarecémglacto combinado de las
reformas de la UE y la invasién de Iraq que logedlucir la influencia del ejército en el procesotdma de decisiones en
Turquia.
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1. Introduction

The military’s decisive position in Turkey’'s for@igoolicy-making process seems to have
been undermined by interrelated domestic and iatemmal developments that have been
taking place since the early 2000s. Firstly, Tutkdyarmonization process with the EU that
gained momentum after 2001 introduced legal refolimging the military’s jurisdiction.
From a legal standpoint, the harmonization proeds the EU deprived the military of the
bureaucratic instruments which allowed it to exgneat influence over the formulation of
foreign policy. Military authorities wrangled witbuccessive governments over the political
prerogatives they had cultivated for decades anmg wempelled to forsake some of the turf
they seized in the nineties. Concomitantly, EU mef® also opened up a larger space for non-
governmental agencies to take an active role iptheess of foreign policy-making, and this,
too, contributed to military loss of influence ihig field. Secondly, the 3 November 2002
elections that brought the Justice and Developramty (JDP) to power with a clear cut
majority in parliament heralded the end of the fodi fragmentation that had prevailed in
Turkish politics since the 20 October 1991 eledid8y surmounting the pressure imposed by
the military, the JDP government gradually consakd its position and succeeded in
exercising full authority over the decision makimg foreign and security policy issues. In a
number of issues the JDP government challengedntitieary and eventually redefined
Turkey’s position in cases such as Cyprus. Thirthg, military’s retreat from Northern Iraq
also meant a loss of influence. A divergence oasdever priorities regarding the future of
Irag between Turkey and US after 1998 led to evéms distorted the working harmony
between the armies of the two age-old allies. Eyedht, in the aftermath of the US invasion
of Iraq in April 2003, the military found themses/dess able to steer the country’s most
sensitive foreign and security policy issue, i.etkBy’s policies towards the Kurds of Iraq.

Although both developments should be taken intosiaration simultaneously to
explain the military’s loss of influence in foreigmolicy making, current literature on the issue
appears to focus on the question as to how andhtt extent Turkish foreign policy has
become Europeanized. It is true that the EU’'s dami for entry sparked a wave of
reformation that changed many aspects of Turkidhigm' The extensive literature on this
deals with Europeanization as a consequence eitbier overall demilitarization/
desecuritization in Turkish polityor the increasing civic involvement in the foreigalicy
decision making,or both of these. The first group of documentdbss the recent state of
Turkey's foreign affairs as embodying the princigé “zero-problem-with neighbours”

! Aydin, Mustafa and Aciknge, Sinem A.: “Europeanization through EU conditiitya Understanding the
New Era in Turkish Foreign PolicyJournal of Southern Europe and the Balkaval. 9, no. 3 (2007), pp. 263—
74; Onk, Ziya: “Turkey and the Middle East after Septemhér The Importance of the EU Dimension”,
Turkish Policy Quarterlyvol. 2, no. 4 (2003), pp.84-95; and Akcapar, Buf2007): Turkey's new European
era: Foreign policy on the road to EU Membershipnham, MD: Toronto, Rowman & Littlefield.

2 Linda, Michaud-Emin: “The Restructuring of the Mty High Command in the Seventh Harmonization
Package and its Ramifications for Civil-Military R&ons in Turkey”, Turkish Studigsvol. 8, no. 1 (2007), pp.
25-42; Aras, Bilent and Karakaya Polat, Rabia: fFrGonflict to Cooperation: Desecuritization of Teyls
Relations with Syria and IranJecurity Dialogueyol. 39, no. 5 (2008), pp. 495-515.

® Hakki, Murat Metin: “Turkey and the EU: Past Ckaljes and Important Issues Lying Aheatlirkish
Studies vol. 7, no. 3 (2006), pp. 451-471; Rumelili, BaheCivil Society and the Europeanization of Greek—
Turkish Cooperation”South European Society and Politie®l. 10, no. 1 (March 2005), pp. 45-56; Kubicek,
Paul: “The Earthquake, Civil Society, and Politi€ange in Turkey: Assessment and Comparison vatiefn
Europe”, Political Studiesvol. 50, no. 4 (September 2002), pp.361-377; @hi3iba Nigar and Glige Rana
Birden: “The Role of NGOs in the European IntegratProcess - The Turkish Experienc8futh European
Society and Politigsvol. 10, no. 1 (March 2005), pp.57-72; Ulusoyyahc: “Europeanization and Political
Change: The Case of Cypru3yrkish Studiesvol. 10, no. 3 (2009), pp. 393-408.
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introduced by the JDP to improve Ankara’s bilatedhtions by deploying a less coercive
discourse than the one which had prevailed in tlewipus decade, thereby dislodging the
military from its position of power in foreign poll. The second group highlights the
emergence and role of NGOs that gradually becanre wiscernible in the foreign -policy

making process. They are concerned about the ianpmetand extent of NGO activities
regarding issues of foreign policy. Both debateg to understand the impact that
developments regarding Iraq had on the changeeimiilitary’s position on the foreign and

security policy decision making. Initially, the giit of the Iragi Kurds and the formation of a
Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), and laterrtladiance with US before and after the
occupation, together with their recent elevatiorstatus in post-occupation Iragq, compelled
decision-makers to redefine the tenets of Turkdgi®ign and security policy, thereby

shifting the balance of power within the foreigrdasecurity policy-making establishment. In
1998, when Washington started to pursue policikging to Iraq at variance with those of
Ankara, the priorities of the two allies had alrgdzbgun to move in different directions.

However, following the Turkish parliament’s refudal allow US troops to be stationed in
their country on the eve of the invasion, Turkeysweadually forced to cut down its military

activities in Northern Iraq, thus causing the losan important operational ground where for
a decade the Turkish military had had the oppoiyuta exert its power with almost no

interference.

In addition to the impact created by the Europeation of Turkish polity and the new
power configuration in Ankara, this chapter argthes the invasion of Iraq caused a chain of
reactions that undermined the effectiveness ofntiigary’s position in establishing foreign
policy and security. This chapter will take a clokeok at events relating to Iraq. The US
invasion of Iraq weakened the military’s alliancghathe US Armed Forces, compelled the
military to forsake the red line policies towardadi Kurds it had been espousing, forced it to
grind to a halt in an area where it had maintaiaddgh profile since 1991, and last but not
least, revived a propensity for clandestine adésitvithin top brass.

2. The Military’s Role in Foreign Policy-Making in Turkey

The military has had a long history in the rolesbaping all aspects of politics in Turkey.
Following the 198Ccoup d’état the military imposed arbitrary laws and regulasicon the
country and also secured the army’s omnipresencieirarea of foreign polictMoreover,
after 1984 as the PKK/P@rtiya Karkeran Kurdistap began to operate more effectively
within and outside of Turkey, the military gradyadissumed a greater role in curbing armed
insurgence; this led to the legitimization of itssgion in the foreign policy-making process.
Furthermore, the regionalization of the Kurdishijpeon after the 1990 Gulf Crisis led to the
further consolidation of the military’s position ithis field and catapulted the military
authorities into the prime position of power asdarTurkey’s foreign policy-making process
was concerned. Since the matters at stake wereamiln nature, the military naturally came
to the forefront as the key player. The plight odgi Kurds after they escaped from
anticipated retribution and massed along the Thrkisqi border in March 1991 dragged
Turkey further into the crisis, thus perpetuating military’s decisive position. When the US-
led coalition, which used Turkish military basesjiched Operation Provide Comfort (OPC)
to provide security for Kurdish safe havens in Jralpse cooperation between the Turkish

4 Uzgel,ilhan: “Between Praetorianism and Democracy: TheeRdblthe Military in Turkish Foreign Policy”,
The Turkish Yearbook of International Relationsl. 24 (2003), pp.177-211.
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Armed Forces (TAF) and the Pentagon was esseitfedt’s contribution to OPC became
even more significant after the civilian authostiganded over their authority to prolong OPC
to the National Security Council (NSCI), within whithe military had a strong say. As the
PKK began using its Northern Irag bases as a sjaagd for its incursions into Turkey, TAF
maintained various units there and frequently edgenits military operations deep into
Northern Irag. Until the end of 1997, large scaless-border operations — Operation Steel,
Operation Hammer and Operation Dusk — were cawigdto uproot the PKK in Northern
Iraq. Thereafter, large chunks of territory in #rea remained under TAF control.

The military assumed a pivotal role in the impletaéion of two strategies — the 2%
War Strategy and the Turkish Peripheral Strategpeth of which had a strong influence on
the shaping of Turkey’s foreign policy options I tsecond half of the 19998 .he former
stipulated new troop deployments to deal simultasBowith a two-pronged threat: the
conventional one on the Greek and Syrian frontsl #re Kurdish insurgency at home.
Formulated by the veteran diplonfaikri Elekdg, this strategy shaped the mindset of many
officials in the security establishment for thedatpart of the decadeThe Turkish Peripheral
Strategy, on the other hand, was articulated lessdlly, but, instead, was reflected in
Turkey’'s growing relations with Israel, Jordan, Azajan, Georgia and the Ukraine in
security-related areds.Both strategies, albeit to varying degrees, adeesKurdish
separatism and considered employing coercive diptymHence, they accorded a key role to
the military. Its growing influence was also refiedt in other unfolding regional crises, for
example, with the Syrians in 1998, when the myiterok the initiative and appeared on the
cast list as the lead actfor.

When the Welfare Party and True Path Party forraedoalition, the military
effectively put pressure on the government on aatotiits Islamic inclinations and finally
forced it to resign. In this process, the militagltivated ad hoc modalities with the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, by-passing the government im@amber of cases, and most notably
imposing its own policy as regards Northern Iragrtikermore, against the background of
fragmentation in domestic politics, military enccbanent on cases under the Foreign
Ministry’s jurisdiction was increasingly consideréebitimate® For instance, in a briefing
given to the diplomats at the Ministry of Foreigfffalrs, Deputy CGS Cevik Bir, who was
known as “the foreign minister of the military,” siable to publicly blame Foreign Minister
Tansu Ciller for not being active enough abrbath some cases, the military authorities
declined to give the government sufficient inforioatabout cross-border operatidns.

By early 1996, having forsaken the policy of catidialogue, Ankara launched a
policy of deterrence, putting heavy pressure on &amus to end its support for the PKK. In
January 1996 Ankara delivered an admonitory notd@mnascus saying that continuing

® Bengio, Ofra and Ozcan, Gencer: “Old Grievancesyears: Arab Perceptions of Turkey and Its Alignin
with Israel”, Middle Eastern Studiespl. 37, no. 2 (April 2001), pp. 51-92.

® Elekda, Suikrii: “2v2War Strategy”Perceptionsvol. 1, no. 1 (March-May 1996), pp. 33-57.

" Makovsky, Alan: “Israeli-Turkish Relations: A Tusk Periphery Strategy?”, in Barkey, Henry J. (¢996):
Reluctant Neighbor: Turkey's Role in the Middle tE8gashington D.C., United States Institute of Peiess,
p.170; Bengio, Ofra (2004T-he Turkish-Israeli Relationship: Changing TieWifldle Eastern OutsiderdNew
York, Palgrave, p. 80-89.

8 Yetkin, Murat (2004)Kiirt Kapani:Sam’'dan/mrali'ya Ocalan istanbul, Remzi, pp. 92-95.

° See Uzgelop. cit.,p.184-186

0 «Cevik Birden Ciller'e Agir Elestiri”, Hiirriyet, 27 June 1997.

1 Elekda, Sikri: “Hesaplama”, Milliyet, 19 May 1997; Giller, Mehmet: “Operasyonu Matbumtta
Ogreniyoruz”, Hiirriyet, 23 May 1997; Ozkok, Erfinul: “12 Saat Sonra Haber Verdik3urriyet, 21 May 1997;
Ozkok, Ertgrul: “Ordu-Disisleri Sasuklugu”, Hiirriyet, 9 June 1997.
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Syrian support for the PKK would be considerezhaus bell? However, given the political
instability caused by the December 1995 electignsting pressure on Syria remained an
almost solely military affair. After skirmishes Wwithe PKK groups infiltrating Turkey across
the Syrian border around Samagda November 1995, Turkish troops had already geda
in a hot pursuit operation and entered Syrianttegri Although an unexpected crisis which
erupted in the Aegean over islets off the Turkishst diverted attention away from this, the
military committed itself to keeping up the pressudhrough troop movements along the
border and gave blunt warnings throughout the summhel996™ Although the military
deliberately refrained from blowing things out abportion, the final outcome of the crisis
over the Kardak islets in the Aegean, was attaimethe application of a limited use of force,
so enhancing the image of the military’s dextesitgnding a diplomatic crisf$.

To deter Syria, Ankara gave further momentum taalignment with Israel, and the
military played a key role in the forging of intiteamilitary cooperation with the Israeli
Defense Forces. In March 1996, the military autiewideclared that they would conclude a
cooperation agreement on military training with teeaeli Defense Forces. The conclusion of
yet another military agreement with Israel, theddsk Industry Cooperation Agreement, was
announced on 28 August 1996. In the making of Itloise agreements, the initiative came
from the military, and furthermore, in the casetloé latter agreement, the CGS in person
intervened to make sure that the agreement recélisedonsent of the government led by the
Welfare Party, an avowedly anti-Semitic party. &iméec dialogue forums for top security
elites, joint air and naval military exercises, daje-scale military modernization projects
between Turkey and Israel became key elements k&rars regional policy in the latter part
of the decad&

The way the problems with the Syrians were settteticates the weight of the
military in the foreign policy decision making. it understood that Huseyin Kivrigo had
prepared the groundwork for the plan when he wagmiaped as Army Commander in
September 1997, and somehow deferred implemenimglans until he became CGS in
September 1998. It is interesting to note thatleasures that the Kivrig Plan advocated
were not merely military ones.

| concluded my duty as the Commander of tfleAimy on 30 August 1997 and was appointed as the
Army Commander in Ankara. Then the responsibildycurb terrorism had already been transferred
from the office of the CGS to the Army. At the tirhenade the following evaluation ... There was
something that should have been done against Syi&a has been waging a war against Turkey for 15
years at heavy cost to us yet without causing ¢hastlharm to itself. In return for the packing-rieed
with which Syria pricked Turkey, we should at lelagve needled Syria a bit. And we made a proposal
at the NSC in 1998 that we needed to make a plaactién to deal with the issue from political,
economic and military directions, and out of thy;ergy, we needed to put pressure on Syria. My
speech did not receive any reaction in this meetifeg at the next meeting held in June, | raised th
issue again. And then Honorable President Demiek tmne up on the plan and immediately ordered
that preparations should be started. We commenceghmtions. What could be done from political
perspectives? We decided on a number of measuosasucalling Syria a terrorist state on every
political platform and asking other states for ceigtion against Syria, putting an economic embargo
through terminating all sorts of imports from angerts to Syria, and worsening Syria’s economy by
reducing the price of the very goods that Syria wgsorting. We were always discussing these issues

2 See Yetkinpp. cit, pp. 40-43.

13«Sinirda Hareketlilik”,Milliyet, 8 June 1996; “Suriye’ye Gozgia, Milliyet, 12 June 1996; Congar, Yasemin:
“Suriye’ye Sava Uyarisi”,Milliyet, 22 June 1996.

4 Aksu, Fuat (2008)Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Zorlayici Diplomasistanbul, Bglam, pp.250-283.

5 Ozcan, Gencer and Bengio, Ofra: “Decade of theitAfjl: The Case of the Alignment with Israel”,
International Journal of Turkish Studiesol. 7, no. 1-2 (Spring 2001), pp. 90-109.
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with Atilla Ates, then the commander of the 1st Army. In three m®time, | would become CGS, and
he would be the Commander of the Arffly.

So the final showdown with the Syrians came in Smpier 1998, after Hiseyin Kivrigo
became CGS and re-launched the so called “detgpressure policy” against Syria. To the
surprise of many in Ankara, an unexpected prelumehe crisis was made by Army
Commander General Atilla Afeon 15 September 1998 when he delivered a bluntingin

a speech delivered at Samagidacated near the Syrian border. He openly calle®yria to
either immediately cease hosting Abdullah OcalaBamascus or face the consequences. It
Is striking that during the climax of the crisibgtcivilian side of the establishment, eclipsed
by the military, strove to steal the role of thditary. The military had already planned to put
its own seal on the crisis during the impending NB€&ting at the end of the October, when
President Suleyman Demirel deliberately came tofdefront to play the leading role by
inserting an overt warning to Damascus in his apgspeech in the Turkey’s Grand National
Assembly (TGNA) on 1 October 1998 Due to the good offices of Egypt and Iran, Syria
bowed to the pressure and swiftly deported Ocalaving signed a Memorandum of
Understanding on 20 October 1998Throughout the rest of the decade, the militatgined
and expanded its central place within the seceastablishment and itde factoauthority over
security and foreign policy issues. The militaryertherefore became more conspicuous and
in some cases maintained an uncomfortable co-existeith that of the elected government
in the making of Turkish foreign policy. This configuration created various crises between
Turkey and its Western allies. In particular, adlegns as regards transgressions of human
rights overshadowed Ankara’s relations with the Bhij denunciations were mostly directed
towards the military as being in charge of secuntthe country.

3. Loosing Its Prerogatives

The 1999 Helsinki Summit confirming Turkey's caraly in December 1999 provided
further impetus for change in Turkey's domesticitprd. However, it has to be remembered
that increasing awareness within Europe of Turkeghtical problems was to a large extent
an outcome of the transnationalization of Turkegternal problems due to the formation of a
large diaspora of Turkish citizens in European ¢oes, a process which gained momentum
after 19807 The Europeanization of Turkey’s problems had alydaeen ripening during the
nineties. In addition to Kurdish politicians, othédissidents in all the levels of Turkish
political life learned how to mobilize various sexs of the European public alongside their
own agenda. The Europeanization of Turkey’s prokleras dramatically reflected in the way
Abdullah Ocalan, the leader of the PKK, tried tingasylum in Europe in late 1998 and was
apprehg:lnded in February 1999 in the Greek Embasdyenya after an odyssey across
Europe®

'8 Mercan, Faruk: “Kivrikglu: Tanklarla Suriye'ye Girecektik’Aksiyon 17 October 2005.

7 See Yetkin,op. cit, p. 94. See also Diindar, Can and Akar, Ridvarank@ya'dakiSam Zirvesinin
Tutanaklari”,Milliyet, 7-9 November 2007.

'8 See Aksupp. cit, p. 257-261.

19 See Uzgelop. cit, p. 186.

% Ulusoy, Kivang: “The Changing Challenge of Eurapeation to Politics and Governance in Turkey”,
International Political Science Reviewgl. 30, no. 4 (2009), pp.363-384.

%L The unilateral truce proclaimed by the PKK aftex apprehension of its leaders to some extent gasitidal
tension and opened up some room to maneuver i Variety of political actors.
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The constitutional and legal amendments to Turkésth made under EU influence
provided for the gradual elimination of prerogasivgranted to the military and thereby
consolidated the influence of the governménamong the constitutional reforms passed in
2001, the amendment concerning the compositionhefNSC was the most decisive. It
increased the number of civilian members of thencduthus reducing its military members
to a minority”® It also changed Article 118 of the constitution,tkat the council’s effect on
the government was weakened and the council’s adviharacter underlined. Meeting with
low profile resistance from the militaf},the Seventh Democratization Package, which was
adopted in August of 2003, aimed at further deamtifation of the council. The most
significant amendment of the package was gearedrttsvremoving legal obstacles that
prevented the appointment of a civilian to theuefitial office of the Secretary General of the
NSC.Thus, in August of 2004, for the first time in thistory of the NSC, it became possible
for the government to appoint a career diplomatbAssador it Alpogan, as the Secretary
General of the council. Not only did the reformsamethe loss of the most influential
plattorm on which the military authorities couldgitmately exert influence to shape
Turkey's foreign policy, they also created a staitenind among the public geared towards
claiming the advancement and consolidation of deatmcreforms. In parallel to this change,
public declarations and speeches made by the Ghigéneral Staff (CGS) were unwelcome
in political circles, forcing military authoritie® pursue a low profile and be less outspoken
on foreign policy issues. Striking examples of thisre withessed on the eve of the US
invasion of Iraq between January and March of 2@08,in debates about the Annan Plan for
the Cyprus issue in the first half of 2004, whea @GS chose not to intervene.

The military was also hamstrung by other legal gesn In 2005, when the National
Security Policy Document (NSPD) was revi¢ethe government appeared to have taken an
active role in the making of the new docum&rthe document was short in comparison to its
predecessors and did not include the preparatiGactibn plans” against certain countries. It
is understood that the document was carefully wibsiethat Ankara would not resort to the
threat of the use of force as a means of conduétireggn policy, thus implying a lesser role
for the military?’ After a five- year interval, when the NSPD waderevised again in 2010,
it seemed that the government had steered thenrafation process of the documéfit.
President GUl emphasized that the document shauletwritten in the light of the foreign
policy principle of “zero problem with neighbouf&’lt is to be noted that these endeavors
were part of a wider demilitarization of the paél regime, and legal amendments further
limiting the military’s jurisdiction were placeddti on the government’s agentia.

22 For a concise account of these reforms, see Ozhudigun and Yazici, Serap (200&)emocratization
Reforms in Turkey (1993-20043tanbul, TESEV, p.32-41.

% When Recep T. Erd@an formed the second JDP government in March 20@3number of deputy ministers
without portfolio was increased so that the civilimembers could have constituted a clear majamityhé NSC.
Demirdd@en,ismet: “Yeni Hilkimet MGK Ayarli”Radikal 12 March 2003.

24 Kucuksahin, Sukri: “Orgeneral Kiling’in Uyum Paketine ‘Gizli’ Dagal itiraz1”, Hirriyet, 19 May 2003;
Sik, Barkin: “Sezer Veto Ederse Egghn Direnmesin”Milliyet, 2003.

5 Bayramalu, Ali: “Milli Giivenlik Siyaset Belgesi Nedir?"YeniSafak 29 April 2005.

%6 Yilmaz, Turan: “MGSB, Ozkoék Ra’nin Dedgi Gibi Degissin”, Hiirriyet, 25 November 2004; Aydinghas,
Asli: “Kirmizi Kitapgik Agiklanmali mi?”Sabah 22 June 2005; “MGSB'de Yeni Ban”, Radikal 13 October
2005.

2" 7eyrek, Deniz: “Gerekirse Asker Yine ‘Gorevéadikal 28 October 2005.

B«EMASYA'ya Gerek Yok MGSB ise YenilenebilirMilliyet, 3 February 2010.

29 Aydintasbas, Ash: “Kirmizi Kitabi Hem Gordiim, Hem de YazdinMilliyet, 8 February 2010.

%0 Berberglu, Enis: “Sivil Silahsiz Siyaset Belgesi¥iirriyet, 30 June 2007; “TSK Hesaplarina Fiili Denetim
Geliyor”, Radikal 29 January 2010; “EMASYA'yI Ortadan Kaldirgez', Radikal 1 February 2010; Yiimaz,
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The military’s loss of ground in foreign policy-mag also manifested itself in the
fact that the concept of national security begatose preeminence in state discourse. The
military had introduced this concept into Turkisblifical and legal parlance following the
1960 coup, by using it for naming the council theyned to oversee politics, the NSC. After
the 1980 coup, the concept was granted even wisiegeuby the military* Later, in the
following decades, it was geared towards secungizrdinary political issues as a pretext
towards hindering democratic alternatiVésHowever, after the 1990s, this concept was
publicly questioned® Yet, the most outspoken criticism came in AuguSO® when
Motherland Party leader Mesut Yilmaz openly questtbthe common and frequent use of
the concept by the military, calling it a stumblibfpck to the introduction of democratic
reforms>* The military responded forcefuly,but since then the centrality of the concept in
state discourse has been increasingly challeffyedrly in 2008, a suggestion regarding the
redefinition of the concept came from within thecis@tly establishment. The ex-deputy-
undersecretary of the National Intelligence Servi@evat Ong, proposed that a rigid national
security concept should be replaced by a “demacsatcurity concept.” Although he did not
specify what he meant by ‘democratic security’, iplied that the concept of national
security should not be used as a pretext to hidéenocratic alternatives in high security
issues such as the Kurdish quesfibBy the same token, at the beginning of the 200@s)y
governments began to refrain from using the languafgforce and coercion. Instead, they
seemed to prefer to use a new rhetoric based ao fa®blems with the neighbors” and a
“good neighbor policy” which appeared to be moreccessful in decreasing security
restrictions over so-called national cau¥em a similar way, military authorities changed
their tune to harmonize with the governments’ rappement with some of Turkey’s
neighbors, most notably Syria and Gre&te.

4. Loss of Affiliations

The diversification of foreign and security polioyaking was an important aspect of the EU-
induced political transformation. Although the sfgrance of the external pressure applied by
the EU for democratization can not be over-exadgdrahe pressure coming from within
played a decisive role in the reformation proceBsessure within Turkey had been

Onder: ‘i¢ Hizmet Kanunu Dgsmez Deil”, Milliyet, 2 February 2010; “11 Soruda Yeni ‘Terorle Miicadlel
Radikal 19 February 2010.

%1 The concept was upgraded once again in Septer@8ér\then the five generals who ousted the goverhmen
named their junta thelational Security Boardin the 1982 Constitution, the concept was usdilarespective
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accumulating in the post-1980 period as a resuthefmobilization of different economic,
social and political powers striving for furthemdecratization. In this regard, it is plausible to
use the analogy that the EU- induced political sfammation opened the floodgates to the
accumulated political demands that had previousgnbdenied articulation. The groups that
took advantage of political reforms remained stasidin their support for the furtherance of
the democratization process and overcame variowledges raised by the political
establishment. The ongoing democratization probesame, as a student of Turkish politics
observed, “a bottom-up process rather than a teyndeffect”*® As interest groups increased
their activities, they began to convey their argotego European platforms through peer
organization$® As a result of this transformation, the officiglparatus, relatively speaking,
lost its prominence, and non-state actors becanreasingly involved in formulating foreign
and security policy decisions. A vast spectrum wiccorganizations has now become
involved in activities which formerly had been tpbeovince of the security sector, thus
becoming agents of a de-securitization processrtdsmaore open policy-making in Turkey.
Their impact became visible in debates on how fmdeational interest. These new actors
put their weight behind those who encouraged remssion crucial national issues, as was the
case over Cyprus. The new political and legal tastins proved successful in formalizing
networks leading to the internalization of Europsgyie interaction in Turkey. The extent of
Europeanization in Turkish politics was demonsttaie overt public sensitivity on the
question of Irag. Inspired by a chain of demongirat worldwide, challenging the legitimacy
of the US decision to occupy Iraq, the Turkish puldctively sought to influence the
government on the eve of the parliament decision tlms matter. The size of the
demonstrations, in particular the one held in Aakan the very day parliament was to vote
on the government motion, took parliament by ssgmnd was believed to have exerted
enormous impact on the MPs.

Another related phenomenon became conspicuous:eyusriforeign and security
policy decisions became affected by economic cematibns’ Big-business circles started to
place demands on the state agenda, urging thatviegis be reflected in important foreign
policy decisions. Notably two businessmen’s orgainins, TUSIAD (Turkish Association of
Industry and Business) and TOBB (Turkish Union d¢fa@bers and Bursaries), may have
played significant roles. After the 1990s, TUSIADvacated Turkey’'s integration into the
international economic system and strove to gairk@ys full membership to the EU. By
using the slogan “less geopolitics, more econorm@sTUSIAD report entitledTowards a
New Economic and Trade Diplomacy in Turleelvocated a new strategy, giving precedence
to economic interests in shaping Turkish foreigtigyd™ Politicians continually reminded
military authorities of what sort of repercussians the economy their interferences might
provoke?> And at least some segments of the military beganlisplay more restricted
reaction in public and became more sensitive toettenomic consequences their statements
might causé?® After retiring from the Army CGS, Ozkok complaintitht his maintenance of

0 See Ulusoy, “The Changing Challenge .ap. cit, p. 376.

1 Cerit-Mazlum, Semra and Ran, Erhan (eds.) (2006%ivil Toplum ve DiPolitika, istanbul, Bglam.
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pp.29-52.

4 Ogutcli, Mehmet (2000)Towards a New Economic and Trade Diplomacy in Tyrkstanbul, TUSIAD. See
also Ogutcu, Mehmet and Saner, Raymond: “Fine-Tgufiirkey’s Economic Diplomacy'Eurasia Critig vol.
4 (July 2008), pp.41-47.

> Berber@lu, Enis: “Paam Borsa %12 KaybettiHrriyet, 2 July 2007.

“® Bila, Fikret: “Ozkok’ten Midahale Yaniti: Caiétilal Degil, Komutanin Kongmasi”, Milliyet, 4 October
2007.
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a low profile in politics in order “not to distothe country’s economy and the balances
prevailing in foreign affairs” had been misundeosts*’

As the big industrialists opted for Turkey’s intatjon with the global economy, their
views increasingly came into conflict with the rly*® During the late 1990s, TUSIAD, as
Karin Vorhoff pointed out, was “ready to accept @&ugan criticism of Turkey’s record on
democracy and on meeting other international staisgahe reports TUSIAD issued and the
seminars that [were] organized in the course ofldsedecade [were] directly related to this
debate™® By the beginning of the 2000s, TUSIAD had begurrdwise its views and to
become critical of sensitive issues, such as therdiization of the political regime, the
democratization of the legal system and, most mptahe Cyprus questiotl. While the
military, for instance, espoused the continuatibthe status qudased on two separate and
sovereign Turkish and Greek Cypriot states, busicésles began to downplay the strategic
considerations that the military espoused. In Seb& 2001, when President Rauf Degkta
declined UN General Secretary Kofi Annan’s calllmth parties to resume talks, TUSIAD
Chairman Tuncay Ozilhan publicly criticized Ankasa’Cyprus policy for lending
unconditional support to Denkta uncompromising stance.In a statement made in
November 2001, Ozilhan claimed that the associationld propose solutions to issues such
as Cyprus, which were “blocking the country’s degti®® In the early months of 2002,
TUSIAD continued to criticize traditional Cypruslmy based on thetatus quacreated after
1974 Likewise, the media, which had come under thectlioentrol of industrialist and
financial circles, did not grant the military thepport it had formerly received.On the
contrary, mainstream media published reports thased adverse effects for the military’s
Cyprus policy>® In some cases, Rauf Denktaas targeted by the daily papers that disclosed
irregularities in affairs in which he had previoplseen involved?

In this regard, it is to be noted here that magsstr media kept itself aloof from such
activities. In January 2004 it was revealed thanescof the top brass had encouraged
journalists to publish reports supporting theiriposs as regards Cyprus, or endeavored to
influence media patrons to employ journalists teirthiking or deliberated on measures to
increase the circulation of certain daily newspap€rHowever, little by little mainstream

47 Yetkin, Murat: “Ozkoék’ten ‘Savunma’: Beni 28ubatcilar Gibi Davranmamakla SucladilaRadikal 25
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* See Kenan Evren’s remarks that in 1974 TAF evéigtoacupied a larger chunk of territory than haiially
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media took a sharp turn and begun criticizing ritimiacy with the military® In defiance of
the JDP government, the visit by the Army Commamdgac Yalman to the island of Cyprus
was deliberately ignored by the media, although esssegments of the military were
expecting it would produce a public euphdfidnstead, occasional reports causing annoyance
to the military in particular, and to those who oped the Annan Plan in general, appeared in
daily newspapers with a large circulation. Wheirriyet published a report that secular
citizens’ political and social affiliations were ibg scrutinized and filed at a military
headquarters close to Istanbul, tfised to a mini crisis whereby the CGS was compeited
open an investigatioff. In other instances, mainstream media adoptedieatrstance on the
demarches made by the military. When in 2008 in&drom on several juntas that had
allegedly been formed in 2003-2004 were disclosedinstream media published many
reports based on the leaked memorandums preparedny segments within the CGS and
gave critical coverage to those rep&ftit. was understood that the military had been upset
the changing attitude of the media. Minutes of &ting held by disgruntled generals on 15-
16 July 2003 reveal the way a segment of the t@sdexpostulated about the media’s
attitude: “What the media has done to the detrinoénthe TAF was not perpetrated even by
the enemy. TAF have lost their moral and motivatom serious extent. Now, who is made
happy by this? Who is becoming sad?In November 2006, the CGS was reported to have
prepared a memorandum to revise the list of ade@ddaily newspapers and also of
journalists. It concluded that the accreditatioagtice that had been launched in 1997 should
be maintained, and that those who weakened thédigdof the TAF should not be allowed

to attend press briefings. The list which made distinctions between “relidblend
“unreliable” journalists also provoked public réant®® This change stands in a striking
contrast to the way the media reacted in Octob88 uring the Syrian crisis. In advance of
this the media had blown things out of all propwrtso that the Syrians supposed that TAF
had completed their preparations to strike, andiexadly bowed to such presstife.

5. Loss at the Battle of Cyprus

The debate over Cyprus, an issue traditionally ickemed a national cause, seemed to have
evolved into a “discursive battlefield” between tinditary and the government, from which
the military eventually had to retre¥tin late 2002, soon after it came to power, the JDP
government began to promote the Annan Plan andi¢stipn Ankara’s established Cyprus
policy based on thstatus quo This change of policy immediately put the goveemtnand
Rauf Denktg, President of the Turkish Republic of Northern €xg) at logger heads. While
the government ostracized Denktahe, in return, declared that the Annan Plan shoatde
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considered as a basis for further negotiatfon/hen the military, criticizing the Annan Plan,
joined the duel at the NSC meeting of January 2@8gzan stressed in defiance that
“Cyprus has become an issue causing trouble fokehum all areas,” reiterating that “the
Annan Plan is an opportunity to continue negotiai@nd to reach a lasting solutidfi”.
Although this matter was eclipsed by the occupatibiiaqg, throughout 2003 the Annan Plan
kept stirring up debate between the military anel government. In late December 2003, a
crisis broke out when the government announcedth®military and the Foreign Ministry
had reached an agreement over the plarmhuriyetpublished a document prepared by the
Foreign Ministry, “The Position of the Turkish Sidas well as another document outlining
the military’s objections, showing that it did nete eye to eye with the ministry over the
plan/* Upon the ministry’s denial of the documents, tleevspaper published further details
of the report prepared by the military, labeling thinistry’s report as a document of
“surrender”’> However, at the final stage, contrary to some etgtions, CGS Ozkok
refrained from taking an anti-government positiemphasizing that “the final decision lies in
the hands of TGNA® However, military opposition to the JDP governméstk several
forms: rallying demonstrations in defiance of dipltic overtures, issuing public
denouncements of the government’s overtures, tapsbvisits to the island, and the Iike.
General Tuncer Kiling, the Secretary General of N&C, submitted to Prime Minister
Erdaozan in April 2003, a three- stage plan that propdséthg harsh measures to deter the
EU from accepting Cyprus into the European Unioowklver, this was disregarded by the
government? In the debate on the Annan Plan the tension betweme segments of the top
brass and CGS Ozkok resurfaced so that the lateit hecessary to state that there was no
disagreement within the military.

However, the military failed to mobilize sufficiepbpular support to bring pressure
on the JDP government to get the Annan Plan rejedtethe post- referendum period, the
JDP government’s occasional overtures to brealdibmatic stalemate in Cyprus caused
public reactions prompted by military sources. Sachini- crisis broke out in December
2006 when the government informed the EU that uld¢dhave suggested opening a Turkish
seaport and Turkish Cypriot airport for Greek Cgpnnhavigation, CGS Yaar Blyukanit
complained that the government had not consultedrititary.”” The government rejoined to
the effect that the office of the CGS had been dufigrmed before they delivered the verbal
note’® In repudiation of CGS Bilyiikanit's remarks, Efdo also publicly cautioned the
military: “And let us not tire each other. Otherejsve disturb the economic markets. When
markets are disturbed, money that would go intopthekets of my citizens gets less. Let us
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not commit this injustice™ The JDP government proved successful in overcomiitigary
opposition to the plan, thus retaining the suppdrtcivilians and the Turkish Cypriot
government on the islarfd.

6. Loss of Ground in Northern Iraq

The decrease in military influence in foreign pglienaking is well manifested in Northern
Irag. After the promulgation of the ILA (Iraq Likeion Act) in 1998, Iraqgi Kurds gradually
became the major local USA allies, thereby puttimg strategic priorities of Turkey and the
USA in the area in conflict with each other. USqgegtions of Iraqi Kurds as partners in the
implementation of the ILA aroused Turkey’'s conceaf®ut the ramifications of a nascent
Kurdish state. Within Turkey, criticism was increagy directed towards Washington, and
military circles became more outspoken in criticziOPC operations on the grounds that the
mission was geared towards supporting the surdf/al Kurdish staté! The first signs of a
new regional balance of power had appeared evaébdtie US invasion. By August 2002,
Erbil felt confident enough to wage verbal war agaithe TAF units deployed in the area;
KDP leader Masoud Barzani warned Ankara that “tveye ready to sacrifice themselves in
turning these territories into a cemetery for tggrassors>* Developments on the eve of the
invasion of Iraq deepened the gap between the WStk Turkish military authorities.
During the negotiations about the details of wdoddmilitary cooperation, US diplomats
made it clear to their Turkish counterparts thatsWiagton opposed the idea that the TAF
should take part in the operation and maintaincdstrol in some parts of Northern Iraq.
However, at the end of tortuous negotiations, the fihally acquiesced with Turkish
demands, though, in its opinion, these were exeeSsi

The first crisis broke out on the eve of the insaswhen TGNA did not give their
approval to Washington’s demands for military caapien. The TGNA'’s decision of 1
March 2003, not to approve the government motioalkow US troops to land in Turkey,
deeply disappointed the Bush administrafibrlthough loose cannons in the ruling JDP
were responsible for the decisiBhthe Pentagon put the blame for parliament’s disamp
on the military, believing that the military hadiléal to play the supportive role it was
supposed to do in order to secure the motion. Asatttual invasion began, Washington
“sternly warned Ankara to desist from taking urgtal military action.® In the wake of the
invasion, the closing down of Operation Northerntdasubstituted for OPC in 1997, meant
loss of one of the levers used by the military xereinfluence on Washington’s Iraq policy.
During the following weeks, Ankara received thesffisignals that the TAF was no longer
welcome in Northern Iraq. On 23 April 2003, a uait the Turkish Special Forces was
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detained by US paratroopers for a day, thus digpjayWashington’s reluctance to see the
TAF moving around freel§’ On 6 May 2003, US Deputy Defense Minister Paul fdiuitz
publicly put the blame on the TAF for not havingmayed the required leadership to put
pressure on the government to pass the méfitinalso heralded the end of free access to
Northern Iraq for the TAF, which had acted withalteck in the area since 1981US
authorities made several statements to the effettNorthern Iraq was no longer Ankara’s
nearby “overseas territory” CGS Ozkok also candidly confessed that Turkey ‘hest its
right to have a say in Iraq”Even when Washington approached Ankara in Aug0882o
ask for Turkish troops to be deployed in Irag, #&swmade clear that Turkish soldiers would
not be stationed in Northern Iraq.

Before delving into the details of what happenddrahe invasion, it should be noted
that the TAF's exclusion from Northern Iraq wagihtitable not simply to US opposition to
Ankara’s unilateral intervention. Unilateral Turkigntervention in Northern Iraq might have
produced manifold political ramifications for thBB government. In such a case, Ankara’s
first casualty would have been its relations witle EU, to which JDP governments had
anchored their foreign policy since their comingotiwer in November 2002. Secondly, such
an intervention might have run against the politieall of the JDP, which aimed to
demilitarize Turkey’'s Kurdish policy within and mitle the country® Lastly, a military
intervention would inevitably have brought the C@She forefront in Ankara which might
possibly have tipped the sensitive balance of ddmeswer towards the military. The two
consecutive JDP governments that were establistiedthe November 2002 elections were
well aware of the fact that the military’s assumarg even more influential role in Ankara’s
Irag policy would make it more reluctant to acque$o reforms.

The tension among the soldiers on the ground rebithgeak on 4 July, 2003, when
US forces detained eleven Turkish soldiers in Sukayiyah for sixty hourd? It was alleged
that the unit was involved in preparations to asisase a local Kurdish political figuré.The
Sulaymaniyah incident created an impact of unprecedi magnitude as far as Turkish public
perception of the US was concern&dThe incident was of great symbolic value, inditgti
that access to Northern Iraq was denied to the TARss allowed by US authoritigs.
Having been deprived of its operational groundha &rea, as CGS Buyukanit was to point
out in August 2008, the TAF was unable to carry @otss-border operations in Iraq during
the three years which followed. This tension brought about manifold impacts on the
military’s position as a foreign policy-making actms Turkey had lost its position in an area
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where it had been able to exert influence sincentheeighties’’ It rekindled a public debate
in Turkey about the general direction of the coyistforeign policy. Questions central in the
debate were developments in Northern Iraq and tBesupport for Kurdish authority. Not
only long-known anti-American opposition groupst blso military authorities began making
bitter remarks regarding Turkey’s age-old alliamith the US™®

The state of bilateral relations with Washingtopegred to exacerbate the situation in
Northern Iraq. Lack of action on the part of Ankaras depicted by an observer saying: “with
the Kurdish grip on northern Iraq tightening, tharks have been largely on the outside
looking in, seemingly without a clearly defined iogl”®* After June 2004, despite
intensified PKK attacks mostly staged from Northeag, and increasing domestic calls for a
cross-border operation, the area was denied tdAe'®® Doubts having been raised about
the limits and effectiveness of a muscle-flexindgiggotowards Iragi Kurds, this denial had a
crushing effect on the credibility of the TAF's detent in Northern Iraq. Consolidation of the
KRG proved to be a matter of contention betweentte allies. While Iraqi Kurds were
supported by the Americans in every possible waykaka was daunted by Washington’s
feeling that a unilateral intervention in Northelragq would have disastrous resufs.
Although prodded by the military to act immediatetlye government procrastinated on the
operation in Northern Iraq before finally comingtéoms with the US%*

By the beginning of 2005, Ankara felt it necess#éwyrevise its policy towards
Northern Iraq and began to give signs of changeelaéreasons are relevant to explain the
change. First and foremost, the red-line policyoespd by the military proved to be
unsustainable. After the ratification of the newnsiitution, the KRG became a legitimate
body in Iraqgi polity. Furthermore, the electionuks clearly indicated that Ankara’s policy of
support for the Turcomans in order to counterbaaihe Kurds of Iraq had also failt®8.
More strikingly, despite initial opposition by tineilitary, Ankara signaled a shift in its policy
towards the Iragi Kurds, and began cultivating goeldtions with the KRG CGS Ozkok
pointed out that “Turkey’s policies should be adalpto the transformation” continuing after
the elections. On another occasions, CGS Ozkokrlinee the fact that the leaders of the
Iragi Kurds were “no longer chieftains of theirbes but statesmel® It was obvious that
more co-operative diplomatic approaches on the giaknkara towards KRG were to be
reflected in “the domestic political retreat of th&S [CGS].%?® Although the military
seemingly changed its policy after CGS Ozkok rdtine August 2006, and displayed a
defiant stance under CGS 9éa Bulylkanit, the government maintained its polidy
rapprochement with the KRG. The government’'s digaog from its earlier policy of non-

% Uzgel, ilhan: “Dis Politikada AKP Stratejik Konumdan Stratejik Model&zgel, ilhan and Duru, Biilent
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recognition of the KRG became visible after the ®@ections:’®, Oguz Celikkol, Turkey’'s
special envoy to Iraq, informed Masoud Barzani, nvh@eeting him in February 2006, that
although he was then meeting him as the chairmaK-Iraq, his government would
approach him as the chairman of the KRG as soomthasnew Iragi constitution was
approved-*° Other Foreign Ministry sources confirmed that Tyrlexpected to recognize all
governmental bodies and institutions by their naasespecified in the Iragi constitutioH.

By the beginning of 2007, the policy of rapprochemeith the KRG was aired by
Prime Minister Erdgan in public, when he said that the government eceasidering “ taking
steps to cultivate relations” with the KR&. Publicly criticizing the JDP Government's
policy of rapprochement with the KRG, the militaned to turn Northern Irag into another
discursive battlefield. The issue of official reodtgon for the KRG became matter of
contention with the governmeht Foreign Minister Abdullah Giil insisted that Ankavauld
keep talking to Iragi groups, adding that “there places where soldiers are supposed to talk
and there are places where diplomats are supposgal $0”. Gl went so far as to scorn the
CGS, saying “soldiers speak with their firearmstilthen, it is [only] politicians who will do
what is to be done'** The way civilian leaders responded to the militaythorities’
recriminatory remarks during debates on Northean ivell reflected the changing balance of
power within the foreign policy establishment. hetCyprus case, military authorities could
neither frustrate rapprochement with the KRG nan ¢fae upper hand over the government in
public debates. In these debates, statements magdehd KRG authoriti€s® and
Washingtoh™® were discouraging to the military and indicatedtth cross-border operation
would be doomed. Throughout 2007, CGS Buyukanitiical remarks challenged the
government’s policy in Northern Iraq prompting respes, at times scornful, from the
government. This stands as a striking example a@ihgé in Ankara. Instead of meeting
criticism form the military with silence, civiliaauthorities became increasingly outspoken
when they deemed it necessary to respond.

Two examples are worth mentioning: The rapprochémeth the KRG seemed to
gain new momentum at the beginning of 2007 wheme&Minister Erdgan said that the
government would talk to the Iragi Kurdish lead€rsVhen CGS Bulyiikanit, during his visit
to Washington D.C., defiantly stated that, as a@isol he would decline to talk to the Iraqi
Kurdish leaders on the grounds that they were tepndupport to the PKK, Prime Minister
Erdazan quickly responded that these views were notqgfdtte official policy:*® Later, in an
attempt to undermine the government’s policy ofpraphement with the KRG, military
sources leaked information to the press that CG@iBanit would try to prove in the next
NSC meeting that Iraqgi Kurdish leaders had keppstting the PKK'® The leak prompted a
harsh reaction from Ergan: “First, the person who was involved in the léals committed
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an act of treason. Second, those who publishe@ itqual partners in this act.” Warning that
“nobody should drag the government away from thxeta Erdgian reiterated that it would
remain committed to a solution “on the tabl&° Foreign Minister Giil took a moderate
position: “Don’t negotiate with them! Don't tallo tthem! What will you do, then? People
talk even to their enemie$® On the following day the NSC, following the goverent's
policy, announced that in order to overcome thealBty and tension in Northern Iraq,
Turkey should intensify its political and diplon@&ndeavors®? In June 2007, when CGS
Blyukanit urged the government to prepare a mdatdat Turkish Armed Forces carry out a
cross-border operation, Ergem reminded CGS Bluylkanit that terrorists werevactn
Turkey: “There are 500 terrorists in Northern Iragthe mountains of Turkey, there are 5000
terrorists. Well. Did we finish them all off? Hawe reached the stage of dealing with the 500
in Northern Irag? Let’s first sort out those thhelser within Turkey.*? It is interesting to
note that on the eve of the 22 July 2007 electibitgthern Iraq became an issue for the
contending parties in the election campaitffis.

Despite military antagonism, the JDP initially ddished party-to-party contacts with
the KRG authorities. After the 22 July 2007 elention Turkey, visits at various levels were
frequently reciprocated. Idris Narfiahin, Secretary General of the JDP, met Sefin Dbzai
the KDP in September, 2087 Since PKK activities were intensifying, on 17 Cmo 2007
the TGNA almost unanimously authorized the govemirie deploy troops abroad. After
PKK attacks on the post of Blaca on the Turkish-lragi border on 21 October 20@d¥ch
claimed twenty lives, political pressure on the guownent to carry out a cross-border
operation in Northern Iraqg further increased. Y&gss-border operations began only after
PM Erdgan reached an agreement in Washington on 5 Noven#f¥€7 on bilateral
cooperation against the PKK in Northern IfA8As part of the deal, US began to exchange
real-time intelligence, and airspace and grounatespa Northern Iraq was opened up to the
TAF.2" In two subsequent air force operations carriedadter the deal, the PKK camps in
Northern Iraq were bombed by TAF fighters on 16 a@decembers 2007 respectivédy it
was noted that both operations were carried otgffiective cooperation with the US? In a
press briefing on 16 December 2007, CGS Blyukamgled out thesine qua norcondition
for the accomplishment of the operation: “Last nigimericans opened up airspace over
Northern Iraq. By opening up the airspace, US thme consent for the operatioti’On 26
December, 2007, the TAF delivered another strikenuggceiving real-time intelligence from
Heron UAVs and US intelligence sourc@SFurthermore, the first large-scale cross-border
operationOperation Sunwhich involved large numbers of troops on theugsh came about
in February of 2008, after an interval of six yeafs
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After the 5 November 2007 agreement with Washingtorthe surprise of many, the
military agreed to the JDP government’s overtue@she KRG, and the government has
increasingly come to have full control over Turkeyolicy towards Iraq. This phenomenon
was clearly reflected in the statement made inafiermath of the NSC meeting held on 24
April, 2008. Abandoning Turkey’s traditional poliof non-recognition for the Kurds of Iraq,
the NSC confirmed that it is in Turkey’s interest maintain consultations with all Iraqi
groups and formations®® After the green light given by the NSC, high legehtacts with
the KRG authorities gained unprecedented momeftlmMAF authorities came to praise
overtly the significance of technical assistancd ahthe real-time intelligence provided by
the US. However, such statements also noted th&ishumilitary activity has been subject to
American consent since 2067.

Rapprochement went on unabated throughout 200% ker Basbug displayed a
more conformist attitude towards the government agttained from interfering in
government policies towards the KRG. Other indtng within the security establishment
also acted in visible harmony with the governnmiéhtivhen President Abdullah Giil paid an
official visit to Baghdad in March, the first ofsitkind for 33 years, he used the term
“Kurdistan” in a gesture of recognition for the KR& In October 2009, Turkey's
rapprochement with the KRG reached its peak whemigio Minister Ahmet Davudiu
visited Erbif®.

7. Loss of Internal Cohesion

Loss of cohesion within the military was anotheepbmenon that undermined the military’s
position in foreign policy making. The specter attionalism within the TAF started to loom
large again at the end of the nineties. Duringphst decade it had become obvious that the
military had been paying the utmost attention tegieg lower-level activities within the
army in check?® This became salient at the turn of the new miliemy and, in addition the
aforementioned debate on Cyprus, the debate onclatayzed the tug-of-war within the
army and brought it to the surface. Friction amadhg contending segments became
conspicuous in the summer of 2002, when Prime MéniBllent Ecevit and GNA Speaker
Omer izgi, in a clear violation of the military’s estadiied traditions with regard to
succession, tried to extend outgoing CGS Kinils term of office for another yeaf®
They tried to legitimize their attempt under theetpxt that CGS Kivrikglu had more
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experience to handle the approaching Iraq ctdighe plan proved futile, being disapproved
of by the leaders of the other coalition partiesesMt Yilmaz and Devlet Bahgeli, yet
outgoing CGS Kivrikglu succeeded in appointing his aides to key pasighat incoming
CGS Ozkok had to work with a staff hand-picked Byfredecessdf? The November 2002
elections which gave the newly founded JDP a ateajority in the parliament exacerbated
the military’s recalcitrance towards cooperatinghwihe government. However, military
opposition displayed a greater number of differertban previous cases, e.g. the 28 February
Process, which ended the Welfare Party- True Patty Eoalition government in 1997. This
time the military’s stance appeared to be far froomesive. The first public outburst of
discontent among the lower ranks of the army, repoby the daily newspap&@umhuriyet
on 23 May 2003, gave a stern rebuke from the “dised young officers” to both the
government, and to their CGS Ozkok for not beinggto enough towards the JDP
government. The message was a clear reminder adxiséence of internal divisions within

the military**®

The debate with the government spilled over intéitany headquarters. Statements
made by anonymous military authorities charged CBini Ozkok with being too
submissive to and remaining in line with the goveent on the issue. Reactions indicated
that there was a group of officers who disagreetth wheir seniors officials on a national
cause, and that the internal cohesion of the arawy at staké** Following similar incidents,
the office of the CGS took some precautions by mayerestraining those who were
authorized to make statements on behalf of the Takig, the Deputy CGS started holding
regular press briefing8> Reports leaked by “disgruntled young officers” evelismissed by
the office of the CGS$ In doing so, the office of the CGS also aimed iszaurage these
“disgruntled young officers” from making public &ments “defying the chief of staff*
However, as was the case in some strong public ies, the CGS tried to appease the
young officers. For instance, contrary to commehég the military was flexing its muscles
again**® CGS Ozkok's comprehensive speech on 20 April 2668med to be aimed at
soothing junior officers. Later on, it was undecgtdhat a number of juntas had been formed
by top generals who disagreed with CGS Ozkok, ak ag detailed plans to force the
government to resign, using the “betrayal in Cypassa pretext®®
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Preparations by some segments of the military tierwene in politics reached a peak
in 2003-2004. A groundbreaking view was aired omoBer of 2003 in a conference held by
the War Academy when the Secretary General of t8€,Nseneral Tuncer Kiling, severely
criticized the EU for its aloofness towards Turkeyecurity concerns and called for an
overall reorientation of foreign policy, taking entonsideration the positions of Iran and
Russia™® In the same period, the foreign policy decisiofistte JDP government were
increasingly denounced by anonymous military saurée consideration of the unrest long
simmering within the army, it was claimed that det@tion in Turco-American relations on
the eve of the occupation of Irag had led some seggof the military to prepare plans for a
coup. Avni Ozgiirel declared that the military hastd to conclude plans to undermine the
JDP government on the grounds that Washington waurtdhin indifferent to a military coup
against a government that had failed to deliver twthapromised on the eve of the
occupation>! The plans disclosed in 2008 contained extensiVibatations on Turkey's
bilateral relations with the US and on developmentérag and complained about the US
support given to the governmént.After his retirement, CGS Ozkok would later comfithat
there were attempts to destabilize the governnidatrejected allegations that he had not
disclosed the presence of juntas and had avoidiogeputing those who were involved. He
stressed his opinion that “people who perform thiied that we perform, should move
cautiously.**?

Reflecting the debate within the TAF, another unpdented event took place in
February 2007. While CGS Biyukanit was paying ditiaf visit to Washington, the text of
Russian President Vladimir Putin’s speech at thaibtuSecurity Conference was put on the
CGS's websité>* In this speech, delivered at an international emfce on security, Putin
blamed US policy for inciting other countries toekenuclear arms in order to defend
themselves against an “almost uncontained use laéngiforce.”*>The inclusion of this text
obviously aimed at undermining BuyuUkanit's positionthe eyes of the Pentagon, and the
quick removal of the speech from the site suggetitad its insertion had not been fully
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authorized®®® Similar events displayed the extent of disagre¢snemd divergences over
foreign policy issues within the top brass. An alise close to military circles described the
state of the TAF during the first half of the 20H3s"“the air of disorder” prevailing within the
army.™’ Retrospectively speaking, it is safe to say theiveen 2003-2004 the office of the
CGS spent a considerable amount of time in coimgploose cannons among the top brass
and in derailing their plans to destabilize the groment>® In coping with these continual
attempts, in some cases apparently led by his oprbtass, CGS Ozkok was preoccupied
with the restoration of TAF’s internal cohesion.this respect, it is plausible to assume that
the priority of the office of the CGS at this tim&as to check centrifugal forces within the
military rather than to control or formulate goverent policies.

8. Conclusion

Change in domestic power configurations that cam existence in the early 2000s created
distinct political circumstances in which the natiy had to relinquish its grip on the foreign
policy-making process in Turkey. The military’s resit was reflected by four concomitant
developments. First and foremost, the democratzateforms that gained momentum after
2001 aimed at the demilitarization of foreign aretwgity policy-making processes. The
embodiment of the demilitarization was the intraghut of civilians into the NSC and its
General Secretariat organization. Furthermoreonatisecurity, as a concept invented and
introduced into the country’s political jargon hetmilitary, was also removed from apparent
monopoly by the military as part of the demilitation process. In the face of the rise in non-
governmental organizations seeking to play an actole in foreign policy-making, the
weight of the military steadily declined after thied of the 1990s. Increasing US influence in
Irag gradually limited the military’s operationabwer which it had freely implemented in the
area throughout the 1990s. From an operationalt pdimiew, the military lost its ability to
intervene in contingencies in Northern Iraq afteurkBy's military activities were
circumscribed there. Having failed to make Iraqir#ai recognize its prerogatives, the
military lost its position as a key player in thee@a The loss of operational ground there
marked the end of the military’s overwhelming imfhce on the making of policy in Iraq,
deemed extremely important by Ankara. At the disiwar level, the TAF seemed to have lost
the battle of words with those who challenged distiaéd policy lines. On a number of
occasions, the military could not mobilize publigidon to voice agreement with its policy
preferences. Thus, it became increasingly diffiéoiitthe military authorities to put political
pressure on the government. The military had lostltattle for the hearts and minds of the
general public on such issues, most notably reggrdne Cyprus question. Mainstream
media, which increasingly came under the directrobrof industrialist circles, did not grant
the military the support it had been used to rexand, from 2002 onwards in particular, put
their weight behind the JDP governments. Apparetityy military lost its monopoly over
defining the concept of national security as altefuegal-institutional changes as well as of
demands raised by societal actors that were begpmiore outspoken. Lastly, these
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developments galvanized a paradigmatic debate dkeys alignments that spilled over into
military circles. Among the so-called “disgruntlgdung officers,” the debate was reflected in
their growing resentment of their superiors fomigeioo submissive to government demands
or to pressures from Washington. This resentmestmanifested in unauthorized statements
by anonymous “military authorities” and frequenakages of classified documents to the
press — obviously geared towards putting the offitthe CGS at a disadvantage. Endeavors
by the military authorities to keep the commandidtire intact made them to turn inwards
and preoccupy themselves only with restoring therimal cohesion of the army. Thus, rather
than putting pressure on the government concerfargjgn and security policy issues, the
problem of disunity gradually became the major poepation for the office of the CGS.
Therefore, it is also possible to argue that theifieations of such loose internal cohesion
within the army may discourage the office of the SC@om taking an assertive stance on
foreign affairs in the foreseeable future. Hencespite the gloomy estimates that “many
Turks will once again look to the military not orflyr stability within the country but also as
the de factoopposition to the government® many in Turkey today are looking in other
directions for answers to these issues.
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