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INTRODUCTION
Soner Cagaptay is the Beyer Family fellow and director of the Turkish Research Program at The
Washington Institute. He has written extensively on U.S.-Turkish relations, Turkish domestic
politics, and Turkish nationalism. A historian by training, Cagaptay wrote his doctoral dissertation
at Yale University (2003) on Turkish nationalism. Dr. Cagaptay has taught courses at Yale,
Princeton University, Georgetown University, & Smith College on the Middle East, Mediterranean,
& Eastern Europe. His latest book is Erdoğan's Empire: Turkey and the Politics of the Middle East.

FROM THE BOOK
Nations that were once great empires, such as Turkey, often have an inflated sense of their heyday.
This, of course, leads to a readiness to be inspired, or a vulnerability to be manipulated, by effective
politicians who are able to embody and speak to this narrative. Understanding the importance of
Turkey’s imperial past is essential to understanding modern Turkey. This is because a romantic
view of the collapsed Ottoman Empire continues to shape the views held by Turkish citizens of their
place in the world.
Enter Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, the country’s president, who has held sway since 2003. Erdoğan,
who has won thirteen nationwide polls, consolidating power in Turkey over decades, is the country’s
most consequential and powerful leader, probably since Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, who, in 1923,
established modern Turkey out of the ashes of the Ottoman Empire at the end of the First World
War.
The Romans measured time by saecula – the number of years that had to pass between the time
of the occurrence of an incident and the death of all the people who were alive at the time of this
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incident. Ataturk’s republic is not yet one
saeculum old, and the shared, and malleable,
memory of Ottoman greatness resonates deeply
with Turkey’s citizens.
For hundreds of years, the Ottomans dominated
what are now nearly fifty sovereign countries – a
quarter of the current UN member states –
spanning three continents (Africa, Asia and
Europe). However, starting in the eighteenth
century, the Ottoman Empire went into a long
and steady decline. Aware of their country’s
weakness, successive generations of Turkish
leaders latched their country’s foreign policy onto
that of a global power or international bloc in the
West, while waiting for Turkey’s greatness to
return.
Ataturk, a general in the Ottoman army, founded
modern Turkey in his own image as a secular,
European state. After he deposed the sultans, he
turned Turkey’s face further to the West. By
copying European states, the great global powers of the interwar era, in statecraft, he aimed to
place Turkey on a trajectory which would lead to the great nation status that was Turkey’s birthright.
Inspired by European traditions, Ataturk’s secularism mandated freedom from religion in
government, politics and the education system. A Jacobin politician, Ataturk ran the country with
an iron fist until his death in 1938. He left behind a secularist system of government based on his
principles, also known as Kemalism. Ismet Inonu, who followed Ataturk as the country’s second
president, perpetuated his Kemalist legacy. But he ruled Turkey with an even stronger fist. It was
not until 1950 that the country’s first fully free and fair elections were held.
After Turkey became a multiparty democracy in 1950, Ataturk and Inonu’s democratically elected
successors for decades perpetuated their secularist legacy. These Kemalists believed that
Ataturk’s political system was durable, and should not be changed as the world changes.
Until Erdoğan. Turkey’s twenty-first-century leader hails from a tradition of political Islam, which
seeks to blend a religious and political style that has been growing in the country during the late
twentieth century, starkly opposing Ataturk’s secularism. Since coming to power in 2003, Erdoğan
has revolutionized Turkish politics, and in doing so has proven the Kemalists wrong.
Ataturk ruled Turkey for fifteen years between 1923 and 1938. Erdoğan has already governed from
Ankara for over sixteen. He has successfully torn down, or recalibrated, much of Ataturk’s legacy.
In addition, under him, the country has reverted to an authoritarian style of government, ironically
more reminiscent of the Ataturk and Inonu years than of late twentieth-century Turkey.
As the new ‘Ataturk’, Erdoğan has recast Turkey top-down in his own image: as profoundly Islamic
and socially conservative. Moreover, Erdoğan’s ‘new Turkey’ primarily faces not Europe, or the
West, but the Middle East. Erdoğan wants to see Ankara rising as a great power with and through
influence over Muslims across Turkey’s former Ottoman possessions – especially the Middle East,
but also in the Balkans beyond.
Erdoğan’s quest to seek greatness for Turkey is not unusual, however. It is, in many ways, a
continuation of the policies of the country’s Turkish leaders, from the late Ottoman sultans to
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Ataturk, all of whom sought to revive Turkey’s great power status. However, Erdoğan’s path is
different compared to his predecessors. While they folded Turkey under the West to restore its
global influence, Erdoğan has picked an unorthodox model: his goal is to make Turkey great as a
stand-alone power. First, in the Middle East and then globally.
A populist politician, Erdoğan does not shy away from using this foreign policy vision to mobilize
his right-wing base. The first four chapters of this book, beginning with the Introduction, explain
Erdoğan’s rise and consolidation of power, and the nativist thinking that often, together with
Ankara’s national security concerns and historic patterns of Turkish foreign policy, informs his key
international decisions.
Erdoğan has delivered strong economic growth during the last decade, lifting many of his
conservative supporters out of poverty, also creating a base of followers who adore him. Turkey’s
economic growth in the past decade has endowed it with increased regional influence. This is one
reason for which Erdoğan has pivoted the country towards the Middle East, as a way to enjoy the
fruits of its newfound power, shown in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 details Turkey’s simultaneously ebbing
political relationship with Europe; and Chapter 6 describes Ankara’s evolving relationship with
Washington during the same timeframe, under presidents George W. Bush and Barack H. Obama.
The Kemalist constitution of Turkey, framed after Ataturk’s thinking, remains however, and during
the early years of the last decade, Turkey’s secularist military and high courts loyal to Ataturk’s
legacy boxed in Erdoğan and his political Islamist vision in government. Consequently, Erdoğan
then tried to implement a better version of late-Kemalist foreign policy, more tolerant, more
European, more internationalist. For instance, he tried to unify Cyprus in 2004, supporting a UNbacked plan, which, nevertheless, failed (explained in Chapter 12).
Between 2008 and 2011, Erdoğan took over the reins and complete power in Turkey. A referendum
he won in 2010 allowed him to reappoint a majority of the judges to the high courts, without a
confirmation process. Simultaneously, Erdoğan defanged the secularist Turkish Armed Forces
(TAF) with help of the Gulen movement, his ally at the time.
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A
religious
order-cum-political
network
established in the 1970s by Turkish Muslim
cleric, Fethullah Gulen, the Gulen movement
played a key role in Erdoğan’s power
consolidation. It helped build the kangaroo court
Ergenekon–Sledgehammer cases (covered in
the Introduction), alleging that there was a court
plot against Erdoğan, and then arrested a large
number of generals, as well as Erdoğan’s
secularist opponents, from journalists to
university professors, thereby creating a
‘republic of fear’, in which opposing Erdoğan
became a crime.
In 2011, the military’s top brass bowed to Erdoğan and Gulen, resigning en masse. This ushered
in a new dynamic: Erdoğan and Gulen, each wanting to control Turkey by himself, split ways. This
was the beginning of a long political fight that culminated in 2016 in the failed coup against Erdoğan,
in which Gulen-aligned officers seem to have played a key role.
Meanwhile, Erdoğan’s increasing power allowed him room to move forward with his foreign policy
vision. During the ensuing second Erdoğan era in Turkey between 2011 and the 2016 failed coup,
Erdoğan embraced an ambitious programme of neo-Ottoman and regional power initiatives, with
help from his foreign minister-turned prime minister, Ahmet Davutoglu. The unfolding Arab
uprisings at the time provided this vision with opportunities in the Middle East – as Erdoğan and
Davutoglu saw it. Most notably, during the Arab uprisings, Erdoğan (and Davutoglu) supported the
Muslim Brotherhood, a political Islamist movement. They also decoupled Ankara from Israel, and
Erdoğan tried to make peace with the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) at home.
In its support for the anti-Assad rebels in Syria (covered in Chapter 7), Turkey butted heads with
Russia and Iran, its historic adversaries. These policies refreshed threatening and old rivalries with
Moscow and Tehran (covered in Chapters 8 and 9, respectively). Overall, Erdoğan’s Middle East
initiatives left Turkey isolated and with no friends in the region, except for Qatar. Most notably,
Ankara’s ties with Egypt and Middle Eastern monarchies aligned with Saudi Arabia suffered
severely because of Erdoğan’s (and Davutoglu’s) support of the Muslim Brotherhood during the
Arab uprisings (Chapters 10 and 11). Finally, the US–Turkish relationship started to zigzag in this
period because of policy differences between
Ankara and Washington regarding the Syrian
Civil War. In 2016, a final and complete
rupture between Erdoğan and Gulen came,
following the attempted coup against
Erdoğan. After the failure of the putsch,
Erdoğan not only pursued suspected coup
plotters, such as Gulenists, but also used his
post-coup state of emergency powers to
carry out a more sweeping crackdown across
Turkish society, consciously brutalizing
many of his opponents. Talks with the PKK
collapsed in July 2015, casting Ankara and
the group’s Syrian offshoot, the People’s
Protection Units (YPG) as enemies in that
country’s civil war.
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Further, in foreign policy, the November 2015 ‘plane crisis’, in which Turkey shot down a Russian
fighter jet that had violated its airspace from Syria, ushered in new problems. Following the crisis,
Russian President Vladimir Putin slapped hefty sanctions on Ankara, and threatened to attack
Turkish operations in Syria. Erdoğan’s call to have NATO missile defense systems placed in Turkey
to protect it against Moscow failed to produce a strong show of support from Ankara’s transatlantic
allies – at least as Erdoğan saw it.
Realizing the risks of Turkey’s complete isolation internationally, Erdoğan fired Davutoglu in early
2016, launching an initiative to repair Turkey’s ties with some of its neighbors, including Iraq and
Israel (covered in Chapter 12), but also to make up with Putin, entering into negotiations with him
to bring to an end Syria’s war.
In another pragmatic turn, since 2017, Erdoğan has tried to make a deal with US President Donald
J. Trump regarding the many issues that continue to divide Ankara and Washington (Chapter 13).
Recently, Erdoğan has pivoted to new areas beyond the Middle East to offset his losses there, and
to procure Turkish influence elsewhere – this time with some successes, most notably in East Africa
(Chapter 14), as well as the Balkans, Black Sea Basin and Central Asia, i.e. the ‘Bayram Belt’
(Chapter 15).
The post-2017 environment also saw Erdoğan’s efforts to rebuild Ankara’s links with Europe,
underlining the importance of the deep financial and economic links that tie Turkey to the ‘Strategic
West’ – i.e. the collective membership of NATO and of the Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) (Chapter 16).
A resource-poor country, and despite Erdoğan’s efforts, Turkey depends on the Strategic West to
grow. Although Erdoğan has recalibrated Ankara’s political ties with Europe and the USA over the
past decade, in terms of trade and incoming investment, the Strategic West still dominates in
Turkey – and Erdoğan relies on it to win elections. He has constantly scored victories at the ballot
box, mainly on a platform of strong economic growth. In this regard, Turkey’s economic slowdown
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in 2018 presents a challenge both to him and to Turkey, as does the alarming departure of educated
citizens escaping his authoritarian grip – Turkey cannot become a great power, if smart and globally
connected citizens leave in exodus and international capital avoids the country.
Last, the Kurdish issue, too, presents a challenge to Erdoğan – and Turkey. The war in Syria has
internationalized Turkey’s Kurdish problem, linking the PKK in Turkey and the YPG in Syria.
Erdoğan should not, and cannot, leave the resolution of this problem to the USA or his adversaries,
such as Assad, Iran and Russia, which have historic ties with the PKK.
Can Erdoğan fix all these problems, and deliver Turkey back to safety, even greatness? What are
the risks that lie ahead for him, and for the country? How can Turkey truly become a great power,
fulfilling a dream shared by many of its citizens, the sultans, Ataturk and Erdoğan himself? I have
tried to provide answers to these questions in the concluding chapter of the book.

QUOTES:
Erdoğan does not share Ataturk’s values, just his methods. Just as Ataturk shaped Turkey in his
own image, creating a secularist, European society, Erdoğan is shaping a ‘new Turkey’, which is
socially conservative and which embraces political Islamism as a key value – in his own image. —
Soner Cagaptay
Erdoğan desperately wants to change the country in his own image, and herein lies the crisis of
modern Turkey: while half of the county embraces Erdoğan’s brand of politics, the other half
vehemently opposes it. So long as Turkey is genuinely democratic, Erdoğan cannot complete his
revolution. — Soner Cagaptay
Erdoğan, who has already ruled Turkey longer than Ataturk, is here to stay, as is his vision to
reshape Turkey as a profoundly Islamic and socially conservative society. — Soner Cagaptay
Turkey’s Muslim-majority neighbors and Muslims beyond Turkey’s borders have a special place in
Erdoğan’s vision: he believes that Turkey can become influential only if it gains influence over
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Muslim states near and far, so that Muslims can be proud again under the leadership of Turkey –
as a great power. — Soner Cagaptay
Even though Ankara is still also anchored in NATO, in Erdoğan’s vision, Turkey ultimately stands
on its own. — Soner Cagaptay
On a bustling Friday night in Istanbul on 15 July 2016, a cabal of Turkish military officers attempted
a coup d’état, which quickly collapsed amid poor planning and public resistance, resulting in almost
300 deaths. The attempt was among the most traumatic political events in Turkey since the fall of
the Ottoman Empire. Although a clear and complete account of the coup is yet to be written, it
appears that a group of officers in the Turkish Armed Forces, many reportedly aligned with the
Gulen movement, played a key role in the putsch effort. The coup plotters in the armed forces not
only attacked the rest of the TAF but also Turkey’s democratically elected government. Immediately
following the coup attempt, much of the country rallied behind Erdoğan. This is not because the
opposition had suddenly decided that they liked their authoritarian leader, but rather because the
citizenry and Erdoğan chose to unite in their common trauma. At the very least, most opposition
groups found the prospect of another military government an embarrassing one for Turkish
democracy. However, Erdoğan has not used the coup to unify Turkey. In fact, the coup has
ironically allowed Erdoğan’s grip on power to become tighter. Prior the coup, Erdoğan had built a
cult of personality as a kind of ‘authoritarian underdog’, portraying himself as a victim who is forced
to crack down on those conspiring to undermine his authority. — Soner Cagaptay
According to official documents issued by Turkey’s prosecutors, the authorities in 2017 had
investigated 11,985,000 out of Turkey’s citizenry of 81 million people at the time – compared to
38,912 individuals 11 investigated out of 68 million citizens in 2006. — Soner Cagaptay
The Ottoman pivot towards the West that produced Ataturk grew out of a long period of soulsearching. The Ottomans, the dominant power in Europe until the sixteenth century, had stalled in
the face of the emerging Christian powers by the late seventeenth century. The latter blocked
Ottoman advance into Europe, dealing the sultans a crushing defeat at the gates of Vienna in 1683.
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This string of humiliating losses that started after Vienna prompted a process of Ottoman
introspection. Following nearly a century of soul-searching, the sultans decided to Westernize their
state in an effort to catch up with the rising powers of Europe. — Soner Cagaptay
The base loves Erdoğan not only because he has helped Kasimpasa push back Nisantasi, but also
because he has allowed Islam to be embraced by the government again, ending what the base
sees as Turkey’s subaltern-style relationship with the West. Erdoğan has already made his
supporters proud to be Muslims again. — Soner Cagaptay
Dubbed ‘Strategic Depth’ by Erdoğan’s advisor, and later foreign minister and prime minister,
Ahmet Davutoglu, this policy sought to restore Turkey’s Ottoman-era reach in the Middle East,
Balkans and beyond – under the guise of good neighborly relations. — Soner Cagaptay
…if handed power, it seemed, Davutoglu would turn Turkey’s traditional Western-oriented policy
upside down. He did not appear content with simply diversifying Turkey’s foreign policy partners.
Rather, he wanted to prioritize Ankara’s foreign objectives in the Middle East at the expense of its
ties with the country’s traditional Western partners, such as the USA. He even appeared ready to
break rank with these partners. Eventually, as advisor to Erdoğan and then as foreign minister, he
did exactly that, rupturing ties with Israel in 2010, and breaking with the USA in Syria after 2013.
— Soner Cagaptay
Davutoglu, it dawned on me, was an Ottoman revivalist and Muslim nationalist, keen on eliminating
Ataturk’s legacy in Turkish foreign policy. — Soner Cagaptay
… other political Islamist movements in the Middle East have to look deep into the annals of history
for models of Islamic governments in their territories. As a result, they often pursue visions of
austerity and obduracy. For instance, Saudi-backed Salafist movements harken back to the early
seventh century, the period of Islam’s birth, in their medieval values and goals. In Turkey, however,
political Islamists need only look back to pre-Ataturk times, in other words, to the late-nineteenthand early-twentieth-century Ottoman Empire. At home, this means idealizing, but also, often
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unknowingly, distorting the legacy of the late Ottoman Empire. Ironically, the roots of such
idealization extend back to Turkey’s Kemalist past. In other words, Ataturk and his cohort are to
blame for modern Turkey’s and Erdoğan’s incorrect historical readings of the Ottoman Empire and
legacy. In order to justify themselves, revolutions often portray the political systems they overthrow
as useless, and so, in his revolution, Ataturk cast the Ottomans in an entirely different light. Ataturk
and the Kemalist elites depicted the Westernizing Ottomans incorrectly as religious fanatics, who
were obsessed with Islam and who subsequently and consequently failed – this wrong
interpretation, nonetheless, trickled down the echelons of Turkish society. — Soner Cagaptay
The irony is that while trying to revive the pre-Ataturk Ottoman Empire, Erdoğan is actually trying
to revive the caricatured version of the Ottomans. — Soner Cagaptay
Davutoglu’s model has not turned out to be a good fit for Turkey. ‘The size of the county’s economy,
its reliance on Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) to grow, and historical “antibodies”, such as, hostile
sentiments among its neighbors, as well as push back by Iran and Russia have undermined
Erdoğan’s and Davutoglu’s great power ambitions for Turkey.’ Similarly, this model has not been
good for Ankara’s ties with Europe and the West. ‘With a much heavier emphasis on Islam and the
Ottoman past, this foreign policy has confirmed to many of Turkey’s Western allies that its deeprooted values and moral compass are not aligned with the West.’ — Soner Cagaptay
Recently, the Turkish economy slowed down, triggering a currency crisis in 2018 and two
consecutive quarters of decline, signaling a recession. Nevertheless, the country still has an
impressive economic story under Erdoğan that needs to be told in detail. — Soner Cagaptay
*** Much of the export growth in the last decade has come from a strong export sector.
Although Erdoğan has built influence for Turkey in faraway countries such as Somalia and
Mongolia, the most dramatic and radical shift that he has ushered in is the momentum to rebalance
Turkey’s standing compared to its neighbours. — Soner Cagaptay
*** Role of the Arab spring in propelling Turkish diplomatic might forward
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To be sure, the fact that Turkey has a predominantly Muslim population is an issue especially for
Christian Democrats – though it has always been robustly rejected by Socialists and other political
groups and by the EU’s institutions as a reason for opposing Turkey’s eventual membership. Other
reasons for doubts include size, standard of living, large agricultural sector and implications for the
EU’s structural funds and budget, geographic location, and, of course, failure to meet the political
criteria for membership. For years, the Commission bent over backwards to give the most objective
and generally favorable analysis possible in its annual reports of Turkey’s ‘progress’ in meeting the
political criteria. It was only when Erdoğan’s slide into authoritarianism became blatant that the
Commission ceased to repeat every year that Turkey ‘sufficiently fulfills’ the political criteria for
membership. — Michael Leigh
The EU effectively lost Turkey as early as 2005, when it failed to offer Ankara a fair accession
process, such as the implied promise of close-ended talks it offered to all candidate countries,
which came before Turkey. — Soner Cagaptay
Balancing foreign policy challenges and crises with domestic opportunities and political calculations
would later become Erdoğan’s trademark – the 2003 Iraq War is where he learned to master it. —
Soner Cagaptay
However, as a democratically elected head of a political Islamist party, Erdoğan felt an affinity with
Hamas’ electoral win in Gaza and offered it unyielding support, even as Israel and its allies took
steps to isolate the latter internationally. Erdoğan’s unwillingness to budge regarding Hamas, and
later on the broader Muslim Brotherhood in the Middle East, of which Hamas is an offshoot,
suggests that solidarity with the Muslim Brotherhood, the Ikhwan in Arabic, has a close place in his
heart. Regardless of Hamas’ use of violence, Erdoğan became one of its greatest defenders. His
unconditional support for political Islamist parties (especially those linked to the Ikhwan) became
one of the most recognizable parts of his international political brand. — Soner Cagaptay
Obama, on the other hand, was more of a realist: he vacillated between supporting democratic
movements and regime stability during the Arab uprisings. Erdoğan, too, vacillated, delaying joining
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the US effort in Libya, and then getting
out in front of a US effort in Syria. This
would eventually bring the former and
latter back into conflict. — Soner
Cagaptay
Erdoğan blamed Obama for the coup in
Egypt, and continued doing so even
after Obama asked Erdoğan during a
phone conversation to shy away from
making such allegations. The end of
Obama’s political love affair with
Erdoğan came when the latter refused to
stop accusing the US for Egypt’s new
government. During this time, Ankara
and Washington also diverged on Syrian
policy, when Turkey threw its support
behind the Brotherhood affiliate there,
without apparent success. From that point until leaving office in early 2017, President Obama was
less enthusiastic towards the Turkish leader. Tellingly, when Erdoğan came to Washington in
March 2016 to inaugurate a Turkish government- sponsored mosque complex in the Maryland
suburbs, on the outskirts of Washington, DC, Obama ignored Erdoğan’s requests to dedicate the
mosque together. Except for brief periods, Turkey’s relations with Syria have been tense since the
latter broke away from the Ottoman Empire. Ruled by Ottoman Turks between 1517 and 1918,
Syria has presented Turkey with almost persistent security challenges – more than any other of
Ankara’s neighbours for nearly a century. — Soner Cagaptay
Although Erdoğan will do his best to placate Moscow, a resurgent Russia remains the biggest threat
to Turkey. When Russia growls, Turkey takes note: so, should Washington. — Soner Cagaptay
Ironically, Erdoğan’s Middle East pivot, which aimed to undo the Turks’ racist views of Arabs, seems
to have not only failed in transcending such prejudices, but also to have encouraged a new
generation of unfortunately negative perceptions and tensions towards Arabs. — Soner Cagaptay
The Arab uprisings tested the limits of Erdoğan’s soft- power-driven and Ikhwan-devoted approach
to the Middle East, as well as exposing its shortcomings in terms of applying the ‘Erdoğan model’
to the region. — Soner Cagaptay
Egypt and Turkey alike see themselves as regional powers, and now as the leaders of Sunni Islam.
The competition between Turks and Egyptians dates back to the days of the Ottoman Empire, of
which Egypt was a province until it became semi-independent in 1867. — Soner Cagaptay
Regardless of who is in charge in Cairo, Egypt has always seen itself as powerful enough to stand
up to Turkey – a fact Erdoğan sorely neglected. — Soner Cagaptay
In the end, Erdoğan’s hope of transmuting soft power into hard power has made Turkey neither a
dominant power nor a secure country. Finally, yet importantly, troubles with the Gulen movement
show soft power itself can be messy at times – a hard learned lesson for Erdoğan during the 2016
coup. — Soner Cagaptay
The Pandora’s box that Davutoglu inadvertently opened in Syria by single-mindedly pushing
against Assad presented other surprises. By 2012, at the height of the civil war, the Assad regime
vacated Kurdish areas to devote more resources to other fronts, but also to create trouble for
Ankara. The YPG, linked to the PKK, quickly filled the void left by the departure of Assad-regime
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forces, establishing Rojava. Following the breakdown of a Turkey–PKK ceasefire in 2015, the YPG
became Turkey’s adversary. — Soner Cagaptay
The transition from Davutoglu to Yildirim signaled a new style of government in Ankara, marked by
consolidation and personalization of political power in Erdoğan’s hands. — Soner Cagaptay
Taking advantage of their shared opposition to the KRG’s independence referendum, Erdoğan and
Abadi launched a process of rapprochement in 2017. Abadi reciprocated, by allowing Turkey in
October 2018 to reopen its consulate in Basra that had been shut down following the Erdoğan–
Maliki break-up. — Soner Cagaptay
The normalization effort with Israel has worked out, but ties between the two states face long-term
challenges. This is because many Israelis despise Erdoğan as much as he opposes Israel: depicted
in his unwavering support for Hamas. So long as Erdoğan controls Ankara, Turkish–Israeli ties are
not likely to recover to how they were in their golden era of the 1990s, when Israeli military officials
described Turkey as their second-best ally after the United States. — Soner Cagaptay
In 2010, Erdoğan could rely on the friendship of Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia and even Hezbollah in
Lebanon, an ally of Iran, in the Levant region south of Turkey. These actors all, more or less, had
a favorable view of Ankara’s stance as a country critical of US policies and Israel. By 2013, though,
Erdoğan was persona non grata in Damascus and Cairo. The Saudis began viewing him as a
geopolitical threat. In addition, Hezbollah had adopted a hostile view of Turkey, looking at Ankara
through the prism of its support for anti-Assad rebels fighting Iran and its proxies, including
Hezbollah’s own forces in Syria. Erdoğan could not afford to fight everyone in the Levant, and
therefore decided to normalize ties with Israel. — Soner Cagaptay
Erdoğan is increasingly bellicose in his vision to undermine Greek Cypriot efforts to explore and
exploit natural gas deposits off the Cypriot coastline. It continues to refuse recognition of Nicosia’s
Exclusive Economic Zone that Cypriot Greeks claimed to take ownership of potential natural gas
fields around the island. At the same time, Turkish ties with Greece are wrought with tensions,
including most recently an April 2018 dogfight between the air forces of both countries that resulted
in the crash of a Greek fighter jet and the death of its pilot. — Soner Cagaptay
Moving forward, even with the US
military drawdown in Syria, one of the
most important problems in US–Turkish
ties, and a legacy of Erdoğan for years
into the future, are the growing antiTurkey views inside the US military. In
2002, when I started my work as an
analyst in Washington, the US military
was Turkey’s biggest fan in the
American capital. Today, it is Ankara’s
biggest adversary. … sadly, many
officers from Central Command
(CENTCOM), the US military’s wing
responsible for fighting in conflicts in the
Middle East, simply detest Erdoğan,
and, sadly, even view Turkey as an
adversary. — Soner Cagaptay
In the big picture, in order to salvage its
historic tie with Ankara, Washington
needs to devise a clear and bold
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strategy that addresses Ankara’s deep security concerns about America’s relationship with the
YPG. — Soner Cagaptay
So long as the YPG is soaring in Syria, the PKK is unlikely to end its fight against Turkey. To put it
bluntly, Washington’s YPG policy in Syria has unwittingly empowered the PKK in Turkey. — Soner
Cagaptay
Renewed peace talks between the Turkish government and the PKK are in the USA’s interests.
Dialogue on the Kurdish issue would add to Turkey’s stability. It would also disarm a Russian proxy
– Moscow helped establish the PKK during the Cold War and has maintained ties with the group
ever since – against a US ally. Talks between the Turkish government and the PKK would prevent
a potentially disastrous rupture with Ankara over the issue of the YPG. Turkey and the YPG view
each other through the lens of the PKK, and not the other way around. Turkey can come to terms
with living with YPG enclaves in Syria, only if there are peace talks between Erdoğan and the PKK.
This is the sole way to secure good ties between Ankara and the YPG. In other words, if
Washington takes the right steps regarding the PKK, it will have created suitable conditions to have,
one day, Ankara–Rojava coexistence. — Soner Cagaptay
Erdoğan’s (and Turkey’s) biggest gains over the course of the past two decades have not occurred
in Europe, but in Africa. As he shifted Turkey’s attention away from the West, Erdoğan started to
cultivate ties with the southernmost stretches of the former Ottoman Empire and Muslim-majority
states beyond the Middle East, which Turkey’s twentieth-century leaders and diplomats largely
ignored. — Soner Cagaptay
East Africa stands out as the low-hanging fruit for Erdoğan. Following the end of the nearly two
decades-long Eritrea– Ethiopia conflict in 2018, Somalia and Sudan have emerged as flashpoints
of regional competition in East Africa. The Ethiopia–Eritrea peace is creating new alignments
around the Horn of Africa, and this includes different proxies for Ankara, Doha, Abu Dhabi, Cairo
and Riyadh. — Soner Cagaptay
The Qatar base is the first permanent Turkish military deployment in the Persian Gulf since the
collapse of the Ottoman Empire. It includes Turkey in a small group of nations willing and able to
project power in the Gulf. The base reportedly includes army, navy, air force and Special Forces
components, as well as trainers for the Qatari military. — Soner Cagaptay
Recently rising resentment in Erdoğan’s rhetoric and policies towards Europe is not accidental. The
failed coup in 2016 has invigorated nativist forces in Turkey. This makes it more challenging for the
country’s Western allies to keep Ankara on their side. Davutoglu’s firing in May 2016, formally
concluded the ‘Zero Problems with Neighbors’ and ‘Strategic Depth’ policies his foreign ministerial
and prime ministerial tenures had represented. Erdoğan now had the opportunity to reemphasize
Turkey’s ties with the West, but he instead started normalizing ties with Russia, ties which had
suffered due to the two sides being pitted against each other in the Syrian Civil War. — Soner
Cagaptay
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Erdoğan was traumatized by the coup – the
putschists could have killed him. He knows
that his supporters saved his life. This
perception has moved political Islam to a
more central role in Erdoğan’s thinking. —
Soner Cagaptay
Erdoğan will continue to cast Turkey as an
activist and autonomous power in the
Middle East and across Muslim-majority
countries beyond, for instance, by sending
troops overseas to create its own footprint.
Operation Euphrates Shield (in Jarablus,
Syria), Operation Olive Branch (in Afrin,
Syria), the Turkish base in Bashiqa (near
Mosul, Iraq), a proposed Turkish base on
Cyprus, as well as other existing or planned
Turkish bases and military installations in the Persian Gulf and East Africa (Qatar, Somalia and
Sudan), are some examples of this trend. Erdoğan will try to carve out a ‘quasi-independent’ role
for Turkey within the West, but mostly as a stand-alone great power, with influence over the Middle
East and other former Ottoman areas like the Western Balkans, often making Washington and
Brussels unhappy. An analogy would be de Gaulle’s foreign policy to make France a stand-alone
power in the West in the 1960s. — Soner Cagaptay
Erdoğan does not want Turkey’s membership in NATO to end. Brokering ad hoc Syria deals and
pipeline bargains with Putin, Erdoğan knows that he would be forced to fall completely under
Russian influence without NATO’s ironclad guarantees. — Soner Cagaptay
Washington, for its own part, can increase its leverage in Ankara by showing that it is committed to
Turkey’s defense, by adopting policies alleviating Turkey’s security concerns over the PKK & YPG,
as well as by providing Ankara with ironclad guarantees against Russian aggression beyond those
NATO already gives. — Soner Cagaptay
European leverage in Turkey is coupled with Europe’s financial exposure to the Turkish economy.
An overwhelming majority of current Turkish debt (nearly 80 per cent) is owned by the banks in EU
member states. For example, the exposure of Spanish and French banks to Turkish borrowing
adds up to more than half of all Turkish 9 foreign debt. As such, any financial crisis in Turkey is
bound to have significant shocks across Europe. In other words, regardless of their feelings for
Erdoğan, Europe literally cannot afford to see the Turkish economy collapse. — Soner Cagaptay
Turkey, a country of 82 million people, remains pluralistic and diverse, and is inherently democratic
even under Erdoğan, and its citizens opposing Erdoğan represent a very sizable block. The citizens
of Turkey who do not vote for Erdoğan constitute a demographic mass nearly the size of Spain,
whose population in 2018 stood at 46 million. What is more, Turkish provinces, which voted against
Erdoğan in the 2017 referendum that amended the country’s constitution and allowed him to
become an executive-style president, together represented 73 per cent of the GDP of Turkish
economy. — Soner Cagaptay
Beijing has been unwilling to help Turkey, and Erdoğan. This is rooted in historic difference between
the two countries regarding the status of Turkic Uyghurs in China’s restless Xinjiang region. —
Soner Cagaptay
With the chances of China coming to his assistance being low, Erdoğan has a problem: Turkey
remains exposed to economic and financial risks. The Turkish economy currently has the largest
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account deficit among OECD countries, amounting to somewhere between 5 and 7 per cent of its
GDP. An energy-poor nation with an annual energy import bill of about $30 billion, Turkey needs
tens of billions in foreign investment, or a hot cash flow each year to keep growing at a rate of over
4 per cent annually. In this regard, the structure of the country’s economy is a major factor
anchoring Turkey to the ‘Strategic West’. — Soner Cagaptay
The Strategic West needs Turkey politically, and Turkey needs Europe economically and NATO
for its security needs. However, does Turkey really need Europe politically? — Soner Cagaptay
The point is that Turkey’s identity could well change again, but the issue at stake regarding the
legacy of Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan is that, for now, even if he has failed to make
Turkey a Middle Eastern power, he has managed to make it a Middle Eastern country – at least as
perceived by outsider observers. He is the most consequential Turkish leader since Ataturk. —
Soner Cagaptay
One thing is certain: neo-Ottomanize has proven a remarkable marketing device in twenty-firstcentury Turkey for selling everything from hamburgers to T-shirts and home furnishings. — Soner
Cagaptay
The Syrian refugee population in Turkey (nearly 4 million in 2019) constitutes anywhere between
10 and 50 per cent of the population of the country’s provinces abutting Syria. — Soner Cagaptay
It may prove increasingly difficult for Ankara to navigate among the power blocks and adversaries,
that is, ‘West’, ‘East’ and ‘North’, encircling it. Ankara could, subsequently, end up being squeezed
by them, falling under their sway. In this regard, a likely, but potentially distant path, would be a
rupture in US–Turkish ties over the YPG in Syria, resulting in Ankara caving into Russian influence.
Potential economic crises could also pave the way towards the second scenario. Alarmed by the
increasing frequency of crises between Turkey and the ‘Strategic West’, international capital could
lose its faith in Turkey, abandoning or avoiding it in the midterm. The exodus of educated Turks will
only increase the likelihood of this scenario. — Soner Cagaptay
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Gas Finds Trigger a Standoff in the Mediterranean Between an Isolated Turkey & Rivals
The contest over newfound gas riches in the Eastern Mediterranean has triggered a slew of rival
maritime claims, pushing the region’s main powers—all of them America’s partners or allies—
toward open confrontation.
On one side is a budding alliance of Greece, Israel, Cyprus and Egypt that benefits from the recent
finds. On another is the Eastern Mediterranean’s biggest economy, Turkey, which is increasingly
flexing its military muscles as it seeks to break its regional isolation.
Turkish and Greek navy flotillas shadowed each other in contested waters after Turkey announced
on July 21 that one of its two new seismic exploration ships will probe for oil and gas off the Greek
island of Rhodes. Intense diplomatic efforts by Germany persuaded Turkey to temporarily halt the
plan, which could have sparked an armed clash.
But, so far, it is just a pause—and the battle for supremacy over the Eastern Mediterranean and its
lucrative seabed resources is almost certain to keep escalating, posing a significant new challenge
in an already volatile part of the world.
“We see a tendency by Turkey to follow gunboat diplomacy and a militarization of its foreign policy,”
Cyprus Foreign Minister Nikos Christodoulides said in an interview. “It is an attempt by Turkey to
control the region. We want all the parties in the region to be involved in regional cooperation. But
it’s Turkey through its behavior that is excluding itself.”
Turkish officials retort that it is Greece’s and Cyprus’s “maximalist” claims on Mediterranean waters
that provoked the standoff. “If you look at the map, you see that we have the longest coast in the
Eastern Mediterranean, and we have a huge continental shelf area,” a senior Turkish official said.
“Real cooperation can only be made with the involvement of Turkey.”
During the past decade, large offshore natural-gas finds in Israeli, Cypriot and Egyptian exclusive
economic zones have turned the region into a global energy source. Just last
month, Chevron Corp. said it would pay $5 billion for Noble Energy, a U.S. company whose major
assets include stakes in Israel’s Leviathan and Tamar gas fields and in the Aphrodite field off
Cyprus. Altogether, East Mediterranean fields discovered since 2009 hold 70 trillion cubic feet of
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gas, equivalent to nearly 50 years of
consumption by France, with a similar amount
likely to be found in the near future, according to
Wood Mackenzie consulting firm.
The EastMed pipeline planned by Israel, Cyprus,
Greece and Italy would carry this gas to
European consumers—except that Turkey’s
recent maritime claims cross its route. Turkish
President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan has already
said that EastMed won’t go ahead without his
assent.
Turkey’s expansionist stance in the Eastern
Mediterranean can be traced to the so-called
Mavi Vatan, or Blue Homeland, program drafted
by nationalist Rear Adm. Cem Gurdeniz in 2006.
Mr. Erdoğan, whose government once espoused
the policy of “zero problems with neighbors,”
hewed closer to this worldview after allying with
hard-line nationalists in the aftermath of the
failed 2016 coup attempt.
In 2018, authorities of Turkish-occupied northern Cyprus claimed the right to drill in much of the
Cyprus EEZ, including off the southern part of the island, and the Turkish Navy chased away an
Italian drill ship authorized by the Cypriot government. Then, last November, Turkey stunned its
neighbors by signing a maritime delimitation deal with Libya. The agreement, endorsed by the
Turkish-propped government in Tripoli that is fighting a bloody civil war, hacked away much of
Greece’s claimed maritime areas.
In drafting their maps, Turkish officials argue that Greek islands shouldn’t be entitled to a large EEZ
and refuse to take into account the Greek island of Kastellorizo, population 500 (and the setting of
the movie “Mediterraneo”) that is located a bit over a mile off the Turkish coast.
“Who might expect Turkey to give up 50,000 square kilometers because of this tiny island? It’s our
future generations’ share, it’s impossible. This is a zero-sum game,” said Adm. Gurdeniz, who now
runs a maritime think tank at Koc University in Istanbul. “It’s worth it to face the whole world, not
just one, two or three countries, because we are talking about the blue homeland, the extension of
our homeland.”
The U.S. and the European Union haven’t recognized Turkey’s claims, with the State Department
calling the Libya delimitation agreement “unhelpful and provocative.” In a sign of growing frustration
with Turkey, the U.S. also said in July that it would start joint military training with Cyprus for the
first time to promote stability in the region. Congress in December ended the arms embargo on
Cyprus that was imposed in deference to Turkey in 1987.
While Cyprus, divided since 1974 into a mostly ethnic-Greek area administered by the
internationally recognized Republic of Cyprus and a Turkish-occupied north, isn’t a member of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Turkey and Greece both belong to the Western alliance even
as they edge close to a military confrontation.
“Turkey’s definition of its own maritime zone defies the international convention on the law of the
sea, as well as geography and common sense, violates Greek sovereign rights and challenges
Greek interests in a manner no Greek government can accept,” said Thanos Dokos, Greece’s
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deputy national-security adviser. “Therefore, the possibility of military conflict is real, and Greece is
fully prepared.”
A key driver of Turkey’s behavior is that, with the exception of the Tripoli government that controls
half of war-torn Libya, Ankara—also involved in military action in Syria and Iraq—has virtually no
allies in the region. The first regional organization to cooperate on energy development, the East
Mediterranean Gas Forum that was established last year, unites Egypt, Israel, Cyprus, Greece,
Jordan, the Palestinian Authority and Italy. France, a vocal opponent of Turkey’s aims in the region
and whose Navy frigate had a standoff with three Turkish vessels off Libya in June, has also applied
for membership.
“While there are initiatives attempting to exclude Turkey from the energy equation in the Eastern
Mediterranean, nobody can expect Turkey to be doing nothing. That’s why Turkey launched the
offshore program and we are determined to continue,” said a senior Turkish official.
Turkey is right to challenge the Cypriot government’s gas-exploration concessions because the
island’s ethnic Turkish community is entitled to an equal share of resources, he added. Though
Oruc Reis, the Turkish seismic ship that was supposed to probe off Rhodes, remains in port, its
sister vessel has already begun a new round of exploration in disputed waters southeast of Cyprus.
Turkey has touted a competing plan to the EastMed pipeline. “Turkey proposes that if there is a
pipeline to bring Israeli gas to Europe, as an alternative perhaps to Russian gas, the easiest and
most economic transit way goes through Turkey,” said Nursin Atesoglu Guney, president of the
Center of Mediterranean Security think tank and an adviser to Mr. Erdoğan.
In a pushback, Greece and Egypt (which is backing an anti-Turkish faction in the Libyan civil war)
are completing a maritime delimitation agreement of their own that would overlap with Turkish and
Libyan claims. Israel, whose once friendly relations with Turkey have deteriorated under Mr.
Erdoğan, has long insisted it doesn’t need Ankara’s accord to lay the EastMed pipeline.
“Once this project moves ahead, I consider that nobody will try to sabotage it. This is international
law,” Israel’s Energy Minister Yuval Steinitz said in an interview. “Regardless of the boundaries of
exclusive economic waters, any ship can sail them, any airplane can fly above them, and any
pipeline can be constructed through the economic waters of any country.”
While Israel is interested in deepening its existing alliance with Greece and Cyprus, that doesn’t
mean it would get dragged into a military clash with Turkey, of course. “I don’t think Israel ever got
involved directly in an armed conflict between two other countries,” Mr. Steinitz added.
In any case, the global economic slowdown—and the decline in energy prices—have made the
EastMed pipeline project, already technically challenging, even more complicated. “The pipeline is
totally theoretical for the time being,” said Angelos Syrigos, a lawmaker from Greece’s ruling party.
“What Turkey is afraid of is not the pipeline, what it is afraid of is the cooperation between Greece,
Cyprus and Israel.”
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France Sends Navy to Eastern Mediterranean Amid Turkey-Greece Standoff
President Emmanuel Macron ordered French forces to the Eastern Mediterranean to provide
military assistance to Greece, raising the stakes in France’s growing regional confrontation against
an increasingly assertive Turkey.
France’s latest move in the region follows Mr. Macron’s trip last week to Beirut in the wake of an
explosion that devastated the city.
By far the European Union’s strongest military power—and its only nuclear-armed nation—France
has become more embroiled in conflicts across the Mediterranean as the U.S. has disengaged
from the region in recent years.
In the newest tensions, France is again squaring off against Turkey—a fellow North Atlantic Treaty
Organization member and supposed ally—as it is also doing in Syria and Libya.
Mr. Macron’s decision, announced late Wednesday in Greek-language tweets, injects France into a
maritime dispute over potential gas and oil fields in the Eastern Mediterranean. Turkey, which has
made claims on what Greece and Cyprus consider their own exclusive economic zones, this week
sent the Oruc Reis seismic exploration ship, accompanied by warships, into the contested area.
Greece responded by scrambling its own navy.
“The situation in the Eastern Mediterranean is alarming. Turkey’s unilateral decisions in matters of
oil exploration provoke tensions,” Mr. Macron tweeted after a phone call with Greek Prime Minister
Kyriakos Mitsotakis, who has asked for an emergency meeting of EU foreign ministers on the crisis.
Mr. Macron said that France and the EU express solidarity with any fellow member whose
sovereignty is contested.
Turkey’s President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan said his country doesn’t aim to stoke tension in the
region but would defend its national interests.
“It is not Turkey that raises the tension in the Mediterranean Sea but a Greek mentality that tries to
ignore Turkey and the Northern Cyprus Turkish Republic,” he said in a televised speech on
Thursday, referring to Turkish claims to the northern part of Cyprus that are generally not
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recognized internationally. “We don’t have designs on what is their share but we will not let anyone
cheat us from what is ours.”
The temporary deployment in Greece will include the La Fayette frigate, which has already
conducted a joint exercise with the Greek Navy, the Tonnerre amphibious assault helicopter carrier
and two Rafale jet fighters that had been deployed to Cyprus, the French Defense Ministry said
Thursday.
Relations between Mr. Macron and Mr. Erdoğan have frayed in recent years, particularly after a
Turkish naval force off Libya in June came close to attacking a French frigate enforcing a United
Nations arms embargo. Later that month, Mr. Macron accused Turkey of “criminal responsibility” in
fomenting Libya’s civil war.
“There’s a very quick and profound deterioration of the strategic situation in the Mediterranean at
a time when the U.S. no longer desires to provide security for the region,” said Thomas Gomart,
director of the French Institute of International Relations, a Paris think tank that advises the
government. “This pushes the French Navy to the first line in an area that used to be stabilized,
and that now sees a change in the balance of power, particularly to the benefit of an extremely
ambitious Turkey.”
Rivalry between France and Turkey in the Mediterranean has deep roots. France’s former colonial
territories Algeria, Tunisia, Syria and Lebanon were all wrested in the 19th and early 20th centuries
from the fraying Ottoman Empire. Mr. Erdoğan’s muscular foreign policy is fueled by grievances
over the supposedly unjust way in which Turkey was truncated following the Ottoman defeat in
1918, and aims to restore Turkish influence in its former domains.
In the Eastern Mediterranean, Turkey disputes that Greek islands are entitled to an exclusive
economic zone, or EEZ, and last November signed a maritime delimitation agreement with one of
two competing Libyan governments that hacked away much of Greece’s zone. This month, Greece
and Egypt sealed a rival EEZ delimitation agreement of their own that overlaps with Turkish and
Libyan claims.
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Days before Wednesday’s announcement by Mr.
Macron, France for the first time deployed Rafale jet
fighters to help patrol the Cyprus EEZ, under a military
cooperation agreement that also provides the French
Navy with facilities in the Cypriot port of Limassol.
These moves were met with anger in Ankara.
“France is missing its colonialism period, especially in
the Mediterranean,” said Ismail Hakki Pekin, the former
head of Turkey’s military intelligence. “France wants to
eliminate Turkey from this area because of the natural
gas and oil in the Mediterranean region. This is the
main reason for the quarrel between Turkey and
France.”
A senior French official said that responding to Turkish
actions in the Mediterranean should be a priority for the
entire EU, and not France alone. “Erdoğan fills the
void, takes positions, and creates situations of fait
accompli that appear dangerous to us. It’s a problem
of strategic stability in the immediate surroundings of
the EU,” the official said. “Everyone has the same
need, which is, first of all, not to be subjected to
Erdoğan’s blackmail.”
It isn’t Turkey’s actual military strength in the region that is increasing, the French official said, but
Ankara’s appetite for risk. “Turkey is using the means that others don’t permit themselves. Nobody
else has such an aggressive military posture,” he said.
French officials fear Turkey’s active role in the civil war in Libya, where it has shipped thousands
of Syrian militants, gives Mr. Erdoğan the ability to unleash a flood of migrants to the EU from an
additional direction. Through Libya, Turkey can also affect the stability of the neighboring Sahel
region, where France has deployed 5,100 troops to combat Islamic extremists. Those extremists
killed six French aid workers in Niger on Sunday.
Turkey’s influence is also on the rise in Lebanon,
especially among the working-class Sunni
Muslims in the country’s north. Turkey’s Vice
President Fuat Oktay and its foreign minister
arrived in Beirut the day after Mr. Macron’s visit,
promising reconstruction aid and offering Turkish
citizenship to those Lebanese who claim Turkish
ancestry.
“We see an enthusiastic love of Recep Tayyip
Erdoğan and Turkey. This is love based not on
interests but rather a reciprocal feeling—a feeling
of a family that lived together for 400 years,” Mr.
Oktay said in Beirut.
Turkey’s sway in Lebanon isn’t as strong as that
of France, which established Lebanon as a
separate state 100 years ago.
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“For the Lebanese, France remains the
motherland,” said prominent Lebanese
lawmaker Alain Aoun, a nephew of the
country’s president. “Macron’s visit broke the
international embargo, the isolation that we
were feeling in Lebanon. He came here as the
spokesman for the international community,
not just as the president of France. And he
brought both a carrot and a stick.”
Mr. Macron, who was mobbed by well-wishers
on the streets of Beirut, pressed Lebanese
politicians to form a more accountable
government while also kick-starting an
international aid effort to rebuild the city.
While the aftermath of the blast, which killed
more than 160 people and rendered as many
as 300,000 homeless, offers Mr. Macron a
window of opportunity to reshape Lebanese
politics and leave a mark on the region, there are also significant risks.
With its growing commitments, France runs the danger of overextending itself, cautioned François
Heisbourg, a special adviser at the Strategic Research Foundation in Paris who advised Mr.
Macron’s presidential campaign on defense and national security matters.
“We are trying to juggle the Libyan ball, we are trying to juggle the Eastern Mediterranean ball, we
are trying to juggle the Lebanese ball, and in the meantime we also have this flare-up in Niger,” Mr.
Heisbourg said. “There are simply too many balls in the air.”
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Turkish, Greek Frigates Collide in the Mediterranean Sea
Two rival warships from Turkey
and Greece have collided in the
Eastern Mediterranean, officials
from both countries said, amid a
naval standoff triggered by
Ankara’s recent decision to
begin
oil
exploration
in
contested waters.
The incident, which occurred
Wednesday
and
wasn’t
publicized by either side,
highlighted just how close to an
open conflict the two North
Atlantic Treaty Organization
allies have come. It involved the
Greek navy’s Limnos frigate and
Turkey’s TGC Kemalreis.
Shortly after the collision, French President Emmanuel Macron held a phone conversation with
Greek Prime Minister Kyriakos Mitsotakis and ordered the deployment of French warships and jet
fighters to the area. Greece is planning to raise the matter and ask for solidarity at a meeting
between European Union foreign ministers on Friday, a Greek official said.
The crisis in the Eastern Mediterranean has escalated since Turkey in November signed a maritime
delimitation agreement with the Libyan government it supports that claimed a large part of what
Greece long considered its own exclusive economic zone.
Turkey’s plan to send its Oruc Reis seismic exploration ship to the disputed area was initially stalled
by German attempts to broker a compromise. Encouraged by Chancellor Angela Merkel, Turkish
and Greek officials planned to resume talks over competing maritime claims that had been
suspended for several years.
However, when Greece and Egypt signed their own maritime delimitation agreement on Aug. 6,
overlapping with Turkish and Libyan claims, Oruc Reis sailed to what Athens considers the Greek
EEZ, accompanied by a Turkish navy flotilla. “We felt betrayed,” a Turkish official said.
Named after an Ottoman admiral better known in the West as Barbarossa, Oruc Reis was guarded
by an inner ring of five Turkish warships, with an outer ring of Turkish vessels further away, a senior
Greek official said. The Greek warships that shadowed the Turks were under orders not to
approach closer than 6,000 yards, he said.
When Limnos, the Greek frigate, tried to position itself from one side of the Turkish formation to the
other, Kemalreis reacted “rather clumsily” and the two ships collided, the Greek official said.
Limnos, built in the Netherlands more than 40 years ago, sustained no damage and participated in
a joint patrol with the French warships the following day.
As for Kemalreis, one of Turkey’s most modern frigates, the Greek official said that the Turkish
vessel “has a big hole on its right side where the helicopter hangar is,” adding that Turkey is trying
to repair the vessel at sea so as not to admit the extent of the damage. “It’s an unfortunate incident
that shows the risks of military brinkmanship,” the Greek official said.
Turkish officials confirmed that a collision took place between the two warships. “There was no
escalation,” one official said. “There was self-restraint.”
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The officials referred questions on damages
allegedly suffered by the Kemalreis to the Turkish
Defense Ministry, which didn’t respond to messages
seeking comment.
Alluding to the issue on Thursday and Friday,
Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan described
the incident as an attack by the Greek side but didn’t
provide details of how it unfolded.
“If this goes on, we will retaliate,” Mr. Erdoğan said
Friday. “We shall not leave either the dead or the
living of our kin alone. And whatever is necessary,
we will do it when the time comes. Let me say it loud
and clear.”
Turkey’s presence in the Eastern Mediterranean
grew more expansionist as Israel, Cyprus and Egypt
developed valuable natural-gas reserves in their
EEZs over the past decade—and as Mr. Erdoğan
allied himself with hard-line nationalists in the wake
of the 2016 coup attempt.
As part of that shift, Mr. Erdoğan increasingly embraced the so-called Mavi Vatan, or Blue
Homeland, concept that lays claim on a large part of the region’s maritime area and interprets
international law in a way that denies the Greek islands the right to an EEZ.
“We will definitely not consent to the attempts which ignore such a giant land of 780 thousand
square kilometers as Turkey and seek to confine us to our coasts over the islands of just a few
square kilometers,” Mr. Erdoğan said this month. “No country in the world would succumb to such
a ridiculous and baseless request.”
Fearing a clash that could potentially destroy NATO, Germany tried to push Ankara and Athens to
negotiate over their claims later this month. Mr. Erdoğan’s decision to dispatch Oruc Reis made
such talks impossible, at least for now, Greek officials say.
“We do not fear even the toughest dialogue because we have faith in the fairness of our positions,”
Mr. Mitsotakis, the Greek prime minister, said in a televised address Wednesday. “However,
dialogue becomes irrelevant in a climate of tension and provocation.”
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Fethullah Gulen shares blame for Turkey’s plight
You might think that by now Turkey had run out of handcuffs. But although the wave of arrests
related to the bizarre coup attempt that rocked the country in the summer of 2016 has certainly
slowed, it has not stopped. Every week seems to bring a new round-up of suspected members of
the Gulen community, or cemaat, the Islamist movement that President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
blames for the coup. At least 41 people, many of them soldiers, were detained on July 27th.
Warrants for over two dozen others were issued last week.
Nearly 600,000 people, most of them suspected Gulenists, have been investigated since the coup;
nearly 100,000 have been arrested. Most had only tenuous links to the movement, such as having
an account at a Gulenist bank. Some appear to have been tortured in captivity. But while there is
sympathy among Turks for individual victims of Mr. Erdoğan’s purges, there is practically none for
the cemaat as a whole, and even less for its leader, Fethullah Gulen, an ageing imam living in exile
in Pennsylvania. Ask almost anyone in Turkey, including Mr. Erdoğan’s most bitter foes, and you
will hear that compared with Mr. Gulen, Turkey’s leader is the lesser of two evils. Mr. Erdoğan is
an autocrat and a bully. But no one helped him cripple Turkey’s democracy more than Mr. Gulen
and his sect.
The movement is a tough nut to crack. From the 1970s onwards, it attracted hundreds of thousands
of followers, drawn mostly from among the poor and devout students who gravitated to its prep
schools and dorms. After the end of the cold war, it began to market itself as the torchbearer of an
enlightened Islam, setting up foundations abroad and winning a circle of Western well-wishers. But
it was only when Mr. Erdoğan and his Justice and Development party came to power in 2002 that
it started to flourish. Its sympathisers had previously trickled into Turkey’s bureaucracy. With Mr.
Erdoğan’s encouragement, they took over entire institutions. (By one estimate, Gulenists held 30%
of top jobs in the judiciary and 50% in the police.) With his approval, they orchestrated the arrests
of thousands of Kurdish activists, army officers, secular types and journalists. “The Gulenists played
a decisive role in enabling Erdoğan to consolidate power,” says Gareth Jenkins, a security analyst.
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The Gulenists’ success was their undoing. By the early 2010s, they had amassed enough power
to pose a threat to Mr. Erdoğan. “There was a time when they virtually ruled Turkey,” says Gokhan
Bacik, an academic formerly close to the movement, now living in exile. They overreached by trying
to torpedo peace talks with Kurdish insurgents, going after Turkey’s intelligence chief in 2012, and
implicating Mr. Erdoğan in a corruption scandal the year after. Turkey’s strongman responded by
declaring war on the cemaat and removing its loyalists from the bureaucracy. The purges went into
overdrive after the coup attempt.
Much about the night of the putsch remains unclear. Some 250 people died in what resembled an
army mutiny accompanied by a series of terror attacks more than a traditional coup. The official
version, in which Gulenist sleeper cells in the armed forces awoke to take over the country all on
their own, seems as watertight as a teabag. To this day, Turkey’s government has not produced
evidence of what the plotters planned to do once they seized power. The coup itself appears to
have been the work of a small but diverse coalition. Yet there is no doubt that the Gulenists played
a big part. At least some of the officers who directed the violence turned out to be graduates of the
Gulen system. Two of the civilians involved appear to have seen Mr. Gulen in America only days
earlier. Analysts agree there is no chance Gulenist operatives would have acted without their
leader’s approval. Mr. Gulen denies involvement.
Mr. Erdoğan and his ministers fume that foreigners do not appreciate the damage the Gulenists
inflicted on Turkey. They are partly right. “In many European countries, people think that because
Mr. Erdoğan is a dictator, anyone opposed to him must be a democrat,” says Bayram Balci, head
of the French Institute of Anatolian Studies in Istanbul. That kind of logic plays into Mr. Gulen’s
hands and lets him masquerade as a dissident.
No one, however, is worse placed to preach about the dangers of Gulenism than Mr. Erdoğan,
whose government was once joined at the hip with the movement. By locking up everyone linked
to it, including lawyers, teachers and charity workers, Mr. Erdoğan has ditched the rule of law in
favor of a vendetta. He has not helped his case by accusing nearly all of his other opponents of
treason or terror. “People [in America] might be more receptive to Erdoğan’s side of the story if he
had more credibility,” says Gonul Tol of the Middle East Institute, a Washington think-tank. “But he
has none.”
Today the cemaat seems to be a spent force. Inside Turkey, it has no room to breathe. Because it
alienated almost every part of Turkish society, there is no one left to defend it, aside from a handful
of human-rights activists. Abroad, the Gulenists are better off, but still on the back foot. Mr. Erdoğan
has successfully pressed a few countries in Africa and Central Asia to sever links with Gulen
schools and businesses. Funding has begun to dry up. Long-standing followers are leaving in
droves and new ones are almost impossible to recruit. Mr. Gulen commands blind obedience. His
deputies, says Mr. Bacik, are all theologians with no experience outside the group. There are no
women in positions of power. For a movement that portrays itself as a modernizing force in Islam,
this is not a good look. Mr. Gulen himself is approaching 80 and in poor health. When he dies, what
remains of the cemaat is likely to crumble.
Its legacy in Turkey has been grim. “They have as much responsibility as Erdoğan for the state of
the country,” says Ms. Tol. Much of the outside world seems to think there is only one villain in the
story of Turkey’s descent into autocracy. Turks will tell you there is room for more.
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Turkey Stands Alone in Emerging Markets as
Economic Woes Deepen
A raft of metrics show Turkey is becoming
increasingly isolated from other emerging
markets. The country has expanded its money
supply and spent its foreign-exchange
reserves faster than any other major
developing economy. None of its major peers
have a central-bank policy rate that’s so far
below inflation. The fact that these measures
stand out, and that the lira’s slide appears
largely homegrown, is prompting investors
such as Citigroup Inc. and Fidelity International
Ltd. to consider the nation separately from the
rest of the asset class. That may be a
consolation for developing-nation investors
hoping to avoid a rerun of 2018, when Turkey’s currency crisis helped turn attention to weak spots
in other emerging markets, ultimately leading to a selloff from South Africa to Brazil and India.
An analysis of the M1 narrow money growth for 25 emerging markets shows that most Asian and
east European governments have contained the increase to single digits this year, with the median
at 10.63%. Turkey is expanding at almost seven times that rate. Argentina comes a distant second.
Turkey’s gross-currency reserves have fallen at a much faster pace than the few peers that have
also seen a reduction. That’s because state-run lenders have been intervening in the market to
support the lira. Most emerging markets have preserved or increased their cash piles even as the
trade slump undermines export revenue.
Turkey’s central bank has boosted funding costs in an effort to support the lira without raising its
key interest rate. But when the policy rate is compared with inflation, the nation’s real yield is the
lowest among 23 major emerging markets. The central bank is forecast to keep the one-week repo
rate unchanged at 8.25% on Thursday.
Given the growing separation between the
nation’s financial metrics and those of other
emerging markets, money managers have
begun to treat Turkey as a separate case.
Paul Greer, London-based money manager at
Fidelity International: We have concerns
around the very weak net foreign-exchange
reserves position, elevated loan and credit
growth in the country and overly loose
monetary policy resulting in unattractive real
yields. This has resulted in some concerning
current-account balance and inflation trends in
Turkey. This is particularly noticeable as
balance of payments and price pressure
dynamics in most other emerging-market
countries have been quite benign this year.
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Citigroup Inc. analysts Luis Costa, Dumitru Vicol,
Sara Felizardo: Turkey macro is now diverging
significantly from emerging-market majors in two
important fronts: inflation profile and currentaccount balance. We expect Turkey’s GDP growth
to rebound by 4.5% year-on-year next year, but
current and fiscal accounts are unlikely to improve
significantly.
Turkey’s Lira Declines Again, Boosting Pressure
on Central Bank
The lira weakened for a fourth day in a sign to
traders that the central bank’s efforts to stem its
declines by raising the average cost of borrowing
are falling short. The Turkish currency slid almost
0.4% versus the dollar, bringing its depreciation
this month to almost 6%, the most in emerging
markets.
The central bank has sought to anchor the currency by raising the cost of funding ahead of
Thursday’s policy meeting. While the benchmark one-week repo rate is at 8.25%, policy makers
are offering funding though more expensive channels. On Monday the central bank lent 10b liras
in a conventional auction at a 11.25% yield. For Deutsche Bank AG’s Christian Wietoska, the lira’s
retreat shows the policy isn’t working.
“We target 12% by September and in case lira does not stabilize,” he said. “Anything else would
keep the pressure high on Turkish local assets, particularly during periods of a deteriorating
external backdrop.” The central bank will probably raise the rate to 10% on Thursday, he said.
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Erdoğan Has Hidden an Economic Disaster Deep in Turkish Banks
Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan is not usually known as an economic innovator. But for
the past year, his government has been running a high-stakes economic experiment. The test: How
long can Turkey hide the fact that it is spending far beyond its means? Normally when governments
spend more than they tax, the difference appears as a budget deficit. They fund that deficit by
issuing bonds, which are traded on international markets and so are easy to track. If the debt load
grows too large, and if borrowing costs spike, then then country must default or seek a bailout. This
type of debt crisis isn’t pleasant, as Argentina or Greece or Pakistan could attest, but it is at least
straightforward and familiar.
Turkey has also spent well more than it should, but it has done so in way that hid the costs deep in
its financial system, leaving them invisible to all but the most committed financial sleuths. There’s
relatively little sovereign debt—the type usually funded by international bonds—to be found, though
its overall value is ticking up somewhat. The big borrowing has been by the country’s banks,
including both private and state-owned banks—and that is where Turkey’s trouble has built up.
Since the 2008 financial crisis, the U.S. Federal Reserve has kept interest rates low, hoping to spur
an economic recovery in the United States. This had the side effect of making it cheap to borrow
dollars, for both Americans and for anyone else looking for credit. Turkish banks took note and
binged on cheap dollar loans.
And so, Turkey’s banks came to have lots of dollars. What to do with them? First, they lent the
dollars to Turkish firms, in industries such as tourism, energy, infrastructure, and real estate, which
preferred loans in dollars rather than lira due to the cheap interest rates on offer. Sectors like
infrastructure and real estate sell primarily to Turks, so their revenues are priced in Turkish lira. But
their loan repayments were still in dollars. The problem is that, if the lira fell against the dollar—and
it has fallen substantially over the past few years—it would become harder for Turkish firms to
repay their dollar loans. And that, in turn, could lead to a banking crisis.
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Not all the dollars that Turkish banks borrowed from abroad were given out to Turkey’s companies.
Individual Turks mostly take out loans to buy houses or cars in lira, not dollars. So, Turkey’s banks
needed lira to lend them. The banks took the dollars they had accumulated and swapped them into
lira on financial markets, paying a fee linked to the lira interest rate set by the Turkish central bank.
This created a second risk burrowed deep in the country’s banking system: If interest rates rise,
the cost of banks’ lira borrowing would shoot upward, cutting into bank profits.
Fast forward to the past few months. As COVID-19 slammed into the global economy, emerging
markets such as Turkey were hard hit. The lira lost 10 percent of its value in March and April alone.
When the lira falls, the price of imported goods rises, and Turks’ living standards fall. Fearing a
backlash, Turkey’s government decided to stop the lira from falling further. It used a standard tactic,
selling dollars to buy up lira on the open market, bolstering the value of Turkey’s currency. For most
of the summer, this trick worked: The lira was steady at around 6.85 to the dollar for almost all of
June and July.
But spending dollar reserves to defend the value of your currency only works so long as you have
dollars to spend. The government started the year with far fewer reserves than it should have, and
it soon faced demand for more spending, as Erdoğan insisted that the currency be defended.
Where to find more dollars?
This is where Turkey’s banks come back in. They had an excess, having borrowed billions from
abroad in previous years. So, Turkey’s central bank began borrowing dollars from the country’s
own banks, too. The central bank owes $54 billion—dollars, not lira—to Turkey’s banks. But it spent
even more than that, around $65 billion already this year, according to estimates from Goldman
Sachs, on top of an additional $40 billion in 2019. So according to the most recent data released
by Turkey’s government, the central bank is facing a shortfall of around $25 billion, once you
subtract the funds they hold in gold and Qatari riyal.
A big hole is not what you want in your central bank’s balance sheet, but this it is the reality that
Turkey faces. It is no longer possible to defend the lira at its level of earlier this summer. It has
already slipped by several percent in value, and a steeper fall seems only a matter of time.
What options does Erdoğan have? The path ahead is strewn with risks. Let the lira fall, and Turkish
companies with dollar debts will struggle to pay them bank. A steep decline in the lira could even
make Turkey’s banks go bust. Hike interest rates, and currency might stabilize, but the economy
would be thrown into a deeper recession, exacerbating the coronavirus slump and denting
Erdoğan’s popularity. Both options are dangerous. But doing nothing is probably worse: The lira
will fall anyway, and the economy will sink into a prolonged recession, too. Erdoğan’s economic
experiment was interesting while it lasted, generating a false sense of stability. But hiding the
country’s economic problems deep in the banking system was never more than a temporary coverup.
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U.S. Involved in Syria Clash, Russia and Turkey Also Targeted as War Rages On
The United States was involved in a reportedly deadly clash in Syria Monday, where Russian and
Turkish troops were also targeted in a separate incident marking the ongoing violence of a civil war
well into its 10th year.
The official Syrian Arab News Agency reported that one Syrian soldier was killed and two others
wounded when they came under fire from two U.S. helicopters after attempting to block a U.S.
ground patrol at a security checkpoint southeast of the northeastern Al-Qamishli city, Al-Hasakah
province. The outlet published a photo of what appeared to be an injured man with bandages on
his shoulder, hand and foot.
"At exactly nine o'clock this morning, an American patrol tried to enter the area of the spread of one
of our combat formations in the countryside of the city of Qamishli through the 'Tal al-Dhahab'
checkpoint," SANA quoted a Syrian military source as saying.
The Syrian Observatory for Human Rights, a pro-opposition, U.K.-based monitor, also reported that
a U.S. aircraft targeted Syrian troops after "altercations between the two parties" at a checkpoint in
Tel al-Dhahab.
Reached for comment by Newsweek, however, U.S. Central Command offered a different account
shared by spokesperson Army Colonel Myles B. Cagggins III. The statement said U.S.-led coalition
and allied Syrian Democratic Forces, a mostly Kurdish force administering much of northeast Syria,
were "conducting a routine anti-ISIS patrol" near Tal al-Dhahab when they "encountered a
checkpoint occupied by pro-Syrian regime forces."
"After receiving safe passage from pro-regime forces, the patrol came under small arms fire from
individuals in the vicinity of the checkpoint. Coalition forces returned fire in self-defense. The
Coalition did not conduct an airstrike. No Coalition casualties occurred. The Coalition patrol
returned to base. The incident is under investigation," the statement said.
Elsewhere in the country, Russian and Turkish forces also were hit on patrol Monday as they toured
the highly-contested M4 Highway region together in the northwestern province of Idlib. Neither side
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reported any casualties in what was described as a
roadside bombing that the Turkish Ministry of
Defense said slightly damaged one of its vehicles,
according to Turkey's state broadcaster Anadolu
Agency.
No group has yet claimed responsibility for the
attack, which appeared to be caught on a video that
could not be independently verified by Newsweek.
While Russia backs Assad and Turkey supports the
remnants of the insurgency that erupted in the wake
of the 2011 protests against him, the two powers
have come together alongside Iran, which also backs
the government, in a bid to de-escalate the conflict
since 2017. Three years later, the opposition and
Islamist militant groups hold only Idlib and a stretch
of territory across the country's northern border with
Turkey.
Assad, however, has vowed to retake the entirety of the country, and pro-government offensives
continue to batter Idlib and its surroundings. Russia has sought to avoid direct skirmishes between
Turkish and Syrian troops, though isolated clashes have occurred resulting in deaths on both sides.
With no end in sight for the conflict, Russian President Vladimir Putin and Turkish President Recep
Tayyip Erdoğan spoke by phone Monday. The pair "discussed the developments in Syria with a
focus on stepping up joint counter-terrorist efforts" and "agreed to further coordinate their actions"
based on previous agreements, according to a Kremlin readout.
"President Erdoğan and President Putin agreed on the continuation of the talks between Turkey
and Russia via military and diplomatic channels regarding the situation in Syria," a readout shared
by the Turkish presidency stated.
Neither Turkey nor Syria recognize Assad's rule, accusing the leader and having committed war
crimes throughout the conflict. He spoke out against the two countries' approach to the war in
speech delivered Wednesday to his cabinet, but expressed support for "free dialogue between free
people" over the country's future.
U.S. special representative for Syria James Jeffrey told reporters Friday he found this to be "of
considerable interest."
"This is a shift at least in tone, and we're trying to figure out what this means. I think it means that
perhaps Damascus is accepting the reality that this political process by the international community
has absolute support by almost everybody in the world, it's not going away, and that they better
start dealing with it," he added. "And that's a good sign, if in fact that's what it turns out to be."
One of the top U.S. stated goals today in Syria, however, is to curb influence from Iran. The Islamic
Republic is partnered with a number of regional militias hostile to Israel, which has stepped up a
campaign of airstrike against targets suspected to be tied to Iranian presence in Syria.
On Monday, Assad received Ali Asghar Khaji, Iranian senior assistant to the foreign minister for
special political affairs, and the two discussed "the latest developments in the situation in Syria,"
including upcoming meetings in Geneva regarding the establishment of a committee to study
revising the country's constitution in the interest of ending the conflict. They also discussed efforts
to "strengthen cooperation between the two countries to confront the blockade imposed by the
United States and its allies against Syria."
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Turkey in the Mirror of the United States: Trump Mimics the Strongman of Ankara
In the 1960s, conservative Turkish politicians often promised to transform Turkey into a “small
America.” That pledge was premised on a hopeful vision of the United States, a country that many
Turks wanted to emulate. But a half century later, it is the United States that finds itself well on the
way to becoming a bigger version of Turkey and not the other way around.
If they were not clear already, the darker strains of Donald Trump’s presidency have been revealed
in recent months. He has turned the coronavirus pandemic—mishandled spectacularly by his
administration—into another front in an unending culture war against his political rivals and the
media. The uprising that erupted after the police killing of George Floyd, meanwhile, did not prompt
the president to reflect on the inequities of American society or to try to soothe the raw emotions of
the street. Instead, he portrayed the largely peaceful protests as anarchic riots, used brute force to
disperse demonstrators near the White House exercising their right to free speech, and further
polarized the country. Like other authoritarians, Trump thrives on that polarization. He styles himself
in both rhetoric and action as the defender of a besieged United States, inveighing against “leftists”
and cosmopolitan elites and describing his critics as inherently anti-American. In chilling
scenes this past week, the Trump administration sent federal agents—against the wishes of local
governments—into cities such as Portland to quash protests.
The Trump era reverberates with the echoes of Turkey’s own slide into autocracy under President
Recep Tayyip Erdoğan. The parallels are legion: the talk about true national identity, pitting “real”
Americans or “real” Turks against those deemed less authentic; the dithering of the political
establishment, which naively imagined that it could tame an unfamiliar, upstart political force; and
the new president trampling over the respected institutions of the country.
For over two years, I have been trying to convince audiences in the United Kingdom and the United
States that the lessons of Turkey’s plight are relevant to them. The global authoritarian turn—
whether you call it right-wing populism or fascism—has common patterns that repeat in every
country in its grip. I feel as if I’m watching a B horror movie when following U.S. politics; I want to
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shout at the screen: “Don’t turn down that
road, you fools!” After all that’s happened in
recent months—on top of the impeachment
saga and Trump’s various assaults on
American democratic norms—I want to yell at
some of the main actors, including the media
and the Democrats: “Take the next turn
before it is too late!”
In 2002, Erdoğan’s newly formed Justice and
Development Party (AKP) swept national
elections and came to power. Its electoral
success rested in large part on the claim that
the AKP embodied the authentic will of the
nation; the party tarred its opponents as
corrupt, cosmopolitan elites. In the past 18
years, Erdoğan and his allies have expanded
the remit of the executive, co-opted important
institutions, and clamped down on dissent.
The polarized vision of the country that powered the AKP to triumph in 2002 remains the animating
force of Erdoğan’s rule. The president’s opponents still struggle with his brand of politics. After the
AKP’s initial triumph, Turkish social democrats and the mainstream media tried to rally to the
defense of the political establishment, a gambit that only allowed Erdoğan to style himself as an
underdog and a victim of the powers that be. Democrats in the United States and the mainstream
media have likewise allowed Trump to cast himself in this light, to present himself as an insurgent
even when he is in power.
The mainstream media spent a lot of time and energy after Trump came to power issuing mea
culpas. The New York Times and other prominent outlets repented for the sin of “not seeing it
coming” by giving an enormous platform to proponents of right-wing populism, which inevitably
translated to accepting Trump’s and his supporters’ notion of themselves as political underdogs.
During the first years of Erdoğan’s presidency, the mainstream media attempted to accommodate
more voices politically and culturally aligned with Erdoğan and his party. That right-wing populist
narrative paralyzed and then took over the political center, eventually elbowing out all other voices.
Trying to make sense of the rhetoric and politics of Trump and his supporters had the effect of tying
U.S. journalists in knots. It took them two years to finally understand that Trump’s political
movement presented an existential threat to journalistic ethics. The vaunted goal of objectivity is in
fact a kind of neutrality—a willingness to minimize both falsehoods and excesses—that constitutes
a political choice, especially in these times when hateful and authoritarian ideologies are growing
in strength.
These warnings might sound too pessimistic to many Americans—as they did when I first sounded
the same alarm in Turkey a decade ago. The Turkish media were like the U.S. media, hewing to
Cold War–era practices, even in the first decade of the twenty-first century, of giving space to rightwing populist voices, insisting that socialism posed a threat to democracy, and dismissing voices
calling for social justice. Those in the U.S. media who are today more afraid of the word “socialism”
than they are of Trump should know that punching left does not protect the establishment at the
center but instead makes it more vulnerable to attacks from the right. And it does no good to call
the shameless shameful. In the age of shamelessness, which began years before Trump came to
power, fact-checking him and proving that he is lying does not help. Once people choose credulity
over skepticism, reason goes out the window.
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There are signs that parts of the U.S. media are mending their ways. The Black Lives Matter
protests, for instance, have sparked a conversation about what it means for journalists to be
objective: journalists have an innate responsibility to defend human rights. The recent uproar at The
New York Times—after the publication of an op-ed by a Republican senator calling for the armed
forces to be used against protesters—forced the resignation of a top editor at the newspaper and
stressed that some ideas are too reprehensible to be afforded such a prominent platform.
The senator’s op-ed is a reminder that the current moment of political and moral upheaval is far
bigger than Trump. The maddening political developments in the United States and in other
countries ruled by right-wing populists are in fact the symptoms of a crumbling system. The post–
Cold War liberal order made it seem as though capitalism were a natural state, unquestionable,
like the weather. But with growing economic inequality within countries—exacerbated now by the
coronavirus pandemic—more and more people are realizing that it cannot go on like this. The
economic fallout of the pandemic has not hurt Erdoğan as much as it has damaged Trump; the
AKP’s nearly two decades at the helm of the country has allowed it to build a sophisticated
economic infrastructure of nepotism and cronyism that has often benefited areas of the country
where the party enjoys tremendous support. But Erdoğan’s endless culture war will not save Turkey
from the pandemic’s economic consequences: the International Monetary Fund forecast in May
that Turkey’s economy would shrink by five percent this year and that unemployment would reach
17.2 percent.
The opposition in Turkey has generally struggled to attack Erdoğan and the AKP on substantive
social and economic issues. The Democrats in the United States must be able to advance
economic ideas that in the past fell afoul of capitalist orthodoxy, or else they risk future
disappointment. Young Americans have not inherited the Cold War biases of previous generations
and are more skeptical of the current system—indeed, they are also materially less well-off than
their predecessors. The Democrats should channel that discontent in the direction of social justice
and not leave it to fester and fuel right-wing populism. I have seen in Turkey and in several other
countries how the hesitant opposition squanders the potential of energized mass support. In
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Turkey, social democrats failed to harness the energy of
the unions and working-class Turks in periods of unrest.
They feared appearing too radical and being labeled a
threat to national security. That timidity allowed Erdoğan
to fill the vacuum and assert himself as a figurehead of
national unity.
Finally, the American public needs to get ahold of its
emotions. Thanks to social media, political developments
stir a constant churn of public emotions. The expression
of rage, shock, and desperation is no substitute for actual
political engagement and activity. Delighting in the
absurdity of Trump or his supporters or signaling
indignation and shock at some outrage is politically
inconsequential. What matters is uninterrupted attention
and an unshakable commitment to the goal of protecting the fundamentals of democracy—free
speech, strong and independent institutions, and an inclusive polity—which should not be confused
with the defense of the political establishment. Many Turks watched the rise and hardening of
Erdoğan’s power with disbelief. But incredulity won’t help arrest the ascendance of right-wing
populism. Americans and others now ruled by right-wing populists shouldn’t let themselves fixate
on the spectacle of their leaders to the detriment of more concerted and productive action.
Turkey was not always the arena of authoritarian, right-wing politics. In response to my Cassandralike warnings to Americans and Britons, some prominent intellectuals told me that it’s not right to
compare their countries with Turkey. After further conversation, they eventually admitted that the
similarities were impossible to dismiss. Global solidarity against neofascism requires joining forces
and less hubris among the intellectuals and opinion leaders. Believe it or not, you, too, can be like
us. However different our countries, we can lose our democracies in exactly the same way.
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The Mosque, the Dam, and Erdoğan’s Widening Culture War: The Linked Fates of Two Cultural
Heritage Sites in Turkey
In recent weeks, the Turkish government has courted international condemnation for its handling
of the country’s unique cultural heritage. In early July, rising waters from a new dam flooded the
archaeological site of Hasankeyf, leading The New York Times to declare that the ancient valley
had been “lost to ‘progress.’” Then, soon after, Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
announced that Istanbul’s Hagia Sophia—the ancient church turned mosque turned museum—
would be changed back into a mosque. Critics have fretted about what this will mean for the
building’s ornate Byzantine mosaics, highlighting the growing material toll of Erdoğan’s religious
and authoritarian policies.
In truth, Erdoğan welcomes international condemnation. He draws strength from his constant
sparring with domestic and foreign foes, and the battles over Hasankeyf and Hagia Sophia fuel his
posture of indignation and grievance. Erdoğan presented the reconversion of Hagia Sophia not
simply as an act of piety or the rectification of a historic injustice but as a defense of Turkey’s
sovereignty. In the case of Hasankeyf, Erdoğan has suggested that critics oppose dam building not
out of concern for cultural heritage or the environment but because they do not want Turkey to
prosper.
Erdoğan’s culture war casts faith, nationalism, and material progress as part of a zero-sum struggle
with his adversaries abroad and at home. It’s a worldview that resonates with many voters. But it
has done little to improve Turkey’s flagging economy, while leaving the country ever more
embattled in its relations with its neighbors. The president’s combativeness produces a self-fulfilling
prophecy: he blames external forces and foreign powers for the problems created by his insistent
conjuring of enemies of the nation.
The Byzantine emperor Justinian built Hagia Sophia in the sixth century as a grand symbol of
imperial faith and power. After the Ottomans conquered Constantinople in 1453, Sultan Mehmed II
converted the cathedral into a mosque for much the same reason. In 1934, Turkish President
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Kemal Ataturk, who had himself retaken Istanbul after defeating British and Greek forces, ordered
the building to be transformed into a museum. The act was meant to highlight the secular outlook
of the young Turkish republic as well as to appeal to a sense of shared cultural and civilizational
values with the Western powers Turkey had just defeated. But many Islamists and conservative
nationalists deeply resented this decision; the desacralization of Hagia Sophia was an affront to
Turkey’s Muslim identity and a sop to Turkey’s Western enemies.
When announcing Hagia Sophia’s new status, Erdoğan described the building as “the common
heritage of humanity.” Yet the rest of his speech read like a warning against anyone who might
take this phrase too literally. He insisted that questioning his decision to convert Hagia Sophia was
an attack on Turkey’s sovereign rights, no different from questioning its flag or indeed its borders.
A few days later, he responded to criticism from the Greek and U.S. governments by saying that
their opprobrium was “tantamount to a direct attack on our sovereignty.”
To further stress his new fusion of faith and Turkish sovereignty, Erdoğan chose a symbolically
important day—July 24—to hold the first official prayers at the reconverted Hagia Sophia. The Allied
powers signed the Treaty of Lausanne on that date in 1923, recognizing the emergence of an
independent, modern Turkish republic under the leadership of Ataturk. As first written by Ataturk
himself, traditional accounts of Turkish history presented Lausanne as the title deed of the Turkish
republic and the consecration of its hard-won sovereignty. In holding prayers in Hagia Sophia on
this anniversary, Erdoğan rejected and revised this account. Implicit in Ataturk’s narrative was the
idea that he made Hagia Sophia a museum after freeing Turkey from the European occupiers who
would have made the building into a church. Implicit in Erdoğan’s narrative is the idea that Ataturk’s
secularism itself represented a kind of ongoing foreign occupation. For Ataturk, in other words,
secularism was part and parcel of the establishment of Turkish sovereignty. For Erdoğan, Turkish
sovereignty remains partial until religion is restored to its rightful place.
Erdoğan has alarmed Turkey’s neighbors in the past by suggesting that his country’s sovereignty
is still incomplete. The president has criticized the terms of the Treaty of Lausanne while also
invoking the “spiritual borders” of the Ottoman Empire and describing a broad swath of the eastern
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Mediterranean as Turkey’s “blue homeland.”
Combined with recent Turkish military
deployments in countries such as Libya and
Syria, this rhetoric has helped bring a number
of regional states—including Cyprus, Egypt,
Greece, Israel, Saudi Arabia, and the United
Arab Emirates—into a deepening alignment
against Ankara. That formation has in turn
furthered Ankara’s conviction that it must
defend Turkish sovereignty against hostile
encirclement.
The case of Hasankeyf may be less well
known than that of Hagia Sophia, but it
reveals just as much about Erdoğan’s
combative politics. Nestled along the Tigris
River, Hasankeyf offered visitors a scenic
accumulation of mosques, tombs, fortifications, and other architectural monuments built up by an
array of empires over millennia of continuous human habitation. Criticism of the dam project has
intensified as floodwaters have risen in recent years, but Ankara has responded with ever greater
determination to push forward.
Dam projects have always displaced people and damaged the environment—but for decades, they
were also symbols of development and democratization. Turkey’s first freely elected government
built dams with the enthusiastic support of U.S. advisers in the early Cold War period. Turkish
President Celal Bayar visited the Hoover Dam in 1954, and future Prime Minister Suleyman Demirel
studied hydraulic engineering as an Eisenhower fellow in the United States. In an era when many
Americans saw the Tennessee Valley Authority as a defining example of President Franklin
Roosevelt’s commitment to rural development, Turkish politicians, too, built dams to win votes from
villagers desperate for irrigation and electricity.
The dam that flooded Hasankeyf was part of the Southeastern Anatolia Project, a decades-old plan
by which Turkish officials hoped to temper Kurdish separatism by developing the region where the
Kurds largely lived. The approach was certainly more peaceful than the government’s violent
suppression of Kurdish revolts, but it nonetheless sought to use prosperity as a balm for the denial
of cultural and linguistic rights. Since coming to power in 2002, Erdoğan and his party have likewise
spoken of winning over Kurdish voters through the politics of development. But such rhetoric has
proven hollow in the last four years, as Erdoğan has systematically arrested Kurdish
parliamentarians and replaced elected Kurdish mayors with government appointees.
In recent years, large-scale dams such as the one at Hasankeyf have come in for criticism from
Turkish liberals and environmentalists, who question their practical benefits and argue that these
benefits are unlikely to accrue to the same people whom the dams displace. Erdoğan, in turn, has
responded aggressively: authorities detained a foreign journalist visiting Hasankeyf, arrested
environmental protesters, and, more broadly, labeled opponents of the project as terrorists and
foreign agents.
Thus the dam, like many other development projects, has become more important for what it
signals than for what it actually achieves. Erdoğan has pursued enormous construction projects,
such as building the world’s largest airport in Istanbul and digging a canal connecting the Black
Sea to the Sea of Marmara, in order to demonstrate Turkey’s power, even though the merits of
these projects are far from clear. Erdoğan hopes that the symbolic resonance of such projects—
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showing Turkey as a strong and independent actor on the global stage—will render questions about
their costs beyond debate. Critics fretted about the price and safety of Istanbul’s new airport, for
instance, but the pro-government press made proving those critics wrong part of the very purpose
of the project. As one paper declared ahead of the inauguration of the airport in 2018: “The project
they said could never be done is officially opening tomorrow.”
Erdoğan’s combative rhetoric has proven effective in part because of his success in picking the
right battles, then fighting them to completion. Asked about the conversion of Hagia Sophia, a
prominent nationalist opposition leader admitted surprise: “It’s the first time I’ve been wrong. I said
Erdoğan would never open Hagia Sophia to prayer. . . . I was wrong. Let it be blessed. My
congratulations to Mr. Erdoğan.” Opponents regularly suggest that Erdoğan’s bravado is simply for
show, part of a cynical bid to win votes. But the fact that he often walks the talk wins the president
support. In 2019, for example, many of Erdoğan’s domestic and international critics still didn’t think
he would go ahead with his plan to buy Russian air defense missiles, insisting he would ultimately
bow to U.S. pressure. Critics still wonder at the rationale for a $2.5 billion weapons system that
currently sits in a warehouse, that still might incur U.S. sanctions, and that Turkey cannot use to
defend itself against Russian attacks (such as the airstrikes that killed 33 Turkish soldiers in Idlib
last spring). But Erdoğan’s defiant framing ensured that the very act of going through with the
purchase looked like a victory, even in the eyes of his detractors.
The mystery is how long such victories will be enough for Turkish voters—and what Erdoğan will
do when they aren’t. Turkey’s economy is faltering, prices are rising, and its currency is weakening.
Erdoğan has so far managed to maintain his narrow majority by censoring and arresting his
opponents, while rewriting the electoral rules in his favor. But if his actual base of support is eroding
as quickly as some polls suggest, even these undemocratic measures may no longer be enough.
Presidential and parliamentary elections are currently scheduled for 2023. In the coming years,
voters will undoubtedly get more mosques and megaprojects and no end of friction in the eastern
Mediterranean. Then they will have to decide whether these fights are the source of or the solution
to their problems.
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How Did the Eastern Mediterranean Become the Eye of a Geopolitical Storm?
In mid-August, a Turkish and a Greek warship collided in the Eastern Mediterranean, raising
tensions in the most combustible naval stand-off the region has witnessed in 20 years. The crisis
had started two days before, when Turkey deployed an energy exploration ship along with its naval
escort to search for oil and natural gas in waters near the Greek island of Kastellorizo—waters
Athens claims as its own maritime territory.
More than ever before, the latest cycle of escalation risks spiraling into a multinational
conflict. Making a show of staunch support for Greece against Turkey, France dispatched warships
to the contested waters and promised more. Egypt and Israel, which hold regular joint military
exercises with Greece, have also expressed their solidarity with Athens. With France and Egypt
already in open conflict with Turkey in Libya, observers around the world fear that any further
escalation in the Eastern Mediterranean could set off a Euro-Middle Eastern maelstrom.
For decades, Eastern Mediterranean maritime boundary disputes were a local affair, confined to
sovereignty claims and counterclaims among Cyprus, Greece, and Turkey. But over the past five
years, the region’s offshore natural gas resources have turned the Eastern Mediterranean into a
key strategic arena through which larger geopolitical fault-lines involving the EU and the MENA
region converge. Italy and France have played integral roles in driving that change, which has
placed the EU and Turkey’s already complicated relationship onto more adversarial terms.
The game changer was the August 2015 discovery of the massive Zohr natural gas field in Egyptian
maritime territory by the Italian energy major Eni. The largest Eastern Mediterranean gas find to
date, Zohr’s advent meant the region suddenly collectively had marketable volumes of natural gas.
Eni, which is also the lead operator in Cyprus’s natural gas development, began promoting a plan to
pool Cypriot, Egyptian, and Israeli gas and use Egypt’s liquefaction plants to cost-effectively market
the region’s gas to Europe as liquified natural gas (LNG). The Italian company also happens to be
a lead stake holder in one of Egypt’s two LNG plants.
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Although commercially sensible, there was a geopolitical glitch to the Egypt-based LNG marketing
scheme: It left no role for Turkey and its pipeline infrastructure to Europe, dashing Ankara’s inprogress plans to become a regional energy hub. In 2018, French energy giant Total, the EU’s third
largest company by revenue, dealt another blow to Turkey by partnering with Eni in all of the Italian
firm’s gas development operations in Cyprus, placing France in the middle of the eastern
Mediterranean energy morass. Around the same time, Cyprus officially agreed to supply Egypt’s
LNG plants for export. After Cyprus inked that deal, Israel, which had previously been considering
building an Israel-Turkey undersea gas pipeline, followed suit and contracted to sell its gas to Egypt
as well.
Turkey expressed its displeasure at these developments by engaging in a series of measured
exercises of gunboat diplomacy, sending exploration and drillships into Cypriot waters, each with
naval escort. The country continues to refuse to recognize Cyprus’s maritime boundaries, which
Ankara maintains were drawn illegally at Turkey’s expense.
In doing so, it claims to be defending the rights of Turkish Cypriots in the northern half of the
ethnically divided island, who have been left out of the development of Cyprus’s offshore natural
gas reserves despite being the legal co-owners of Cyprus’s natural resources.
With each Turkish action, the Egypt-Israel-Cyprus-Greece front increasingly gained military support
from France, Italy, and the United States, each of which has significant economic investments in
Eastern Mediterranean gas. For Turkey, its NATO allies’ support of this group is a betrayal, and
tantamount to a policy of containment, which it cannot tolerate.
In a bid to break out of its regional isolation, in November 2019 Turkey signed its own maritime
demarcation agreement with the Tripoli-based Government of National Accord (GNA) in war-torn
Libya. The deal was an attempt to gain greater legal standing to challenge the maritime borders
Greece had established with Cyprus and Egypt, upon which their eastern Mediterranean natural
gas development plans depend. The Ankara-Tripoli maritime boundary agreement was
accompanied by a military cooperation pact providing the GNA a security guarantee against the
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efforts of General Khalifa Haftar’s forces, backed by France and Egypt, to topple the Tripoli-based
government. The GNA formally activated its military pact with Ankara in December, linking the
already tense maritime stand-off in the Eastern Mediterranean to the Libyan civil war. Ankara’s
overt intervention in the conflict in the first half of 2020 turned the tide of the Libyan civil war.
Having succeeded in preserving the GNA, Turkey’s large military presence in Libya now provides
Ankara a platform from which to challenge Cyprus, Egypt, and Greece over the Eastern
Mediterranean’s maritime boundaries. Taking advantage of its newly enhanced regional position,
Turkey sought to press its claims against Greece by sending its Oruç Reis seismic survey ship,
accompanied by a group of five naval vessels, to the contested waters near Kastellorizo.
From Turkey’s viewpoint, Eastern Mediterranean’s de facto maritime boundaries unjustly and
illegally deny Turkey part of its rightful maritime territory. Therefore, the region’s arrangements for
offshore natural gas development, which depend on these de facto boundaries, are likewise
illegitimate. In turn, Turkey regards its actions as defending international law. The divide goes back
to the so-called Seville map that informs the region’s commonly accepted maritime boundaries.
This European Union-commissioned map study, which was prepared by the University of Seville in
the early 2000s, made the decision to define maximal boundaries for Greece and Cyprus at
Turkey’s expense by using the coast of every inhabited Greek island—no matter how small and no
matter how close to Turkey’s shores—as its starting point. Turkey has a point about the
demarcations being unfair. Turkey’s Mediterranean coastline is longer than the U.S.-Mexico border.
Under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) principle of equity and the
international case law based upon it, Turkey is likely entitled to a larger maritime zone than it is has
received on account of that extensive coastline. However, Turkey refuses to become an UNCLOS
signatory, closing off its avenue of legal recourse.
Instead, Turkey found a partner with which to make its own map. In a mirror-image move to the
Seville Map, the map of the Turkey-Libya maritime boundary agreement defines a maximal
maritime zone for Turkey by denying any of Greece’s islands a continental shelf or an exclusive
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economic zone (EEZ), which provides sovereign rights over offshore energy resources. The
agreement establishes an 18.6 nautical mile boundary segment between Turkey and Libya, and
then, projecting out from that line, the Ankara-Tripoli map exclusively divides the entire maritime
zone between Turkey and Libya, an area stretching from Turkey’s southwestern corner to the
opposite coast in eastern Libya. All of Greece’s islands are effectively ignored.
Turkey’s method for drawing the Ankara-Tripoli map is specious. Most egregiously, the map ignores
the presence of Crete, which is 3,219 square miles and between these coasts. UNCLOS Article
121, an article dealing with the legal status of islands, affirms that island coastlines generate
continental shelves and EEZs the same as any coastal land formation, except those that “cannot
sustain human habitation or economic life of their own.” Crete, with a population of almost 650,000
(nearly the same as Athens), would unquestionably generate an EEZ.
On Aug. 6 this year, Greece decided to answer Turkey in kind by signing a similar maritime
delimitation agreement with Egypt. Days later, the Oruç Reis research ship and its naval escort
charged into waters within Greece’s maritime boundaries.
There are strong incentives for most of the parties in the region and the European Union to contain
the current escalation and find an off-ramp to the crisis. Despite backing Greece, neither Egypt nor
Israel can afford to be drawn into a war with Turkey in the Eastern Mediterranean. The EU has
expressed its unequivocal support for members Greece and Cyprus, but the bloc is divided on how
to handle the current crisis. The six Mediterranean EU countries are evenly split. Greece, Cyprus,
and France advocate strong action against Turkey while Italy, Malta, and Spain—which all share
significant commercial interests with Turkey in the central and western Mediterranean—have
refrained.
Germany, holding the EU presidency since July, could break the deadlock. Although Berlin typically
defers to Paris on Mediterranean policy, it is keen to keep Ankara as close to the EU as possible.
Still, Turkey is playing close to the edge. If it pushes too far, the European Union, as well as the
United States, will swing fully over to the side of Greece. The red line that Turkey cannot cross is
Crete, whose southern waters are thought to contain significant volumes of oil or natural gas.
Although internationally recognized as Greek territorial waters, the Ankara-Tripoli map assigns the
area to Libya. If Turkey sends its energy exploration ship near the southern shores of Crete, then
all bets are off.
So far, Turkey has not crossed that line. Ankara may be holding exploration in Crete’s waters as a
negotiating card. Any serious de-escalation process between Turkey and Greece requires a third
party with sufficient sway to push Ankara and Athens into serious talks. In that respect, perhaps
the most hopeful sign for the region is the recent constructive efforts of the United States to achieve
a cease-fire and buffer zone in Libya. The de-linking of the various regional conflicts creates an
opening for a pragmatic dialogue on Mediterranean maritime boundaries. There is a window for an
off-ramp. That opportunity will require the United States, perhaps in concert with Germany, to act
with diplomatic skill and commitment.
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Turkey Threatens Biden, Tells US it will 'Pay Price' for Criticism
Turkey’s leading presidential adviser and top diplomat have slammed US presidential candidate
Joe Biden and threatened the US that it will “pay the price” for criticism of Turkey. In a social-media
video that upset pro-government Turkish voices, Biden was seen speaking months ago and
criticizing Ankara’s ruling regime. Turkish presidential adviser Ibrahim Kalin slammed Biden on
August 16, accusing him of ignorance, arrogance and hypocrisy.
“The days of ordering Turkey around are over,” he tweeted. “But if you still think you can, be our
guest. You will pay the price.” Foreign Minister Mevlut Cavusoglu also slammed Biden after meeting
US Secretary of State Mike Pompeo, calling the Democratic Party candidate ignorant. Speaking
about Biden’s comments, Cavusoglu said: “It’s weird that someone this disinformed [sic] wants to
run the country.” The unusual comments for a top diplomat appear designed to support the Trump
administration against Biden, part of a wider view at the top levels in Ankara.
The threats to make the US “pay the price” and the attacks on Biden join a long list of Turkish
attacks on Western democracies. Turkey’s leading diplomat has called European countries “spoiled
children,” and other officials have called various European countries “Nazis” in recent years.
Turkey threatened to “crush” and “kick out to sea” any European country that insulted the Turkish
flag. Turkey’s foreign minister also told European countries to “know their place.” By contrast,
Turkey has become closely allied with Russia and Iran and never uses such language toward
China. Turkey is the world’s leading jailer of journalists. Turkey’s ruling AK Party has become
increasingly aggressive, jailing opposition party members for criticism on social media and shutting
down almost all press in Turkey that is not pro-government.
President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan and his advisers have sought to gain favor with the Trump
administration since 2016. They not only sought out advisers to Trump during 2016, but have also
sought to silence protests on US soil. In 2017, when Erdoğan visited Washington, Turkish security
personnel attacked US protesters and police. The US State Department complained, but the cases
were quietly dropped by the US administration. Turkey then jailed a US pastor, harassed at least
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one US soldier and jailed a US Embassy employee
over the last several years in a pattern of pressure
designed to threaten the Trump administration. Since
2017, the White House responded by providing
Erdoğan with an open invitation to direct phone calls
with President Donald Trump, which appears to have
been used well since he became the foreign leader
with whom Trump has officially spoken with the most
since coming into office.
Turkey, however, was concurrently pursuing a policy
of aggression against other NATO allies and the US.
Ankara acquired S-400s from Russia, has hosted
Hamas leaders and provided key Hamas members
citizenship. According to an article in the Daily
Telegraph last December, Hamas has also planned
terrorist attacks on Israel from Turkey.
In recent comments, Ankara appears to have taken sides in the US election. Cavusoglu met with
Pompeo on Sunday. Pompeo flew to the Dominican Republic to meet the Turkish diplomat, an
unusual event since the US went to meet Turkey’s officials as opposed to them going to meet the
US, showing the relative power relationship in which it appears Turkey orders the US when and
where to meet.
For instance, Turkey ordered the US to leave eastern Syria in 2019 and to abandon US partners,
and the US complied after Turkish threats to invade Syria if the US did not get out of the way.
Turkey also has tried to order the US to intervene in Libya and to agree to its Mediterranean energy
deal, which is designed to scupper an Israeli deal with Greece.
On Monday, Turkey’s Anadolu Agency, a state-run news agency, noted that Turkey’s leading
diplomat – after meeting Pompeo – slammed the US for brokering a deal between Israel and the
United Arab Emirates. “Jerusalem is our common cause,” he said, and the Palestinian cause was
a “sacred cause” for Turkey. Ankara and Tehran have been the main countries opposing the IsraelUAE peace agreement that the Trump administration helped broker.
Turkey vowed to “liberate al-Aqsa” and Jerusalem from Israeli control in comments last month when
Ankara transformed the former Hagia Sophia museum back into a mosque in Istanbul. Turkey’s
top diplomat said supporting Palestinians is a “Muslim cause,” and the increasingly religious terms
Ankara uses to describe the struggle against Israel are now similar to Iran’s threats against Israel.
Turkey has encouraged other Muslim
Brotherhood-aligned groups to oppose the
UAE deal. Turkey’s ruling party has origins in
the Muslim Brotherhood. The UAE is a key
state opposing the Brotherhood, so Turkey
views this increasingly as a religious conflict
across the Middle East, pitting Ankara and
Iran against Egypt, Israel, the UAE, Saudi
Arabia and other states.
The overall posture of Ankara now appears
deeply opposed to Biden. But it is not entirely
clear if the White House still sides as closely
with Ankara as it once did. Key officials in the
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US State Department, such as former
ambassador James Jeffrey, are seen as proAnkara. However, when Jeffrey went to Turkey in
February and spoke Turkish and mourned recent
Turkish casualties as “martyrs,” Ankara then
slammed him as not being convincing.
Turkey’s actions include attacking US protesters,
detaining a US pastor, jailing a US Consulate
employee for eight years, detaining a US soldier,
bashing the Trump administration for helping
make peace with the UAE, mocking US envoys,
threatening to make the US pay a price for
criticism, hosting Hamas and working more
closely with Russia and Iran.
Ankara appears to have adopted an increasingly hostile agenda when it comes to US relations.
Turkey has also threatened to flood Europe with refugees and also sought to prevent NATO
agreements in the Baltic states. Ankara also was one of the few powers to embrace Venezuela’s
regime despite US sanctions and to praise Belarus President Alexander Lukashenko’s recent
controversial election.

QUESTIONS:
Background — I’m curious to learn about your background. Q: How did you get your start and
what led you down the path of becoming a political scientist and writer on history & foreign policy?
Turkey: Why? — From what I understand, “Erdoğan’s Empire,” is your third book. All of your prior
books deal with turkey and the most previous one, titled “The New Sultan,” was also focused on
Erdoğan. Q: What does it mean to be a “Turkey Expert” today? Q: What is so interesting about
Turkey that you think an English-speaking, foreign audience would find compelling and/or relevant?
ERDOGAN
Recep Tayyip Erdoğan — Q: Why have you chosen to focus your last two books on Turkey’s
president? Q: What do you think the foreign press gets right and what do you think it gets wrong
about Turkey’s populist, nationalist leader?
Tayyip Erdoğan vs. Kemal Atatürk — You have said that Erdoğan does not share Ataturk’s
values, just his methods, and that just as Ataturk shaped Turkey in his own image, creating a
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secularist, European society, Erdoğan is shaping a ‘new
Turkey’, which is socially conservative and which embraces
political Islamism as a key value. Q: Who was Kemal Ataturk
and why is he important for us to study and understand? Q:
What are the differences and similarities between the founding
father of the Republic of Turkey (and its first president) and
Erdoğan?
Erdoğan Popularity & Turkish Democracy— You have said
that half of the county embraces Erdoğan’s brand of politics,
while the other half vehemently opposes it, and that “so long as
Turkey is genuinely democratic, Erdoğan cannot complete his
revolution.” Q: How strong is the support for Erdoğan in Turkey?
Q: Where does support for Erdoğan come from, both
geographically, ethnographically, and culturally? Q: Why do you
say that “so long as Turkey is genuinely democratic, Erdoğan
cannot complete his revolution?”
Erdoğan’s Path to Power— Q: Can you walk us through the path by which Erdoğan came to
power? Q: Where does he come from? Q: Did he always want to be in politics? Q: What motivates
him?
Man of the People— Q: Where do Erdoğan’s bonafides as a “simple man” and a “man of the
people” come from? (e.g. Kasimpasa vs. Nistantasi)
2016 Coup & Gulen — Q: How important was the 2016 Coup in shaping modern Turkey? Q: What
role did the Gulen movement play?
Gulen Movement — Q: What is the Gulen movement?

OTTOMAN CULTURE, HISTORY, & EMPIRE
Ottoman Past— Q: In order to understand modern-day Turkey, how important is it to understand
its Ottoman past?
From Secular Autocrats → Democrats → Religious Autocrats — Q: Has the Middle East been
moving towards Islamic autocracies since the end of the first world war?
Ottomania— Q: What is it that appeals to Erdoğan’s supporters about him and his “Make Turkey
Great Again” policies?
Erdoğan’s Dream & Resurrecting the
Ottoman Empire — Q: What is Erdoğan’s
vision for Turkey’s future? Q: What type of
role does he envision for Turkey to play on the
international stage? Q: How far does he feel
Turkey’s reach should extend? Q: How much
of Erdoğan’s vision in foreign policy is his own,
how much is it that of his past/present foreign
policy advisors, and how much of it is an
expedient for internal political dynamics?
Ahmet Davutoğlu — Q: What can you tell us
about Erdoğan’s relationship to Davutaglu
and how it is significant? Q: What did the
transition from Davutoglu to Yildirim signify?
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SYRIA, ROJAVA, & IRAN
PKK & YPG — Q: What is the history of the
PKK and the Kurdish faction in Turkish
politics and society? Q: Why is it important?
Q: Where does the YPG and Washington’s
support for it fit into this equation?
Operation Peace Spring — Preparations
for an offensive into northeastern Syria
began in July 2019 and the final
preparation in October, starting with the
withdrawal of American forces from
positions near the Turkish border, after
Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
had a phone call with United States
President Donald Trump about plans for a
military operation against SDF-held areas east of the Euphrates river. On 6 October 2019, the
Trump administration ordered American troops to withdraw from Rojava. While the U.S.
government stated it did not support the Turkish-led offensive, the White House also announced
on that it would not interfere, and would withdraw all personnel in the area to avoid a potential U.S.Turkish standoff. Turkey’s military operation began on 9 October 2019 when the Turkish Air Force
launched airstrikes on border towns. The conflict resulted in the displacement of over 300,000
people. Q: What led up to the Turkish invasion into northeastern Syria in October 2019? Q: Can
you give us context for this event? Q: Was Turkey justified in its actions? Q: Was this a failure of
American leadership? Q: What has been the verdict on it within and outside of Turkey?
Peace Spring — Q: What is Turkey’s relationship with Iran like? Q: How has this relationship been
affected by or how has it informed the actions in northeastern Syria?
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EU Accession — Turkey first applied for associate
membership in the European Economic Community in 1959,
and on 12 September 1963 signed the "Agreement Creating
An Association Between The Republic of Turkey and the
European Economic Community", also known as the Ankara
Agreement. Q: When did the process of EU accession begin
for Turkey? Q: How important was this process and its
abandonment in recent years? Q: What were the reasons for
ultimately not integrating Turkey? Q: What is the case for
Turkish accession? Q: What is the case against?
Syrian Refugee Crisis — Q: How has the Syrian refugee
crisis affected Turkey? Q: How has the crisis affected
Turkey’s relationship with the EU and its Balkan and
European neighbors?
Africa — Q: What has been Erdoğan’s policy towards North and East Africa? Q: What kind of
influence does Turkey have there?
EastMed Pipeline & Deposits — On 2 January 2020, the EastMed pipeline accord was signed in
Athens by the leaders of Greece, Cyprus, and Israel. On 19 July 2020, the Israeli government
officially approved the accord, allowing the signatory countries to move forward with plans to
complete the pipeline by 2025. The planned offshore/onshore natural gas pipeline will directly
connect East Mediterranean energy resources to mainland Greece via Cyprus and Crete,
transporting natural gas from the off-shore gas reserves in the Levantine Basin into Greece, and in
conjunction with the Poseidon and IGB pipelines into Italy and other European regions. Q: How
long as there been controversy about the ownership of these natural gas deposits? Q: How much
of this is about access to energy sources and how much is about something else? Q: What is the
latest regarding this issue, the progress made by the parties in favor, and Turkey, who stands in
opposition?
Hostilities in the Eastern Mediterranean — Q: Can you please walk us through the recent
escalation of hostilities in the Mediterranean between Greece, Cyprus, Egypt, France, and Israel
on the one hand and Turkey on the other? Q: How likely is it that Turkey would instigate a military
confrontation by pushing the Greeks too far? Q: What is the likelihood of a mistake like the one
with Limnos and Kemaleris leading to a larger escalation?
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