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ABSTRACT

BETWEEN RHETORIC AND ACTION: STUDY OF ERDOGAN'S FOREIGN POLICY
APPROACH TOWARDS RUSSIA IN 2014-2018 PERIOD

Didic, Ajdin.
MA, Department of Political Science and International Relations
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Sirin Duygulu Elcim

August 2019, 299 pages

This work explores Turkey's President Recep Tayyip Erdogan's unique style of
leadership and foreign policy approach. Through the case study of Turkey's relations
with Russia since 2014, the divergence between Erdogan's rhetoric and Turkey's
actual stance towards Russia is analyzed while the existing differences are explained

by the way of literature on populism, securitization, and discourse analysis.
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RETORIK VE EYLEM ARASINDA: ERDOGAN'IN 2014-2018 YILLARI ARASINDA
RUSYA'YA DIS POLITIKA YAKLASIMI

Didic, Ajdin.
MA, Siyaset ve Uluslararasi iliskiler Balimi
Tez Danismani: Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Sirin Duygulu Elcim

Agustos 2019, 299 sayfa

Bu calismada Turkiye cumhurbaskani Recep Tayyip Erdogan'in 6zgiin liderlik tarzi ve
disisleri politikasindaki yaklasimi incelenmektedir. Turkiye'nin Rusya ile 2014'ten
itibaren sirdurdigi iliskiler 6zelinde Erdogan'in kullandigi politik retorik ile
Tirkiye'nin Rusya'ya karsi gergek tutumu incelenirken var olan farkliliklar popilizm,

glvenliklestirme ve séylem analizi yazinlari tGzerinden agiklanmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Turkiye, Erdogan, Rusya, jet krizi, populizm/ halkgilik,

guvenliklestirme



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ADSEFACT . e e e s e e s iv
OZ oottt ettt e et et e et et e et a et et ea st et e e et e e v
Table Of CONTENTS ..o s e e e s e e vi
LISt OF TABIES ..t st e st sttt n viii
List of Figures and HHUSTrations ........c.ccccucieieieiciscceee e st st iX
CHAPTERS
Lo INEFOTUCTION .ottt e st e s e bt e see st e s s e e st sennens 1
2. REVIEW OF LItEratUure ...ccooueeceie ettt et s e s 6
2.1 POPULISIM ettt ettt e e et et esaeeaeebeste st st saesaeses stesaenes e nennn 6
2.2 Speech act, framing and an agenda Setting ......ccccccvveveeve e sececece e 9
2.3 SeCUTtiZatioN TNEOIY ....cciieeieieeee sttt st st st s s e ns 12
2.4 Populism and EFdOZaN .......cccueueeieeiieee ettt et stestesre e esseessees stesnesnnasees 15
3. Foreign Policy Analysis: Status QUO or Change? .........ccecveecene e cecceeereeecee e e 19
3.1 Turkish Foreign Policy Towards Russia: Historical Background ....................... 19
3.2 Turkish-Russian Relations in the JDP Era ......c.cccocciveercemnenncine e 21
3.3 Changes in Foreign Policies? From Economic to Political Spheres ................... 27
3.4 Turkey and Russia: Deepening Cooperation ........ccceceveviececceeseseceeeveenvenens 32

4. Incongruence Between Rhetoric and Policy?

Erdogan’s Speeches ANAIYZEd ...t sttt e 36
4.1 SUMMANY FINAINGS oeceeeeiirietieeereete et ettt st ete e eeraet e e e sbesbesnsaeraenbenneenn 39
4.2 2004 DAL .ottt ettt ettt et e b ettt e en e e e s bennae e 42
4.3 2015 DAta ..ot e e 43
4.4 2006 DAL ..ttt ettt e e et s en e e ees e e e 49
4.5 2017 DAtA .ottt et et e et se sre e en e en e e 55
4.6 2018 DAtA ..oueeiiiciictiiiiir e e e 56
4.7 (Un)importance of Venue, Audience and Context .........ccccececreveveeerinreerennenee. 59

Vi



5. Discussion and Implications of This ReSearch .........cccccecveveiececceeceieeceece e 63

5.1 Concluding Remarks and Recommendations for Further Research................ 72

21T o Lo ={ =T o] o VAT O OSSOSO 75
FAY o o 1T T ol =T3RS 86
Attt e bt b st es bt ehe e he e st b st s et et eae b st aeaben s 86

Vii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 4.1. Erdogan’s speeches mentioning RUSSIA .......cccceceveveeceeceeceececce e

Table 4.2. Tone of Erdogan’s speeches pertaining to RUSSIa ....ccccevvevevevevierierenccnens

Table 4.3. Frequency of venue types

viii



Figure 3.1.
Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.4.

Figure 4.5.

LIST OF FIGURES AND ILLUSTRATIONS

Timeline of key events in Turkish-Russian relations (2014-2018) ........... 35
Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in
Erdogan’s SPEECNES ...ceiciiiiiiece ettt 43
Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in
Erdogan’s SPEECNES ...ceiiieiicece ettt et 49
Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in
Erdogan’s SPEECNES .....ciciiiiieece et 54
Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in
Erdogan’s SPEECNES ...ceiieeeice ettt et aerae 56
Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in

Erdogan’s SPEECNES ......ccieiiiie ettt et r e 59



CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

In August 2014 Recep Tayyip Erdogan was elected as the president of Republic of
Turkey. Although victorious, Erdogan's newly acquired position was far from being
without its problems and challenges. In the international arena he was facing
isolation from his long-term Western allies due to his heavy handed policies in Syria
against the Kurds. Domestically, his reign was being challenged by various societal
elements while global criticisms against his increasingly authoritarian style of

leadership were a constant reality.

Far from taking these criticisms seriously, Erdogan was calling them 'dirty plots'
orchestrated by both foreign and domestic enemies of Turkey (Dombey, 2014).
Such proclamations are nothing new in Erdogan's rhetorical repertoire. From the
early 2000s and Erdogan’s Justice and Development Party’s (JDP) electoral victories,
his political program was based on discrediting both internal and foreign political
elements. His first target was Turkey’s Kemalist military and secular establishment
whom he challenged on liberal and human rights grounds (Park, 2014).
Subsequently, in the post-Arab Spring context, this rhetoric changed to the one of
nationalism and conservatism, which coincided with his tightening grip on the
Turkish state. It can be said that in his political career Erdogan employed thin
ideology that was able to assume many forms depending on the context and both

domestic and international circumstances.

In this work Erdogan’s leadership style seen through his rhetoric will precisely be
the object of research. | will particularly focus on the international aspects of
Erdogan’s political strategy via the case study of his rhetoric towards Russia since
his time in the office of the President, assumed in 2014. Object is to see whether
discrepancy exists between Erdogan’s rhetoric and actual Turkish foreign policy
pertaining to Russia. Therefore, my research question will deal with uncovering

reasoning behind these differences, which in and of themselves would be a good



indicator of the existence of aims other than transmission of foreign policy plans to
the general public. Perceived incongruences will be analyzed by the way of theories
of populism, securitization theory, discourse analysis and other relevant academic

traditions.

| have noticed that throughout the entire JDP’s period in power Erdogan’s rhetoric
was divisive, polarizing and exclusionary all the while being pointed against
different political and social actors. | argue that this comes as a consequence of
Erdogan’s populism-a political style that bases its program on exclusionary rhetoric
and proximity to people as an embodiment of ‘national will’ (Taguieff, 1995; Moffit,

2016).

More precisely, my thesis will be the case study of Erdogan’s rhetoric towards
Russia in the 2014-2018 period, which coincides with his time in Presidential office.
Prompted by Erdogan’s strong rhetoric over the years | chose to conduct this case
study in relations to Russia due to the fact that aforementioned period brings
variety of different dynamics in Turkish-Russian bilateral relations. Burgeoning
economic and energy cooperation, downturns in relations, potential for military
conflict and deepening political and strategic cooperation are some of the events
that marked this period. As such, this case study provides a plethora of samples
replete with different contexts, venues and audience types, which are all elements

conducive for detailed analysis of populist style of leadership.

The study of Turkish-Russian relations is not a new thing by any means. For
centuries Turkey and Russia had complicated relationship that has been well
explored and documented (Hale, 2013; Ahmad, 2015; Karpat, 1975). However, what
is new and original about this research is the analysis of Turkish President’s rhetoric

imparted towards the old neighboring country.

Thus, this thesis’ research question is twofold. First, | ask whether there is
divergence between Erdogan’s rhetoric and actual Turkish foreign policy. My

hypothesis is that at times, rhetoric and foreign policy are starkly opposed to one
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another. If this proves to be true according to the empirical data gathered then the
question is what is the reason behind this discrepancy. | argue that Erdogan’s
populism coupled with his peculiar rhetorical strain is conducted in favor of
advancing Erdogan’s own personal political interests and overall consolidation of
power. | will offer my explanation in terms of populism aided by the theories from
relevant intellectual traditions building upon it. Some of these will be framing,
discourse analysis, agenda setting and securitizing acts as found in the Copenhagen
School of securitization theory. My findings will contribute to the general literature
on Turkish foreign policy as well as to the more particular branch of Erdogan’s style
of leadership. Furthermore, | hope that literature on populism as a political strategy
following in the tradition of Weyland will find my research to be a contributing

factor.

In my section on literature review | will try to show that populism, and in particular
Erdogan’s strain of exclusionary populism, is well-known for utilizing particular type
of framing that relies on presenting political issues as securitizing acts, which is
designed to create mass fear and thus aid ‘us versus them’ populist political agenda.
This in turn contributes to the image of the populist leader as a best expression of
public will where all the opposition is either seen as traitorous, elitist or downright

ineffective.

Furthermore, in explaining Erdogan’s rationale behind the utilization of populist
strategy | borrow Weiland’s (2001) definition, which argues that populism is one
among many viable strategies for bringing political benefit and electoral results to
its proponents. In other words, utilization of divisive political strategy in a highly

polarized Turkish society was a pragmatic thing to do for Erdogan.

In order to test my hypothesis | will employ empirical method known as the content
analysis based on large-N sample size of 446 speeches found on the official website
of the Presidency of the Republic of Turkey. | will code all of the 446 speeches for
the tone, audience and venue types. These factors will be a good indicator of

Erdogan’s rhetoric and its intended purposes. | will pay particular attention to the
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instances of Erdogan’s rhetoric that | coded as inflammatory, which, in relations to
Russia, | expect to find mostly in the 2015-2016 period that corresponds to the jet
crisis and downturn in bilateral relations. | will also pay attention to the examples of
exceedingly positive rhetoric, which | expect to find in post-2016 rapprochement
with Russia. Negative and/or inflammatory rhetoric should be then contrasted to
the actual foreign policy of the Turkish state and examined for either
correspondence or divergence. The existence of divergence indicates the rhetorical
use for purposes other than transmission of state’s policies to the public. Some of
these purposes are explained by populism and other relevant theories and they all
indicate an increase and the preservation of personal political power. Positive
rhetoric can also be a strong indicator of populism depending on the rhetorical

style, intended audience and the frame (Hameleers, Bos & de Vreese, 2017).

One of the most important elements | will pay attention to when analyzing data will
be the audience and venue type. Since populists like to emphasize their proximity to
people as sole representatives of the public/national will to the exclusion of other
political actors, | expect to find majority of positive or negative references towards
Russia in speeches intended precisely for Turkish audience in domestic venue types
such as opening ceremonies, civil society gatherings, meetings with low-level public

officials (muhtarlar, kaymakamlar), etc.

My thesis will be organized in five chapters. After the introduction | will conduct a
literature review in order to further elaborate on populism, and understand the
contemporary position of academia in relations to it. In that section | will also talk
about framing, securitization theory and discourse analysis in order to provide
ground for more detailed discussion of Erdogan’s exclusionary type of populism. In
the second chapter | will try to give a historical explanation behind Turkish-Russian
relationship and | will situate them in a broader context in terms of their respective
positions vis-a-vis other countries such as the US, Syria, EU, etc. Moreover, | will
examine Turkish foreign policy towards Russia and look for the indicators of change
especially during the times of crisis. Turkish-imposed trade embargoes, undertaken

political/military actions, cancelations of economic/business projects, unilateral
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withdrawals from diplomatic agreements will all serve to demonstrate changes in
the foreign policy on the behalf of Turkish side. Third chapter will be concerned
with a short exposition on methodology | will be utilizing in my research. There, |
will also analyze Erdogan’s speeches according to the methodology stipulated as
well as talk about my findings and how they relate to Erdogan and his political
agenda. These findings will then be cross-referenced to the foreign policy discussed
in the preceding chapter, which will show possible deviations between the rhetoric
and foreign policy. In the last chapter | will open a discussion on Erdogan’s populism
and conclude with the strengths and deficiencies of my thesis all the while giving

proposals for the future research on the topic.



CHAPTERIII
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter will be concerned with providing the scholarly background behind the
theories and schools of thought that | plan on utilizing in order to better understand
Erdogan’s rhetoric and its incoherence with the actual Turkish foreign policy on the
ground. Two primary intellectual directions explored in this chapter will be
academic contributions made in the field of populism and closely related
Copenhagen School of securitization theory. Moreover, | argue that populism and
securitizing acts are connected through the acts of framing and language
manipulation which merits its separate discussion along the lines of critical
discourse analysis (CDA). After the literature review and the analysis of the
aforementioned traditions are provided, following chapter will deal with findings,

conclusions and how it all ties to Erdogan and his rhetoric.

2.1. Populism

Populism is by no means a recent phenomenon. Since its origins in 19th century, it
changed many of its attributes and definitions. While recently it acquired tenuous,
loaded meaning, it used to denote political option that stands with people and
direct democracy (Canovan, 1981, p. 5-6). Despite its long existence on political
scene, populism is yet to have an agreed upon definition. Over the years many
forms of populism appeared: military populism (Cotler, 1970), leftist populism
(Laclau, 2007), Western/Eastern populism (Brubaker, 2017) and protest populism
(Kriesi, 2014), to name a few. However many present day scholars agree, in one way
or another, upon several key features that all conceptions and understandings of
populism share: anti-elitism, plebiscitarianism, and mass mobilization (Barr, 2009;

Selcuk, 2016; Weyland, 2001; Carrion, 2009).

In my work | will be utilizing definitions of populism that emphasize its exclusionary
and pragmatist nature. Taguieff (1995) attempted to show multifaceted and

multidimensional nature of populism. Brubaker (2017) follows Taguieff in his



conceptualization of populism as an exclusionary “us versus them” political strategy
that operates on both domestic (vertical) and international (horizontal) dimensions.
According to him, this creates a space where public/people is opposed to the
outsiders on either inside or outside. In this particular conceptualization parallel can
be drawn between two dimensional nature of populism and Putnam’s ‘two-level
game theory’ that envisions diplomatic dealings between states on two levels:
intranational (domestic) and international (Putnam, 1988). According to Putnam,
domestic level compels political leaders to whip up support from plethora of
societal actors, which in turn justifies his foreign policy. Seen as such, populism is a
good way for a leader to rally support behind his cause by utilizing tactics and
activities expounded on below. Others, like Weiland (2001), consider populism to
be a simple political strategy that aims to bring its proponents political benefit and
position through the strategy of exclusion. He imparts this vision as a critique
against traditional understandings of populism that saw it as an amalgamation of
various attributes from social to economic. Instead, Weiland’s conception of
populism sees it as a single-issue concept completely reducible to politics (Weiland,
2001). Weiland’s contribution is an interesting continuation of Canovan’s (1999)
interpretation of democracy as interplay between pragmatism and redemptivism
that requires populism as a necessity. Subsequent research in this vein focused on
populism as a thin ideology that, although not providing much analytical power,

helps us understand populists’ pragmatic political programs (Stanley, 2008).

Aforementioned takes on populism are not the only ones permeating intellectual
debates. Other scholars have been more or less receptive to populism as a political
idea. Most notably, Ernesto Laclau in his Hegemony and Socialist Strategy (1985)
argues for an impermanent nature of politics and society in general. According to

I”

him, “social” is always in the state of becoming, with ever present boundaries of
exclusion that define what is social and what is not. In such conception, populism is
not a pathological occurrence but rather normalcy that structure operating through
discourse demands (ibid). In a fashion similar to Laclau, Mudde (2010) adopts a
structural explanation as well and argues against the prevalent intellectual

approaches to populism that see it as a pathology and/or societal abnormality.

7



Instead, Mudde claims, that populism is a result of, as he dubbed it, “pathological
normalcy”. This means that not only should populism be included in the perception
of mainstream politics, but also more emphasis should be put on the demand side
within Western societies whose values are not so much at odds with

rightist/nationalist populism as previously thought.

Since my thesis is dealing with discrepancy between Erdogan’s rhetoric and actual
foreign policy | believe that the definition of populism which focuses on its
exclusionary and political nature provides more explanatory power. Furthermore, in
the later parts of this chapter, | will try to integrate the Copenhagen School of
securitization theory into Erdogan’s populist style of leadership which would
provide additional explanations for his exclusionary rhetoric and securitizing acts on

both vertical and horizontal axes.

It needs to be noted that, the discussion found here with regards to Erdogan’s
leadership style will be of general nature and will be utilized in favor of situating
findings of previously mentioned studies on exclusionary populism and Copenhagen
School of securitization theory connected by the way of literature on framing and

agenda setting.

Another interesting differentiation of populisms can be done through the economic
prism as shown by Aytac and Onis (2014). On the other hand, Brubaker (2017) looks
at types of populisms influenced by the respective countries’ cultural values. He
takes a deeper look at the populist phenomenon in Western Europe and deduces its
common features. According to him, Western European populists amalgamate
seemingly contradictory values of Christianity, liberalism and secularism in different
proportions, depending on a populist current, to get original Western European
blend. In a similar vein, on the case study of Turkey, Park (2014) and Ozpek and
Yasar (2017) explain the versions of populism as political strategies, which are
permeated by certain historically influenced national values such as religion or
ideology. Mudde and Kaltwasser’s (2012) article continues in Brubaker’s tradition

and analyzes regional variations in types of populism. They conclude that European,
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and | would add Turkey’s version of populism, rely heavily on exclusionary political

sentiments unlike Latin American strain that is inclusionary in nature.

Populists can have very diverse political agendas. By presenting themselves as the
will of the people, populists aim to grab voters over a wide spectrum. Not only do
they increase the importance of the issues on the right that has traditionally been
their domain, but also attempt to pull in the electorate from the left (Bale et al.,
2009). Some, like Minkenberg (2001), claim that the real danger of radicalization
does not come from the populists themselves but rather from their interaction with
the established political actors. If both legislation and executive branches of the
government cannot be dominated, then a mere recognition by the old guard in
political arena can be enough to make a ‘right turn’ (ibid). In a similar vein, Kalis
(2013) warned of dangers of normalizing populist discourse as a “common sense”
with the help of the opportunism emanating from the political mainstream. Bale
(2003) argues that populist right can adopt some of the common themes of the far
right and therefore achieve larger legislative majorities in alliance with its former

rivals.

This brings me to the next point. For populists, the audience is an extremely
important factor. Populists derive legitimacy from the ‘people’ and aim, not only to
represent them but also to create them (Moffitt, 2016). Earlier | emphasized the
exclusivist nature of populism that is either of horizontal or vertical nature. In both
of these dimensions ‘the people’ are the main point of references from which the
exclusionary ‘us versus them’ dialectic appears. For Erdogan himself, the people
play an important part in either his opposition to the previously dominant secular

establishment or foreign powers internationally.

2.2 Speech act, framing and an agenda setting

Another thing that all these versions of populism have in common is the utilization
of the “speech act”. The concept of speech act is very important for understanding
populist exclusionary strategies. Defined by Austin (1975), speech act represents

any utterance that aims not only to transmit information but also to change reality.
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Speech act as a performative utterance can be analyzed on three levels: locutionary
act, illocutionary act and perlocutionary act. While locutionary act stands for the
actual utterance and illocutionary act represents its implied meaning,
perlocutionary act is of special importance here because it stands for the effect of
an utterance on an audience that inspires emotions such as fear, threat, joy,
sadness, etc. In populist reasoning, speech act is often used to frame (non)issues in
a dichotomous “us versus them” style that carries with itself consequences of

securitization; | will touch upon this later.

Populist usage of speech acts has been long noted in the academia. Ruth Wodak
(2015) explains how right wing populists, by utilizing fears and threats as effects of
their utterances, change voting patterns and thus gain more electoral popularity
and political mainstay. This is precisely what makes an exclusionary ‘us versus them’
rhetoric such a potent weapon in populists’ arsenal. In one of her earlier works,
Wodak (2003) also explains how populists utilize multiple linguistic strategies
irrespective of ideology, which aim to include much of the electorate but also
exclude “the others”. Hameleers et al. (2017) analyzed how populists’ attribution of
blame can help them in increasing their own electoral fortunes on the expense of
established political/bureaucratic structures at home. It should be recognized that
although anti-elitist exclusionism is an important defining attribute of populists it is
not an essential one. Muller (2016, p. 101) claims that in addition to being anti-
elitist, populists are also anti-pluralists which means that they are against any sort
of opposition and claim monopoly over the people’s will, its expression and
representation. Van Dijk (1993) recognized exclusionary populist discourse to
operate on the principles of production and reproduction of signification on the
level of social cognition. In other words, exclusionary discourse not only maintains
“us versus them” distinction but it also actively participates in construction of the
radical other in popular perception and thus maintains antagonistic relations within
the society itself. In similar vein, close relation between populism and nationalism
has been analyzed. De Cleen and Stavrakakis (2017) see this contextual co-existence

as an articulation on the side of populists, which try to present ‘people’ as both
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underdog and nation at the same time. This articulation, they argue, happens on

both in/out (horizontal) and down/up (vertical) dimensions.

| have already stated what possible perlocutionary effects can be made by the way
of speech act. However, in the case of populism it is important to note that the
usual focus is on the transmission of fear as the political strategy (Wodak, 2015). In
political science, communication studies, anthropology and other related fields
aforementioned strategies are subsumed under the title of ‘framing’. Most of the
definitions regarding frames and framing revolves around preferences, their
creation and manipulation. Sniderman and Theriault (2004) define framing in a
following manner: ‘Framing effects, in the strict sense, refer to semantically distinct
conceptions of exactly the same course of action that induce preference reversals’.
Druckman (2010) considers frames as mental images of objects divided according to
dimensions/attributes based on which the evaluation of the object in question is

being conducted.

A concept that is associated with framing is agenda setting. McCombs and Reynolds
(2002) define agenda setting as the ability to influence the importance of issues
belonging to the public sphere. Since both concepts of framing and agenda setting
imply unequal power relations, it is important to recall Block and Negrine’s (2017)
take on political communication which explains how power relations decide on the
importance of public agenda and thereby framing process. The attention should be
pointed towards the question of why populists decide to emphasize certain
dimensions of an issue rather than others and in return change the popular
perception, usually in favor of securitizing acts and fear-mongering stemming from
it. Previously | have mentioned this has to do with unequal power relations and the
desire for the preservation of personal power. However, securitizing acts do not
always have to be the intended ends of a populist framing. Since it is characterized
by exclusion, populist rhetoric is very successful at portraying the other side of the
coin as well. Thus, populists can often color the people with positive attributes such
as good, innocent and victimized (Hameleers, Bos & de Vreese, 2017). From this we

can see that depending on a situation, an event can be represented in plethora of

11



different ways. One caveat needs to be added here. In their seminal paper,
McCombs and Shaw (1972) pointed out that agenda setting and therefore creation
of political reality always proceeds by the way of medium, which is usually media in
the form of journals, magazines, TV programs, etc. This work will not draw upon
such source material, however it can be a good addition to further research

conducted on the topic.

2.3 Securitization theory

With this being said, it should be clarified that framing and full-scale securitization,
although closely related are not one and the same. Influenced by Carl Schmitt
(1985; 1996), securitization theory found in the seminal works of the Copenhagen
School, deals with the conceptualization of ‘existential’ threats and response to
them by those in power. One of its essential focuses is on the question of
sovereignty and extra-legal power and authority. Even though securitized policies
might imply populist agenda its existence is not a necessity. Actual security action is.
Framing on the other hand, is a broader concept that can assume various
dimensions studied throughout social sciences which does not provide it with one-
fits-all methodology. It generally seeks to answer the question of how the
preferences are shaped. However, these two approaches do have some similarities.
According to Watson (2012) securitization and framing have many theoretical
overlaps due to, as he claims, securitization being a ‘subfield of framing analysis’. In
her work on the impact of security frames on global agenda setting, Duygulu Elcim
(2015) argues that security framing operates like any other framing and as such
requires ‘enabling strategic environment’, which is crucial for the success chances of
advocates using it as a tool. Both of these approaches have audience as a main
referent and framing/securitization is being conducted in the sphere of unequal
power relations. However, due to framing theories having much broader spectrum,
Watson proposes that securitization should be subsumed under its research
auspices. Since securitization is concerned with how the existential threats are
constructed and dealt with, it admits that securitized issues do not have to be of an
essential security nature. Rather, often times they are constructed and presented as

such through the securitizing acts. This in turn requires several factors: securitizing
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agent, audience, and an object of securitization that ultimately gets transformed
into an existential threat (Buzan, Weaver & de Wilde, 1998). In other words,
political agent and public need to be connected by a security threat that jeopardizes
prize value. This is precisely why populists utilize securitizing acts so often while at
the same time shying away from any concrete action; by framing certain issues as
security threats, populists are able to exclude certain societal segments from every-
day politics and thereby bolster their own popularity as defenders of prized values

such as nation, freedom, religion, etc.

This brings me to another point that is closely related to this — securitization theory.
Securitization can thus be considered as a form of framing with a very specific
purpose and consequences. As stated above, securitization approaches have
common root in the thinking of 20th century German jurist Carl Schmitt (Williams,
2003). Securitization approaches rely on speech acts in order to analyze how the
leaders define security, and potentially, existential threats. This is precisely where
the Schmittian tradition lies. What Schmitt brought was the entirely new

IH

conceptualization of “political”. According to him, political is about the ability to
make a friend/enemy distinction (Schmitt, 1996). This in turn requires sovereign
who needs to be able to decide on the life or death decisions. As Schmitt tells us:
“Sovereign is he who decides on the exception” (Schmitt, 1985). This means that
sovereign cannot be bound by everyday politics and laws since he is the sole

responsible for declaring the state of emergency and hence an existential threat.

Theories of securitization, most notably the Copenhagen School, embraced and
further developed this Schmittian designation. For them, the Schmittian “enemy” is
precisely the existential threat designated, framed and created as such by the
person(s) in power. Similar thinking echoes through the constructivist theory, which
do not takes issues on a substantive, matter of fact basis but analyze their socially
constructed nature (Wendt, 1992). This is where the importance of rhetoric and
speech acts for securitization theories and their approaches to populist

phenomenon is located.
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Copenhagen School takes the concept of speech act very seriously in building its
theories of securitization and threats. According to some of its key proponents,
sovereign uses speech acts and their prelucotory power in order to move the state
agenda beyond the political into the realm of “securitized” where he/she can decide
on extraordinary means against the socially constructed threats (Buzan, Weaver &
de Wilde, 1998). This gives sovereign wide discretion in regards to spheres of
potential securitization since every sector of social and political life can be subjected
to an existential threat (Weaver, 1995). From all this we can see that typically
populist representation of social reality as “us versus them” is always one step away
from complete securitization where populist can go to the realm of “extraordinary”

to the detriment of normal, everyday politics.

Due to its exclusivist nature, populism often utilizes the language of securitization.
Securitizing acts, if used as a political tool, are a potent weapon in populists’
arsenal. It allows for presenting various issues and objects in an extremely
politicized light thus framing them as security issues and existential threats that
need to be dealt with ‘by all means’(Buzan, Waever & de Wilde, 1998). Since
populism is a political program mostly based on exclusion and ‘us versus them’
rhetoric it becomes obvious how securitizing acts can be utilized to further bolster
populist agendas. This can be further divided into the logic of salvation (de Silva &
Vieira, 2018) and the necessity of action (Taggart, 2004). These strongly reminisce
of concepts found in the Copenhagen School of securitization such as existential
threat and ‘breaking point’ (Buzan, Weaver & de Wilde, 1998). Magcamit (2018)
further analyzed the three-way linkage between securitization, realism and
populism. On the case study of Donald Trump he deduced that if one sector or issue
is securitized that can lead to an increase in country’s nativist sentiment that
provides a populist with more popularity, which he can further use as a capital in
favor of hard, realist policies in the international sphere. By securitizing a particular
issue, populist leaders can direct public attention towards its direction and thus
set/frame political agenda around it. | have previously stated that populists depend
on mass mobilization and legitimacy achieved through plebiscitarian means. By

presenting an issue as an existential threat through securitizing acts and by claiming
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to represent the will of the people, populists can achieve extra-legal authority that
serves their aims of preservation and consolidation of power (Weyland, 2001).

Indeed, we are able to notice similar strategy not only in Erdogan’s example but
also in the case of Venezuelan populist leader Maduro (Cawthorne & Ellsworth,
2013) and Hungarian Prime Minister Orban (Traynor, 2013). Lazaridis and Skleparis
(2015) claim that right wing populist groups utilized perceptions of security
professionals in order to perpetuate their practices and rhetoric filled with hate-

mongering sentiments.

It needs to be recognized here also that foreign policy can be a powerful tool
working for populists in favor of consolidation of their domestic position and
electorate. Dodson and Dorraj (2008) analyzed how populists along with using
divisive rhetoric against domestic elites can also formulate aggressive foreign

policies directed against international powers.

2.4 Populism and Erdogan

Everything said above served as a literature review elucidating intellectual
traditions and theories | will be using in explaining Erdogan’s oscillating rhetoric and
its divergence from the actual Turkish foreign policy. | particularly wanted to
expound on the approaches pertaining to populism and securitization theory, the
related works in their respective areas and their antecedents in order to better
understand the context and grounds upon which my critique of Erdogan’s discourse
is going to rest. Brubaker’s and Taguieff’'s understanding of populism supplanted by
Weiland’s ‘single domain’ populism will be pertinent for my research since they aim
to expound on multidimensional strategies Erdogan utilized in his rhetoric towards
Russia during the downturns in relations in order to increase and maintain personal

power through institutional manipulation.

Furthermore, Aytac and Elci (2018) in combination with Aytac and Onis (2014) give
an important insight into Erdogan’s recent, post-Arab Spring style of populism that
is permeated by acts of securitization and exclusionism. Like Ozpek and Yasar they

also analyze Erdogan’s usa of Islam and religious sentiments as compliment to his
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increasingly authoritarian style of leadership. Similarly to Ozpek and Yasar (2017),
Park (2014) argues that Turkey’s version of populism, especially in the post-Arab
Spring context, became permeated by the historically present values of nationalism
and Islam. Ozpek and Yasar in particular challenge this amalgamation by pitting
Islamic values of universalism and globalism against populist exclusionism. They
conclude similarly to Brubaker, that populism, at least in Turkey’s case, is a thin
ideology that brings together seemingly competing values in order to increase
legitimacy and popular appeal of a populist leader, or in the case of Turkey,

Erdogan.

General public is very important for populists who claim to be an expression of their
will (Moffitt, 2016). For Erdogan himself, the people play an important part in
either his opposition to the previously dominant secular establishment or foreign
powers, internationally. Aforementioned authors make the point that Erdogan’s
utilization of integrationist values early in his career was a calculated move to
weaken the power of Turkey’s bureaucratic establishment, policy orientation that
was later replaced by Islamic/nationalist mixture. On the other hand, Aytac and
Onis (2014) view populism through economic perspective and perceive Turkey’s
Erdogan and Argentine’s Kirchner as representatives of populism on either side of
ideological spectrum. According to them, country’s economic culture influences

Erdogan’s rightist/nationalist and Kirchner’s leftist versions of populism.

After understanding populist style particular to Erdogan | will try to understand the
fundamental reasoning behind it and its broader reaching consequences. | argue
that Erdogan’s main goal, which especially became visible following the 2015 crisis
with Russia and 2016 failed coup attempt, was transition into full presidential
system with president’s extended powers and authorities. In the preceding lines |
have mentioned research done by Ruth Wodak on framing issues through the
utilization of fears and threats as well as overarching exclusionary rhetoric
irrespective of any ideological considerations, which, according to her, directly
influences outcomes of electoral events. In line with this, Cizre (2017) argues that

the atmosphere of fear contributed to Erdogan’s electoral successes and ultimately
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in constitutional amendments in favor of presidentialism. Moreover, Erdogan’s shift
from globalist/integrationist discourse towards the one dominated by nationalism
can be seen as a clear example of populism as a ‘thin ideology’ (Stanley, 2008).
Furthermore, the research conducted by Hameleers et. al. (2017) indicates how
attribution of blame directed towards established state elites at home and abstract
entities abroad can help populists in ramping up the popular support in their favor.
In regards to this, Erdogan was often noted blaming his country’s problems on
foreign powers and entities that might carry abstract connotations such as the
illusive ‘mastermind’ (Ust akil) (Aytac & Elci, 2018). Furthermore, earlier Erdogan’s
rhetoric of putting blame on the Kemalist military and secular political actors was

also well documented (Kuru & Stepan, 2012).

However, such behavior was by no means a precedent. Historically speaking,
Erdogan had a long experience with populist style of leadership that in its early days
found expression in curbing the influence of military and bureaucratic elites.
Dincsahin (2013) found this especially to be true in his analysis of Erdogan’s political
strategy between 2007 elections and 2010 constitutional referendum where, as he
argues, Erdogan was using divisive rhetoric separating ‘us’ the people and ‘them’
the elites. Later, his political style transitioned into that of rightist/nationalist
populism, which was a great departure from his global Islamic and integrationist
grassroots. While somehow managing to combine Islamic and exclusivist, nationalist
values in an unstable mixture (Ozpek & Yasar, 2017), in this period Erdogan changed
his conception of the domestic ‘other’ from corrupt elites to intellectuals,
journalists and academics (Aytac & Elci, 2018). This in particular did not wane with
the transition to presidentialism, which | see as a tool in ensuring the preservation

and maintenance of power.

Some like Esen and Gumuscu (2017) argue that even in the post 2016 coup attempt
period Erdogan started ruling in a defacto presidential system through his heavy-
handedness and plethora of executive decrees. Preservation of that power became
a top priority for Erdogan even today after the full transition to the presidential

system. Weyland (2001) will be able to shed some light on general goals of
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populists, into whose explanation Erdogan’s case is subsumed. To ensure this
transition, Erdogan utilized his populist style together with securitizing acts that
ultimately brought about this. Here, securitizing acts should be seen as a type of
framing making them an effective political tool utilized by Erdogan to bolster his
exclusionary agenda in favor of personal popularity and political mainstay. In order
to better explain that, | will utilize securitization theory, more specifically the branch
of Copenhagen School, that rests upon prelocutory power of speech acts and
Schmittian legacy of sovereignty and the political. All of my claims will be further
supplanted by Erdogan’s quotes found not only on the official website of the

Presidency but also in press releases and his other statements.

Dodson and Dorraj (2008) also analyzed how such populist behavior domestically
can infuse populist leaders with an authority to devise aggressive foreign policies
that further contribute to the atmosphere of fear and divisiveness. In Turkish case
this strongly reflects Erdogan’s rhetoric towards both the US and Russia. By utilizing
such foreign policy, Erdogan hoped to not only reinvigorate population through
domestic means but also by presenting Turkey as a capable international actor.
Similarly, Criss (2010) argues how attempts at foreign policy can be a mere rhetoric
without any substance destined to fail at the outset. She claims that Turkey’s
foreign policy, particularly in the Middle East and towards Europe, was colored by
Erdogan and ruling JDP’s populism. However, according to the data | collected, |
argue that in the case of Turkey’s relations with Russia full scale securitization has
never been enacted. By this | understand the lack of military mobilization or any
actions stemming from Turkey’s security apparatus directed against Russia. Rather,
what Erdogan did through his rhetoric is creation of securitizing acts as a step away
from full securitization. In other words, Turkey’s animosity towards Russia even at
the lowest points in their bilateral relations stayed at the level of Erdogan’s rhetoric
without any material actions/policies. How securitizing acts are tied into populist
agenda will be further discussed in the later parts of this chapter. Furthermore, lack
of any tangible actions in relations to Russia that would correspond to Erdogan’s

rhetoric will be explored in the third chapter on policy shifts.
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CHAPTER Il
FOREIGN POLICY ANALYSIS: STATUS QUO OR CHANGE?

In this chapter | will outline Turkey's policy shifts (if any) towards Russia
corresponding to the 2014-2018 period. Analyzing policy shifts is important due to
the fact that when they are put against and contrasted to Erdogan's speeches they
will give an important insight into the possible agenda setting. In other words if
there is discrepancy between Erdogan's rhetoric and official government policy
towards Russia that would be a strong indicator of foreign policy being

instrumentalized for domestic purposes favoring those in power.

In order to better understand Turkey-Russia relations, especially in the post-2016
context, and ultimately domestic agenda setting that followed from it, it is
important to understand broader structural context in which both of these
countries were located. To that end, | will observe relations of these countries to
other major players such as the European Union and the United States. It will also
be of importance to talk about major events that impacted the region such as the
Arab Spring in general and Syrian conflict in particular as well as to mention actors
that had a stake in these regional developments such as Iran and various Kurdish
entities and political formations. Due to the fast dynamic of these events old
alliances were rewritten and new ones created. Moreover, it is important to note
that Turkish-Russian cooperation in the strategic and political spheres, especially in
the period after 2016, did not happen in the vacuum but was built upon strong

economic and energy ties that will also be discussed here.

3.1 Turkish Foreign Policy Towards Russia: Historical Background

Turkey and Russia had dynamic relations that can be traced back several hundred
years to the times of Ottoman and Russian Empires. During the era of empires,
relations between these two states have been less than amicable. Russian Empire

and later Soviet Union had pretentions towards Turkish territory, which propelled
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the latter in joining European family of nations and later the NATO pact in favor of

security against its northern neighbor (Hale, 2013; Kosebalaban, 2011).

Thus, one of the most important security considerations present in the Ottoman
and later Turkish thinking was undoubtedly threat posed by Russia (Cetinsaya,
2017). Since the 18th century, Ottoman Empire suffered a string of military defeats
imparted on it by its Russian rival, which was closely followed by the shrinkage of
territory and influence, most notably in the western provinces of the Ottoman
Empire — Balkans. Propelled by these humiliations, Ottoman Empire attempted to
modernize its entire state, bureaucratic and military apparatus. This could have
been done only through the aid that European powers like Britain and France
provided, who wished to retain the Empire as a ‘sick man of Europe’ predominantly

in order to balance the encroaching Russian imperial ambitions (Kedourie, 1968).

Turkey was wary of Russian intentions even after the dissolution of Empires
following the World War I. Soviet Union, under Stalin, maintained clear pretentions
directed towards Turkey’s Istanbul straits, which would enable it unfettered access
to the Mediterranean (Ahmad, 2004, p. 9). Moreover, threat of Soviet Union
demanding two Turkey’s eastern cities of Kars and Ardahan was constantly looming.
These and similar dynamics only helped in further anchoring Turkey in the Western
camp. From 1948, Turkey was a recipient of the US-funded program of financial aid
known as Marshall Plan that served to further remove it from the Russian influence.
Turkey’s allegiance became institutionalized in 1952 when Turkey officially joined
the NATO. As an eastern member of the pact and a primary bulwark against a
possible Soviet invasion, Turkey enjoyed immense strategic importance in the eyes
of the US and European decision makers. Establishment of US air base in Incirlik in
1951 as well as deployment of Jupiter missiles infused with nuclear warheads is a

testament to this (Kosebalaban, 2011, p. 75).

Turkish-Russian relations, following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, returned to
the friendlier footing, which was mostly revolving around economic and energy

agendas (Arafat & Alnuaimy, 2011). This being said, during this time, Turkey
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remained firmly planted within the Western/NATO camp and thus no changes were
visible in its geostrategic and foreign policy orientation. After the dissolution of the
Soviet Union, ‘Treaty on Principles of Friendship and Cooperation between the
Republic of Turkey and the Russian Federation” was signed that would guide their
mutual relations well into 2000s. In the mid and late 1990s series of bilateral visits
was conducted, which were mainly centered on acknowledgments of their good
wills and admissions of their respective sovereignties in the light of Chechen and
Kurdish upheavals. In 1999, ‘Joint Declaration on Anti-Terrorism’ was promulgated
and grounds for new projects were prepared, such as now defunct Blue Stream.
Both countries’ foreign ministers, Ciller and Primakov, argued that despite their
differences Turkey and Russia should find a common ground for cooperation that

was mostly echoing their mutual economic interests (Markushin, 1997).

3.2 Turkish-Russian Relations in the JDP Era

This trend continued through 2000s under the newly elected JDP. Landmark of the
Russian-Turkish relations during the early 2000s was the construction of Blue
Stream gas line in 2005 and, at that time planned construction of Turkish Stream
project that was to replace defunct South Stream, which started in 2017 (Haddad,
2018). Year 2004 saw President of Russian Federation Putin visiting Turkey in the
first of its kind instances in order to agree and deepen cooperation on several key
sectors such as oil, nuclear power and gas (Oncel & Liapina, 2018). Following years
saw more high-level visits along with agreements and declaration similar to the
aforementioned ones including but not limited to visa liberalization, agriculture,
customs, etc (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, 2009; Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, 2011). During that period, economic
considerations were given priority over political ones due to the long-lasting
geopolitical disagreements between Russia and Turkey on several key areas such as

Caucasus, Central Asia and Balkans.

However, this does not mean that in the early 2000s Turkish-Russian relations were
without a problem. Two watershed political events marked Turkish-Russian

relations in this period. The first was Russian invasion of Georgia in 2008. Russia
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attacked Georgia in August 2008 in favor of South Ossetian and Akhbazian rebels.
This event marked a beginning of Russian unilateralism and watershed in
international affairs on a global scale (Blank, 2008). The second event, which
coincided with the year in which Erdogan assumed presidency, was Russian invasion
and subsequent annexation of Crimean peninsula. The whole process lasted from
February to March 2014. Russia used the instability in Ukraine caused by the
preceding Euromaidan protests organized in favor of closer ties with the EU rather
than Russian-led Euroasian Economic Union. This latter case is very pertinent for
Turkey. Turkey strived to develop good relations with Crimean Tatars, native
population of Crimea, since the times of the Ottoman Empire (Celik & Dirik, 2018).
Faced with Russian annexation of Crimea, Turkey was torn between its allegiance to
NATO and Crimean Tatars on one side and deepening economic/energy ties with
Russia on the other side (Aydin, 2014). These two interventions demonstrate
Russian desire to play more active and assertive international role (Karagiannis,

2014).

This being said, Turkey still imported massive amounts of Russian gas during Russian
invasion of Georgia as well as maintained close cooperation over the Turkish Stream
project during Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014 (Winrow, 2017). Erdogan
criticized Russian actions in both Georgia and Crimea on multiple occasions (Aliriza,
2008). Despite this, Turkey's official stance towards Russia remained unchanged.
For example, in 2008 during invasion of Georgia, Erdogan was pushing forward with
Caucasus Cooperation and Stability Pact that encompassed two beleaguered
countries plus Azerbaijan, Armenia and Turkey. This is one example of zero-
problems with neighbors policy but the fact that relations with Russia went on
unhindered is very telling. It is also important to note that Turkey was the only
NATO country which did not impose sanctions on Russia following the annexation of
Crimea. When it came to Turkish Stream it is important to note that there were
certain disagreements in its inception. Turkey briefly suspended the whole project
during its cradle stage. However, the reason behind this was disagreement over
prices rather than anything of political nature. Earlier this year, Turkey managed to

secure 10.25% discount on Russian gas (Yinanc, 2018). From this we can conclude
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that despite political disagreements Turkey's strategy and official government
stance towards Russia is very much dominated by economic and energy concerns as
well as by maintaining generally good relations as shown by an establish foreign

policy doctrine initiated by Davutoglu.

Russia, due to an assertive nature of its foreign policy as seen in the case of Crimea
and Eastern Ukraine, has managed to alienate the European Union. Moreover, it
has been shown in the case of Syria that the EU has neither the wish nor capabilities
to influence regional designs. The lack of resolve in dealing with security/terrorism
issues compounded with indecisive refugee policy further alienated Turkey, as well
as propelled Ankara to develop its own sort of assertiveness in international affairs,
which ultimately brought it closer to Russia (Piet & Simao, 2016). Moreover, it was
claimed that Russia due to its idiosyncratic political culture could never
accommodate itself to American-led unipolar world but would rather contest it
whilst insisting on multipolarity (Ambrosio, 2017). This translates into an assertive
foreign policy in Russia’s own region. Russia has insisted on multipolar world since
at least mid-1990s and has expressed this in several ways, from the idea of Slavic
Union to alliance with China, which also seeks to resist American unilateralism
(Ambrosio, 2007; Turner, 2009). Furthermore, Iran’s proximity to Russia is natural
considering Iran’s strenuous relations with the West. One example of Iran’s
proximity to Russia is its successful incorporation into the framework of Russia and
China dominated Shangai Cooperation Organization (Suresh & Ramesh, 2015).
Moreover, after 2012 especially, Russia and Iran attempted to bring their policies
closer together and initiate era of closer bilateral relations (Kozhanov, 2016). While
USA sees Iran as one of the main culprits for Middle Eastern instabilities from Syria
to Yemen guided by religious zeal, Iran’s foreign policy is very much based on
national pragmatism in line with the likes of Putin’s and Xijinping’s thinking (Nasr,
2018). From all this it can be seen that alliance between Russia, China and Iran is
built upon necessity in order to counter Western influences in the pursuit of their
respective foreign policies. Turkey seems to fit this mold provided that the United
States and West in general cannot satisfy its security and foreign policy

prerogatives. Russia’s position towards Turkey could also be better understood in
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the light of Foreign Policy Concept of Russian Federation adopted in 2000. This
foreign policy stance further reinforced during Putin’s presidency advocates the
concept of Eurasianism by improving relations with countries like Turkey, China, and

Iran (Hajiyeva, 2018).

During the early period of Erdogan's presidency assumed in August 2014 relations
with Russia were not seriously obstructed in any way. It seemed as both countries
decided to postpone prevalent (geo)political issues to a later date and focus instead
on economic and energy cooperation. Turkey, Russia and Iran were mainly focusing
on economic/energy ties and keeping other sectors on a tactical rather than
strategic level (Flanagan, 2012). Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs considers
dependency on energy imports as one of its main energy concerns since Turkey can
supply only 26% of its total energy demand (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Republic of Turkey, 2018). Moreover, it has been officially admitted that economy,
trade, and energy constitute main driving factors between Russian-Turkish relations
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, 2018). Even during the
downturn in relations from 2015 to mid-2016 natural gas, Russian staple export,
continued to flow unhindered (Bechev, 2018). From this point, Turkish consumption
of Russian natural gas only increased hitting a record level in 2017 numbering 53.5
billion cubic meters (Tiryakioglu, 2018). Total trade volume between the two
countries has been $23.9 billion in 2015 (Simsek, Simsek & Zhanaltay, 2017). In
2017, Turkish Exporters’ Assembly marked a 52.5% increase of exports within the

span of eight months (Mulhem, 2018).

Shortly after Erdogan became president in 2014, Putin visited his Turkish
counterpart in December of the same year. Putin used the opportunity of the
official state visit to declare the beginning of the new gas pipeline known as
“Turkish Stream”. In the same year, Russia scrapped the South Stream project,
which was supposed to go through the countries of the EU. Russia found itself
targeted and heavily sanctioned by the European Union and the United States
earlier that year when it invaded and ultimately annexed Crimea. It is important to

note that despite the harsh rhetoric Turkey never joined the West and NATO
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countries in imposing sanctions on Russia following the 2014 Crimean crisis. By
using the Turkish Stream, Russia sent a clear message to the West (Bechev, 2015).
Perhaps, the project ultimately precipitated closer political as well as strategic ties
between Turkey and Russia in the post-2016 context due to their precarious
positions relative to the West. At the very least, both countries wanted to show the

existence of alternatives.

Besides Turkish Stream, another important energy project was the construction of
Akkuyu nuclear power plant. According to Turkish foreign ministry nuclear power is
another one of the main objectives of Turkish state when it comes to energy.
Akkuyu is being constructed by the Russian subsidiary company and its official
inauguration happened in April 2015 (Daily Sabah, 2015). In the November of the
same year Russia started its bombing excursions into Syria and one of its targets
was Turkey-backed rebels, primarily of Turkmen ethnic group. However, neither the
Turkish Stream nor Akkuyu power plant suffered any disruptions in the
construction. Shortly after Turkey shot down Russian jet over its own territory
Russia halted Akkuyu construction but, nevertheless, ROSATOM did not terminate
the contract (Coskun, 2015). Turkey looked to diversify contractors but did not get
any offers and thus remained reliant on Russia. In 2015 Turkey attracted $11,77
billion in FDI, 6.34% from Russia only, majority of funds being imparted precisely to
Akkuyu project (Simsek, Simsek & Zhanaltay, 2017). Lack of firm stance by Russia in
the case of Akkuyu shows that both countries are dependent on their existing

energy relations and investment portfolios.

The first major event that marked Erdogan’s presidency and put Turkey under the
international spotlight was the siege of predominantly Kurdish city of Kobane in
Northern Syria by the Islamic State in the September of 2014. The Kobane case was
the important test for the US-Turkish relations since it clearly established their
different designs over Syria. Turkey’s refusal to aid Kurdish militias in the besieged
border town cemented their priorities; fighting the ISIS was secondary to stopping
the Kurdish gains in Syria, Kurdish defense organizations being viewed as terrorist

by Turkish authorities (Goren, 2018). Arguably, this could have been considered as a
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sign for Turkey to look for different political alliances more sympathetic to its aims.
This event moved Turkey away from the Western political alignment that saw Kurds
as an important ally in fighting Syrian regime and the Islamic State. Thus, if we take
into consideration opposing strategic interests in the Middle East between the USA
and the EU on one side and Turkey on the other we can understand this

realignment towards Russia better.

Despite their economic and energy cooperation and an existing potential for
strategic cooperation as mentioned above, Turkey and Russia still had many
diverging political objectives. Syria was no exception to this. In the case of Arab
Spring and Syrian conflict in particular Turkey was still very much committed to the
Western political agenda and the removal of Assad from power. However, it went
about doing this in a very different way from the West. It supported various Sunni
jihadist groups and factions (Ozkan, 2015). West found its partner on the ground in
Kurds and their self-defense organizations that Turkey deemed as terrorist. Russia
on the other hand exposed skepticism and dismay towards Western
interventionism directed towards changing regimes in the third world countries at
first diplomatically and ultimately militarily, too (Charap, 2013). Moreover, Russia
and Syria had cordial relations that goes back to the period of the Soviet Union and
Cold War. Besides the strong geopolitical interest in Syria, it can be argued that
Russia was concerned about the potential spillover of radical Islamist elements and
hence radicalization of its predominantly Muslim Caucasus region (Allison, 2013). In
addition, contrary to Turkey, Russia never declared PKK as a terrorist organization
and it continued to perceive Kurds as an important ally in Syrian conflict against ISIS
unlike jihadist groups that Turkey supported. Russia in turn considered these as
terrorist factions rather than PYD/YPG. The fact that Russia allowed YPG to open

diplomatic office in Moscow in 2016 is very telling (RT, 2016).

From this, we can see that with growing assertiveness in Russia foreign policy,
Turkey found itself in a precarious position. Despite this, Turkey’s official position
towards Russia continued in a constant fashion. This can be due to major economic

ties they have, which neither of the two countries wanted to jeopardize. Another
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possible explanation that can supplement preceding economic one is Turkey’s “zero
problem with neighbors” policy (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Turkey). Coined by at the time Foreign Minister Davutoglu, zero problems with
neighbors envisions balance between Turkey’s strategic alliances and its neighbors
(Davutoglu, 2010). In other words, this policy proposes harmony in dealing with
different regional actors instead of conflict-based approach to the regional problem
solving. Due to this, Turkey tried to engage holistically all parties to conflict and lead

a policy of reconciliation between them rather than taking sides.

3.3 Changes in Foreign Policies? From Economic to Political Spheres

Jet incident from November 2015 signifies shift of focus in the Turkey-Russian
relations from the economic to political sphere (see Figure 3.1.). Crisis over the
downed Russian jet came as a culmination of pre-existing disagreements over the
Syrian issue between these two countries. In September of the same year Russia
decided to militarily engage and support Assad’s regime which further alienated it
from Turkey. It could be that before this incident Turkey and Russia were focusing
exclusively on economic issues rather than finding a structural solution to their
political impasses (Ozertem, 2017). Immediately after, crisis in the relations
happened. Russia imposed economic sanctions and discontinued, but not
terminate, energy projects like Akkuyu power plant. One day after the incident
Russia continued with its bombing campaigns against the Turkmen rebels in favor of
Kurdish forces as well as deploying S-400 rocket system in its air base near Latakia,
Syria (Bertrand, 2015). In February 2016 Democratic Union Party, a known affiliate
of Kurdish terrorist group PKK, was allowed by Russian authorities to open a
diplomatic mission in Moscow (Daily Sabah, 2016). From this we can see that Russia
completely changed its strategic policies towards Turkey while putting economic
ties in jeopardy. Economic relations were discontinued while some facets
completely went under. Trade volume contracted from $23.9 billion in 2015 to 16.8
billion in 2016 (Bechev, 2018). In political arena, Russia actively supported Turkish
enemies and prevented Turkey from using Syrian airspace. Turkey became unable
to change realities on the ground and could only react to moves made by ISIS and

YPG/PKK from its own territory (ground or air). In this climate, ISIS began firing
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missiles into Turkey and jeopardizing its border while YPG/PYD gained considerable
grounds in Northern Syria which Turkey saw as an additional security threat (ibid;
Kasapoglu & Ulgen, 2016). Furthermore, economic sanctions against Turkey hit hard
as well considering Russia’s position as one of Turkey’s biggest trade and energy

partners. (Mankoff, 2016).

Russia shifted its anti-Turkish policy only after Erdogan issued an official apology in
June 2016 (see Figure 3.1.). Relations further improved after Erdogan visited Putin
in August, and Putin came in a return visit to Turkey in October. Turkey needed
Russia due to key economic, political, and security concerns. Russia removed
sanctions on most of agricultural products, fruits and vegetables (excluding
tomatoes) as well as allowed unfettered movement of people, goods and services
(Bechev, 2018). In the strategic sphere, Turkey’s security concerns required it to
counter ISIS and PYD/PKK threats over the Syrian borders. This could have only been
done with Russia’s help. Security concerns can be seen as another reason beside the
economic one behind Turkey’s decision not to change its official policy towards
Russia in the wake of the jet crisis (Taylor, 2017). Furthermore, American military
cooperation with Kurds, that intensified after the 2014 siege of Kobane, propelled
Turkey to look for the security guarantees elsewhere (Cunningham, 2015; Stephens
& Stein, 2015). In this vein, it has been stated that both Turkey and Russia suffered
from global isolation primarily emanating from the West and due to that fact they
needed to return their relations to previous levels of cooperation (Ataman, 2016).
This would certainly explain Turkish passivity and lack of firm response after the
crisis as well as welcoming Russian acceptance of the apology and Turkey’s

extended hand.

Shortly after Erdogan’s apology in June, Turkey-led operation Euphrates Shield
began in Syria (see Figure 3.1). Turkey invaded Northern Syria and initiated the
removal of ISIS, Kurdish and Syrian government-backed forces. This action was
planned for the earlier period in that year however its execution was deemed
impossible due to the lack of Russian aid and access to the airspace (Razzak, 2016).

Turkish sources admitted this; aide to president Erdogan linur Cevik stated that the
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operations Euphrates Shield and Olive Branch (which will take place later) would be
impossible without Russian help and their opening of the Syrian airspace (Sputnik
International, 2018). Furthermore, Turkey consulted with Russians prior to
launching the operation, which meant that Russian approval was necessary (Akturk,
2017). Parallel to this, official Astana talks began in January 2017 sponsored by
Turkey, Iran and Russia in order to bring about an end to Syrian conflict by providing

waring Syrian factions with an international platform.

Russian acquiescence remained important even after the operation Euphrates
Shield was concluded in 2017. Turkey needed guarantees that Syrian government
forces would not overtake the Idlib region. That guarantee is something only Russia
could provide due to their influence over Assad and his decision-making capabilities
(Issaev, 2018). Moreover, airspace over that region was still dominated by Russia.
Throughout 2017 many high-level meetings were held between Russia and Turkey.
Particularly important were the ones held between Russia’s defense minister Shoigu
and Turkey’s security establishment (TRT World, 2017; Guldogan, 2017). In
retrospect, we can conclude that these meetings served to pave the way for

another Turkish operation that began in January 2018 entitled “Olive Branch”.

Unlike Euphrates Shield, operation Olive Branch was solely concerned with the
removal of Kurdish PYD/PKK units from Northern Syrian canton of Afrin. Turkey
viewed Afrin as an important strategic point that could, if left in Kurdish possession,
potentially connect Kurdish territories in Northern Syria to Mediterranean. Erdogan
proclaimed successful completion of the operation on 18th of March during the
103rd Gallipoli victory commemoration (Hurriyet, 2018). Kurds perceived Russian
allowance of Afrin occupation as betrayal as obvious from the statement of senior
YPG commander Sipan Hemo: “We had certain arrangements with Russia. But
Russia suddenly disregarded these agreements and betrayed us. They have clearly
sold us out” (MacDonald, 2018). It appears that for Russia Kurds were temporary
and disposable ally. Shortly after Turkey declared success in Afrin, Russian foreign
minister Lavrov stated in April that he expects Turkey eventually to return Afrin to

Syrian government forces arguing that deal Russia had with Turkey did not imply
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occupation (Hurriyet Daily News, 2018). This of course provoked strong reactions
from the Turkish side. Day after Lavrov’s statement on April 10" Erdogan criticized
Russia’s position and said that Turkey will hand over Afrin to people of Afrin when
the time comes (Hurriyet Daily News, 2018). However, it needs to be said that
Turkey’s bargaining power in this particular circumstance is very limited. Due to
previous disagreements with the United States Turkey acted unilaterally in Afrin
which means it cannot count on NATO’s support. The United States forbade Turkey
from advancing into neighboring town of Manbij while simultaneously increasing
the number of troops there in order to protect Kurdish forces stationed there
(Hussein & Omar, 2018). In June Turkey and US agreed on the road map that would
allow YPG forces to withdraw from Manbij (U.S. Department of State, 2018; Gall,
2018). However, American position on Turkey’s actions in Syria against Kurds is very
clear. In such a context, Turkey is faced with a regionally predominant Russia that
has no reservations about wanting to see Afrin returned to government hands.
What will Turkey do and what will be the ultimate faith of Afrin remains to be seen.

Furthermore, going back to 2016 Turko-Russian rapprochement, there is high
possibility that Turkey’s domestic events had a part to play in this thaw in relations.
In 2016 Turkey suffered an unsuccessful coup attempt that aimed to topple Erdogan
and JDP’s democratically elected government. After the coup attempt, Russia
immediately expressed support for Turkey’s legitimate government (Hurriyet Daily
News, 2016). Moreover, there is another development that potentially explains why
Turkey did not change its official policy towards Russia after the jet event. It has
been claimed by Turkish side, primarily by Deputy Prime Minister Mehmet Simsek,
that FETO elements within Turkey’s military were responsible for downing of the
jet; FETO being the terrorist organization responsible for the failed coup attempt
(Paksoy, 2016). It is also argued by some that this was the move of Turkish state in
the attempt to save face domestically after the issued apology and general lack of
changes in foreign policy after Russian reactionary activities. Another fact that backs
Turkey’s desire to maintain good relations with Russia and already existing course of
official foreign policy is statement given by Turkish military immediately after the
incident, which claims that air force did not know that plane in question was

Russian (The Times of Israel, 2015). Such rationalization by Turkish authorities
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found place again later in the year when Russian ambassador to Turkey, Andrei
Karlov, was gunned down in Ankara during an art exhibition. Public prosecutor in
Ankara opened a case against FETO, echoing sentiments of Turkish government
(Budak & Acil, 2018). What is interesting about this unfortunate event is that it did
not affect Turkish-Russian rapproachement or general relations in any way. Even
Putin stated that the attack was a provocation directed at undermining Turkish-

Russian relations (Walker, Shaheen, Chulov & Wintour, 2016).

It is also important to note that constitutional referendum was set for early 2017. In
it, Erdogan was supposed to change the constitution in order to increase powers of
the president-position he was bound to retain in 2018 presidential elections. In
terms of foreign policy, Erdogan had nothing to show except for increased cross-
border missile strikes and terrorist attacks. All these factors together pushed

Turkey to swallow a bitter pill and apologize to Russia.

From what has been said so far it is clear that Turkey at no point since 2014 desired
to change its official government policy towards Russia that was based on economic
cooperation and good diplomatic relations. It is also visible that Turkey did
everything to restore relations to their previously amicable levels after the severe
diplomatic rift in November 2015. Rather, where we can perceive shifts in Turkey’s
post-2016 foreign policy towards Russia is in the case of Syria. One month before
Erdogan issued an apology, his long term political ally and at the time incumbent
Prime Minister Ahmet Davutoglu resigned from his position. Up until that point his
Neo-Ottoman foreign policy was the guiding principle of Turkey in its adjacent
regions; however with changes described above, that outlook has hit the brick wall
and those principles became untenable (Yesilada, 2016). Furthermore, Davutoglu
stated that no Turkish President or Prime Minister will apologize (BBC, 2015).
Davutoglu’s resignation could be explained by larger rift in the Turkish state over
key issues such as greater need for security-oriented policies that the US and NATO
allies could not provide as well as by Erodgan’s desire to turn Turkey’s
parliamentary system into presidential one. After the apology, Turkey’s Foreign

Minister Mevlut Cavusoglu stated that there may be some shifts in Turkey’s foreign
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policy towards Syria and expressed wishes for closer cooperation with Russia (Radio
Free Europe, 2016). This has been interpreted as a change in Turkey’s priorities in
Syria. Removal of Assad officially became of secondary importance in favor of
countering Kurdish claims in Northern Syria. In line with this, certain shifts in
Russian Syrian foreign policy are also perceivable. Russia started cooperating more
closely with Turkey in strategic/military aspects allowing it use of airspace over
Northern Syria which enabled both “Euphrates Shield” and “Olive Branch”
operations conducted by Turkish Armed Forces. This meant sacrificing its on and off
ally, Kurds, in favor of bigger strategic aims provided by Turkey (Eurasia Review,
2018). At this point Russia and Turkey officially became security partners

attempting to converge their respective designs.

3.4 Turkey and Russia: Deepening Cooperation

Another possible change of Turkish foreign policy towards Russia could be in greater
military cooperation. After their June 2016 rapprochement, there were rumors that
Turkey is planning to buy Russian state of the art surface-to-air missile system S-
400. In September 2017, Erdogan stated that Turkey has already made a deposit to
Russia for the missile system and in November Turkish Minister of Defense has
issued a firm timeline regarding the arrival of the system to Turkey (Gall & Higgins,
2017; Haaretz, 2017). In the light of this, Russian ambassador Yerkhov has stated
that Russia is ready to further military-technical cooperation with Turkey (Tass,
2018). This type of military cooperation shows Turkey steering away from NATO and
its already established security precepts. This policy shift can be explained as
Turkey’s disillusionment with the West and its NATO allies due to their meek
responses to terrorist and border issues that has been plaguing Turkey.
Furthermore, Turkish officials have stated on numerous occasions that NATO
members are not interested in sharing sensitive military technologies or investing
into Turkish defense industries (Aghayev & Aktas, 2017). This resonates well with
the already mentioned claim that Turkey along with Russia is feeling isolated by the
West. Regardless, Turkey encountered on a barrage of criticism by the US and its
NATO allies following the decision to procure Russian weapons system. NATO

criticisms were mostly of technical nature, expressing fears that foreign missile
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system will jeopardize coherence of alliance-wide integrated air-defense
mechanism (Mehta, 2017; Erkus, 2018). However, American side has stated that
Turkey’s purchase of Russian defense system will seriously damage bilateral
relations with the US and hence, Turkey will be liable to sanctions as defined in
Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions Act (CAATSA) (Tass, 2018).
Russia is supposed to deliver two S-400s in 2019; whether Turkey will actually go
through with the transaction despite Erdogan’s claims that deposit has already been

paid, remains to be seen.

Another general shift in Turkey’s foreign policy can be witnessed in the case of
Astana Peace Talks (see Figure 3.1.). Astana Talks are latest among many attempts
to bring peace into war-shattered Syria. However, what differentiates this process
from others is that it is not conducted under the UN auspice but rather project is
sponsored by Russia, Turkey and Iran. While previous talks have been conducted in
Geneva under the US predominance, Astana talks are being held in Kazakhstan
without the US participation. Turkey and Russia along with Iran continue to
cooperate on presenting Syrian factions with platform for peace talks as well as
lobbying to allow unfettered aid to war-stricken areas of Damascus and Idlib. So far,
there have been nine rounds of talk in Astana, ninth being held on May 14th 2018
as well as Sochi conferences held within the framework of Astana talks. The ninth
round called for Syria summit that was held in Ankara on April 4th. This was a
trilateral summit between Erdogan, Putin and Rouhani in order to reach a lasting
solution for Syrian war. According to column written by Presidential spokesperson
Ibrahim Kalin main priority for Turkey remains removal of terrorist organizations,
namely PYD, while for Russia and Iran the main goal is preservation of Syrian
integrity and sovereignty (Kalin, 2018). Astana talks institutionalize Turkish-Russian
alignment in the case of Syria. This is another clear indication of Turkey aligning it

foreign policy to accommodate its new-found ally, Russia.

From these examples, it is obvious that Turkey, rather than changing its already
existing foreign policy towards Russia and going in an opposite direction,

supplemented it by deeper cooperation in political and strategic spheres. Despite
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some turbulence in the relations during the second year of Erdogan’s presidency,
Turkey held a steady foreign policy course towards Russia, which ultimately led to
improvement in relations in June 2016. From this point, Turkish-Russian bilateralism
diversified to include political, strategic and military cooperation, thus
supplementing already existing economic and energy ties. This diversification was a
natural progression rather than a change of already chartered foreign policy. It is
true that this policy could have been influenced and/or reinforced by
internal/external events such as failed coup attempt, Turkey’s disagreements with
the United States over Syria, feeling of insecurity, and general alienation of Turkey
by its Western allies. Thus, it can be argued that all these events pushed Turkey into
closer cooperation with Russia that was the only regional country who’s strategic
and security goals could correspond to Turkish ones. Where we perceive actual shift
in Turkish foreign policy is in its stance towards the US and West in general. The
cracks in relations with the US have been visible since 2014 and siege of Kobane,
only to get worse in the following years. Turkey’s allegation that US helped Gulen in
conducting the coup attempt, arrest of American pastor Brunson in Turkey, and US-
imposed economic sanctions are some of the key events that rocked Turkish-
American bilateral relations. Moreover, neither the US nor NATO has taken kindly to
closer strategic and military cooperation between Turkey and Russia. This has been
seen in Western reactions to Astana talks, Turkey’s purchase of S-400s and creation
of demilitarization zones that would save Sunni/jihadi rebels backed by Turkey from

the Syrian forces.

It is still too early to say whether this reorientation in foreign policy will last and
whether it will mean complete change in Turkey’s century old Grand Strategy.
Difficulty is increased when we consider that recent months have seen warm-up of
Turkish-American relations. Turkey released the American pastor and in turn
America lifted some of its sanctions against Turkey. Moreover, Turkey’s cooperation
with the US over the murder of Saudi journalist Khashoggi can indicate further
improvement in relations. Regardless, Turkey’s foreign policy towards Russia has
followed consistently during Erdogan’s presidency without any perceptible changes.

Whether Turkey’s relations with the US are strong enough to overcome this shift
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and whether Turkey’s foreign policy towards Russia will continue to be amicable
remains to be seen. Following chapter will analyze Erdogan’s speeches pertaining to
Russia, which will then be contrasted to the actual Turkish foreign policy in order to

show divergences (if any) between the two.
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Figure 3.1. Timeline of key events in Turkish-Russian relations (2014-2018)
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CHAPTER IV
INCONGRUENCE BETWEEN RHETORIC AND POLICY? ERDOGAN'S SPEECHES
ANALYZED

As stated previously, method through which | will explore my hypothesis will be
content analysis. The claim that President Erdogan’s rhetoric did not match Turkey’s
actual foreign policy on the ground can be best analyzed by examining his
speeches/statements and comparing them to the foreign policy actions, or their
lack thereof. | have talked about Turkey’s foreign policy towards Russia (2014-2018
period) in two preceding chapters. In this chapter, | will explain the way | went
about gathering and coding the data. Then as | go along, | will analyze Erdogan’s
speeches and explain the context behind positive or negative instances in reference

to Russia.

In total, | analyzed 446 speeches for this study. All of them were collected from the
Presidency of the Republic of Turkey website and were made in the period since
Erdogan assumed presidency in the August of 2014 until the moment of writing.
Out of these speeches, 110 had a direct reference to Russia. Once these speeches
were pinpointed the next step was the coding of relevant data points. First, the time
period in which the speech was made was considered and the relevant information
divided in year, month and day columns. Second, | observed the general tone of
references pertaining to Russia. | divided it into positive, neutral and negative
columns. And finally, in coding the data, | also took into consideration the type of
venue or audience in front of which speeches were being uttered. The audience
type can give a good insight into the possible agenda setting and strategic use of
rhetoric. In line with this, | believe that venues with a domestic audience will have
more instances of Russia mentions. Hence, audience was organized in domestic and
international columns respectively. It is important to note here that international
column refers to either fully international audience (such as the G20 meetings) or to
venues where domestic and international audiences were mixed (meeting of

ambassadors to Turkey in Ankara/lIstanbul). | have decided to put them under the

36



“international” column due to the relative difficulty in distinguishing these types of
venues with complete certainty. From this, it follows that the special importance
should be given to the context. Some of the utterances about Russia were made in a
venue/situation that had a vastly different subject matter. One example of this is
Erdogan referencing Russia during Doctor’s Day. Invoking Russia in an irrelevant
context is a good indicator of a strategic utilization of rhetoric. Moreover, not only is
the context of the venue important but the context of the speech itself. Therefore,
before coding the reference the entire speech needed to be read and understood

so that particular mention of Russia could find its place in a greater literary unit.

In searching for these speeches, | utilized certain key words that would indicate a
direct reference to Russia. These consisted out of the following: Rusya, Rus, Putin,
Lavrov, Moskova, and Kremlin. If a speech contained one or more of these
keywords, | considered it an example of Erdogan’s rhetoric towards Russia. As |
already stated, the tone of these references was an important indicator of the type
of rhetoric utilized. Even though tone of the reference itself is an important
determinant, it is not the only one and focusing on it exclusively can give
reductionist results. Therefore, before classifying the reference, the entire speech
was surveyed in which the reference was found. This was done in favor of grasping
the broader context that would help in better defining and classifying the relevant
comment. Therefore, | considered a comment as “positive” if there was a direct
praise of Russia, its statesmen/government, or people, by utilizing a variety of
epithets such as “dost” (friend/friendly) and “gtivenli” (trusted). Furthermore, if
there are instances where Russian foreign policy or particular Russian action is
strongly regarded/appreciated without the use of any attributes | have considered it
positive as well. In such cases, context of the whole speech was taken into
consideration. One example of this is Erdogan’s 2016 speech in front of NATO
assembly where he praised at the time rapprochement with Russia:

“After the events of November 24™ initiated normalization of our relations with
Russia has taken speed.” (Rusya’yla iliskilerimizde 24 Kasim hadisesi sonrasinda

baslatilan normallesme siirecinde énemli bir ivme yakaladik).
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What adds to the positive tone of this statement is the broader context in which it
was said, namely the praise of the Turkish-Russian cooperation in Syria as well as in
the fight against terrorism. More direct example of a positive tone could be

Erdogan’s reference in his 2018 speech directed to his party’s general assembly:

We see both Russia and Ukraine as our close friends and with both of
them, by carrying the deep unity we have built into the future, we want
to see as soon as possible Black Sea region brought into the state of
piece. (Hem Rusya’yl, hem de Ukrayna’yi yakin dostu olarak goren, her
ikisiyle de kurdugu derin isbirligini gelecege tasima gayretinde bir Ulke
olarak Karadeniz’in bir an 6nce baris denizi haline gelmesini istiyoruz).

“Neutral” tone was determined to be reference where no attributes were used, but
was simply a neutral statement of facts, be it of historical, economic or political
character. In neutral type, Turkish-Russian cooperation can be emphasized however
it should be devoid of the use of any praiseworthy words pertaining directly to
Russia. Similarly, context should be neutral as well without in-depth praises or
reproaches directed towards Russia through the length of the entire speech.
Example is Erdogan’s reference to Russia in his 2015 speech made for Turkey-

Slovakia business forum:

In this environment, we see important pipeline projects that transport
energy supplies to either Turkey or to Europe via our country from the
rich sources like Caspian Basin, Middle East and Russia... (Bu cercevede,
Hazar Havzasl, Ortadogu, Rusya gibi zengin kaynaklardan hem Tirkiye’ye,
hem de Ulkemiz lzerinden Avrupa’ya enerji tedarikine yonelik boru hatti
projeleri tizerine 6nemli duruyoruz).

On the other hand, reference that condoned Russia, its government and foreign
policy, or that painted Turkish-Russian relations in a negative light was considered

as “negative”. Example of this is the 2015 speech made in the Justice Academy:

If you look at it now there are 350 thousand people being killed in Syria
and 7 million who left their homes. This business is what ties two
countries. Which ones? China and Russia. (Su anda bakiniz Suriye’de 350
bin insan oldirdlmis vaziyette. 7 milyon insan evinden barkindan, her
seyinden uzak vaziyette. Fakat iki Glke bagliyor isi. Neresi? Cin ve Rusya).
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4.1 Summary Findings

In 2014, 39 speeches were made in total, three of which mention Russia.
Considering the relatively small number of speeches and the fact Russia partakes
only 7.69% in total number can be explained by the fact that Erdogan assumed
presidency in August, which is considerably late in the year. All three of the 2014
speeches referred to Russia in a neutral manner. Years 2015 and 2016 saw an
increase in both number of total speeches and those that directly mention Russia.
This can be attributed to the diplomatic crisis that followed 2015 downing of
Russian jet by Turkish Armed Forces and the subsequent mending of this rift in
2016. In 2015, there were a total of 153 speeches, 29 of which mentioned Russia.
Out of these, 16 were neutral and 13 were negative. Similarly, in 2016, out of 108
speeches, Russia was mentioned in 29 of them. Fifteen were neutral, 12 negative
and 2 positive. Although making less number of speeches in 2016, Erdogan
emphasized Russia more than 2015, thus making an almost 8% increase in

mentions.

In 2017, total number of speeches plummeted to 43 but frequency in Russia
mentions was similar to the previous year, taking 25.58% of total number of
speeches while in 2016 it was 26.85%. All 11 speeches that mentioned Russia in
2017 were neutral. In 2018, there were 103 speeches published on the website and
out of these, 38 mentioned Russia. This year is notable because it has the highest
number of speeches referring to Russia relative to the total number since Erdogan
assumed presidency in 2014. In 2018, Russia references partake 36.89% of the total
number of speeches for that year. 27 of the 38 references were neutral while 11

were of positive character.
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Table 4.1. Erdogan’s speeches mentioning Russia

Total number | Speeches Percentage of
of speeches mentioning speeches
Russia mentioning
Russia

2014 39 3 7.69%

2015 153 29 18.95%

2016 108 29 26.85%

2017 43 11 25.58%

2018 103 38 36.89%

Table 4.2. Tone of Erdogan’s speeches pertaining to Russia

Speeches on Positive Neutral Negative
Russia % of speeches | % of speeches | % of speeches
mentioning mentioning mentioning
Russia Russia Russia
2014 3 0% 100% 0%
2015 29 0% 55.17% 44.83%
2016 29 6.9% 51.72% 41.38%
2017 11 0% 100% 0%
2018 38 28.95% 71.05% 0%

| have shown in the previous chapters that during the period of Erdogan’s
presidency (2014-present) Turkey’s foreign policy towards Russia remained
relatively unchanged. However, according to the data collected, the same cannot be
said about Erdogan’s rhetoric directed towards Russia. Rhetoric itself is very volatile
and it ranges from defamations to praises, depending on the time period as well as

on the context of both speech itself and particular reference.

In Erdogan’s mentions of Russia, it is important to perceive whether Russia was an
object of the particular reference, or whether it was used as a neutral term, by the
way of which Erdogan could talk about other matters. The example of the latter

would be Erdogan’s rhetorical use of Russia, the US, Mexico and other countries
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that have presidential systems as an examples that would support his political claim
on the presidential system in Turkey proper: “Now in America, | don’t know, Latin
America, Russia, Europe, etcetera, their types of systems are not an absolute must.”
(Su anda Amerika’daki, ne bileyim Latin Amerika’daki, Rusya, Avrupa vesaire

buralardaki sistemler olmazsa olmaz degil).

However, in majority of his speeches Russia was a direct object of reference. This
means that the weight and the focus of the statement rested exclusively upon
Russia and not on other countries, international entities, organizations, matters or
points that he tried to make. In such cases, Russia was not used as a tool that would
help in illustrating a point, such as the example above about the presidential system

shows.

As discussed above, Erdogan used Russia in a neutral manner to discuss other
things, usually of domestic political importance in a neutral or positive way.
However, this rhetorical use of Russia should be differentiated from his utilization of
Russia as a vehicle through which he approached negatively and criticized different
matters. In eight speeches Erdogan used Russia in various ways to reproach other
countries. In 2014 there was one, in 2016 three and in 2018 there were four
instances of this. In 2014 there was much discussion about planned energy
cooperation through newly envisioned Turkish Stream project. In regards to this,
Erdogan called out those who are allegedly against his country’s national will. The
case of 2016 is particular since it follows in the wake of November 2015 jet crisis in
which Turkey shot down the Russian fighter plane. This event worsened relations
substantially and Erdogan was noted criticizing Russia and its various foreign policy
activities. However, in his speeches, Erdogan also criticized Western countries and
international community for the lack of steps undertaken to prevent Russia and
Russian-backed Syrian government from committing atrocities in Syria. Finally, in his
2018 speeches Erdogan reflected on those countries that did not support Turkish-
Russian energy and defense cooperation; Turkish purchase of S-400 rocket system

being the main problem of the day.
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4.2. 2014 Data

All of Erdogan’s 2014 statements regarding Russia were uttered in the light of the
announced Turkish Stream project. Energy/economic cooperation and common
interest between the two countries was emphasized. The references themselves
were of neutral character tilting towards the positive side. Interesting thing to note
about the speeches that the Presidency wanted to communicate on its official site
for year 2014 is the fact that there were no mentions of Crimea and its invasion by
Russian forces earlier that year. Regarding the cooperation with Russia Erdogan
stated the following: “Like with other countries, with Russia too we strive to
continue our cooperation in this area on the principle of win-win and mutual
benefit.” (Diger Ulkelerle oldugu gibi, Rusya ile de bu alandaki isbirligimizi karsilikli
fayda temelinde, kazan-kazan esasina dayali olmak suretiyle devam ettirmek

arzusundayiz).

This reference was made in front of an international audience. However, in another
example directed towards the domestic audience from December of the same year,
Erdogan used an example of cooperation with Russia to reproach European states

for their apparent interference in Turkey’s domestic politics:

They became very uncomfortable with esteemed Putin’s visit to our
country, the deals we made and with the putting of our signatures. |
apologize, but our will is not under anybody’s mortgage. This will is
national will. (Sayin Putin’in Ulkemizi ziyaret etmesinden, burada
anlasmalar yapmamizdan da, imzalari atmamizdan da c¢ok rahatsiz
oldular. Kusura bakmayin da bizim irademiz birilerinin ipotegi altinda
degil. Bu irade, milli iradedir).

What is important here is Erdogan’s utilization of Russia to talk about third parties
in a domestic venue which illustrates strategic utilization of Turkey’s relations with
Russia in communicating other concerns.

Since all of the statements mentioned in 2014 were of neutral character they do not
have a particular relevance for my research. However, the fact that Erdogan chose

not to talk about certain issues Turkey as a state had with Russia, such as the
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invasion of Crimea, is very telling of the importance Russia as a country and an

economic partner held for Turkey.

Positive / Neutral / Negative mentions about Russia in Erdogan's speeches
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&
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Figure 4.1. Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in Erdogan’s speeches

4.3. 2015 Data

The year 2015 was specific in few regards. For the first time since Erdogan assumed
presidency in August of 2014 we see a reversal in his position regarding Russia.
Negative statements regarding Russia started in February of 2015. Although they
referred to the political rather than the economic sphere, the latter could have
influenced the speeches, nevertheless. In the beginning of the 2015, Turkey and
Russia came to an impasse regarding the gas prices that were tied to the
construction of the Turkish Stream (Holodny, 2015). This was the first real snag in
Turkish-Russian relations following Erdogan’s presidency. Moreover, as discussed in
the previous chapter, increasingly diverging views regarding the Syrian war also put

Erdogan and Putin at odds in the beginning of the year, which can explain negative
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nature of the references. For instance, February statement criticized Russia’s
position in Syrian war and its support for Assad. In his speech in the Justice

Academy, Erdogan stated the following:

If you look at it now, there are 350 thousand people killed in Syria. Seven
million people left their homes, being far away from everything. This is
due to two countries. China and Russia. Despite our numerous talks,
there is no solution. Where is the justice? (Su anda bakiniz Suriye’de 350
bin insan oldirilmus vaziyette. 7 milyon insan evinden barkindan, her
seyinden uzak vaziyette. Fakat iki Glke bagliyor isi. Neresi? Cin ve Rusya.
Defaatle konusmamiza ragmen is ¢oziilemiyor. Nerede adalet?).

Other February statement criticized Russia’s and other countries’ silence over the
death penalties against Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood members: “In the same
manner, Russia step up and say something. How is that 183 innocent people who
stood up against the coup are being executed.” (Ayni sekilde Rusya, ¢ikin bir seyler
soyleyin. Nasil oluyor da hicbir sucu olmayan bu insanlar darbeye karsi ciktiklari icin

183 kisi idam ediliyor).

In his April speech in MUSIAD general assembly, trying to discredit Russia for

supporting the Armenian claims of genocide, Erdogan said:

Due to actions that Russia did on its own soil from 1917, 10 million
people lost their lives. Recently, this tradition is very clearly happening in
Caucasus and Ukraine, in Donetsk, Luhanks and in Crimea as well.
(Rusya’nin  1917’den beri kendi topraklari icinde gerceklestirdigi
uygulamalar sebebiyle hayatini kaybeden 10 milyonu askin insan var. Son
olarak Kafkasya’da ve Ukrayna’da yasanan hadiseler tim ciplakligiyla ve
tazeligiyle ortada, Donetsk’te olanlar ortada, Luhansk’ta olanlar ortada,
hatta hatta Kirrm’da olanlar ortada).

In these examples, it is again important to note the character of the audience the
speeches were directed to. Audience was completely domestic, ranging from the
education sector to business/civil society groups. Similarly, in the August speech
directed to the heads of local authorities Erdogan praised Turkey’s acceptance of
peoples prosecuted by the Russian Empire: “From 1850s Caucasus people and our

Crimean brothers who were escaping the cruelty of the Russian Empire found a
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solution by coming to Anatolia.” (1850Q’li yillardan itibaren Rus Carliginin zulmiinden
kacan Kafkas halklari Kirnmli  kardeslerimiz ¢areyi Anadolu’ya gelmekte

bulmuslardir).

What is important here besides the venue is the use of the word ‘cruelty’ that refers
to the Russian state. Despite talking about the historical fact, Erdogan’s use of the

loaded language should be noted here.

As | said previously, this negative portrayal of Russia in Erdogan’s speeches could
have been influenced by rising tensions over Syria coupled with disagreements
over gas prices related to Turkish Stream project. However, despite Erdogan’s
overly negative rhetoric, as discussed earlier, we do not see any official changes in
Turkey’s government policy towards Russia. For example, neither the Turkish
Stream nor the newly inaugurated Akkuyu nuclear power plant projects were
discontinued or abandoned in any way. On a whole, Turkey attracted almost $12
billion in FDI, 6.34% of which came from Russia (Simsek, Simsek & Zhanaltay, 2017).
Neither do we see any sort of sanctions or visa-restrictions on Turkey’s side. Some
see the following jet incident as an outcome of blind focus on economic
cooperation rather than mutually tackling regional geopolitical and security
questions (Ozertem, 2017). Therefore, to say that Erdogan’s rhetoric in this period
reflected the real state of affairs of Turkish foreign policy would be an

overstatement.

After August, the frequency in Erdogan’s mentioning of Russia decreased. There
was one neutral reference in September whereas October was completely devoid of
speeches that mention Russia in any way. However, this changed in November
when Turkey shot down the Russian fighter jet due to its alleged infringement of
Turkish airspace and its subsequent unwillingness to vacate it after numerous
warnings. Number of speeches referring to Russia in a negative sense increased to,
at the time, unprecedented levels. November had three and December four
speeches that criticized Russia. Number of times Russia was mentioned negatively

in the last two months of the 2015 is more than the combined number of negative

45



references in the preceding 10 months, which amounts to six. Most of these
speeches criticized Russia’s violation of Turkey’s airspace and Russian involvement
in the Syrian war, particularly against the Turkey-backed Turkmen rebels. All of the
speeches referring to Russia in both November and December were conducted in a

domestic setting intended for a domestic audience.

The day after the plane shooting, in his speech to one Turkish civil society group,
Erdogan clearly criticized the violation of Turkey’s airspace: “Yesterday again we
witnessed how careless steps that do not account for regional stability, peace and
future can produce regrettable results.” (Din bir kez daha bdlgenin istikrarini,
huzurunu ve gelecegini dikkate almayan 6zensizce atilan adimlarin ne tiir miessif

sonuglar verebilecegine hep birlikte sahit olduk).

In some of his later speeches, Erdogan wanted to soften the crisis, but he
nevertheless continued to present Russia as a guilty party over its violation.
Furthermore, he continued to criticize Russian involvement in Syria particularly over
its targeting of Turkey-backed Turkmen rebels. In his speech in Anatolian town of

Bayburt, he criticized Russian position:

Right now, there is an illegitimate government in Syria. Do you have to
accept every invitation? Here, there is Assad who has killed 380
thousand people; do you have to respond to his invitation? (Su anda
gayrimesru bir devlet var Suriye’de. Siz her davete icabet etmeye mecbur
musunuz? Burada 380 bin insani oldiren bir katil Esad var, bunun
davetine icabet etmeye mecbur musunuz?).

Parallel to this, in his speech to Confederation of Turkish Trade Unions, Erdogan
claimed that Russia has nothing to do in Syria; rather this geography should be left

to Turkey:

Syria, besides sharing 911 kilometer long border with Turkey, is a
geography where our peoples’ common background could be found for
thousands of years. For Turkey, since there cannot be an issue of being
isolated from Balkans, Caucasus, Mediterranean basin and Iraqg, neither
can it be of us ignoring Syrian people. That is why | say: what is Russia
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looking for in Syria? (Suriye, Turkiye’nin 911 kilometre sinira sahip
komsusu olmanin yaninda, halklarimizin binlerce yili bulan ortak gegcmise
sahip oldugu bir cografyadir. Tirkiye olarak nasil Balkanlar’a, Kafkaslar’a,
Akdeniz Havzasina, Irak’a bigane kalmamiz séz konusu olamaz ise,
Suriye’de yasananlari da kesinlikle yok sayamayiz. iste onun igin diyorum;
Rusya Suriye’de ne ariyor?).

Erdogan also used an incident with Russia to blame the third parties for their

alleged hostility against Turkey:

You see it too, you follow it, we shoot down in Hatay a foreign plane who
violates our borders; some immediately step up and direct the entirety
of their grudges, hostility and animosity towards our country. (iste sizler
de gorlyorsunuz, takip ediyorsunuz, Hatay’da sinirlarimizi ihlal eden
yabanci bir savas ucagini disiriyoruz; birileri hemen ¢ikiyor tiim kinini,
diismanligini, husumetini tlkemize, sahsimiza yéneltiyor).

He also used another meeting with heads of local governments not only to
besmirch Russia, but also to blame domestic political/social or various ideological

colorings as siding with Russia:

Do you know what the agents of the stance, folowing the Balkan War
hundred years ago, “instead of Enver entering in Edirne may it be
Bulgars” are saying now? They are spilling their logic of “instead of
Erdogan being right may it be Putin” attitude. (100 yil 6nce Balkan Harbi
sirasinda ‘Edirne’ye Enver girecegine Bulgar girsin’ diyen zihniyetin
buglinki temsilcileri ne diyor biliyor musunuz? ‘Erdogan hakh c¢ikacagina
Putin hakh ¢iksin” mantigiyla ortaya dokdlduler).

Despite the severity of Erdogan’s rhetoric shown here, it is important to remind that
Turkish government did not undertake any concrete action against Russia that
would match his statements. Russia, on the other hand, imposed various sanctions
on the Republic of Turkey following the incident. It abolished the visa-free regime it
had with Turkey, imposed limitations on private and corporate personalities dealing
in Russia, as well as put sanctions on Turkish imports, mostly of agricultural nature
(BBC, 2015). It also threatened to recall its ambassador to Turkey (Trend News
Agency, 2015). Russia unilaterally suspended the High Level Cooperation Council

(HLCC) - an institutional mechanism existing between Turkey and Russia regulating
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the economic affairs between them. Furthermore, tourist agencies were
encouraged to stop their travel arrangements to Turkey while there were
parliamentary initiatives to criminalize the denial of the Armenian Genocide-an

extremely sensitive issue for Turkey (Kiselyova, 2015).

Regarding the political consequences of the deterioration in the relations between
the two countries, they were mostly felt in the case of Syria. By deploying its anti-
aircraft S-400 rocket system in Syria, Russia effectively isolated any cross-border
Turkish responses that would benefit its precarious security situation (Ozertem,

2017).

The change in the attitude and action of the Russian government following the jet
incident was a one-sided affair. Turkey did not retaliate despite enormous losses to
its economy (Girit, 2016). Rationale behind this inaction on the behalf of Turkish
side could have had much to do with its reliance on Russia for its energy needs;
Turkey imported 55% of its natural gas from Russia (ibid). Further antagonizing
Russia could have been detrimental to Turkey’s energy sector. Moreover, despite
certain snags in the continuation of projects such as Turkish Stream and Akkuyu

nuclear power plant, neither side discontinued them permanently.

From the examples above, one can see how Erdogan used the diplomatic crisis with
Russia for various purposes. Not only did he try to discredit Russia in plethora of
domestic venues, but he also used the incident as a catalyst serving his claims of
illegitimacy as well as immorality of Russia’s aims in Syria. In the process of doing
this, he also asserted logic of Turkey’s regional and Syrian designs to the detriment
of Russian one. Erdogan not only invoked the present context, but also veered into
the history, criticizing Russian Soviet and imperial past. Moreover, he used the
incident as an opportunity to discredit his domestic opponents pointing them out as
socialist and as liberals. The incident also served to delegitimize international third
parties that did not agree with Turkey’s undertaken action. It is visible from his
rhetoric that Erdogan, through the process of exclusion, attempted to assert himself

and his stance both internationally and domestically.

48



The year of 2015 and especially its later half is relevant for my research since it
shows that no government actions on the side of Turkey followed from Erdogan’s
harsh rhetoric. Only actions we can perceive are those coming from the Russian
side, such as the deployment of S-400 rocket system in Syria and the unilateral

suspension of the HLCC.
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Figure 4.2. Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in Erdogan’s speeches

4.4. 2016 Data

Passing to the year 2016, trend of referring to Russia in a negative way continued. In
the first half of the year, 12 speeches that mention Russia negatively were
observed, while neutral tone of reference was used in only four cases. Most of
those of neutral nature mentioned Russia among other countries, usually in a

historical context referring to the World War [, not necessarily in a negative light but
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as a way of pointing out Turkey’s and Ottoman successes. Other neutral references
simply stated factual state of affairs, whether in reference to the jet crisis or trade

relations, not adding or detracting anything from Russia proper.

In a similar manner to that of 2016, all of the negative references were uttered in
front of the domestic audience with the exception of one speech conducted in the
conference for ambassadors to Turkey. Also similarly to 2016, most of the speeches
in the first half of the year criticized Russia for its involvement in Syria and its

targeting of rebels, primarily of Turkmen ethnicity:

Due to the bombings of Regime and Russia that supports it, often times
those who are losing their lives are kids, women, elderly, innocent
people that is. Russia bombs DAES 10% of the times while 90% of the
times it bombs Turkmen villages in the north of Lazkiye; it is not fooling
anyone. (Rejimin ve onu destekleyen Rusya’nin bombaladigi yerlesim
alanlarinda surekli c¢ocuklar, kadinlar, yashlar, yani masum insanlar
hayatlarini kaybediyor. Rusya, ylzde 10 itibariyle DAES’i bombalarken,
ylzde 90 itibariyle Lazkiye’nin kuzeyindeki Tdrkmen koylerini vuruyor;
kimse kimseyi aldatmasin).

Again, in his speech made in Meeting of the Working Women, Erdogan stated the
following criticizing both the international community and Russia: “Why are
Bayribucak Turkmens, Arabs, and our brothers there who are bombed by Russia
being ignored?” (Rusya’nin ugaklariyla bombardiman ettigi Bayirbucak

Tirkmenlerini, oradaki Araplari, oradaki kardeslerimizi nicin gormezden geliyorlar?).

There were instances of Erdogan talking about wider aspects of Russia foreign

policy:

With steps undertaken towards Syria and Ukraine, Russia caused serious
problems between us. | have to ask, because Syria invited them they
entered Syria; ‘Alright, did Georgia invite you that you enter it, or did
Ukraine invite you so you entered Ukraine too’. (Rusya’nin hem
Suriye’de, hem Ukrayna’da attigi adimlar bu Ulkeyle aramizda ciddi
sorunlar ortaya ¢ikmasina yol acti. Sormak lazim, Suriye kendilerini davet
ettigi icin Suriye’ye girmisler; ‘Peki Gurcistan sizi davet etti de mi

50



Gurcistan’a girdiniz veyahut da Ukrayna sizi davet etti de mi siz
Ukrayna’ya girdiniz?’).

However, unlike in 2015, there are instances in 2016 of Erdogan blaming Russia and

Western countries for supporting YPG/PYD and its PKK affiliates:

When we look at the weapons taken from PKK, PYD and YPG what do we
see? We see either Russia weapons or Western weapons, among these
there are American weapons too, as well as other countries’. (PKK’'nin,
PYD’nin, YPG’'nin ellerinden c¢ikan silahlara baktigimiz zaman,
yakaladigimiz silahlara baktigimiz zaman neyi goériyoruz? Ya Rus
silahlarini goriiyoruz, ya Batinin silahlarini goériiyoruz, bunun iginde
Amerika’nin silahlari da var, diger Ulkelerin silahlari da var).

Related to this is Erdogan’s criticism of Russian domestic politics stated in front of
Bozok University audience: “Now Russia thinks, | opened them office in Moscow
and give them plenty of weapons; it will return to hit you like a boomerang, know

III

that well.” (Simdi Rusya zannediyor ki, Moskova’da ben bunlara ofis agtirttim, bol
bol da silah veriyorum, bumerang gibi déner bir giin seni de vurur; bunu da bilin).
Erdogan was referring here to the decision of Russian government to allow YPG’s

diplomatic mission to open its office in Moscow.

Second half of the 2016 is in stark opposition to the first half. We can witness
complete abandonment of negative rhetoric towards Russia in favor of more
neutral and positive language. From July until December 2016, Erdogan mentioned
Russia in a neutral manner in 11 speeches. Moreover, in two instances (November
and December) Erdogan referred to Russia by using friendly language. Not only was
positive language absent in the first half of 2016, its presence was not marked in
previous two years either since Erdogan assumed presidency. Moreover, compared
to only four neutral instances of the first half of 2016, 11 instances in the second
half are also significant as an indicator for the improvement in relations. Out of 13
speeches that contain references to Russia, two were done in front of audience that
contained international elements, while the remaining 11 were intended for the

domestic audience.
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This reversal in rhetoric can only be understood when wider political context is
analyzed. At the end of June, Erdogan issued an apology to Russian President
Vladimir Putin over the 2015 downing of Russian fighter jet. This apology was
brought in part by Turkey’s increasing international isolation on top of deteriorating
security situation. Both PKK and ISIS targeted Turkey from Syria in the cross-border
missile attacks. Turkey was not able to respond effectively to these threats since
Russia controlled the airspace over Syria making effective Turkish mobilization
impossible. All this changed in the second half of the 2016. In August of 2016,
operation Euphrates Shield was launched by Turkey, directed against ISIS and
Kurdish controlled territories in Northern Syria. As | stated in previous chapters,
Russian support for this undertaking was recognized by Turkish government sources

as being of crucial importance, especially due to its allowance of Syrian airspace.

Regarding Erdogan’s neutral references concerning Russia, they were mostly
revolving around statement of facts in economic/energy and political/strategic
spheres. Normalization of relations in June was quickly followed by cooperation in
the aforementioned spheres. In the 27™ meeting with heads of local authorities,

Erdogan stated the following regarding economic relations:

One whole month did not pass and 60 thousand tourists from Russia
entered Turkey. We are even more hopeful for the following season.
With schools opening and summer holiday ending, along with crisis
scenarios slumping down | believe that we will lift the lull in the market
as well. (Bir ayr bulmadi, Rusya’dan 60 bin turist Tirkiye'ye girdi.
Oniimiizdeki sezon icin ¢cok daha timitliyiz. Okullarin agilmasi, yaz tatilinin
sona ermesi, kriz senaryolarinin ¢okmesiyle birlikte piyasada yasanan
durgunlugun da ortadan kalkacagina inaniyorum).

Similarly, in his speech to Turkish Parliament, Erdogan commented optimistically
Turkey’s future relations with Russia:

With our efforts to come to terms on the issues through which we
suffered differences in opinions by focusing on common interests, we
are aiming to restore our relations with this country to their previous
levels. (Gorus farklilklarimizin oldugu konulardaki uzlagsma g¢abalarimizi
sirdirmekle birlikte, ortak cikarlarimiza odaklanarak, bu (lkeyle olan
iliskilerimizi eski seviyesinden de lizerine tasimayi hedefliyoruz).
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Regarding the energy cooperation and Turkish Stream project in particular Erdogan

stated:

Presently Russian gas taken by the way of Balkan will be dispatched
directly through Black Sea through the envisioned Turkish Stream project
and we are continuing our workings and looking toward to it favorably.
(Rusya’nin halihazirda Balkanlar Uzerinden aldigimiz gazi dogrudan
Karadeniz Gzerinden llkemize sevk etmeyi 6ngéren Tiurk Akimi Projesine
de su anda ¢alismalarimiz devam ediyor, buna olumlu bakiyoruz).

When it comes to Syria, Erdogan was stating cooperation with Russia in the
following manner: “Yesterday night | met with esteemed Putin and we discussed
Halep. They stated that from 10pm they will stop their bombings there.” (Din
aksam Sayin Putin’le bir gorismem oldu ve bu gérismede Halep’i konustuk. Saat 22
itibariyla da orada hava bombardimanlarini durdurduklarini, durduracaklarini ifade

ettiler).

In his December speech during the opening ceremony of Eurasian Tunnel, Erdogan
stated his grief regarding the assassination of Russian ambassador to Turkey in a

fashion that sees Russia in a very positive light:

Personally, in the name of my nation | strongly curse and condemn. In
the presence of Head of the State esteemed Putin, | forward my
sincerest condolences to the entirety of the friendly Russian people and
to the deceased Karlov’'s family. (Sahsim, milletim adina siddetle telin
ediyorum, lanetliyorum. Devlet Baskani Sayin Putin’in sahsinda tim dost
Rus halkina ve miteveffa Karlov'un ailesine bassaghg dileklerimi
iletiyorum).

Similarly, in regards to Syria, Erdogan described rapprochement with Russia in a
positive manner:

Normalization of our relations with Russia that started after the events
of 24th November took on a great acceleration. | think that this process
will reflect positively on the pursuit of solution concerning regional
issues as well as on efforts in the fight against terrorism. (Rusya’yla
iliskilerimizde 24 Kasim hadisesi sonrasinda baslatilan normallesme
siirecinde 6nemli bir ivme yakaladik. Bu siirecin bolgesel meselelere
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¢6zim arayislart ve terdrizmle miicadele c¢abalarina da olumlu
yansimalari olacaktir diye distiniyorum).

From all this we can see that, in the first half of 2016 Erdogan continued with his
inflammatory rhetoric without any substance in the foreign policy side. However, in
the second half of the year following Erdogan’s apology, we see that his rhetoric
towards Russia vastly improved. Having strategic and political cooperation back on
track along with the lifting of certain economic sanctions on the Russian side
marked a definite softening in Erdogan’s approach. This shows reactive nature of
Erdogan’s rhetoric, which was usually a response to foreign policy events dictated

by Russia.
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Figure 4.3. Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in Erdogan’s speeches
4.5. 2017 Data
After the 2016 normalization of relations, similar trend of neutral references about

Russia continued. The year of 2017 marked 11 speeches that mentioned Russia in
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neutral way. No instances of negative or positive mentions were recorded. Out of
these, eight was conducted in front of the domestic audience while rest of them
had some sort or full international component. Most of these references were
focused on the attempts to resolve Syrian conflict through the cooperation with
Russia and Iran in the initiated Astana Process. One example that confirms this:
“There are hope-inducing developments in regards to the process of establishing a
lasting ceasefire in Syria we conducted with Russia as well as to opening a path
through meetings to a political solution.” (Rusya ve iran’la Moskova'da

diizenledigimiz toplanti ve diger gériismelerle Astana sirecinin zeminini hazirladik).

In the 33 meeting with heads of local governments since his assumption of

presidency, Erdogan was found stating:

There are hope-inducing developments for the search of a political
solution regarding the maintenance of ceasefire we ensured together
with Russia and the subsequent talks on disputes. (Rusya’yla birlikte
ylrittigimuiz Suriye’de kalici bir ateskesin saglanmasi ve ardindan
anlasmazliklara goriismeler yoluyla siyasi ¢6ziim aranmasi ¢alismalarinda
umut verici gelismeler var).

In regards to the economic sphere, Erdogan was optimistic about further
cooperation as observed in his speech to JDP assemby: “Now the sanctions that
Russia imposed are about to be lifted with the signing of the esteemed Putin. If God
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willing, our exports to Russia will increase as well.” (Su anda Rusya da yaptirimlarini
Sayin Putin’in attigl imza ile kaldirmis durumda. insallah Rusya’ya yénelik ihracatimiz

da hareketlenecektir).

With the reduction in sanctions came tourist mobility: “With the number of Russian
tourists approaching 3.5 million it would appear we solved issues there as well.”
(Rus turistlerin sayisi da 3,5 milyona yaklastigina gore, oradaki sorunlar da ¢ozildi

demektir).

Similar to 2014, all of Erdogan’s speeches in 2017 regarding Russia were of neutral

tone and as such do not hold a particular significance for research. Despite their

55



tone being neutral however, speeches did contain a dose of optimism and good-will
pertaining to further relations with Russia, which is again one of the manifestations
of foreign policy events such as cooperation on the Syrian issue through the Astana

Talks and increasing economic proximity between the two countries.

Positive / Neutral / Negative mentions about Russia in Erdogan's speeches

(Y) -

N -
5
b=

o

1 2 3 4 ) 6 8 9 10 11 12
Months
B Positive Neutral [N Negative

Figure 4.4. Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in Erdogan’s speeches

4.6. 2018 Data

Finally, in 2018 Erdogan’s rhetoric was the most positive out of all years thus far
observed. It was also the year that had most references to Russia relative to the
total number of speeches. In total, there were 38 instances of Russia in Erdogan’s
presidential speeches. Out of these 27 were neutral and 11 were positive. Positive
mentions are observed in March, April, May, August, October and November.
November recorded most of the positive references in 2018-four. Great majority of

the total number of speeches, 28, was done in front of the domestic audience. Ten
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of the speeches had an international component to them. Out of 11 positive
references, eight were done in front of the domestic audience while only three had
an international component to them. | believe that context needs to be discussed

that would explain frequency of the positive tone in relation to Russia.

The year of 2018 saw the so far closest Turkish-Russian cooperation in economic
and political sectors. In the economic sphere, construction of Turkey’s Akkuyu
nuclear power plant by Russia’s state subsidiary started in April, while the
construction of the Turkish Stream project ended in the November, which would
explain the high frequency of positive references for that month. Moreover, in the
political/strategic sphere, there was a close Turkish-Russian cooperation in the issue
of Syrian conflict. The three-way Astana process that brought Turkey, Russia and
Iran in search for the lasting ceasefire and ultimately a stable solution to the conflict
facilitated this cooperation. Furthermore, Turkish-Russian cooperation on the
question of Idlib prevented the massacre of Turkey-backed rebels by the Syrian

government forces that retook the city.

All of these instances of cooperation are nicely summarized in Erdogan’s April

speech in the ceremony for the opening of the Akkuyu nuclear power plant:

We are accomplishing many strategic prject with Russian Federation.
Some of these are S-400 air defense system, natural gas pipeline Turk
Stream, and Akkuyu Nuclear Power Plant, a project that we are currently
starting. Besides this, our countries are in the close cooperation
regarding terror threat in Syria and bringing to an end conflict there.
(Ayrica Rusya Federasyonu ile birlikte bircok stratejik projeyi de hayata
geciriyoruz. S-400 hava savunma sistemleri, Tirk Akim Dogalgaz Boru
Hatti, iste su an temelini atacagimiz Akkuyu Nikleer Gili¢ Santrali
bunlardan sadece birkagidir. Bunun vyaninda (Ulkelerimiz bilhassa
Suriye’deki teror tehdidinin ve ¢atismalarin bir an dnce sona erdirilmesi
noktasinda da yakin isbirligi icindedir).

Another speech that summarizes this cooperation is Erdogan’s October speech to

Turkish Parliament:
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We are in tight and fast relationship with Russia in every sphere. From
Syrian politics, tourism, defense structures to energy, in every sphere we
are accomplishing projects with Russia for our common benefits. (Rusya
ile her alanda ¢ok siki ve hizla gelisen iligskiler igindeyiz. Suriye
politikasindan turizme, savunma sanayinden enerjiye kadar her alanda
Rusya’yla, llkelerimizin ortak ¢ikarina olan projeleri hayata gegiriyoruz).

First 2018 positive mention of Russia came in Erdogan’s speech intended for the

ceremony entitled “Natural gas to 101 district”:

Another important project that we accomplished together with Russia
was the Turk Stream. Very soon, | plan to establish foundations of the
plant with my dear friend President of Russian Federation esteemed
Putin. With Russia, we are moving towards Turk Stream and Akkuyu
nuclear power plant, we are accomplishing it together, we will
accomplish it together. (Bir baska o©Onemli projemiz, Rusya
Federasyonu’yla yuruttigimiz Tiark Akimidir. Santralin temelini ¢ok
yakinda degerli dostum Rusya Federasyonu Devlet Baskani Sayin Putin ile
beraber atmayi planliyoruz. Rusya’yla Tirk Akim’da, Akkuyu Nukleer
Santralinde birlikte hareket ediyor, birlikte kazaniyoruz, birlikte
kazanacagiz).

Regarding the cooperation about Syrian war proper, Erdogan stated:

Recently, we have proven again that we are together with Syrian people
in the true sense of the word by averting the humanitarian crisis in Idlib.
This whole process was possible in great measure due to our
cooperation with Russia. (Son olarak Idlib’de biyik bir insani kriz
yasanmasinin ontne gecerek Suriye halkinin gercek manada yaninda
oldugumuzu bir kez daha ispatladik. Bitin bu siirecleri blyilk olclide
Rusya ile birlikte ytruttik).

Finally, | would like to conclude this section with Erdogan’s November speech stated

in the opening ceremony of the Turkish Stream:

For us, Russian Federation is a trusted friend with whom we can make
long-term business cooperation and like with this project an important
supplier of the natural gas. Our business cooperation with Russian
Federation is progressing in a great range. With Russia, we never acted
according to other countries’ demands nor impositions regarding our
mutual relation’s areas. We always strived to build a long-term business
cooperation with Russia. (Bizim icin Rusya Federasyonu, uzun vadeli is
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birligi yapabilecegimiz guivenilir bir dost ve bu projedeki gibi dnemli bir
dogalgaz tedarikgcisidir.Rusya Federasyonu ile is birligimiz cok genis bir
yelpazede ilerliyor.Biz, Rusya ile ikili miinasebetlerimizin gergevesini
hicbir zaman diger (lkelerin taleplerin veya dayatmalarina gore
belirlemedik. Daima Rusya ile uzun vadeli is birlikleri kurmanin ¢abasi
icinde olduk ).
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Figure 4.5. Positive/Neutral/Negative mentions about Russia in Erdogan’s speeches

4.7. (Un)importance of Venue, Audience and Context

What | consider of crucial importance for this research is the venue type and the
context in which statements concerning Russia were made. Erdogan made speeches
in plethora of different venues of both domestic and international character. In
order to test my hypothesis further context of these venues needs to be taken into
consideration, which would shed additional light on Erdogan’s instrumental use of
rhetoric for agenda setting purposes. Indeed, majority of speeches mentioning

Russia were conducted in front of the domestic audiences. This illustrates Erdogan’s

59



motivation, which is based on strategic agenda setting in favor of personal, political
benefit. The following table shows idealized version of venue types in which

Erdogan’s speeches can be observed within the time periods in consideration:

Table 4.3. Frequency of venue types

Events 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Charity events 1

Civil society addresses 1 1

Commemoration 2 1 1
ceremonies

Economic/Business 3 6 4 1 2
cooperation meetings

International meetings 3 3 3 5
JDP meetings 3 12
Meetings with local 5 13 3 3
authorities and village

heads

Meetings with NGO 1

boards

Opening ceremonies 5 5 5
Receptions/Symposiums 2 8
Parliament addresses 1 1 1
University/graduation 3 1 1
ceremonies

This table clearly shows the predominance of domestic-type venues when it comes
to the speeches containing references about Russia. Venue type that is most
frequently represented are meetings with local authorities and village heads. There
were 24 occurrences of it throughout the 2014-2018 time period. This makes it
21.82% of 110 speeches mentioning Russia. Following this are economic/business
cooperation venues with 14.55% representation out of the total number. This
makes sense since as already mentioned, Russia and Turkey have a close economic
cooperation especially in the energy sector . Next venue type that has most Russia
mentions are opening ceremonies with 13.64%. Meetings with JDP have the same
amount of mentions and take up 13.64%. International meetings compose 12.73%
while receptions/symposiums represent 9.09%. Speeches that mention Russia in

universities/graduation ceremony are 4.55% frequent while commemoration
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ceremonies follow closely with 3.64%. Parliamentary addresses are 2.73%, civil
society addresses 1.82%, while charity addresses and meetings with NGO boards

take up 0.91% representation respectively.

| believe that these results are peculiar and merit a closer attention. Especially
interesting is a relatively high place that Erdogan’s meetings with local authorities
and village heads take. Indeed, in some of these meetings most vehemently positive
and negative utterances were made regarding Russia (see above). Low
administrative status of these officials does not merit attention they got, especially
regarding sensitive foreign policy issues. However, precisely due to their low status,
these officials act as a sort of transmission belt connecting Erdogan and his rhetoric
directly with the public. Hence, Erdogan recognized them as a helpful tool for
accessing public opinion and agenda setting. Moreover, relatively high number of
business/economic cooperation meetings in the years 2015 and 2016, which
reference Russia in a neutral light, may be explained by the fact that through these
events Erdogan was preparing ground for eventual rapproachement that indeed

occurred in the second half of 2016.

Regarding receptions and symposiums one example requires attention. In his
speech during 2018 Doctor’s Day reception, Erdogan stated: “Syrian regime is
moving together with Russia right now. If that is so, then who are coalition powers
acting with? | will tell you: with YPG and PYD.” (Suriye rejimi zaten su anda Rusya’yla
beraber hareket ediyor. Oyleyse koalisyon giicleri kimle hareket ediyor? Séyleyeyim;

YPG ve burada beraber hareket ettigi PYD).

It can be argued that this venue was neither the time nor the place for such
statements. Another interesting example of an ill-fitting context is Erdogan’s 2016
Bozok University speech where he criticized Russia for allowing Syrian Kurds to
open their diplomatic mission in Moscow: “Now Russia thinks, | will allow them to
open the office in Moscow, give them plenty of weapons; one day it will return to

III

you and hit you like a boomerang, know this well.” (Simdi Rusya zannediyor ki,
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Moskova’da ben bunlara ofis agtirttim, bol bol da silah veriyorum, bumerang gibi

doner bir giin seni de vurur; bunu da bilin).

Similar statements could be observed in venues regarding economic/business
cooperation that Erdogan frequented. One such example is 2015 23. general

meeting of MUSIAD:

While we fought to bring peace to the world, some countries among
them like Russia, France, Germany, Austria supported statements built
on Armenian lies and stepped on the side of grudge, hate, animosity and
hostility. (Biz diinyaya baris mesaji vermek icin miicadele ederken,
aralarinda Rusya, Fransa, Almanya, Avusturya gibi devletlerin de
bulundugu kimi Ulkeler, Ermenilerin yalanlari lzerine insa edilmis bir
iddiaya destek vererek, kinin, nefretin, husumetin, dismanligin tarafinda
saf tuttular).

The following chapter will take all of the findings from the preceding analyses into
consideration in an attempt to discover reasons behind Erdogan’s changing rhetoric
and the lack of convergence between it, especially in the 2015-2016 period, and

Turkish foreign policy.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RESEARCH

In the second chapter, | suggested that the core motivation behind divergence in
Erdogan’s rhetoric and actual foreign policy of Turkey is the particular type of
framing coupled with domestic agenda setting. In this chapter, | will expand more
on this claim. As mentioned in the second chapter, | define agenda setting in the
tradition of McCombs and Reynolds (2002) as the ability to influence the
importance of different issues belonging to the sphere of public agenda. Similarly,
framing should be seen as a political strategy utilized in order to create and shape
preferences. In my research, concepts of framing and agenda setting were used

interchangeably due to their similar nature.

If accepted, then these premises raise additional questions. Primarily, one needs to
ask what issues did Erdogan want to emphasize and why. Therefore, in analyzing
Erdogan’s agenda setting we need to observe what he wanted to communicate and
how. To this end, | will use Block and Negrine’s (2017) definition of political
communication as “the way power relationships are performed and negotiated over
the control of the agenda”. In my case study of his rhetoric towards Russia within
the 2014-2018 period, | have discovered that Erdogan was prone to having an
extremely negative, securitized rhetoric during the downturns in bilateral relations,
and a very positive one during the periods of cooperation. This created a sort of an
artificial dichotomy where political issues are framed at either of the two extremes.
According to the Taguieff (1995), such conceptualization of politics is precisely the
trait of populists. In line with Barr (2009), | argue that this type of rhetoric is a good
tool to create plebiscitarian linkages while distorting reality in the process.
Manichean worldview (we, the good versus them, the evil) together with anti-
establishment rhetoric and plebiscitarianism (Selcuk, 2016) are the elements | use

to define Erdogan as a populist.

My research has indicated that Erdogan used loaded rhetoric and terminology

towards Russia, particularly in the aftermath of the 2015 jet crisis. Even before that,
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Erdogan was well known for using exclusionary rhetoric directed, at first, towards
Turkey’s secular military and bureaucratic establishment and later against
academics, journalists and intellectuals (Ozpek & and Yasar, 2017). Moreover,
Erdogan’s populist rhetoric, particularly in the wake of the jet crisis and subsequent
2016 coup attempt intensified and precipitated constitutional amendments that
ushered in a presidential system with president’s powers being greatly increased.
More recently, his populism took a right turn which | attribute to his coalition with
rightist Nationalist Movement Party (NMP). Hence, in such an environment | do not
consider Erdogan’s populism to be of structural nature or a standard requirement of
Turkey’s democratic politics. Instead, | consider Erdogan’s exclusionary strain of
populism, on both vertical and horizontal dimensions, to be directly influenced by

his desire to increase and uphold personal power.

Taguieff defines populism in both vertical and horizontal dimension as an
opposition between “us” and “them”. Horizontal dimension of populism is a fairly
straightforward and was mostly represented in the speeches analyzed thus far. It
deals with the “outsiders” who want to threaten the domestic way of life. This line
of rhetoric was mostly present in 2015-2016 period during the jet crisis and is best
summarized in Erdogan’s statement intended for 2015 16th annual meeting of local

authorities and village heads:

You see it and follow it too, we shoot down foreign airplane that tries to
violate our borders in Hatay and some are immediately coming and
direct all of their grudges, hostility and animosity towards us and our
country. (iste sizler de gériiyorsunuz, takip ediyorsunuz, Hatay’da
sinirlarimizi ihlal eden yabanci bir savas ucagini dislirliyoruz; birileri
hemen cikiyor tim kinini, dismanligini, husumetini lilkemize, sahsimiza
yoneltiyor).

This statement can further be supplemented by some other Erdogan’s statements
presenting Russia as a threat not only for Turkey and Turkish sovereignty proper but
also for the entirety of the region:

Yesterday we witnessed once again how steps taken that do not take
into consideration regional stability, peace and future can bring about
regrettable consequences. (Din bir kez daha bodlgenin istikrarini,
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huzurunu ve gelecegini dikkate almayan 6zensizce atilan adimlarin ne tir
muessif sonuglar verebilecegine hep birlikte sahit olduk).

Another dimension of populism according to Taguieff is vertical one. That
dimension was not within the scope of this research but | feel it is important to
mention it since it provides an additional context that could be helpful in
understanding Erdogan’s populism. Vertical dimension makes a clear distinction
between “us” the people and “them” the corrupt elites. Erdogan always attempted
to portray himself as a man of the people and therefore increase his popular

appeal:

My story is the story of this people. Either the people will win and come
to power, or the pretentious and oppressive minority - estranged from
the reality of Anatolia and looking over it with disdain - will remain in
power. The authority to decide on this belongs to the people. Enough is
enough, sovereignty belongs to the people! (Yagci, 2007, p. 116).

Some scholars argue that Erdogan’s and the ruling JDP elites’ employment of more
exclusionary populist policies in foreign affairs coincided with their successful
limiting of the Kemalist military and bureaucrats’ domestic influence through similar
means in the context preceding the Arab Spring (Park, 2014). However, the main
difference between the pre and post-Arab Spring populisms lies in the strategic
utilization of Islam. Ozpek and Yasar (2017) argue that in JDP’s case populism as a
thin ideology could be subsumed under different ideologies and political
perspectives. In the pre-Arab Spring period populism was combined with
democracy and liberal values, which would help in reigning in the influence of
Turkey’s secular and authoritarian Kemalist establishment. However, in the post-
Arab Spring context JDP’s populism has been supplemented by Islam and
nationalism; a mix that would help in maintaining authoritarian style of leadership
as well as the course of foreign policy in the immediate Middle East neighborhood.
Hence, it is not a surprise that the main targets of Erdogan’s attack in a post-Arab
Spring context were intellectuals, academics, journalists, etc (Aytac & Elci, 2018).

Ozpek and Yasar (2017) go further in defining three main traits of JDP’s populism.

According to them JDP relies on anti-elitism, “us” vs. “them” exclusionary strategy
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and mass mobilization. In my case study of Erdogan’s rhetoric towards Russia latter
two strategies take a very important place. Through “us vs. “them” rhetoric,
Erdogan manages to present issues in absolute terms while the mass mobilization is
one of the strategies through which Erdogan whips support for his claims and hence

legitimacy.

According to Canovan (2004), populists rely on masses for legitimacy, often claiming
to support and represent their interests, thus setting themselves apart from other
political actors. Also, according to Mudde (2007), the main defining traits of
populists are perception of politics as a struggle of good against evil (people vs. the
elites) and preference for direct linkage with people through referendums and
other plebiscitarian tools as a central representation of people’s will. This would
explain high number of Russia mentions (positive or negative) in Erdogan’s
speeches directed to low-level public officials, public opening ceremonies, civil
society organizations, commemoration ceremonies and university/graduation
events. By accentuating Turkey’s relations with Russia and bringing it to public
attention, Erdogan accomplishes the agenda setting through shaping public opinion
and mass mobilization that imbues him with much needed legitimacy and approval.
Moreover, Erdogan emphasized the importance of national will (milli irade) on
many occasions. Commenting on the results of 2015 general elections Erdogan
stated: “National will manifested itself yesterday from November 1st together with
stability and developments within that short time mean there is no other way but
stability.” (Milli irade diin 1 Kasim itibariyla istikrardan yana tecelli etti ve o kisa

siireli gelismeler milli iradeye istikrardan baska ¢ikis yok). (Huirriyet, 2015).

Regarding the 2018 elections, Erdogan had something similar to say:

The victor of these elections is democracy, national will, in fact, the
victors are our people themselves. The victor of these elections are our
81 million citizens, each one individually (Sabah, 2018). (Bu secimin galibi
demokrasidir, milli iradedir, milletimizin bizatihi kendisidir. Bu sec¢imin
galibi 81 milyon vatandasimizin her bir ferdidir).
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In my case study of his rhetoric towards Russia | discovered that the venue type was
a very important variable pertaining to his speeches. Unsurprisingly, in the time
period analyzed (2014-2018) the most predominant venue type catering to
Erdogan’s speeches was precisely the domestic one. Around 87% of Erdogan’s
speeches out of all the speeches mentioning Russia in that period were of domestic
nature. Out of this 87%, venue type that was mostly represented was ‘meetings
with local authorities and village heads’, which is very peculiar considering their low
administrative status and relative unimportance when it comes to high politics and
international relations/diplomacy. However, their relative proximity to the people
enables Erdogan to have more influence on the ground in shaping public opinion.
Other domestic venues that Erdogan frequented were JDP meetings,
commemoration ceremonies, opening ceremonies, civil society meetings, etc. By
seeing this it becomes clear how Erdogan was utilizing the exclusionary rhetoric in
the foreign policy arena in favor of influencing and thereby consolidating his

domestic electorate.

Another school of thought that could provide an additional explanation into
discrepancy between Erdogan’s rhetoric and actual foreign policy is the
securitization theory. It should be noted, as discussed in previous chapters, that
explanations relying on securitization theory are not mutually exclusive with
populist ones; rather, they reinforce one another. That is because both of these put
premium on “us” versus “them” distinction as an explanatory variable.
Furthermore, securitizing acts that Erdogan employed in his rhetoric are a particular

type of framing subsumed under typical populist agenda.

In securitization theory, the question of security is always seen as constructed
through social processes and dynamics (Williams, 2003). It is never taken for
granted or seen as an objective fact. In relation to a security issue questions such as
“whose security”, “from what”, “to whose benefit” necessarily need to appear
(ibid). This construction of security question happens through a “speech act”, which
itself is a performative utterance designed to influence and shape reality through

intersubjective understanding (Austin, 1975). Many intellectual lines of
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securitization theory, most notable of which is Copenhagen School, borrowed this

concept of reality creation through linguistic means.

In such understanding, wide variety of things can be securitized. However, although
any actor can attempt securitization, more successful examples will be found in the
positions of power (Buzan et al., 1998). This is precisely one of the intersections
where security theory meets populist explanations. Populists, who present
themselves as a “voice of the people” and occupy high offices, frame issues in such
a way that allows their agenda setting. Erdogan’s rhetoric towards Russia in the

aftermath of 2015 jet crisis is one example of this.

Agenda setting through the acts of securitization is a peculiar example. It is a very
potent tool that allows populists to go outside the scope of rules, laws and every-
day politics (ibid, 26). German jurist Carl Schmitt has first theorized such

|II

conceptualization of the “political” through his idea of sovereign who decides on a
friend/enemy distinction, or in other words, the one who deems something (or
someone) as an existential security threat. Once such threat is established, there is
nothing that a sovereign is forbidden from doing in order to alleviate that threat. By
framing an issue in terms of an existential threat and/or threats directed against
values Turkey deems important and thus creating securitizing acts it in the process,
Erdogan was aiming to gain position of a sovereign that would allow him to make
friend/enemy distinction and hence open a path to extraordinary means in dealing
with the created enemy. In my previous work (2018), | have explained how Erdogan
utilized securitization rhetoric in the aftermath of the 2016 coup attempt to ensure
a transition from a parliamentary system into a presidential one. His proposed
presidential system would enable extended presidential powers and authorities, in
turn transforming his office into a Schmittian sovereign. What is important to note
is that securitization rhetoric in Erdogan’s case did not originate with the attempted
coup but, as we have seen, it was very much present in the case of 2015-2016
rhetoric directed towards Russia. Erdogan was using worsening situation in Syria

coupled with plethora of other problems such as Turkey’s international isolation

and Western pressure regarding the question of Armenian genocide, to goad the
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people into supporting his presidential system initiative. One example of this is his
speech at 23rd meeting of MUSIAD where he criticized certain Western countries

for accepting the resolution on Armenian genocide:

While we fought to bring peace to the world, some countries among
them like Russia, France, Germany, Austria supported statements built
on Armenian lies and stepped on the side of grudge, hate, animosity and
hostility. (Biz dinyaya baris mesaji vermek icin miicadele ederken,
aralarinda Rusya, Fransa, Almanya, Avusturya gibi devletlerin de
bulundugu kimi Ulkeler, Ermenilerin yalanlari lzerine insa edilmis bir
iddiaya destek vererek, kinin, nefretin, husumetin, dismanligin tarafinda
saf tuttular).

In his seventh meeting with the ambassadors, Erdogan was defending his

government from the Western accusations regarding the lack of media liberties:

How do they pervert this? Freedom of press. It is not freedom of press. |
speak with conviction; Neither in Europe nor in other countries, in West
in general, is press free as in Turkey, neither written nor visual. (Hemen
olay nereye saptiriliyor? Basin 6zgiirligii. Basin 6zgir degilmis. iddia ile
konusuyorum; Ne Avrupa’sinda ne diger Ulkelerinde, Bati'nin genelinde
Turkiye'deki basin kadar 6zglir bir medya yoktur, ne yazili, ne gorsel).

Similarly, in a 2015 symposium dedicated to the decline of Ottoman Empire,
Erdogan reiterated his, by now, famous statement: “Turkey is now making a
statement. What is our statement? We say, world is bigger than 5.” (Tlrkiye bir seyi

su anda iddia ediyor. Nedir bizim iddiamiz? Diyoruz ki, diinya 5’ten biyuktdr).

A caveat should be added here. Although there are plenty of statements directed
against the Western world, China, Russia and global order in general, | have listed
some of the statements from Erdogan’s so far analyzed speeches that use Turkey’s
unenviable international position as a motive to bring about potential transition to a
presidential system through populist means. However, since my research is focused
on speeches that contain Russia this sample is not very large and hence this claim
should be taken with a grain of salt. Nevertheless, it could potentially open ways for

an additional research on this topic. With this being said, there are still scholars who
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would agree with the aforementioned statement. Ayta¢ and Elgi (2018) made an
extensive analysis of Erdogan’s conception of st akil (higher intellect/mastermind)
whom Erdogan blames for variety of Turkey’s problems like Gezi Park protests,
German recognition of the Armenian genocide, the US support for Syrian Kurds,
2016 coup attempt and subsequent 2018 economic crisis. According to some of

Erdogan’s statements, this unnamed mastermind seeks the following:

Like I said it is the supreme intelligence/mastermind. He plays game with
Turkey. He seeks to divide, part and if he has enough strength swallow
Turkey as well (Tepeli, 2016). (Ust akil dedigim olay da bu zaten. Ust akil,
Tirkiye Uzerinde oyun oynuyor. Tirkiye'yi bélmek, par¢alamak, gugleri
yeterse yutabilmek).

Regarding the statements for presidential system proper, in 2015 just around the
time Russia was intervening in Syria on the side of government forces against
Turkey-backed rebels, Erdogan was noted lobbying through various domestic

venues. In 2015 Bursa civil society opening ceremony Erdogan stated the following:

Let us look at the world’s developed countries, in November there was
G-20 meeting in Turkey and all of the participant countries are governed
by presidential system. There is no need to discover the world all over
again. Look, 18 countries, out of these 10 are governed by the
presidential system, America is one of these, Argentine, Russia, Mexico,
Brasil, all of these are governed by the presidential system. (Diinyada su
gelismis Ulkelere bakalim, Kasim ayinda Tiirkiye’de G-20 toplantisi var ve
bu G-20 toplantisinin agirlikta olan (lkeleri, hepsi baskanlk sistemiyle
yonetiliyor. Diinyayl yeniden kesfetmeye gerek yok. Bakiniz, 18 iilke,
bunlarin 10 tanesi baskanlik sistemiyle yonetiliyor, iste Amerika
bunlardan bir tanesi, Arjantin, Rusya, Meksika, Brezilya, bunlarin hepsi
baskanlik sistemiyle yonetiliyor).

In the same month, February, at the dinner with village heads, Erdogan was arguing
for the same point: “Now in America, | don’t know, Latin America, Russia, Europe,
etcetera, their types of systems are not an absolute must.” (Su anda Amerika’daki,
ne bileyim Latin Amerika’daki, Rusya, Avrupa vesaire buralardaki sistemler olmazsa

olmaz degil).
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These statements coupled with his securitizing acts mentioned above are a clear
proof of Erdogan’s agenda setting that had the transition to presidential system as
its ultimate goal. Indeed, changes in the Turkey’s domestic politics and institutions
would testify to this. As we have seen above, Erdogan’s presidency has been filled
with populist statements and securitized rhetoric. With such policies and rhetoric, in
2017 Erdogan passed constitutional amendments, which would see increased
president’s power to the detriment of judiciary and legislative branches, in a

polarized referendum after they have been shot down in Turkish parliament.

Another such change that directly or indirectly enabled a transition into presidential
system merits discussion. Its precursor was the state of emergency declared six
days after the July 15™ coup attempt. Peculiar thing about this is that it has been
extended seven times since its imposition on July 21 2016. The very nature of the
state of emergency is very restrictive for populace and civil sector while giving
executive apparatus wide range of additional powers. Hence, it is very interesting
that the state of emergency lasted as long as it did, until its revocation on July 19
2018, almost two years after its imposition. During the duration of the state of
emergency, Erdogan consolidated his power and made the already mentioned
constitutional changes regarding the president’s office that he assumed after his

victory in June 2018 early presidential elections.

To summarize, | believe that | have sufficiently shown that not only was there a
discrepancy between Erdogan’s rhetoric and Turkish foreign policy in the case of
Turkey’s dealings with Russia but also that Erdogan used a populist style of
leadership permeated by ‘us versus them’ exclusionary rhetoric in order to further
his personal political interests, which were mainly concentrated around the

transition to presidential system with increased powers and authorities.

5.1. Concluding Remarks and Recommendations for Further Research
In this research | attempted to show the divergence between Erdogan’s rhetoric
and the official Turkish foreign policy towards Russia. Due to the discrepancy

observed | noted that Erdogan’s rhetoric did not follow the policies on the ground,
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especially during the tumultuous periods in Turkish-Russian bilateral relations,
which was a strong indicator of foreign policy rhetoric being utilized for purposes
other than making foreign policy transparent to the Turkish public. Through the use
of strategies such as framing and domestic agenda setting Erdogan shaped public
opinion by bringing to the fore sensitive issues like Turkey’s relations with Russia
when it benefited his political program. These mentions could have been
permeated by the negative (such as in 2015 and 2016) or positive tone (example is
year 2018). For example, in 2015, out of all his speeches with a mention of Russia,
44.83% had negative tone (rest had neutral tone). In 2016, negative speeches
amounted to 41.38% of the total mentions of Russia (rest was neutral with one
instance of positive tone in the second half of the year). After the improvement in
relations with Russia we can observe positive tone, most notably in 2018, which

stands at 28.95%, the rest being neutral.

| have explained Erdogan’s such behavior as being shaped by the populist
tendencies in his leadership style. Due to Erdogan’s high penchant for the rhetorical
acts of securitization and presenting political issues in exclusionary ‘us versus them’
rhetoric on both horizontal and vertical dimensions, which was fairly obvious during
the downturn in Turkish relations with Russia following the 2015 jet incident, | have
concluded that this can be explained by populist strategy. Russia was also used
indirectly as a way through which Erdogan rapproached third party states and
entities. This was noted in eight of the speeches. Moreover, it is important to note
here that 87% of Erdogan’s speeches pertaining to Russia were directed towards
the domestic audience, which is a clear indicator of rhetoric being used for ends
other than foreign policy. Venue type that has the biggest share of Erdogan’s
domestic mentions of Russia are meetings with representatives of local authorities
and villageheads. This begs the question regarding Erdogan’s intentions behind
discussions of foreign policy matters with officials who are relatively low on a
domestic administrative scale, but nevertheless enjoy proximity to the public. These
meetings are one of the mediums (see Chapter 4) through which Erdogan employed
agenda setting, which in turn increased his popularity and political mainstay. In this

vein, negative mentions of Russia in international venus were mostly absent, which
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is another confirmation of the claim that his speeches had populist/political
character underlined by the intentions of agenda setting and framing. | also noticed
that these populist tendencies increased especially with his and JDP’s consolidation
of power over Turkish state in the aftermath of his election to the position of
President in 2014. Populism and all that it entailed as a political strategy helped
Erdogan further consolidate and increase his power which resulted we eventually
see in the 2016-2017 constitutional amendments and transformation of Turkish
parliamentary system into the presidential one with president’s (Erdogan’s) powers
and authorities being vastly increased. Crisis with Russia, Turkey’s global isolation,
worsening economic situation, costly policies towards Syria and 2015 unsuccessful
coup attempt bolstered Erdogan’s populism, which in my opinion is best observed
through his rhetoric. As | stated earlier, findings in this work led me to believe that
Erdogan’s rhetoric was reactive, rather than proactive, and as such did not have
motivation to transmit foreign policy as much as it did to shape domestic realities

and political fortunes.

Strength of this research lies in its overall contribution to the academic literature on
recent directions of Turkish politics and foreign policy. In the case study of
Erdogan’s rhetoric towards Russia, | illustrated how domestic politics and personal
strategic considerations shape and influence a leader’s rhetoric, however without
tangible effects on the foreign policy. Moreover, my thesis adds to the populist
literature through its exploration of Erdogan’s rhetoric that proves to be one of the
most important indicators of populism’s strategic dynamics. The exploration of the
utility of the securitization acts as a particular type of framing can be seen as an
additional contribution that touches upon one of the most significant elements of
populists’ political strategies that serves to capitalize on fears stemming from the
accentuated ‘us versus them’ dichotomy.

However, my case study on Erdogan’s his rhetoric relating to Russia in 2014-2018
period should be considered as only one part in the greater whole. In order to
better understand Erdogan’s populism in particular and his broader political
strategies in general, | believe that research on his rhetoric during any of the

aforementioned crises would help expand general knowledge on the topic.
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Furthermore, in my research | have focused only on the official texts published
officially on the government’s website. Further research of Erdogan’s speeches and
rhetoric transmitted by newspapers, magazines and television could provide better
understanding of his political style on the count of different sort of text filtering.
Moreover, academic community could benefit from additional research based
around the comparative analysis between Erdogan and other populist leaders
similar to the one conducted by Aytac¢ and Onis (2014). Comparing and contrasting
rhetoric of Erdogan and others could help us in understanding his own original style
and idiosyncrasies shaped by the uniqueness of Turkey, its domestic political scene

and international environment in which it is located.
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2014

12

15

TURKSAT 6A Yerli Haberlesme Uydusu
Proje imza Téreni’nde Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

12

15

TUPRAS Fuel Oil Déniisiim Tesisi Acilis

Toreni’'nde Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

12

13

Seb-i Arus istanbul 2014 Programinda

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

12

12

Hattat Hasan Celebi'ye Saygi

Gecesi’'nde Yaptiklari Konusma
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2014

12

10

Uluslararasi Petrol ve Dogalgaz
Stratejileri Sempozyumu Galasi’'nda

Yaptiklari Konusma

Enerji sektord, Glkemiz
dis politikasinda da
onemli yere sahip.
Turkiye artik sadece
kendi topraklarinda
degil, Azerbaycan’dan
tutun Irak’a,
Afganistan’dan
Kazakistan’a, Rusya’dan
Kirgizistan’a, Libya'ya,
KKTC’ye, Kolombiya’ya
varincaya kadar
diinyanin her yerinde
petrol ariyor. Simdi
onemli bir konuya
geliyorum. Gegtigimiz
glnlerde Sayin Putin ile
yaptigimiz
goriismelerde

enerjideki isbirligi
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konularinin 6nemli bir
yer tuttugunu da
burada ifade etmek
istiyorum. Diger
ulkelerle oldugu gibi,
Rusya ile de bu alandaki
ishirligimizi karsihkli
fayda temelinde, kazan-
kazan esasina dayali
olmak suretiyle devam
ettirmek arzusundayiz.
Bir defa sunu gérmemiz
lazim. Son
goriismelerimizde sunu
karar altina aldik. Neydi
o? Hukuki baglayicihgi
olmadan muzakerelere
baslayip bir 6n
mutabakat sagladik.

Anlagsmamiz halinde
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Glney Akim bitiyor, ki
Sayin Putin “Bunun
adini Turk Akimi
koyabiliriz, Turk
dogalgaz akimi
koyabiliriz” gibi bir
ifade de kullandilar.
Karadeniz’'den gececek,
Turkiye sinirinda,
Yunanistan sinirinda,
Turk topraklarinda
orada bir hub
kurulacak. “Bunun
adimini atabiliriz”
dendi. Mutabik
kalmamiz halinde bir de
bu hatti kuracagiz ki,
yillik bunun da 63
milyar metrekiip

kapasitesi olacak. Biz de
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oradan alabildigimizi
alacagiz, Avrupa da
talep etmesi halinde
oradan istedigi kadar
dogalgazi alma sansina

sahip olacak.

2014

12

9. ASKON Olagan Genel Kurulu’nda

Yaptiklari Konusma

Biz her Ulkeyle
otururuz, konusuruz,
anlasmamizi yapariz.
Bize yasak koymak
isteyenler, kendileri
dolayli yollardan Rusya

Federasyonu’yla is
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baglyorlar. Cok
enteresan. Avrupa
Birligi de buna dahil.
Sayin Putin’in tlkemizi
ziyaret etmesinden,
burada anlagmalar
yapmamizdan da,
imzalari atmamizdan da
¢ok rahatsiz oldular.
Kusura bakmayin da
bizim irademiz
birilerinin ipotegi
altinda degil. Bu irade,

milli iradedir.

2014 | 11| 26| 15. MUSIAD Uluslararasi Fuari'nin Acilis 0 0
Téreni ve 18. Uluslararasi is Forumu
(IBF) Kongresi Kapanis Oturumunda
Yaptiklari Konusma

2014 11 24 | Uluslararasi Kadin Ve Adalet Zirvesinde 0 0

Yaptiklari Konusma
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2014

11

21

2. Turkiye-Afrika Ortaklik Zirvesi Aglilig

Oturumunda Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

11

11

Turkcell'in 20. Y1l Resepsiyonunda

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

11

10

Gazi Mustafa Kemal'i Anma Toreninde

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

11

Tirkmenistan-Tirkiye is Forumunda

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

11

Esenler Belediyesi'nin Toplu Agilis

Toreni’'nde Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

10

29

Cumhuriyet Bayrami Vesilesiyle Ankara
Hipodromu’nda Diizenlenen Térende

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

10

18

Afganistan Dogan Kislasi’'nda Askeri

Personele Hitaben Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

10

13

Marmara Universitesi Akademik Yil

Aclilis Téreninde Yaptiklari Konusma
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2014

10

11

Rize’de Toplu Acilis Téreninde Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

10

11

Giineysu Kaptan Ahmet Erdogan imam
Hatip Lisesi Agilis Téreni’nde Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

10

11

Rize'de Aksam Yemeginde Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

10

11

Recep Tayyip Erdogan Universitesi
Akademik Yili Agilis Téreni’nde

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

10

10

Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi 2014-
2015 Akademik Yil Agihs Téreni'nde

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

10

10

Trabzon Toplu Aclilis Téreninde

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

10

10

Trabzon'da Aksam Yemeginde Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

10

10

Rize'nin Kendirli Beldesi'nde Yaptiklari

Konusma
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2014

10

Islahiye'de Bulunan Cadirkent'te

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

10

Turkiye Blyutk Millet Meclisi'nin
24'Gncl Donem 5'inci Yasama Yili

Acihsinda Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

29

Uluslararasi Uyusturucu Politikalari ve
Halk Sagligi Sempozyumu'nda Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

28

Tirkiye ihracatgilar Meclisi Tiirkiye
Markasi Tanitim Toplantisi’nda

Yaptiklari Konusma

2014

28

Dinya Ekonomik Forumu'nda Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

24

BM Giivenlik Konseyi "Yabanci
Savascilar" Ozel Oturumunda Yaptiklari

Konusma

2014

24

Birlesmis Milletler 69'uncu Genel
Kurulu Genel Gorlismelerinde Yaptiklari

Konusma
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2014 9 23 | BM iklim Zirvesi'nde Yaptiklari Konugsma 0

2014 9 | 19 | TUSIAD Yiiksek istisare Toplantisi'nda 0
Yaptiklari Konusma

2014 9 17 | TESK 19. Olagan Genel Kurulu’nda 0
Yaptiklari Konusma

2014 9 1 | Ercan Havaalani'nda Halka Hitaben 0
Yaptiklari Konusma

2014 8 28 | Devir Teslim Toreni’'nde Yaptiklar 0
Konusma

2015 12 26 | “Asim’in Nesli’'nden Bir Usta: Recep 0
Tayyip Erdogan” Programinda Yaptiklari
Konusma
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2015

12

23

17. Muhtarlar Toplantis’'nda Yaptiklari

Konusma

Biliyorsunuz gecen
haftadan beri Rusya,
sinirimizi ihlal ettigi igin
disurilen ugaginin kara
kutusu Uzerinden bir
propaganda yurutuyor.
Kara kutudaki bilgilerin
kendi iddialarini ispat
edecegini 6ne siiren
Rus yetkililer, bu isi bir
sova donustirmuslerdi.
Sonra kara kutu agildi
ve tahribattan dolayi
icindeki bilgilerin
okunamadigi ifade
edildi. Tabii bizim kendi
elimizdeki bilgiler acik
ve saglam oldugu icin
konuyla ilgili en kiglk

bir tereddidimuz
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yoktu. Tirkiye’nin
hakhhgi tim diinya
tarafindan kabul
edilmisken, bu tir
zorlama propaganda
sovlari bunlardan
medet umanlari daha
da mahcup etmenin
Otesinde anlam
tasimiyor.

Rusya, belki diisen
ugaginin kara
kutusunun icindekileri
desifre edemedi, ama
bu olay llkemizde pek
cok seyi desifre etti.
100 yil 6nce Balkan
Harbi sirasinda
‘Edirne’ye Enver

girecegine Bulgar girsin’
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diyen zihniyetin
buglnki temsilcileri ne
diyor biliyor musunuz?
‘Erdogan hakli
¢ikacagina Putin hakli
ciksin” mantigiyla
ortaya dokuldler.

Biz eskiden Sovyetler
Birligi yanlisi olanlarin
sirf ideolojik tutumlari
sebebiyle boyle
davrandiklarini
saniyorduk. Bugiin eski
tifek sosyalistlerin,
glya birtakim
liberallerin, birtakim
isimlerin Rusya safinda
yer aldigini asil gergegin
farkina vardim. Meger

bunlar ‘sucu’ veya

100




‘bucu’ degil sadece ve
sadece bu llkenin, bu
milletin
diismaniymislar. Diger
tlm sifatlari bu
dismanhg
strdirebilmek icin birer
kilif olarak, birer arag
olarak kullaniyorlarmis.
Bunlardan biri de; su
anda ana muhalefet
partisinin milletvekili
sifatini tagtyor. Kendi
tilkesinin karsisinda iran
varsa iran’in, Rusya
varsa Rusya’nin, baska
hangi llke varsa onun
yaninda yer almanin
disinda hicbir vasfi

olmayan bu isme ana
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muhalefetin genel
baskani da siki sikiya
sahip ¢ikiyor. Ne
diyor?Egemenlik
haklarimizi ilgilendiren
bir mesele ylziinden
Rusya gibi bir tlkeyle
karsi karsiya
geldigimizde yanimizda
yer almalarindan
vazgectik, susup
yerlerinde oturmak
yerine karsimizdakilere
sufle verenlere elbette
hak ettikleri cevabi

verecegiz.
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2015 12 22 | Dostluk Dernegi’nin Kabuliinde 0
Yaptiklari Konusma
2015 12 14 | 2015 Yili Trkiye Bilimler Akademisi 0
Odiil Téreni’nde Yaptiklari Konusma
2015 12 9 | 2015 Yih Cumhurbaskanligi Kaltur ve 0
Sanat Biiyiik Odiilleri Téreni’nde
Yaptiklari Konusma
2015 12 8 | 16. Muhtarlar Toplantisi’nda Yaptiklar 1 iste sizler de

Konusma

goriyorsunuz, takip
ediyorsunuz, Hatay’'da
sinirlarimizi ihlal eden
yabanci bir savas
ucagini dislriyoruz;
birileri hemen c¢ikiyor
tim kinini,
dismanhgini,
husumetini Glkemize,
sahsimiza yoneltiyor.

Ruslar bir yandan,
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bizdeki birtakim kisiler
diger taraftan,
‘Turkiye’nin neresi
bombalanmali?’
egzersizleri yapiyor.
DAES ter6r orgita,
bolge lizerinde hesabi
olan herkesin kullandigi
bir arag, bir kukla, bir
bahane haline
doénismis durumdadir.
Ya su anda DAES’in bir
defa Esad rejimiyle
musterek yanlari var.
Bunlarin birbiriyle
catisiyor gériinmesine
filan bakmayin, petrolii
rejime satan o. Ayni
zamanda Suriye

vatandasi olan Rusya
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vatandagsi olan iki kisi
petroll aliyor hem
rejime satiyor, hem
diinyaya satiyorlar.
Bunlarin resimleri
vesaireleri yayinlandi-
yayinlaniyor. Bu orgltle
ciddi bir miicadele
ortaya koymayanlarin
ayni bahaneyle
Suriye’de askeri varlik
gosterme konusunda
¢ok hizli ve cevval
olduklarini gériiyoruz.
Bunlar yavuz hirsiz.
Hani bizde bir s6z var
ya, ‘Yavuz hirsiz ev
sahibini bastirirmis’;

bunlarin yaptigi bu.

105




2015

12

Dinya Engelliler Glinl Resepsiyonunda

Yaptiklari Konusma

insani ruhundan ve
fitratindan kopararak
adeta bir metaa
donustiren, sadece
glcliniin hayat hakkini
kutsayan bu yaklasim
bugilin de maalesef
varhgini devam
ettiriyor. Hitler
Almanya’sinin, Stalin’in
Rusya’sinin isledigi
soykirimlar, 1990’larda
Bosna Hersek’te vuku
bulan katliamlar,
Filistinlilerin yillardir
maruz kaldigi baskilar,
komsumuz Suriye’deki
zullimler farkh tlke ve
zamanlarda bunun en

canl 6rnegini teskil
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ediyor.

2015

12

2015 Yili TUBITAK Bilim, Ozel ve Tesvik

Odiilleri Téreni’nde Yaptiklari Konusma
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2015

12

TURK-IS 22. Olagan Genel Kurulu’nda

Yaptiklari Konusma

Suriye, Tlrkiye'nin 911
kilometre sinira sahip
komsusu olmanin
yaninda, halklarimizin
binlerce yili bulan ortak
gecmise sahip oldugu
bir cografyadir. Tlrkiye
olarak nasil Balkanlar’a,
Kafkaslar’a, Akdeniz
Havzasina, Irak’a
bigane kalmamiz s6z
konusu olamaz ise,
Suriye’de yasananlari
da kesinlikle yok
sayamayiz. iste onun
icin diyorum; Rusya
Suriye’de ne ariyor?
Efendim, neymis?
Birlesmis Milletler’in

kendilerine verdigi
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boyle bir yetki varmis.
Neymis o yetki? Eger o
Ulkenin yonetimi davet
ederse, gidilirmis.
Oraya gitmek
mecburiyetinde
degilsiniz. 380 bin
insani olduren katil
Esed’in davetine icabet
etmeye mecbur
degilsiniz. O gayrimesru
bir yonetimdir, mesru
degildir; bunu gormek
durumundasiniz. Bunu
ben Sayin Putin’in
kendisiyle ¢ok
konustum, onun icin de
burada acik ve net
soyliyorum...Sunu

bilmenizi istiyorum:
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Bakin son giinlerde
Rusya’nin basini ¢ektigi
bir moda ortaya cikti,
buna Rusya kendisi de
aslinda inanmiyor,
ondan sonra basgkalarini
inandirmaya gayret
ediyor. Nedir o?
‘Turkiye DEAS’tan
petrol aliyor’. Paris’teki
iklim Degisikligi
Zirvesi'nde de liderlerle
yaptigim toplantilarda
falan bunu soéyledim:
Bakin Tiirkiye
Cumbhuriyeti'nin
DAES’ten petrol aldigini
belgelerle Rusya ispat
etmeye mecburdur,

aksi takdirde bu bir
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iftiradir. Eger ispat
ederse ben
Cumhurbasgkanhgi
makaminda durmam.
Ama ispat edemezse
kendisi de makamini
birakir mi, koltugunu
birakir mi, bu
onemli...Tarkiye'nin
petrol aldigi yerler,
dogalgaz aldigi yerler
bellidir. Birinci sirada
Rusya’dir, ikinci sirada
iran, Gclincii sirada
Azerbaycan, doérdiinci
sirada Kuzey Irak,
besinci sirada Katar,
ardindan Cezayir...
Zaman zaman da

Nijerya’dan biz bu
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ihtiyacimizi karsiliyoruz.
Ha kim aliyor, onu da
soyleyeyim. Hem Rus
pasaportu sahibi, hem
de Suriyeli olan George
Haswani bu isin en
blyuk tlccaridir ve
DAES’ten petroli aliyor
hem rejime satiyor,
hem de uluslararasi bu
isi yapan belli camiaya
satiyor. Bunu en son
Amerikan Hazine
Bakanligi belgelerle
acikladi. Bir de meshur
Ruslarin satrang ustasi
var, o da bu yarisin
icerisinde, o da bu
petrol tliccarhgini

yaplyor.

112




2015

11

27

Bayburt’ta Toplu Agilig Toreni’'nde

Yaptiklari Konusma

Daha sonra bunun
Rusya’ya ait oldugu
anlasildi. Tabi ki bu
Uzlntd verici hadisenin
yasandigi bolge, rejim
glgleriyle Bayirbucak
Tlrkmenlerinin yogun
catismalarina sahne
olan bir yerdir. Suriye
sinirlarimiz daha 6nce
de rejimin ve teror
orgutlerinin ugak,
helikopter, insansiz
hava araci, havan
mermisi, top mermisi
gibi tacizlerine maruz
kalmistir.G-20’de
kendisiyle bunlari yine
konustuk. Ve orada da

sunu soylediler: ‘Bunu
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bir misafirlik olarak
kabul edeceksiniz.” Ben
de dedim ki, ‘Davetsiz
misafirlik olmaz.’
Hassas bir bolgenin
icerisindeyiz. Su anda
Rusya orada, biz
defalarca soyledik;
‘Sizin orada ne isiniz
var?’ Neymis? Suriye
rejimi davet etmis. Su
anda gayrimesru bir
devlet var Suriye’de. Siz
her davete icabet
etmeye mecbur
musunuz? Burada 380
bin insani dlduren bir
katil Esad var, bunun
davetine icabet etmeye

mecbur musunuz? Her
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tirll destegi
veriyorsunuz, devlet
terori estiren boyle bir
insana bu destegin
verilmesi megru
mudur? Turkiye olarak
pek ¢ok kanalla bu
konudaki
hassasiyetlerimizi
Rusya’ya ilettik. Buna
ragmen kasith mi
oldugunu, yoksa
Ozensizlikten mi
kaynaklandigini
bilmedigimiz bir sekilde
sinirlarimizin ihlaline
bigane kalmamiz

mimkiin degildir.

Olayin oldugu andan
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itibaren meselenin bu
cergevede
degerlendirilmesi igin
elimizden gelen gayreti
gosterdik. Buylkelgi
Disisleri’ne cagrildi,
Askeri Atase ayni
sekilde ¢agnildi,
kendilerine teknik her
tarla bilgi verildi.
Yasanan hadiseden
duydugumuz Gzintiyi
ifade ettik. Rusya’nin
bu olay lzerine
gosterdigi tepkiyi yine
anlayisla karsilamaya
calisiyoruz. Ancak
meseleyi asil
mecrasindan ¢ikartip

farkli alanlara tasimaya
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Rusya’nin bu
gayretinden fevkalade

rahatsiziz.

Son olarak Rusya Devlet
Baskani’nin diin aksam
Fransa Cumhurbaskani
Sayin Hollande’la
goriismesinden sonra
yaptigi aciklamalar asla
kabul edilebilir degildir.
Bu vesileyle su
hususlari bir kez daha
Bayburt’tan tiim
Turkiye’ye, tim
dinyanin dikkatine
sunmak istiyorum:
Turkiye kasith olarak
Rus savag ugagini

dislirmis degildir. Bu
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olay sinir ihlaline
verilen otomatik bir
tepkiden ibarettir,
angajman kurallarinin

uygulanmasidir.

Sunu da ¢ok agik
soylliyorum, bu
aciklamalarda hedef
saptirmak suretiyle ‘Biz
DAES’e karsi micadele
veriyoruz’ diyen Rusya
yOnetimine sunu
soyliyorum:
Bayirbucak
Turkmenlerinin yasadigi
bolge, Lazkiye’nin
oldugu bolge DAES’in
oldugu bolge degildir,

diinyayi aldatmayalim,
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kimseyi
aldatmayalim.DAES’e
karsi verilen bir
micadeleniz de
olmamigtir. Zaten DAES
rejimle su anda ortak
calisan bir teror
Orgltldur. Su anda
DAES’e karsi boyle bir
miicadeleyi veren
Tirkiye'dir. iste
Cerablus’ta verdigimiz
micadeleler ortada,
Ulkemizde verdigimiz
micadeleler ortada.
Ama kalkip da
Turkiye’deki yonetimin
bir islamlastirma
hareketi icerisinde

oldugunu soéyleyen

119




Rusya yonetimine ben
sunu soyliyorum:
Bakiniz, Turkiye’'nin
ylzde 99'u
Muslimandir.
Tirkiye’nin boyle bir
islamlastirma
hareketine ihtiyaci
yoktur, ylizde 99'u
Mdslimandir. Boyle bir
yakistirmayi ben Rusya
yonetimine dogrusu hig

yakistiramadim.

Acaba ben kalkip da 30
milyonun yasadigi
Rusya icin ‘Rusya
yonetimi bir
Hristiyanlastirma

hareketi yapiyor’
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desem dogru mudur? O
ne kadar yanlissa,
Tirkiye’nin yonetimi
icin bu yakistirmayi
yapmak da o kadar
yanhstir, kusura

bakmasinlar.

‘DAES Turkiye'ye petrol
satiyormus’; yaziklar
olsun. Turkiye’ye bu
iftiray1 atanlar bunu
ispat etmekle
miukelleftir. Turkiye
DAES’ten petrol
almiyor. Tam aksine
Amerikan Hazine
Bakanhgi agikladi; Rus
sirketleri ile DAES’in

ortaklasa Suriye
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rejimine petrol sattigini
ifade ettiler,
belgelediler. Peki,
Turkiye petroluni
nereden aliyor? Bir,
Rusya’dan aliyor ve su
anda Rusya’nin en fazla
petrol sattigI dogalgaz
sattig1 tlke Turkiye'dir.
iki, iran’dan ahyor. Ug,
Azerbaycan’dan aliyor.
Dort, Kuzey Irak’tan
aliyor. Bes, LNG Cezayir
ve Katar’dan aliyor.
Bizim kaynaklarimiz
belli, bize boyle bir
iftirayi nasil yaparsiniz?
Biz bir teror
orgltiinden petrol

alacak kadar haysiyetsiz
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degiliz, bunu boyle
bilesiniz. Ve bize bu
iftiray1 atanlar bilsinler
ki mufteri sifatini

sahiplenmiglerdir.

Kardeslerim;

Fakat