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TURKEY AND USA RELATIONSHIP DURING THE COLD WAR

The relationship between Turkey and the United States was built in the throes of the Cold War. For
decades, their interaction was dominated by political and military considerations relating to Europe,
especially how best to meet the Soviet strategic challenge and how best to manage the complex and
frustrating Turkey-Greece-Cyprus triangle. More than twenty years after the end of the Cold War,
however, those traditional priorities are making way for a new agenda that reflects not just changes
in the international system but also Turkey's remarkable transformation from a military-dominated
society to a fledgling democracy. Issues of contention in this relationship will be analyzed and effect
of these issues on Turkish foreign policy will be evaluated. To this end, the US's policy to shift NATO's
defense strategy from massive retaliation strategy to flexible response strategy in spite of opposition
of some NATO allies including Turkey will be evaluated. The US's secret agreement with the Soviet
Union to withdraw Jupiter missiles in Turkey during the Cuba Crisis in spite of Turkey s reservations
will be investigated. Effect of these issues on Turkish foreign policy will be analyzed. After the Second
World War, Turkey became a part of the Western Bloc. Nonetheless, Turkey, which was a middle-power
country, disagreed with the US over some issues. As a consequence, while continuing to be a part of

the Western Bloc, Turkey tried to follow a more balanced and multi-dimensional foreign policy.
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Introduction. The United States and Turkey have
a long history of alliance, partnership and coopera-
tion. Today, the relationship between the two coun-
tries continues to develop and grow in importance
through mutual values, shared interests in security
and stability in the region and beyond, fighting ter-
rorism and extremism, and economic collaboration.
During Cold War period, Turkish foreign policy was
mainly focused on the improvement of relations with
the western states and mainly with the USA. NATO
membership has created a fuller and active period in
Turkey’s foreign policy. In 1952, Turkey was offi-
cially accepted to NATO. After that, Turkey’s for-
eign policy has begun to redirect defense systems in
the Middle East and the East Mediterranean. In the
1960s, some changes were made in Turkey’s Middle
East policy. Turkey withdrew from Baghdad’s Pact
policy. The secret agreement on the withdrawal of
Jupiter missiles from the Turkey during Cuban crisis
between USA and Soviet Union has a negative impact
on Turkey and USA relationship.

Statement of task. In this article, will be exam-
ined the Turkey and USA relationship, will be ana-
lyzed problems of this relationship. After the Second
World War, Turkey became a part of the Western Bloc.
Nonetheless, Turkey, which was a middle-power
country, disagreed with the US over some political
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issues. As a consequence, while continuing to be a
part of the Western Bloc, Turkey tried to follow a
more balanced and multi-dimensional foreign policy.

Analysis of research and publications. In this
work, reference from foreign authors’ books and
articles, reports and from internet resources has been
used. In addition, it was benefited from the materials
which mentioned at the end of the paper.

The cold war is generally described as a “zero-sum
game” in which victory of one antagonist equal a loss
of the other. But this is a highly questionable interpreta-
tion. It would be more realistic to regard the Cold War
system as a macabre dance of death in which the rul-
ers of the superpowers mobilize their own populations
to support harsh and brutal measures directed against
victims within what they take to be their respective
domains, where they are “protecting their legitimate
interests”. The actual dynamics of the cold War system
suggest a rather different conclusion. Typically, acts of
subversion, violence and aggression, or development
and deployment of new weapons systems, have had the
predictable effect of reinforcing those elements of the
antagonist state that are committed, for their own rea-
sons, to similar practices, a recurrent pattern through-
out the cold war period [5].

The Cold War grew out of complicated interaction
of external and internal developments inside both the
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United States and the Soviet Union. The external situ-
ation circumstances beyond the control of either power
left Americans and Russians facing one another across
prostrated Europe at the end of World War II. Internal
influences in the Soviet Union the search for security,
the role of ideology, massive postwar reconstruction
needs, the personality of Stalin together with those in
the United States the idea of self-determination, fear
of communism, the illusion of omnipotence fostered
by American economic strength and the competition of
nuclear armamentmade made the resulting confronta-
tion a hostile one. Leaders of both superpowers sought
peace but in doing so yielded to considerations which,
while they did not precipitate war, made a resolution of
differences impossible [6, p. 361].

The security relations between Turkey and United
States dates back to the end of World war II, when the
Soviet Union, after refusing to renew the 1923 Friend-
ship Treaty with Turkey, began to make demands
regarding Turkey’s straits. With the onset of the Cold
War, The Americans given the strategic importance of
Turkey and the straits and in line with the containment
strategy of the Truman Doctrine, came to support the
Turks and made Turkey a beneficiary of the Marshall
plan. Melvin Leffler, a Cold War researcher, notes that
America was interested in Turkey before Truman’s
aid. Because Turkey has become more important for
the United States against the threat of the USSR. The
attention to Turkey was more apparent after the note
that Soviet Union sent to Turkey [7, p. 814-815].

It was no coincidence that Turkey became the first
diplomatic arena of the incident during Cold War. Most
countries of eastern and central Europe had been actual
battlegrounds in World War II; hence in planning the
military operations for Hitler’s defeat, Russia and the
Western powers were obliged to delineate their respec-
tive zones of military occupation clearly-and hence of
postwar control. Turkey’s neutrality, by contrast, had
left its future status ambiguous, and thus made it a
tempting target for Stalin’s postwar expansionism. The
result was that Turkey’s leaders as early as 1945 felt
compelled to state their own policy of containment.
A stance that Washington over the following years
backed up with acts such as the Istanbul visit of the
battleship USS Missouri in April 1946 and the proc-
lamation of the Truman Doctrine in 1947 [15. p. 160].

Turkey’s association with the United States began
in 1947 when the United States Congress designated
Turkey, under the provisions of the Truman Doc-
trine, as the recipient of special economic and mil-
itary assistance intended to help repel direct threats
from the Soviet Union. This Soviet threat on Turkey
became official in 1945 when the soviets handed Tur-

key a note demanding a military base in the Bospo-
rus and land from Eastern Anatolia. This marked the
deterioration of the relationship between the Soviet
Union and Turkey. As the Turkish government would
not submit to the Soviet Union’s requests, tensions
arose in the region, leading to a show of naval force
on the side of the Soviets. The tensions caused Turkey
to turn to the United States and NATO, for protection
and membership, respectively [18].

The United States has been Turkey’s closest ally
since the end of World War II. Along with Greece,
Turkey was early focus of the cold war and occupied a
special place in American international policies. This
was not always the case. The bilateral relationship has
in fact never been conflict-free. Despite the ostensibly
unbreakable security and military ties, there were seri-
ous ups and downs in the relationship, and for most of
the past two decades its future was in doubt.

The mutual ties between the U.S. and Turkey were
formalized with the 1947 Economic and Technical
Cooperation agreement. This agreement reflected the
Truman doctrine, through which the U.S. offered sup-
port to democratic nations [20].

The symbiotic relationship between Turkey and
the United States during the Cold War was greatly
beneficial to both sides. The United States protected
Turkey and gave them economic relief, while Tur-
key served as a barrier against communism and the
oil fields of the middle east, an extra combat force
in the Korean War. Turkey’s cooperation during these
years can be credited to the US’s generosity in the
Marshall Plan and Truman Doctrine, and also to a
threat received from the Soviet Union in 1945. In
March of 1945, the Soviets decided not to renew the
1925 Treaty of Friendship and Nonaggression, that
was written in 1925, This decision “met with outrage
within Turkey.” The combination of Soviet aggres-
sion and US generosity led to a strong US-Turkey
relationship during the Cold War.

On March 12, 1947 Truman said in his speech
that Greece and Turkey must be assisted against
Soviet, which in the future it will be called the Tru-
man Doctrine [10, p. 14-21]. After this decided that
Turkey wolud recieve 100 million dollar and Greece
300 million dollar military aid [8, p. 68—69]. The
Turkish-American rapprochement process with Tru-
man doctrine also affected Turkey’s political life. The
Turkish community has the opportunity to recognize
democracy in American style [2, p. 229].

In 1948 Turkey joined the Organization for Euro-
pean Economic Cooperation and began to receive Mar-
shall Plan aid, even though her productive capacity had
not been damaged by the war. In 1949 Turkey became
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a member of the Council of Europe. Throughout
194546 Turkey became the victim of an aggressive
diplomatic campaign by Stalin, who tried to achieve the
old Tsarist dream of a Russian takeover of the Straits,
as well as territorial advances in Turkey’s eastern fron-
tier regions. This provoked a tough reaction from both
Turkey and Western powers, so that the Soviets were
eventually forced to drop their demands [17, p. 90].

On June 25, 1950, began a war between the Demo-
cratic Republic of Korea (North Korea) and the Repub-
lic of Korea (South Korea). North Korea attacked South
Korea with the support of the USSR. In the face of this
attack, the United States took action. Appealed to the
UN Security Council for military assistance to South
Korea. The thirty-eighth parallel is considered border
between North and South Korea. The United Nations
has demanded the withdrawal of the North Korea
eighth parallel from. But North Korea ignored UN’s
demand [3, p. 455]. The Korean War was written as the
first «<hot war» of the Cold War years [13, p. 175-176].

At the outbreak of the Korean war, on June 28,
1950, The United Nations Security Council adopted
on June 28, 1950 a resolution recommending that the
U.N member nations furnish assistance to the Republic
of Korea in order to repel communist attack and restore
peace and security in Korea. In the middle of July the
same year, the UN secretary General requested Tur-
key to send troops to Korea. Considering the urgency
of the Korean war, the Government of Turkey called
an emergency meeting of the Cabinet on July 1950.
Included in this meeting were top-level armed forces
personnel, and at this meeting they decided to send a
brigade size armed forces to Korea [4, p. 242].

During the Democratic Party of Turkey
(1950-1960), the main political course was to estab-
lish close ties with the Western countries and gain
US support. For this purpose, the main target of the
government was to become a member of all political,
military and economic unions established under the
leadership of Western countries [14, p. 555]. At such
a time, being near the US in the Korean War was con-
sidered a good opportunity to approach the Western
world. On July 25, 1950, Menderes decided to send a
Turkish military brigade to Korea [12, p. 78].

The effects of this American foreign policy were
paradoxical. There was a tendency to prefer remaining
more aloof from foreign contact, yet simultaneously
seeking to project a more positive and aggressive
image. It was the nuclear issue, which had rendered
Western European Union irrelevant in the 1950s.
The development of Soviet nuclear capacity had very
largely invalidated much of the strategic thinking on
the defense of the Western Europe. It was improba-
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ble that a war in Europe could now be fought only
with conventional ground troops. In the late 1950s, the
United States and NATO had to reconsider the role and
organization of the latter. On the other hand, NATO
had gone beyond its original geographical confines in
1952 when Greece and Turkey joined the organiza-
tion. With West German accession in 1955, the United
States had maximized the territorial reach of NATO.
Apart from the self-declared neutral states in Europe,
only Spain remained outside, though American bases
were set up there too in 1953 [15. p. 166].

Turkey joined NATO in 1952, which further solid-
ified its alliance with the U.S. and the Western world.
During the Korean War, Turkey supported the United
States and its NATO allies by sending three Turkish
brigades to the warzone, and throughout the Cold
War, Turkey remained a strong U.S. partner [20].

However, the relationship was hardly free of trou-
bles and tests. The first test occurred with the Cuban
Missle Crisis in 1962, when the United States secretly
agreed to withdraw its missiles from Turkey in return
for the Soviet withdrawal of its missiles from Cuba.
There was no prior consultation with the Turks. Even
though the removal of the Jupiter missiles did not
endanger Turkey’s security, the incident left Turks
with a lasting impression that the United States could
not be wholly trusted. The second test came in 1964,
with president Lyndon Johnson’s letter telling the
Turkish prime minister that if Turkey invades Cyprus,
NATO allies might not come to its defense in case of
the USSR attack on Turkey. The language of the let-
ter was harsh. The Turks were hurt, never forgot the
incident, and concluded that they should have taken
a broader view of their security needs that going
beyond the United States and even NATO. The third
test was the U.S. arms embargo (1975-78) that fol-
lowed Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus in 1974 to res-
cue and protect the minority Turkish Cypriots against
ethnic cleansing by the majority Greek Cypriots. The
Turks learned from the embargo that lobbies (in this
case, the Greek lobby, supported by the Armenians)
could distort U.S. policy choices [16].

The 1950s were followed by a growing popular
anti-Americanism that influenced the attitudes of the
ruling elite. Attitudes hardened significantly during the
second half of the 1970s, following the arms embargo
imposed after Turkey’s military intervention in
Cyprus. One of the issues that affected Turkish-Amer-
ican relations negatively during the Cold War was the
shift of NATO’s defense strategy from massive retali-
ation strategy, which was adopted in 1954, to flexible
response strategy. According to flexible response strat-
egy, the Alliance, in case one of the member countries
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was attacked militarily, would start diplomatic efforts
and initially counter this attack with conventional
weapons. If diplomatic efforts and conventional weap-
ons cannot stop the conflict, tactical nuclear weapons
would be considered. In case tactical nuclear weapons
also cannot stop the conflict, strategic nuclear weap-
ons would be considered. The flexible response strat-
egy was opposed by many Allied countries including
Turkey since it could lead to destruction of flank coun-
tries. As a result of the shift of NATO’s defense strat-
egy, France withdrew from the military wing of the
NATO in 1966. Turkey was among the countries that
opposed most. The US’s insistence to shift NATO’s
strategy was because of a strategic change in Soviet
Union’s technological and military capabilities. The
Soviet Union successfully launched Sputnik to orbit
the Earth in 1957. This meant that the Soviet Union
had gained the technological capacity to develop
intercontinental ballistic missiles. The US strategists
immediately started to reevaluate massive retalia-
tion strategy since it was understood that the Soviet
Union, which had nuclear weapons, had now gained
the capacity to attack the US soil with intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles. The US sought new strategies to
intervene crises in periphery countries. The objective
was to prevent the escalation of a crisis in a periph-
ery country into a crisis between two superpowers. As
a result, containment policy was changed. Strategies
such as “flexible response”, “détente”, “Second Cold
War” and “status quo plus” were adopted [9].

The 1980s with Turgut Ozal at the helm of Turkish
decision making, heralded a new era of Turkish-Amer-
ican relations, crowned by close cooperation in the
Gulf War and changing Turkish perceptions of cold
war’s international order and technology-generated
prospects for globalization. The new dynamics, espe-
cially the free market reforms set in motion during the
1980s, seem central to the pattern of Turkish-Ameri-
can ties in the first decade of the new century.

The making of foreign policy, as in most countries
in the world, is the province of the United States helps
clarify the background and culture of the Turkey’s
political class and produces a better understanding of
the complicated and complex bond Turks have with
the United states [1].

United States Cold War relations with Turkey ran
relatively quietly under the radar of common Ameri-
can public knowledge during the Korean War years.
However, the Turkish front was of vital importance
in the Cold War effort. The US alliance with Turkey
continued to contribute to the United States’ Cold
War strategy even after the conclusion of the Korean
War. During the arms race with the USSR, there came

a point where the means of delivery of the weapons
was the most significant aspect of the race.

Turkish critics put forward the following claims
on Turkey’s economic dependence on the USA:
American economic aid to Turkey was used mostly
by pro-American Turkish economic elite, multina-
tional and American companies to strengthen their
position and helped them exploit Turkey’s economic
resources and to control the Turkish economy. This
was the American’s intention as well. The Turkish
economy fell wholly under the influence of the Amer-
ican economy with American aid and foreign invest-
ment. American economic elite used Turkey’s raw
materials and labor force for their own interests and
deliberately tried to prevent the development of the
Turkish economy. The consortium which was estab-
lished by several sountries to supply economic aid to
Turkey and the American aid agency, AID used their
power to control and direct the Turkish economy and
to intervene in Turkey’s domestic politics. The United
States used its aid to Turkey as means of pressure to
force Turkey to fulfil some American demands as was
seen in the Cyprus and opium questions [11, p. 30].

Conclusion. With the end of the Second World
War, Turkey was faced with a fateful dilemma —
either join the countries of Western democracy, or the
bloc of pro-Soviet states. Given the territorial claims
of the Soviet Union against Turkey, Ankara decided
to move closer to the United States and the countries
of Western Europe. This largely explained Turkey’s
decision to enter the Korean war on the side of the
United States and its allies. As a result, Turkey con-
tinued its relations with the United States in the period
of the Cold War to protect Turkey’s independence
and territorial integrity from the USSR. The biggest
tension between Turkey and the United States was
in the 1975-78 arms embargo. This was a great fail-
ure because in return, Turkey was concerned about
ending the US embargo by closing the US base in its
territory using its geostrategic position. Even if rela-
tionship between two countries continued to be stra-
tegic partnership during the Cold War, two countries
disagreed over many issues. Shift of the defense strat-
egy of the NATO from massive retaliation strategy to
flexible response strategy in spite of the opposition of
many NATO allies including Turkey and removal of
the Jupiter missiles as a result of secret negotiations
between the Soviet Union and the US in spite of Tur-
key’s reservations were among the issues that created
tension in relations between the US and Turkey. After
these developments, Turkey reevaluated its foreign
and security policies and tried to follow a more bal-
anced and multi-directional foreign policy.
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OTHOIIEHUSA TYPIIUU U CIIIA BO BPEMS XOJIOAHOM BOMHBI

Ommuowenus mexcoy Typyueti u Coedunennvimu LlImamamu 6vi1u nocmpoenvl 8 nepuood Xoa00HOU
sotinbl. Ha npomsioicenuu decamunemuii 6 ux 63aumo0eticmeuy OOMUHUPOBAY NOTUMUYECKUE U 6OEHHbIE
coobpadicenus, ceszantvle ¢ E8ponot, 0cobenno ¢ mem, Kak HAUIYYUWUM 00PA30M CRPABUMbCSL C COBEN-
CKOU cmpamecudeckol yepo3ou U Kax Iyyuie 6ce20 YAPAGIimb CLOJICHbIM U NPOOIEMHLIM MPey2oibHU-
kom Typyus—I peyus—Kunp. Oonaxo cnycms 6onee dsaoyamu iem NOCNLe OKOHYAHUSL XOJLOOHOU BOUHbL
MU MPAOUYUOHHBLE NPUOPUMENbL YKIAObIBAIOMCSL 8 PAMKU HOBOU NOGECKU OHsl, KOMOPAsi ompaxicaem
He MOIbKO USMEHEHUsT 8 MeXCOYHAPOOHOU cucmeme, HO U 3amedamenvryio mpancgopmayuio Typyuu om
obwecmea ¢ npeobaadanuem 800PYIHCEHHBIX CUL K MO000U demoxpamuu. [Ipoananusuposanvt 60npocsl
Pazoopa 8 dmux OMHOULEHUSAX, OYEHEeHO GIUAHUE IMUX BONPOCO8 Ha gHewnIo noaumuky Typyuu. C smoti
yenvio npogedena oyenka noaumuku CILIA no nepeopuenmayuu cmpamezuu oboponst HATO u3z mac-
wmabHOU cmpamezuu 803Me30Usl HA 2UOKYI0 CMpamezuio peasupo8anus, HeCMOmMps HA COnpomueie-
Hue Hexomopuix cotosnuxos no HATO, exnouas Typyuro. Paccredosano cexpemnoe coenawenue CILIA
¢ Cosemckum Corszom o evigode pakem «FOnumepy ¢ Typyuto 8o epems kpuzuca na Kybe, necmomps na
ozogopxu Typyuu. Ilpoananuzupoeano erusnue smux 60npocos Ha guewniow noaumuxy Typyuu. Ilocre
Bmopoii muposoui eotinel Typyus cmana wacmoeio 3anaounozo onoxa. Tem mne menee, Typyus, xomopas
ovLIa cmpaHoll ¢ cunbHol éracmoio, He coenacunacy ¢ CLIA 6 nekomopwix eonpocax. Kax ciedcmaue,
npooodIcas ocmasamscs yacmovio 3anaonoeo onoxa, Typyus nvimanace ciedosams bonee coOAIAHCUPO-
BAHHOU U MHO2OMEPHOU 8HeulHell NoIUmuKe.

Knroueswte cnosa: xonoonas souna, Typyus, CLLA, HATO, doxmpuna Tpymsua, nian Mapwanna.
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BIJTHOCUHU TYPEYYUHHU TA CIIA HIJI YAC XOJIOJHOI BINHU

Bionocunu mioie Typewuunoro ma Cnonyyenumu LlImamamu 6ynu nodyoosawni 6 nepiod Xon00Hoi GiliHu.
Ilpomszom oecamunimo 8 ix 83aem00ii OOMIHY8AIU NOLIMUYHI MA BIlICLKOGI MIPKY8aHHS, No8 a3aui 3 €6po-
nOM, 0COONUBO 3 MUM, AK HAUKPAWUM YUHOM YHOPAMUCA 3 PAOSHCHLKOIO CIMPAMeiuHOI0 3Ad2PO3010 Ma 5K
Hatikpawe Kkepysamu cKaaoHum i npoonemuum mpuxymuuxom Typeuuuna—I peyis—Kinp. [Ipome uepes 6invu
HIDJIC 08A0YSAMb POKI6 NICAs 3aKIHUeHHs XON00HOI 6lliHU Yi Mpaduyiiki npiopumemu YKIa0aiomocs 6 pamKu
H08020 NOPsIOKY OeHHO20, KUl 8I000padicac He MIbKU 3MIHU 8 MIJCHAPOOHIU cucmemi, ane il 4y008y mpaHc-
dopmayiro Typeuuunu 6i0 cycninbcmeda 3 Nepedadcantsim 30potHux cui 00 moroooi demoxpamii. Ilpoanani-
308aHi NUMAKHA po3bpamy 6 Yux 8IOHOCUHAX, OYIHEeHUll 8NIU8 YUX NUMAHb HA 308HiuHI0 nouimuxy Typeu-
yynu. I3 yiero memorio 30iticnena oyinka norimuku CIIA wooo nepeopicumayii cmpameeii oboponu HATO
3 MacumabHoi cmpameezii 8i0nAAMU HA 2HYUKY CIpameziio peazy8anHs, He38aicaoiu Ha 0esKUX COI3HUKI8
no HATO, sxnouarouu Typeuuuny. Pozenanyma cexpemua yeooa CILIA 3 Padsucokum Coro3om npo euederHs
paxem «IOnimep» y Typeuuuny nio uac xpusu na Kyoi, nezeadxcaiouu Ha 3acmepedxcenus Typeuuunu. Ilpo-
AHANI308AHO BNAUE YUX NUMANb HA 308HIWHI0 nonimuky Typeyuunu. Ilicasn [pyeoi ceimosoi giinu Typeuuuna
cmana ywacmunoro 3axionoeo onoxy. Illpome Typeuuuna, sxa 6yna kpainoro i3 CUIbHOI 8140010, He NO200UNACS
i3 CIIIA 3 0esikux numans. Ax HACTIOOK, NPOOOBHCYIOUU 3ATUWATNUCS YACMUHOT0 3axiOHo20 6noky, Typeuuuna
Hamaeanacs crioysamu Oiibul 30a1aHCo8anill i 6a2amo8UMIpHIL 306HIWHIN NOATMUYL.

Kniouogi cnosa: xonoona sitina, Typeuuuna, CLIIA, HATO, ooxmpuna Tpymena, nian Mapwanna.
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