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International Relations theory is in crisis: it does not appear to have been successfully ac-
cumulating in an integrated manner. Despite abounding theories and concepts aiming to 
explain what happens globally and to draw lessons for improvement, casualties continue to 
pile up, and the world is not becoming a safer place to live in. Our supposedly revolutionary 
new concepts and approaches still tend to remain ‘event-driven’, and in fact follow things 
that happen in the field, rather than precede them. One needs only to look at the collapse of 
the Berlin Wall and the Arab Spring for recent reminders of this shortcoming. 
	 The problem is perhaps even more acute when we look at one of the earth’s ‘old 
worlds’, a region sometimes referred to as ‘Eurasia’, and sometimes as “The Greater Middle 
East’. Geographers have, since the ancient world, made numerous proposals to establish 
borders between Europe (the West) and Asia. All these attempts to determine acceptable and 
meaningful geographic lines of delimitation have at best, remained fuzzy and disputable. 
These efforts of separating Europe from Asia have only confirmed that Europe is not even 
a separate continent, but a peninsular prolongation of Asia, stretching to the Atlantic Ocean. 
For our purposes therefore, we will refer to that vast zone of the globe stretching between 
Western Europe and China; and from Russia to the Maghreb—a ‘Middle World’, where 
‘West’ meets ‘East’, and ‘North’ meets ‘South’; where encounters lead to interpenetration as 
well as confrontation. 
	 This Middle World is old in many ways. It was here that the first agricultural pro-
duce was grown, the first cities were built, the first coins minted, the first translations of 
Greek philosophical texts were made and kept in libraries, the early organized states and 
universal religions emerged, algebra was conceived, gunpowder was invented, the first con-
ventional wars were fought, and the first peace treaties were signed. At the same time, these 
ancient lands are very much a part of the complications connected with ‘new’ aspects of the 
discipline of International Relations, from globalization to transnational movements. 
	 The Middle World takes on additional importance when we consider that the grav-
ity of global politics is increasingly bound to this area. In the Middle World we find evidence 
not only of traditional IR issues such as major power rivalries and interstate competition, 
nuclear weapons, state-building related civil strife, or terrorism, but also of relatively newer 
dynamics such as transnational social movements, demands for political development and 
better welfare distribution, the evolving role of religion in politics, and energy security. More 
than ever therefore, there is a need to develop better conceptual and practical tools to under-
stand and explain this world and the areas it impacts upon (the rest of the world), and to pres-
ent innovative and feasible visions for peace, security and development in the Middle World 
and beyond. All Azimuth aims to give voice to those who envision and want to help create a 
new International Relations—in theory and policy—for peace, security, and development.
	 How can we best accomplish this? As has been argued many times in past decades, 
IR scholarship and theorizing have traditionally stemmed from the newer ‘West’, and spread 
Eastward or towards the so-called periphery—perhaps due at times to a lack of adequate 
voices coming out of the latter region, and at times because of a failure on the part of the 
core to listen. A starting point to understanding both ‘why’ we are launching this journal and 
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‘how’ it should be done, therefore, is our belief that we should try to explain and understand 
this Middle World, with its ancient philosophies, traditions, and practices, both as problems 
and as sources of potential solutions. Relying only on the ‘new world’s ideas and proposals 
cannot allow us to fully understand the old world, and also means that we are wasting this 
potential treasure of reason, experience, and information for understanding the whole world.
	 It is vital therefore, that our analyses and approaches come from every angle; that 
they be without methodological, theoretical, or political prejudices. In James N. Rosenau’s 
words, we must escape from our conceptual jails. We must understand that we should not 
be prisoners of primarily Western-produced concepts and ideas (though not being so na-
ïve as to dismiss the immense accumulation of theoretical and empirical knowledge in so-
cial sciences as developed in the United States and Europe). On the contrary, we should 
assume that something potentially better has or could come out of these lands of ancient 
history and practice. For this primary reason, we have selected the name of All Azimuth 
for this journal, from the navigator’s term meaning from all angles; a term that exempli-
fies ‘globalness’, as it has been borrowed from Arabic into French and later to English. 
	 It is also important that in launching this journal, we do not intend to shy away from 
being normative—in the sense of openly prioritizing the end point to which we hope the 
knowledge produced here will serve: peace, security and development. All Azimuth seeks 
therefore to give voice to scholarly and intellectual efforts stemming from within the Middle 
World, for the purpose of promoting peace, security, and development throughout the region 
and beyond. In terms of who may be a part of this discussion, we do not wish to impose geo-
graphical discrimination on our writers and contributors. In terms of the ideas and approach-
es discussed, however, they should stem historically, culturally, or philosophically from this 
region and/or aim to contribute to the peace and well-being of this region, and globally.
	 As the founders and members of the İhsan Doğramacı Center for Foreign Policy 
and Peace Research, and editors of All Azimuth, we believe that the ancient history and 
practice of international relations in this part of the world, centuries of dealing with problems 
of peace, security, and development, must surely have produced local visions and voic-
es as responses. We would like to revitalize these indigenous ideas and voices, and allow 
them the opportunity to become promising components of current knowledge production. 
	 On a final note, we would like to mention why we believe Turkey to be a relevant 
location in which to launch this initiative. Turkey is one of the leading places in the ‘Middle 
World’ to highlight the aforementioned meeting of the old world with new dynamics. Tur-
key has a centuries-old history of relationship with the West and, as such, it reflects most 
vividly the paradoxes of modernity. Moreover, emerging Turkish visions and interests in 
the broader region are greater than ever and need to be both conceptualized but also sup-
ported with intellectual foundations. Finally, as Turkey grows politically and economically, 
it also does so academically. Though scholarship is booming in Turkey, the Western ‘core’ 
concepts remain dominant in the Turkish disciplinary community. This limits the academic 
expansion—not only for its own potential in understanding the region, but also for not ma-
terializing its great potential to contribute back to IR theorizing overall. Turkish scholarship 
can be more constructive in linking this region, and its homegrown concepts and ideas, 
to the core, rather than trying to simply fit external, younger constructs into these ancient
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lands. Therefore, a new approach with indigenous resources and sensibilities is very much 
needed for this exploding scholarship. We believe All Azimuth will serve best for this aim.

Ali L. Karaosmanoğlu and Ersel Aydınlı
January 2012, Ankara, Turkey

All Azimuth
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For this first issue of All Azimuth we are very pleased to present three articles, two commen-
taries, and one review article. This format will be the general intended structure for each is-
sue, one that reflects our goals of combining research and policy-based works in the journal. 
We also intend to include regular review articles on topics with significant future research 
implications—in this case, energy politics.
	 This opening issue begins with an article by Ziya Öniş and Mustafa Kutlay, “Be-
yond the Global Financial Crisis: Structural Continuities as Impediments to a Sustainable 
Recovery,” which tackles a very timely topic. The article highlights an on-going critical 
scholarly and policy debate surrounding the current worldwide economic crisis—do the 
short-term measures taken against an economic crisis introduce an effective anti-crisis strat-
egy? The article argues that the prompt short-term measures that were enacted in this case 
prevented adequate questioning of the dominant paradigm that actually caused the crisis. 
The structural problems leading to the crisis were therefore not addressed, and the deep-
est economic crisis since the Great Depression failed to shake the neoclassical economic 
paradigm—a shake-up which was highly needed. The article offers answers to why this has 
happened and how the conventional wisdom has survived and reproduced its intellectual 
hegemony even in such a deep crisis. 
	 Müge Kınacıoğlu’s article, going beyond the realist and utilitarian approaches 
which focus on  political and strategic evaluations of military interventions aiming at ‘regime 
change’, deals with the question of the legality of pro-democratic military interventions in 
terms of the law and practice of the United Nations and general international law. The ar-
ticle traces the evolution of the legal norms and analyzes their present state of relevance by 
developing arguments not only on the basis of classical and contemporary international law 
literature but also widely referring to official UN documents.
	 İlter Turan examines the emergence and development of area studies in interna-
tional relations field with a focus on American studies in Turkey. His brief survey of publica-
tions, research centers and academic institutions on American studies reveals that in contrast 
to intensifying relations between the United States and Turkey, there has been surprisingly 
limited academic research and publications on the matter. The article concludes by suggest-
ing various explanations supporting this observation.
	 In the following article, Dr. Willem F. van Eekelen deals with timely and impor-
tant questions about the changing nature of security conceptualizations. He elaborates on 
the last two decades and explores how different systemic, regional, political and economic 
factors have shaped our understandings of security. These dynamics have also changed the 
traditional military structures and the nature of security provision. Van Eekelen concludes 
that the EU and NATO must remain capable and coherent to meet these challenges related 
to security and military sectors.
	 Charles Mallory King offers our second opinion piece of the issue, looking at 
the nature of Turkish-EU-US relations specifically when dealing with politics in the 
Middle East. In order to make his analysis he first provides an assessment of the current 
state of Turkey’s relations with the EU and the US. He then goes on to describe the ma-
jor strategic challenges that face Turkey, the EU and the US in the region of the ‘Greater
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Middle East’. Finally, he offers his analysis and assessment of both the opportunities 
for and the challenges to possibilities for cooperation among these three with respect to 
politics of the Middle East.
	 Ali Oğuz Diriöz’s review article of three books highlights the increasingly im-
portant policy issue of energy security. In light of two important questions, namely, “Is 
energy security in foreign policy a goal or an instrument/weapon?” and; “Is energy con-
flictual or cooperative in the arena of international politics?” the review reveals that all 
three authors addressed the problem on how to ensure continual access to secure and un-
interrupted energy at affordable prices. Accordingly, the books’ authors are suggesting 
increased international cooperation and especially the development of new technologies 
as a general solution to energy security. However, their points of view are very different 
and they look at the same problem through different lenses. Thus, the review concludes 
that overall, energy has the potential to be both conflictual and cooperative, depending 
on the context and on the way the different actors perceive the particular situation.

All Azimuth



10

All Azimuth V1, N1, Jan. 2012, 10-27

Ziya Öniş and Mustafa Kutlay
Koç University

Ziya Öniş, Professor, Department of International Relations, Koç University. E-mail: zonis@ku.edu.tr, Mustafa 
Kutlay, PhD candidate and research assistant, Department of International Relations, Koç University. E-mail: 
mkutlay@ku.edu.tr

There has scarcely been a day in the last three years when we have not 
read depressing headlines in the newspapers about the global economic 
crisis. The current turmoil, which many experts concur in seeing as the 
worst jolt to the world economy since the Great Depression, is push-
ing the parameters of the established system to its limits. One could 
say that we see, in the short-term measures taken against the crisis at 
the time, an effective anti-crisis strategy. But ironically, the promptness 
with which these short-term measures were enacted prevented adequate 
questioning of the dominant paradigm which had caused the crisis. As 
a result, the structural problems leading to the crisis were not reduced. 
Despite the occurrence of the deepest economic crisis to be experienced 
since the Great Depression, the present economic emergency did not 
shake the neoclassical economic paradigm as strongly as was needed. 
A puzzle that this study aims to solve arises here: Why and how has 
the conventional wisdom survived and reproduced its intellectual hege-
mony even after the “most devastating economic crisis” since the Great 
Depression?

There has scarcely been a day in the last three years when we have not read depressing head-
lines in the newspapers about the global economic crisis.1 The current turmoil, which many 
experts concur in seeing as the worst jolt to the world economy since the Great Depression, 

1 The earlier version of this paper presented at Koç University-Kyoto University International Symposium on 
“Sustainable and Innovative Development”, Koç University, Istanbul (September, 2011). We are grateful to the 
participants for their valuable comments and suggestions.

Beyond the Global Financial Crisis:
Structural Continuities as Impediments to a Sustainable Recovery

Abstract

1. Introduction

Keywords: Global economic crisis, structural continuities, regulatory capture, dominance 
of mainstream economic paradigm, Wall Street lobby
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Beyond the Global Financial Crisis...

is pushing the parameters of the established system to its limits. Orthodox economic theories 
have been powerless to produce a solution and the solutions which have been devised are not 
applicable in an international system dominated by nation states. What is more, xenophobic 
behavior and racist political rhetoric have begun to increase, especially in Europe. In this 
regard, the outbreaks of violence in Spain, Greece, and the United Kingdom are in the nature 
of a preface to the social consequences of the economic crisis. The economic meltdown of 
2007/08 provided an example of a crisis strategy in which governments in every part of the 
world intervened vigorously. Led by the American government and the Fed, political and 
economic decision-makers in many countries intervened with unprecedentedly large rescue 
packages and were surprisingly well coordinated in the implementation of them. One could 
say that we see, in the short-term measures taken against the crisis at the time, an effective 
crisis strategy. Ironically, the promptness with which these short-term measures were en-
acted prevented adequate questioning of the dominant paradigm which had caused the crisis. 
As a result, the structural problems leading to the crisis were not abated.
	 This article takes this paradox as its point of departure. It asserts that despite the 
occurrence of the deepest economic crisis to be experienced since the Great Depression, 
the present economic emergency did not shake the dominant neoliberal economic paradigm 
as strongly as was expected. The first section of this article discusses the main features of 
the short-term measures and examines how the structural fault lines are still threatening the 
world economy. The second section will explain the failure of the latest crisis to upset the 
neoliberal paradigm sufficiently in terms of three independent but mutually interlinked vari-
ables. The conclusion will offer forecasts of the future of neoliberal globalization and global 
economic governance.

The immediate global response to the financial meltdown was spectacular in comparison 
to previous crisis-management experiences2. Governments all around the world, foremost 
the U.S. government and Federal Reserve, acted in a reasonably swift manner to curb the 
devastating effects of the financial turbulence. Similarly, international financial institutions, 
mainly the IMF and World Bank, have arisen from their ashes and taken strong measures to 
tackle the first global economic catastrophe in the 21st century. Therefore, it appears possible 
to argue that the immediate responses to the crisis, which we call “proximate changes” and 
group under the unprecedented bailouts and coordinated interventions on a global scale, are 
impressive by historical standards.
	 The first component of the proximate changes is the unprecedented bailouts orga-
nized mainly under the auspices of Federal Reserve-Treasury nexus. The Federal Reserve 
and the Treasury took a relatively proactive stance starting from the outset of financial tur-
bulence without hesitating to take unconventional measures. For example, the U.S. govern- 
ment nationalized the country’s two mortgage giants, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac; took

2 Ziya Öniş and Ali Güven, “The Global Economic Crisis and the Future of Neoliberal Globalization: Rupture 
versus Continuity”, (GLODEM Working Paper Series 01-10, Center for Globalization and Democratic Gover-
nance, Koç University, Istanbul, Turkey, 2010).

2. The Paradox of Global Financial Crisis: Changes versus Continuities
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over AIG, the world’s largest insurance company; and, pledged to take up to 700 billion 
dollars of toxic mortgage-related assets onto its books in October 20083. Though the huge 
bailouts helped avoiding financial havoc, the financial contagion spread to the rest of the 
global economy with unexpected promptness. During the course of 2009, many countries 
implemented new policy measures to calm down the markets. For instance, the U.S. Con-
gress passed a 787 billion dollar economic stimulus package, whereas China undertook a 
stimulus plan described as having cost around 500 billion dollars. Central banks across the 
globe followed the Federal Reserve’s demonstrative role in cutting interest rates to almost 
zero; and its other extraordinary measures, inter alia, buying up more than a trillion dollars 
in mortgage-backed securities. The severity of the crisis became more obvious when Euro-
pean economies plunged into debt mire after Greek authorities declared their inability to put 
public finances in order in early 2010. The jointly designed IMF-EU rescue package to make 
nearly 1 trillion dollars available to euro zone states was implemented in early May.
	 The other crucial aspect of the proximate changes was the transformation of the 
Bretton Woods’s architecture and global economic governance structures. The IMF, which 
was a relatively marginalized organization in the pre-crisis context, rose from its ashes im-
mediately after the meltdown and became the key actor in coordinated bailouts. Since Sep-
tember 2008, the IMF has extended its approved commitments from SDR600 million in 
2007 to SDR79.8 billion in 2010. Several middle-income countries severely hit by the fi-
nancial turmoil like Hungary, Greece, and Ireland applied for IMF loans to overcome their 
balance-of-payments difficulties. Accordingly, the IMF’s lending commitments reached a 
record level of about 250 billion dollars in March 2011. The IMF’s sister institution, the 
World Bank, also responded to the financial meltdown swiftly by increasing its lending ca-
pacity from 25 billion to more than 58.5 billion dollars over a period of two years. In order 
to become a more active actor in tackling the crisis, the IMF overhauled its lending practices 
by phasing out the die-hard conditionality principles and implementing new types of loans 
such as the Flexible Credit Line and Extended Credit Facility. The second linchpin of inter-
national coordination has been the establishment of the G20 as the primary forum of global 
economic governance. The hitherto G7 was replaced by the G20 in 2008. The recognition 
of the G20 as the primary mechanism of economic governance sent a strong message in 
embarking upon the crisis because nearly half of its members are composed of emerging 
market economies, and the platform represents almost two-thirds of the world population 
as well as 90 percent of the global economic output.4 In addition to promoting countercycli-
cal expansionary macroeconomic policies, G20 summits are used as effective coordination 
platforms so as to avoid undesirable and destabilizing beggar-thy-neighbor policies. In the 
April 2009 London summit, G20 members pledged not to “repeat the historic mistakes of 
protectionism of previous eras.”5 The third linchpin of global economic governance has 
been the establishment of the Financial Stability Board (FSB) in April 2009 with all G20

3 “When Fortune Frowned,” The Economist, October 9, 2008, 3
4 Anthony Payne, “How Many Gs Are There in ‘Global Governance’ After the Crisis? The Perspectives of the 
‘Marginal Minority of the World’s States?,” International Affairs 86 (2010).
5 See the London G20 summit’s final communiqué: G20, “The Global Plan for Recovery and Reform”, Com-
muniqué of the G20 Summit, London, April 2, 2009, accessed  January 20, 2012, <www.g20.org>
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countries as members. In fact, the FSB evolved from the hitherto insignificant Financial 
Stability Forum established in 1999, and its mandate has been expanded to a considerable 
extent so as to empower the board to lead global financial supervision and regulation. In a 
nutshell, the financial reforms aimed at strengthening the quality and quantity of capital, 
reducing procyclicality in the financial system, toughening the regulatory framework for 
financial institutions, and regulating the payments and bonus systems for financial giants.

The initial reform spirit to restructure the international financial architecture, however, has 
lost momentum in a short time period. Therefore there are still vital structural fault lines in-
timidating a sustainable economic recovery in the incoming years. Structural continuities in 
the post-crisis period can be divided into broad categories: (1) the perpetuation of financial-
ization in a still largely under-regulated global economy and (2) the solidification of global 
imbalances and aggravation of the global economic governance crisis. 
	 One of the most significant structural factors which triggered the global financial cri-
sis concerns the phenomenon of “financialization.” Financialization, a term initially coined 
by Paul Sweezy and Harry Magdoff refers to the “inverted relation between the financial and 
the real [sectors].”6 Krippner defines the term “as a pattern of accumulation in which profits 
accrue primarily through financial channels rather than through trade and commodity produc-
tion.”7 In a broader sense, financialization depicts “the increasing role of financial motives, 
financial markets, financial actors and financial institutions in the operation of the domestic 
and international economies”.8 At the heart of it, there is the changing balance and inverted 
relationship between financial corporations and non-financial firms. The neoliberal global-
ization project opened up plenty of space for ever-increasing uncontrolled financialization 
and the rise of a shadow banking system relying on the principle of “originate and distribute.” 
Accordingly, financial instruments like mortgage-backed securities, credit default swaps, 
and collateralized debt obligations have become the main profit extraction mechanisms over 
the last decade. Especially after the early 2000s, the Federal Reserve’s and other leading 
countries’ accommodative monetary stances, the persistently low real interest rates, credit 
market distortions, and the sharp financial engineering skills of financial consultants have 
jointly contributed to the “toxic mix” in financial system.9 The toxic mix in turn caused the 
world financial markets grow far beyond its means. As Crotty points out, the financialization 
of the U.S. economy created mountains of debt with huge risks accumulated in the system10:

2. 1. Structural continuities

6 Paul Sweezy and Harry Magdoff, Stagnation and the Financial Explosion (New York: Monthly Review 
Press:1987).
7 Greta Krippner, “The Financialization of the American Economy,”Socio-Economic Review 3 (2005).
8 Gerald A. Epstein, “Introduction”, in Financialization and the World Economy, ed. Gerald Epstein, (Massachu-
setts: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited, 2005), 3-16.
9 Maurice Obstfeld and Kenneth Rogoff, “Global Imbalances and the Financial Crisis: Products of Common 
Causes”, (paper prepared for the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco Asia Economic Policy Conference, 
Santa Barbara, CA, October 18-20, 2009), 16.
10 James Crotty, “Structural Causes of the Global Financial Crisis: A Critical Assessment of the ‘New Financial 
Architecture’”, Cambridge Journal of Economics 33 (2009): 575-576.
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	 The uncontrolled neoliberal liberalization policies were accompanied by overly 
lax, fragmented, and ineffective regulatory mechanisms and the globally integrated financial 
markets were not supervised by regulatory bodies of a global scale. Indeed, during the era 
that the neoliberal doctrine deepened its hegemony, a fundamental flaw dominated the politi-
cal economy of global finance, namely deeply integrated and sophisticated financial markets 
“managed” by shallow regulatory institutions, which are domestic in scope and neoliberal 
in philosophy. As a result, global financial integration has been promoted without paying 
adequate attention to prudential mechanisms on a global scale. The “paradigm dependence” 
embedded in the neoliberal doctrine still remains as the basic systemic fault line even after 
the crisis, because the post-2008 discussions on financial regulation do not adequately con-
centrate on the deep-seated phenomena of financialization and under-regulation. On the con-
trary, the lackluster solution proposals fall short of digging deeper on the structural causes 
of the recent debacle. The ambitious statements of G20 leaders during the initial phases of 
the financial crisis were gradually replaced by orthodox rhetoric and perennial tug-of-wars 
at international summits turned into business as usual. 
	 The other structural component of the recent global financial crisis is the system-
ic deficits/surpluses, the oft-mentioned global imbalances, and the legitimacy crisis of the 
global governance mechanisms. During the 2000s, trade and financial flows expanded spec-
tacularly, economic growth was kept extraordinarily robust and inflation and interest rates 
were caged at tolerable levels. The seemingly favorable global economic conditions, how-
ever, were impeded by two major developments that distorted global equilibrium. The first 
development was the asymmetric growth of current account deficits among countries. In this 
regard, the tug-of-war between the world’s biggest economies, the U.S. and China, deserves 
major emphasis. Over the last decade, U.S. economic growth has increasingly depended on 
current account deficit, which is mainly financed through the astonishingly high savings of 
emerging countries, mainly lead by China. As we demonstrate in the following figure, in this 
period, the U.S. current account deficit and China’s current account surplus have become the 
two faces of the same coin.
	 The asymmetric growth of current account balances was in fact the result of un-
sustainable growth models pursued by U.S. and Chinese policy-makers. The consumption-
led growth deteriorated saving rates in the U.S., whereas the Chinese gradually increased 
their savings as a result of their export-oriented and consumption-discouraging domestic
economic policies. According to one perspective dominant in U.S. policy circles, “the high

The value of all financial assets in the US grew from four times GDP in 
1980 to ten times GDP in 2007. In 1981 the household debt was 48 per-
cent of GDP, while in 2007 it was 100 per cent. Private sector debt was 
123 percent GDP in 1981 and 290 percent by late 2008. The financial 
sector has been in a leveraging frenzy: Its debt rose from 22 percent of 
GDP in 1981 to 117 percent in late 2008. The share of corporate profits 
generated in the financial sector rose from 10 percent in the early 1980s 
to 40 percent in 2006, while its share of the stock market’s value grew 
from 6 percent to 23 per cent.

All Azimuth Z. Öniş and M. Kutlay
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savings of China, oil exporters and other surplus countries depressed global interest rates, 
leading investors to scramble for yield and under-price risk.”11 The “global saving glut”, in 
Bernanke’s jargon, has pushed the interest rates down and encouraged investors to borrow 
at cheaper rates but invest in riskier assets.12 Not surprisingly, the U.S. Treasury is one of 
the primary actors in this scramble. Though the exact linkages between global imbalances 
and global economic crisis remain to be clarified, what is quite obvious is that the over-
consumption by Western countries led by the U.S. and over-saving by Pacific states led by 
China proved unsustainable and nothing meaningful has been accomplished to address these 
global imbalances in the post-2008 era. On the contrary, the diverging opinions between 
Chinese and American policy-makers in terms of appropriate exchange-rate policies and a 
reorientation of Chinese growth toward domestic demand have so far dominated interna-
tional summits. Therefore, the improvement of a coordinated response to large-scale global 
imbalances remains an urgent necessity because as Obstfeld and Rogoff succinctly put it, 
in the incoming years, “the Asian model of export growth becomes more problematic if the 
U.S. is no longer the world’s borrower of last resort.”13

11 Maurice Obstfeld and Kenneth Rogoff, “Global Imbalances and the Financial Crisis: Products of Common 
Causes”, 2. 
12 Krishna Guha, “Paulson Says Crisis Sown by Imbalance,”Financial Times, January 1, 2009; and Ben S. 
Bernanke, “Financial Reform to Address Systemic Risk,” (speech delivered at the Council on Foreign Relations, 
Washington D.C., March 10, 2009) 
13 Maurice Obstfeld and Kenneth Rogoff, “Global Imbalances and the Financial Crisis: Products of Common 
Causes”, 35.

Figure 1: Current account surplus/deficid, China vs. U.S. (% of GDP, 1996-2010)  
Source: IMF
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Table 1- Asymmetric Debt Burden of G20 Countries (Gross Debt/GDP)

Country/Year			   2007			   2011			   2016

Developed Countries

Australia				       9.5			     24.1			     20.6
Canada			      	   66.5			     82.7			     72.6
France				      63.9			     84.8			     84.1
Germany				     64.9			     82.3			     71.9
Italy			    	 103.6			   120.6			   118.0
Japan				    187.7			   232.2			   250.5
Korea				      29.7			     28.8			     19.8
UK				      43.9			     82.9			     81.3
US				      62.2			     98.3			   111.9

Developing Countries

Argentina			     67.7			     40.7			     31.4
Brazil				      65.2			     65.6			     58.6
China				      19.6			     16.5			       9.7
India				      75.8			     66.2			     61.8
Indonesia			     36.9			     25.4			     19.9
Mexico				      37.8			     42.4			     41.4
Russia				        8.5			       8.5			     15.9
Saudi Arabia			     18.5			       8.3			       3.7
South Africa			     28.3			     40.5			     38.7
Turkey				      39.4			     39.4			     34.0

Source: Brookings and Financial Times

	 Second, the global economic growth was fuelled in an unsustainable manner due to 
the increasing debt leverage of advanced economies. The mounting levels of debt in many 
countries in this period, especially in developed Western states, significantly contributed 
to global imbalances. The global economic meltdown and the accompanying government 
bailouts paradoxically led to further deterioration of global macroeconomic balances. In 
this context, the policy responses to the recent crisis did not alleviate the problem of global 
asymmetries; on the contrary, the asymmetric debt burden turned into a new risk factor that 
opened up new fault lines because the aggregate debt of advanced economies is project to 
rise from 18.1 trillion dollars in 2007 to 29.5 trillion dollars in 2011, and is expected to in-
crease to 41. 3 trillion dollars in 2016. The same numbers for emerging market economies 
will not be more than 3.8 trillion dollars, 4.9 trillion dollars, and 6.7 trillion dollars, respec-
tively. In other words, the ratio of aggregate debt to aggregate GDP for advanced economies 
will rise from 46 percent in 2007 to 70 percent in 2011 and further to 80 percent in 2016. 
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The corresponding ratios for emerging market economies are just 28 percent, 26 percent, 
and 21 percent, respectively.14

	 The deepening global imbalances in terms of systemic deficits/surpluses and the 
asymmetric debt burden dispersed throughout the world economy underpinned the legiti-
macy crisis of global economic governance as well. The established international financial 
institutions have legitimacy problems due to the asymmetric representation mechanisms. 
These financial institutions like the IMF and World Bank have taken their roots from the 
Bretton Woods architecture and represent the perspective of U.S. hegemony in terms of in-
stitutional mindset and voting-principles. Although much water has passed under the bridge 
over the last two decades and the global economic ground has shifted dramatically, the new-
ly rising BRICS is still being underrepresented in these organizations. The recent amend-
ments of the IMF and World Bank put forward after the Pittsburgh G20 summit in 2009 are 
nothing more than mere lip service paid by established powers in order to mitigate the voices 
pointing out governance asymmetries in the global economy. Given the growing importance 
of emerging markets’ contribution to world economic output, trade, and finance, these new 
power blocs demand a stronger political voice at international platforms so as to stand on an 
equal and just footing with their Western counterparts. Their demands have so far fallen into 
the deaf ears of core capitalist economies. Yet, global governance is a double-edged sword 
for emerging powers as well because power sharing also means accepting new responsibili-
ties in terms of burden sharing. Understandably proud of their strategic capitalist model, the 
newly rising powers have little incentive to change their policy preferences so that they are 
“expected to continue playing hard ball in global trade and environmental talks”.15 For ex-
ample, BRICS does not show an eager stance to take more responsibility in improving the 
global coordination problems in economic, political, and environmental realms and drags its 
foot in reducing surpluses to make it easier for Western economies to diminish their huge 
deficits. Therefore, the governance of the global economy still skids around in a cul-de-sac 
in the post-2008 process, thereby representing more of the same vis-à-vis the pre-crisis period.

Having taken the “proximate changes” and “structural continuities” into consideration si-
multaneously, the global financial crisis makes us face a peculiar paradox: The unprecedent-
ed government bailouts and coordinated public interventions created a sense of “difference” 
in terms of dealing with the crisis effectively. The necessary steps were taken quickly to miti-
gate the proximate causes of the global turmoil. However, proximate changes overshadowed 
the underlying structural problems of global economic governance and made it practically 
impossible to strongly tackle the deep-rooted causes of the recent economic fluctuation. It 
is hardly possible to argue that the crisis opened up an adequate epistemological space to 
discuss the material and intellectual fundamentals of a possible “paradigm shift.” The main

3. Explaining the Persistence of Structural Continuities

15 Ziya Öniş and Ali Güven, “The Global Economic Crisis and the Future of Neoliberal Globalization: Rupture 
versus Continuity,” 479.

14 Eswar Prasad and Mengjie Ding, “Debt Burden in Advanced Economies Now a Global Threat,”Financial 
Times, July 31, 2011.
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	 The impact of the global crisis is more profound on developed economies in the 
sense that the contraction in G7 economies is more than 3.5 percent with an accompanying 
export decline of almost 15 percent. Nevertheless, the advanced economies also quickly 
recovered in 2010 and the prospects of growth turned positive.
	 The intensity of the shocks and the depth of the crisis is the key independent vari-

Figure 2: The “Depth” of Global Financial Crisis (World, % change)  
Source: IMF

characteristics of the post-crisis discussions, consequently, still revolve around the orthodox 
paradigm. In fact, the post-2008 discussions resemble “paradigm dependence” more than 
a “paradigm shift.” A puzzlement that this study aims to solve arises here: Why and how 
has the conventional wisdom survived and reproduced its intellectual hegemony even after 
the “most devastating economic crisis” since the Great Depression? The rest of this paper 
concentrates on three main reasons to explain this “paradigm dependence” by scrutinizing 
these points in detail.

16 Charles P. Kindleberger, The World in Depression, 1929-1939 (London: University of California Press: 1973).

One of the immediate reasons for the persistence of structural problems is directly related to 
the intensity level of the recent global economic crisis. This becomes a more palpable fact 
especially in comparison to the Great Depression of 1929. If we borrow from Kindleberger, 
the recent global crisis is not as “widespread, deep, and long” as the Great Depression.16 First 
of all, the world economy had shrunk in 2009 by merely less than 1 percent. The total export 
volume declined 10.5 percent, yet it quickly recovered in a year’s time.

3.1. ‘Not widespread, deep, and long enough’
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Figure 3: The “Depth” of Global Financial Crisis (G7 economies, % change)  
Source: IMF

17 Eric Helleiner, “A Bretton Woods Moment? The 2007-2008 Crisis and the Future of Global Finance,” Inter-
national Affairs 86 (2010).
18 Carmen M. Reinhart and Kenneth Rogoff, This Time is Different: Eight Centuries of Financial Folly (Princ-
eton and Oxford: Princeton University Press: 2009), 233-237.
19 Gene Smiley, Rethinking The Great Depression (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee: 2002), 13-14.

able in attracting people’s attention to the structural problems rather than satisfied with shal-
low proximate changes. In the Great Depression of 1929, it was the depth of the economic 
shock that enabled people to overcome the interregnum threshold and search for alterna-
tives to the existing mechanisms.17 In three years’ time, up to Roosevelt’s declaration of 
a four-day bank holiday in March 1933, thousands of banks failed, destructive deflation 
set in, and output plunged. In the Great Depression, the average length of time over which 
output fell was 4.1 years and countries took an average of ten years to increase their output 
back to pre-crisis levels. The rate of unemployment in the U.S. rose from 3.2 percent to 24.9 
percent.18 The protectionist tendencies intensified remarkably as a result of which President 
Hoover approved the Hawley-Smoot Tariff that sharply raised duties on a large variety of 
items imported into the U.S. in the early 1930s.19 In comparative perspective, however, the 
impact of the recent economic crisis is not as “widespread, deep, and long” as the Great
Depression. One of the reasons for this puzzlement is the proactive interventionist policies 
and huge bailout packages implemented by national authorities. The Federal Reserve and
Treasury intervened in the markets at an early time when it was not even clear whether the
economy had plunged into a recession. The “learning effect” of the Great Depression for the 
U.S. authorities is striking. Moreover, the coordinated response of central banks all around 
the world avoided an acute liquidity crisis in the financial system. Ironically, the proximate 
measures taken immediately after the crisis created a psychological atmosphere to overlook
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20 It is important to underline that “swift recovery” is different than “sustainable recovery.” The recovery after 
the recent crisis is swift but proved unsustainable. Therefore a possible “double dip” in the following months 
may change the entire story.
21 Paul Krugman, “How Did Economists Get It So Wrong?,” The New York Times, September 9, 2009. 
22 Sheila Dow, “Mainstream Methodology, Financial Markets, and Global Political Economy”, Contributions to 
Political Economy, 27 (2008).
23 Henry  Farrell and Martha Finnemore,  “Ontology, Methodology, and Causation in the American School of 
International Political Economy,” Review of International Political Economy 16 (2009).
24 Walter O. Ötsch, and J. Kapeller,”Perpetuating the Failure: Economic Education and the Current Crisis,” 
Journal of Social Science Education 9 (2010).

The other important factor that underpins the structural continuities is the rigidity of main-
stream ideas, which has developed an unshakable belief in the self-adjusting mechanisms of 
financial markets.  Having taken its roots from neoclassical economics, orthodox ideas relied 
on the efficient market hypothesis that argues that the prices of traded goods reflect all the in-
formation available. In the financial realm, the “perfectly competitive markets”21 assumption 
is taken to its extreme ideational forms. The financial markets are regarded as highly com-
petitive places in which information is symmetric/perfect and arbitrage opportunities are 
rare.22 Rational choice theory, efficient market hypothesis, and quantitative research meth-
odology reinforced one another in the way that an intellectual consensus is established in 
the neoliberal era.23 The ideational contours of mainstream economics are framed in such a 
way that two points have become the standard norms in economics courses. First, dominant 
economic models heavily relied on individual agents as completely rational and socially 
isolated actors that have no capacity to change their “preferences” in a socially interactive 
manner. Second, the markets were regarded as perfectly competitive places in which agents 
acted as “price-takers” devoid of all kinds of information asymmetries problems.24 The test-
able hypothesis and empirical analysis have turned out to be the standard approach of main-
stream macroeconomic analysis over the years. Since formal modeling dominated the sub-
ject field, mainstream studies have concentrated on sophisticated, yet particularistic analysis 
of the events, as a result of which the social whole is left behind the scope of inquiry. The 
dominant approach to the study of finance, in this regard, has become more and more par-
ticularistic and despite its sophistication and methodological rigor mainstream economics 
failed to appreciate the risky transformation of financial markets during the neoliberal era. It 
is important to underline at this point that quantitative studies are quite useful in improving
theory-testing in political economy, and do not pose any problem by themselves. The prob-
lem occurs when they pave the way for methodological blindness by ignoring the holistic 
approaches on grounds of finding them too wide-ranging and vague to be tested. The con-
ventional wisdom of finance, unfortunately, has suffered from this kind of methodological 
bias at least due to two main reasons. First, in terms of financialization and global financial

3.2. The rigidity of mainstream ideas
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the structural problems. The swift yet unsustainable economic recovery in this sense allevi-
ated the legitimacy crisis of the existing economic system without fixing the root causes of 
the global economic turmoil.20
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	 Second, as Krugman underscores, the neoclassical approach lacks both a tempo-
ral and spatial dimension and assumes that economic activities take place in an abstract 
universe devoid of history and geography.29 Having relied on neoclassical methodology, 
conventional wisdom has become more prone to study finance within the context of a static 
taken-for-granted approach and ignored the historical evolution of the financial markets over 
the last three decades. The methodological individualism, as a consequence, has not enabled 
pundits to develop a comprehensive approach in discovering vital interaction between the 
state and financial markets on the one hand, and its system-wide repercussions on the other. 
The “dominance of technique over substance,” in Hodgson’s terms30, has prioritized the
tools of analysis instead of the historical, institutional, and ideational context in which re-
search questions about economic crises arise.
	 The mainstream economic reasoning, consequently, left no room for the possibility 
of financial bubbles and irrational market exuberance. In the case of bubbles and short-term
disequilibria, state intervention is dismissed in favor of self-attributed market dynamics as

25 Benjamin J. Cohen, International Political Economy: An Intellectual History (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press: 2008), 141.
26 Robert O. Keohane, “The Old IPE and the New,” Review of International Political Economy 16 (2009). 
27 İsmail Ertürk, Adam Leaver, and Karel Williams, “Hedge Funds as ‘War Machine’: Making the Positions 
Work,” New Political Economy 15 (2010).
28 Robert H. Wade, “Beware of What You Wish For: Lessons for International Political Economy from the 
Transformation of Economics,” Review of International Political Economy 16 (2009):117.
29 Paul Krugman, Geography and Trade (Massachusetts:The MIT Press: 1993).
30 Geoffrey M. Hodgson, “The Great Crash of 2008 and the Reform of Economics,” Cambridge Journal of 
Economics 33 (2009): 1209.

[Orthodox analysis] should be alert to the dangers of elevating for-
malization and quantification as primary criteria for the selection of 
research subjects. When the existence of a ‘data set’ suitable for rigor-
ous analysis becomes an almost necessary condition for selection, big 
questions and propositions not amenable to ‘rigor’ get marginalized… 
It is like unraveling a colorful tapestry in order to end up with piles of 
different color wools. It prompts the question, ‘I see your bridle, but 
where is your horse?

crisis, mainstream political economy reasoning did not ask the relevant questions due to the
methodological constraint; therefore, “[it] leaves too much out [and] in its preference for re-
ductionism, risks limiting our vision to individual trees”.25 Putting the issue another way, the 
very methodology has determined the questions to be asked in the subject field. Not surpris-
ingly, the relevant big questions on financialization and global financial crises were not asked
by the orthodox perspectives.26 Instead, the technicalities of the financial instruments such 
as pricing derivatives, futures, and forwards dominated the research agenda without recog-
nizing their destructive potential as “war machines”.27 Wade felicitously captures this prob-
lematique 28:
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31 Robert H. Wade, “Financial Regime Change,” New Left Review 53 (2008):6.
32 Andrew Baker, “Restraining Regulatory Capture? Anglo-America, Crisis Politics and Trajectories of Change 
in Global Financial Governance,” International Affair 86 (2010).
33 John Gapper, “After 73 Years: The Last Gasp of the Broker-Dealer,” Financial Times, September 15, 2008; 
and Peter Gowan, “Crisis in the Heartland: Consequences of the New Wall Street System,” New Left Review 55 
(2009): 8-10.
34 Martin Wolf, “Why it is so Hard to Keep the Financial Sector Caged,” Financial Times, February 5, 2008.
35 David Harvey, A Brief History of Neoliberalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press: 2005), 33.
36 Crotty, “Structural Causes of the Global Financial Crisis: A Critical Assessment of the ‘New Financial Archi-
tecture,’” 577.

The ideational rigidity by itself, however, is not capable of explaining the persistence of 
structural continuities. The vested interests and institutional embeddedness of the financial 
lobby also play their role in the regulatory tug-of-war. From this point of view, rather than 
appropriately discussing proposals for a solution, the point is to thrash out the possibility 
of putting alternatives into practice due to the naked fact that it is truly a herculean task to 
circumvent the incumbent anti-reform lobby clustered around Wall Street operators. The 
anti-reformist Wall Street lobby’s intense power stems from three interrelated yet separate 
sources, which are material resources and lobbying power, links between public authorities 
and financial actors, and intellectual superiority.32 In terms of material resources and lobby-
ing power, the thirty-year long neoliberal policies have tilted the power balance decisively 
in favor of the financial elites. The financial deregulation of the 1980s that scrapped capital 
controls opened up a large room for the investment banks to expand their trading capabili-
ties and accrue huge amounts of profits. Consequently, proprietary trading in financial assets 
on their behalf has become the central activity for investment banks. By the end of 1990s, 
trading income was a third bigger than income from commissions for trading on behalf 
of others, and five investment banks with more than 4 trillion dollars worth of assets had 
become the key players in the New Wall Street System.33 Similarly, the after-tax profits of 
financial companies jumped from below 5 percent of total corporate profits in 1982 to 41 
percent in 2007.34 The hitherto secondarily important financial firms have turned out to be 
the so-called “masters of the universe.” In this conjuncture, Charlie Wilson’s famous gaffe 
of the 1950s, “What’s good for General Motors is good for the country,” was gradually re-
placed by the motto of “What is good for Wall Street is ‘all that matters”.35 Since financial 
elites have become the foremost benefactors of neoliberal globalization and an unregulated
financial system, they have gained the upper hand by sustaining the status quo via intense 
campaign financing and lobbying activities. The financial sector spent 1.7 billion dollars in 
federal election campaigns and 3.4 billion dollars to lobby federal officials between 1998 
and 2008.36 Therefore, every bold reform proposal today hits the anti-regulatory coalition

3.3. The power of the Wall Street lobby
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the most efficient adjustment mechanisms.31 Hence, the question of financialization as a 
structural phenomenon and its broader socio-economic repercussions was never taken into 
the mainstream political economists’ research agenda. Even though four years have passed 
since the beginning of the global financial crisis, it is still too difficult for conventional per-
spectives to meet this burning reality.
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and Protect Taxpayers,” The White House, January 21, 2010, accessed <http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
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39 Gowan, “Crisis in the Heartland: Consequences of the New Wall Street System,” 20.
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Financial Governance,” 648.
41 Jonathan Kirshner, “The Study of Money,” World Politics 52 (2000): 433. 
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ternino (Cambridge: The Tobin Project, Inc.: 2009).
43 Wade, “Financial Regime Change,”12.

clustered around key posts in “Wall Street-Washington corridors”.37 One striking example is 
the January 2010 reform proposal, the oft-mentioned “Volcker Rule” by which U.S. Presi-
dent Barack Obama and his economic team called “for new restrictions on the size and 
scope of banks and other financial institutions to rein in excessive risk taking and to protect 
taxpayers.”38 Obama’s ambitious assault paved the way for the next round of lobby wars in 
the U.S., and in a short time period, it became apparent that implementing bold reforms by 
way of circumventing the Wall Street lobby is not child’s play.
	 The second source of Wall Street lobby’s power stems from links between public 
authorities and financial actors. Over the last thirty years, the combined effects of prevailing 
ideas and intense lobbying activities resulted in the “extraordinary harmony between Wall 
Street operators and Washington regulators”.39 For example, many Goldman Sachs alumni 
like Robert Rubin, Henry Paulson, and William C. Dudley have taken up key posts at the 
Treasury and the Federal Reserve. The close connections between public authorities and 
private financial firms created a “regulatory capture” in the sense that “bureaucrats, regu-
lators and politicians cease to serve some notion of a wider collective public interest and 
begin to systematically favor vested interests, usually the very interests they were supposed 
to regulate and restrain for the wider public interest”.40 Due to the overlapping interests and 
parallel mindsets between public authorities and financial actors, the decisions beneficial for 
a small cluster of financial firms are assumed to be beneficial for the entire economy. The 
international organizations, in this period, have become the staunch supporters of abolishing 
all kind of barriers to capital flows. For example, the International Monetary Fund amended 
its Articles of Agreement “to make the promotion of capital account liberalization a specific 
purpose of the IMF” in May 1997.41 At the state level, the Glass-Steagall Act, which sepa-
rated investment banks and depository banks in the U.S., was formally repealed in 1999. By 
doing so, financial globalization was boosted by facilitating the growth of a shadow bank-
ing system of hedge funds, mortgage funds, and other similar special investment vehicles.42 

Other leaders of developed countries joined the U.S. in liberalizing the institutional designs
of their financial markets. British Labor Party leaders, Tony Blair and Gordon Brown, sub-
sequently declared their strategy to create “not only light but also limited regulation” in the 
UK financial system.43

	 The third source of the Wall Street lobby’s power stems from the attitudes of ortho-
dox scholars. Many influential financial political economists bandwagon the “Wall Street-
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44 Hodgson, “The Great Crash of 2008 and the Reform of Economics,” 1214.
45 John M. Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money (London: St. Martin’s Press: 1960), 
159.
46 Ben Fine, “Neo-liberalism in Retrospect- It’s Financialization, Stupid,” (paper prepared for Conference on 
Developmental Politics in the Neoliberal Era and Beyond, Center for Social Sciences, Seoul National University, 
22-24 October 2009).

This article has examined the 2007-08 global economic turmoil, a crisis which many experts 
agree to be the biggest economic crisis we have experienced since the Great Depression. It 
stresses that the short-term measures and global interventions used to counter the crisis were 
integrated and concerted in a way which had not been the case in previous crises. However, 
this study proceeds by establishing the fact that the policy measures taken were short term in 
orientation, and that in the fight against the structural elements which contributed to the crisis 
of neoliberal globalization, the reforms agreed upon as necessary at international platforms, 
including the G20, lacked the courage and determination that was needed. We aim to resolve 
the paradox that the reforms were also short term, incremental, and piecemeal, despite the 
depth of the crisis and offer an explanation relying on three independent variables which 
were interconnected. This account subjects the structural problems of neoliberal globaliza-
tion to thorough criticism and argues that attempts to create a political base to counter the
effects of the crisis, as happened after the Great Depression, were insufficient because (1) 
compared to the Great Depression, the recent crisis has not been sufficiently “long, wide-
spread, and deep.”Instead, in the post-crisis process, the risk of recession in the form of a 
“creeping crisis” has established itself as the basic characteristic of the global economic 
system; (2) the recent crisis has come up against the sturdy walls of the dominant economic  
paradigm, but it has not been able to open an intellectual breach in the walls of neoclassical 
economic paradigm so as to create breathing space for alternative paradigms. Finally, (3)

4. Revisiting the Paradox of Global Financial Crisis
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Treasury complex” partially because of the paradigm dependence and lucrative consultancy 
posts available.44 The increasing gravity of business schools, in this period, took advantage 
of the existing material networks. Under such circumstances, most scholars in conventional
wisdom did refrain from spoiling the party. In The General Theory of Employment, Interest 
and Money, Keynes argues that “speculators may do no harm as bubbles on a steady stream 
of enterprise.45 But the position is serious when enterprise becomes the bubble on a whirl-
pool of speculation. When the capital development of a country becomes a by-product of 
the activities of a casino, the job is likely to be ill-done.” Though the evidence suggests that 
the entire world economy tilted to become a by-product of the activities of a casino, regula-
tory institutions and orthodox scholars insist on turning a blind eye partially because of their 
vested interests.46 Under these circumstances, the structural calamities of the recent financial 
crisis are not discussed adequately among intellectual platforms. As a result, the Wall Street 
lobby successfully created an anti-reformist historical bloc by way of linking material and 
lobbying resources, public-private partnership, and ideational consensus together. Not sur-
prisingly, the existing power bloc insists on saving the day by just implementing light-touch 
measures.
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well-established power blocs within the system, which it would be appropriate to call the 
Wall Street lobby, have opposed comprehensive structural reforms with all their might and 
have been largely successful in their efforts.
	 What have we learned from the first global crisis of the 21st century and what sort of 
morals for the future of neoliberal globalization can be extracted from these lessons? Three 
points which arise from this article need to be stressed. First, the global economic crisis 
demonstrates the importance of preserving the balance between industry and finance in the 
globalizing world. Financial growth occurring independent of industrial production and not 
keeping step with real economic growth, i.e., “financialization,” has turned out to be the 
Achilles’ heel of economic globalization in a most striking fashion. Excessive dependence 
on finance has shown a face in the central countries of the capitalist system which creates an 
instability that stretches far beyond the prevailing economic theories that capital would be 
directed from unproductive channels into more productive ones. Consequently, in order to 
achieve sustainable economic growth and a non-damaging form of globalization, there must 
be top priority efforts at every economic platform, notably the G20, to reverse the process 
of financialization. Second, it is now clear that the efforts of a single hegemonic power or 
even of a single bloc are insufficient to achieve sustainable globalization. The newly rising 
economic forces in the world, notably China, should play a more active role in producing 
better-balanced sustainable economic growth—they need to roll up their sleeves. Because 
the two key actors linked in the global economic crisis and with structural imbalances such 
as an extreme surplus or deficit of savings, are the U.S. and China. As a result, neither the 
U.S. by itself nor the developed Western economies now possess the ability to effectively 
dispose of the global imbalances by themselves. This brings us to the third and most im-
portant point relating to the governance of the global economic system: the limits upon 
global governance. There is no doubt that the recent upsets have had a global aspect and that 
the structural reforms needed to cope with them also have a global characteristic. Thus the 
G20 has become an important platform because it offers a suitable base where developing 
countries can present their contributions. Yet short-term measures being invoked to cope 
with the crisis and the discussions held so far regarding reforms ironically demonstrate how 
very different the ideas held by G20 members are from one another when it comes to global 
governance and the future of the global economic system. Even among Western economies, 
there are serious differences regarding the form the financial system should take, but when 
countries like China, India, Russia, Brazil, and Turkey are added to the equation, then the 
differences in ideas and policies may become insurmountable. What is more, just when the 
world economy is experiencing a desperate need for global coordination, it has been found 
that the power of nation states has grown well beyond what it was in the period before the 
crisis. This is because at a time when rescue packages are paid out of the taxes collected 
from the people of nation states, leaders cannot leave the decision-making process in the 
hands of technocrats who do not have to worry about being re-elected or in those of politi-
cians from other countries. Therefore, we are at a crossroads and facing challenging hurdles 
in establishing the stability of the world economy. As Gramsci put it, “the old order is dy-
ing and the new cannot be born.” When the constraints above are borne in mind, one must 
express concern over whether or not the birth, if it does indeed happen, will be very painful.
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This article intends to go beyond the consequentialist utilitarian ap-
proaches to forcible regime change by addressing the question of forc-
ing democracy-building from an angle of appropriateness. It aims to 
analyze the admissibility of pro-democratic military interventions in in-
ternational society by focusing on the UN and state practice. Is military 
intervention to remove a tyrannical regime permissible in international 
law? To what extend does international society condone an outside force 
to impose a democratic regime? Does the practice of the UN Security 
Council in promotion of democracy by force point to an emerging norm 
with regards to expansive concept of humanitarian intervention? To 
analyze such questions, this article first provides for a discussion of the 
concept of intervention. Second, it overviews the normative framework 
of the use of force in international relations. It continues with the analy-
sis of unilateral and multilateral pro-democratic military interventions, 
and the UN Security Council practice of condemning, authorizing or 
consequently endorsing democratic regime change in the target states. 
In the conclusion part, the article assesses the legality and legitimacy 
issue regarding the pro-democratic intervention and regime change in 
light of main norms enshrined in the UN Charter and in general inter-
national law.

Since the end of superpower confrontation, several aspects of foreign military interventions 
have been subject of many scholarly works. The optimism of early 1990s about a functional 
UN collective security mechanism after repelling Iraq from Kuwait and the hopes for the  
willingness of the UN Security Council to take action to prevent humanitarian atrocities 
were followed by a more grim picture with the UN’s failure to thwart crimes against human-
ity in places like Rwanda. The US military campaign in Afghanistan in 2001 and the inva-
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sion of Iraq in 2003 after the phenomenal events of September 11, 2001, provoked further 
concerns regarding the new American security doctrine, namely preemptive self-defense, 
and the new security threats, particularly fundamentalist terrorism. In this context, democ-
ratization has increasingly come to be seen as part of the strategy to fight against terrorism. 
However, the question of whether or not democracy can be imposed by an outside force 
remained to be controversial. Most recently, the NATO military campaign against Libya 
has once again raised questions as to whether use of force is an effective tool to promote 
democracy.
	 Part of the debate has focused on the nature of the intervener. In this respect, some  
scholars analyzed whether or not broad multilateral coalition of democratic states, a single 
democratic state taking action on its own or a force under the UN make a difference regard-
ing democracy building. One group of studies concerning the impact of intervention argued 
that although democratic interveners brought about democratic reform in the target states, in 
the long run, these democratic reforms would not lead to stable political systems.1 Another 
group of studies which addressed the question mainly from the angle of impact of interven-
tions carried out by the United States, suggested that American military interventions did 
not generally bring democracy.2 Among the scholars analyzing the reasons why American 
military interventions usually failed to result in democratization, some identified the US 
military and political interests as the cause.3 Some others, on the other hand, contended that 
democratization did not follow, as it was imposed by an outside power. Yet another group 
maintained that under certain circumstances, the United States had been successful and ef-
fective in advancing democracy and liberal regimes.4 Finally, there is also work on how the 
intervener’s motives influence the institution-building in the target state.5 As such, the exist-
ing literature contributes significantly to the various aspects of the effect of military inter-
vention on democratization. Notwithstanding the variety of such studies on the relationship 
between intervention and democratization, the legality and legitimacy issues regarding the 
use of force to change regimes remain far from settled.
	 This article intends to go beyond the consequentialist utilitarian approaches 
by addressing the question of forcing democracy-building from an angle of appropri-
ateness. More precisely, rather than assessing whether military occupation can be a 
midwife to democracy, this article aims to analyze the admissibility of pro-democratic 
military interventions in international society by focusing on  the UN Security Council

1 See for example, Charles W. Kegley Jr. and Margaret H. Hermann, “Putting Military Intervention into the 
Democratic Peace: A research Note,” Comparative Political Studies 30 (1997): 78-107. 
2 See for example, Abraham F. Lowenthal, Exporting Democracy: The United States and Latin America-Themes 
and Issues (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991).
3 See for example, David P. Forsythe, “Democracy, War, and Covert Action,” Journal of Peace Research 29 
(1992): 385-95.
4 See for example, James Merrnik, “United States Military Intervention and the Promotion of Democracy,” Jour-
nal of Peace Research 33 (1996): 391-402; and Margaret G. Hermann and Charles W. Kegley, “The US Use of 
Force to Promote Democracy: Evaluating the Record,” International Interactions 24 (1998):  91-114.
5 Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and George W. Downs, “Intervention and Democracy,” International Organization 
60 (2003): 627-649.

Forcing Democracy...



30

and state practice. Is military intervention to remove a tyrannical regime permissible in 
international law? To what extend does international society condone an outside force to 
impose a democratic regime? Does the practice of the UN Security Council in promo-
tion of democracy by force point to an emerging norm with regards to expansive con-
cept of humanitarian intervention? To analyze such questions, this article begins with a 
discussion and working definition of the concept of intervention. It then overviews the 
legal framework, within which use of force in international relations is governed. The 
following section addresses the question of whether there is a right to democratic gover-
nance by examining the debate for and against the use of force to liberate a country from a 
non-democratic regime. The article continues with the analysis of unilateral and multilateral 
pro-democratic military interventions, and the UN Security Council practice of condemn-
ing, authorizing or consequently endorsing democratic regime change in the target states. 
In the conclusion part, the article assesses the legality and legitimacy issue regarding the 
pro-democratic intervention and regime change in light of main norms enshrined in the UN 
Charter and in general international law.

The concept of intervention is usually defined as the breach of sovereignty and encroach-
ment of independence in international law. Thus, the norm proscribing intervention in the in-
ternal affairs of states has come to represent the flip side of the norm upholding sovereignty.6 
	 The leading legal scholar Hersch Lauterpacht defined intervention as the “dictato-
rial interference by a State in the affairs of another State for the purpose of maintaining or 
altering the actual condition of things.”7 Generally speaking, international relations literature 
also reflects the legal-normative definition of the term. For example, Max Beloff argues that 
intervention is an attempt by one state aiming to “affect the internal structure and external 
behavior of other states through various degrees of coercion.”8 In this sense, intervention 
involves the activities that impair a state’s external independence or territorial authority by 
imposing a certain order of things on a state without its consent, thus violating its sovereign-
ty. Similarly, one of the leading IR scholars, Hedley Bull defines intervention as “dictatorial 
or coercive interference in the sphere of jurisdiction of a sovereign state, or more broadly 
of an independent political community.”9 Bull argues that the target of intervention is the 
jurisdiction of a sovereign state, whereby “the jurisdiction that is being interfered with can 
be a state’s jurisdiction over its territory, its citizens, and its right to determine its internal af-
fairs or to conduct its external relations.”10 One other significant discussion of intervention in

2. Conceptual Framework

6 Anne-Marie Slaughter Burley and Carl Kaysen, “Introductory Note: Emerging Norms of Justified Interven-
tion” in Emerging Norms of Justified Intervention, eds. Laura W. Reed and Carl Kaysen. (Cambridge, MA: 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1993), 13.
7 Lassa Francis Lawrence Oppenheim, International Law: A Treatise Vol. I, ed. Hersch Lauterpacht, (London: 
Longmans, Green & Co., 1955), 305. 
8 Max Beloff, “Reflections on Intervention,” Journal of International Affairs 22 (1968): 198.
9 Hedley Bull, “Introduction” in Intervention in World Politics, ed. Hedley Bull (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1955), 1.
10 Ibid.
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the literature is Rosenau’s attempt to operationalize the concept of intervention. During the 
1960s’ behavioral approach to international relations, Rosenau argued that intervention was 
distinguished from other types of state activity by two characteristics. First, it represents a 
clear break with the prevailing pattern of relations between the intervening and target states; 
and second, it is essentially directed to either change or preserve the structure of political 
authority in the target state.11

	 For the purposes of the present article, drawing mainly upon the definitions of 
Rosenau and Bull, intervention is defined as the coercive interference of an external agency, 
whether a state, a group of states or an international body, in the internal affairs of another 
state in a manner that disturbs the conventional pattern of their relations, with the aim of rear-
ranging its domestic political order, including its authority structure and domestic policies, 
in a particular fashion. To narrow the concept further for the context of this study, pro-demo-
cratic intervention is defined as the use of armed force by one state or group of states against 
another state –the target state- with the intention to change the government of that state in 
general, and the character of the political and legal institutions in particular. Therefore, in this 
article the key guides to the incidence of intervention for regime change are the organized 
physical transgression of the borders of a recognized sovereign state and the conception of 
intrusion in its domestic affairs. 
	 A further conceptual delineation concerns the relationship between forcible regime 
change and humanitarian intervention. The difficulty arises from the fact that pro-democrat-
ic interventions are often addressed within the context of expanded version of humanitarian 
intervention. Indeed, in the final analysis, bringing a democracy to a state can be assumed to 
serve to ensure the basic human rights of the citizens of that state. However, use of force for 
humanitarian purposes does not necessarily include an intention to or end up with a regime 
change. One obvious example in this respect is the 1991 intervention in Northern Iraq. Dur-
ing the Operation Provide Comfort, the Allies set up a no-fly zone to protect the Kurds, but 
did not attempt to oust the Baath party regime of Saddam Hussein. Thus, in this article, the 
term pro-democratic intervention is distinguished from humanitarian intervention used in 
general and denotes the use of force with clear stated intention to topple the regime in power 
in the target state.

Notwithstanding the prevalence of the incidents of intervention in international politics, un-
der international law, it is firmly established that interference in domestic affairs of other 
states is an illegal act. Consequently, the debate on intervention in the scholarly literature has 
sought to discern exceptions to the rule of non-intervention. Thus, the question is whether 
removal of a tyrannical regime and building democracy qualify as an admissible ground for 
military intervention.

3. The Legal Framework
3.1. Use of force

11 James N. Rosenau, “The Concept of Intervention,” Journal of International Affairs  22 (1968): 167; James N. 
Rosenau, “Intervention as a Scientific Concept,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 23 (1969): 161.
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12 Article 2 (4) reads as follows: “All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use 
of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any manner inconsistent with 
the Purposes of the United Nations.”
13 Hans Kelsen, The Law of the United Nations (London: Stevens & Sons Limited, 1951), 770.
14 See for example, Malcolm N. Shaw, International Law (Cambridge: Grotius Publications Limited, 1991), 686; 
Antonio Cassese, International Law in a Divided World (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 141; Edip 
Çelik, Milletlerarası Hukuk, (International Law), (İstanbul: Filiz Kitabevi, 1982), 410. In this respect, Brownlie 
also states that the customary norm regarding the use of force is “restated and reinforced” by Article 2 (4). See 
Ian Brownlie, International Law and the Use of Force by States (London: Oxford University Press, 1963), 112.
15 Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua v. United States of America), Mer-
its, ICJ Reports (1986), para. 190.
16 In addition to these, there are two other exceptions to Article 2 (4). The changed circumstances however, since 
then, have rendered the above exceptions practically void. Hence, for the purposes of the study, force used in 
self-defense and force authorized by the Security Council are presumed to be the two exceptions pertinent under 
current international standards. For an elaboration of other exceptions, see for example, Brownlie, International 
Law, 336-337; Anthony Clark Arend and Robert J. Beck, International Law and the Use of Force, Beyond the 
UN Charter Paradigm (London. Routledge, 1993), 32-33; Bruno Simma, ed., The Charter of the United Nations 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), 119; Hüseyin Pazarcı, Uluslararası Hukuk Dersleri, IV. Kitap (Lec-
tures in International Law, Book IV), (Ankara: Turhan Kitabevi, 2000), 121.
17 Article 51 states: “Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-
defense if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken 
measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken by Members in the exercise of 
this right of self-defense shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not in any way affect the 
authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to take any time such action as it 
deems necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and security.”
18 Article 2 (7) reads: “Nothing in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters 
which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the Members to submit such 
matters to settlement under the present Charter but this principle shall not prejudice the application of enforce-
ment measures under Chapter VII.”

	 Within the UN Charter framework, the two most relevant provisions are Article 
2 (4) and Article 2 (7), which concerns use of force by states and the principle of non-
intervention in domestic matters respectively. Article 2 (4)12 requires that states refrain 
in their international relations from the threat or use of force. In this respect, Kelsen 
maintains that by establishing the obligation of states to refrain from the threat or use of 
force in their relations, Article 2 (4) implies the obligation of states to refrain from inter-
vention in the domestic matters of other states.13 The substantial majority of legal scholars 
attribute the norm contained in Article 2 (4) to a jus cogens character.14 The jus cogens status 
of Article 2 (4) is also confirmed in the Nicaragua judgment of the International Court of 
Justice (ICJ), where it referred to statements by government representatives who considered 
the prohibition of force in Article 2 (4) as not only a principle of customary international law 
but also “a fundamental and cardinal principle of such law.”15 Nonetheless, the prohibition of 
force by states is not absolute. The UN Charter provides in Article 51 for an exception to this 
rule in relation to measures of collective and individual self-defense.16 Article 51 specifies 
the conditions under which individual states may resort to force.17

	 With respect to the interference of the United Nations as an organization in the 
internal affairs of the member states, Article 2, paragraph 7 directs the organs of the UN
to respect domestic affairs of states and lays down a principle of non-intervention.18
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In this sense, it represents “an interpretative guideline” for UN organs in “dealing with mat-
ters that are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of a state.”19 The enforcement mea-
sures under Chapter VII which includes resort to force, represent the only exception pro-
vided by the Charter to the rule of non-intervention in domestic affairs stipulated in Article 2 
(7). Thus, the United Nations system, while prohibiting the threat and use of force by states, 
designates the United Nations as the sole authority able to use force legitimately as a means 
of maintaining international peace and security. In other words, the Charter places the right 
of resort to force under the monopoly of the United Nations except in self-defense.
	 Under Chapter VII, the Security Council is first required to determine whether a 
“threat to peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression” exists before it can take meas-
ures pursuant to Chapter VII (Article 39).20 Chapter VII does not, however, furnish explicit 
definitions as to what constitutes a threat to peace, a breach of the peace, or an act of aggression. 
It leaves this completely to the judgment of the Security Council. Hence, as one scholar notes, 
“a threat to the peace is whatever the Security Council says is a threat to the peace.”21 Nor 
does Article 39 qualify the threat to, or the breach of “international” peace. In spite of the 
stated aim of maintaining or restoring “international” peace, it refers to “any” threat to peace. 
Consequently, according to the wording of the article, the Security Council’s definition of a 
threat to peace does not need to derive from instances that are specified in Article 2 (4). To 
put it in other words, a threat to peace does not necessarily have to be a conflict between two 
states.22 Moreover, read in conjunction with Article 2 (7), the Organization is authorized to 
intervene in matters of domestic jurisdiction in cases where there is judged to be a threat to, 
or breach of, the peace as determined by the Security Council in accordance with Article 39. 
Therefore, a threat to peace, a breach of peace, or an act of aggression may well be extended 
to include domestic affairs, such as civil war, violations of human rights, or the existence 
of a repressive regime. In this context, Article 39 leaves it to the exclusive discretion of the 
Security Council to decide what factors constitute a threat to, or breach of international 
peace and against whom the enforcement action for the maintenance or restoration of the 
international peace is to be carried out. In practice, on many occasions, the Security Council 
has found a number of such situations as constituting a threat to or breach of peace. In this 
sense, Article 39, combined with Articles 41 and 42 which state non-military and military 
measures respectively, implies the “forcible interference in the sphere of a state.”23 As a 
result, the notions “threat to peace, breach of the peace” permit a highly subjective interpre-
tation, compared to, for example, the “threat or use of force” under Article 2 (4), which is a 
more “objectively determinable conduct.”24

19 Simma, The Charter of the United Nations, 143.
20 Article 39 reads: “The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the 
peace, or act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or decided what measures shall be taken in accor-
dance with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore international peace and security.”
21 Michael Akehurst, A Modern Introduction to International Law (London; George Allen and Unwin, 
1984), 181.
22 Kelsen, The Law of the United Nations, 731.
23 Ibid., 735.
24 Ibid., 737.
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	 The following paragraphs further condemn the use of “economic, political or any 
other type of measures to coerce another State,” subversion, and all other forms of indirect 
intervention. Specifically, the second operative paragraph is relevant for the purposes of the 
present article. It declares that:

	 The question of definition of the duty of non-intervention was also taken up in the 
drafting of the Resolution 2625, which aimed to outline the fundamental principles of inter

“No State has the right to intervene, directly or indirectly, for any reason 
whatever, in the internal and external affairs of any other State. Con-
sequently, armed intervention and all other forms of interference or at-
tempted threats against the personality of the State or against its politi-
cal, economic and cultural elements are condemned.”28

“No State shall organize, assist, foment, finance, incite, or tolerate sub-
versive, terrorist or armed activities directed towards the violent over-
throw of the regime of another State, or interfere in civil strife in another 
State.”

25 UN General Assembly (GA) Res. 375 (IV), Draft Declaration on the Rights and Duties of States (6 December 
1949).
26 UN GA Res. 380 (V), Peace Through Deeds (17 November 1950).
27 UN GA Res. 1236 (XII), Peaceful and Neighbourly Relations among States (14 December 1957).
28 UN GA Res. 2131 (XX), Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention in the Domestic Affairs of States 
and the Protection of Their Independence and Sovereignty (21 December 1965).

	 Hence, by allowing for only one condition as an exception to the prohibition of the 
use of force i.e. self-defense, the Charter has considerably confined the scope of what are 
considered legitimate self-help measures. On the other hand, while the UN Charter is restric-
tive with respect to the use of force by states, it is fairly open-ended when it comes to the use 
of force and intervention by the UN itself.
	 In addition to the UN Charter, from the very inception of the United Nations, the 
General Assembly has repetitively underlined the non-intervention principle as the principle 
duty of states. For example, Article 3 of the Draft Declaration on the Rights and Duties of 
States of 6 December 1949, stated that: “Every state has the duty to refrain from intervention 
in the internal and external affairs of the any other state.”25  The duty of non-intervention in 
internal affairs was strongly emphasized in subsequent resolutions. In Peace Through Deeds 
Resolution for example, the General Assembly condemns “the intervention of a State in the 
internal affairs of another state for the purpose of changing its legally established govern-
ment by the threat or use of force.”26 The 1957 Resolution of Peaceful and Neighbourly 
Relations among States reiterates the duty of non-intervention as one of the main principles 
the Charter was based on.27

	 General Assembly Resolution 2131, the Declaration on the Admissibility of In-
tervention in the Domestic Affairs of States and the Protection of Their Independence 
and Sovereignty adopted in 1965, provides the first detailed formulation of the principle:
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	 As such, intervention in the internal affairs in general and intervention to oust the 
political system of another state in particular is condemned in a number of General As-
sembly resolutions.32 Although General Assembly resolutions are not binding over states, 
there is a general agreement on the authoritative character of the resolutions on notions like 
intervention, self-determination and human rights. In this respect, they are argued to rep-
resent concrete interpretations of the Charter and assertions of general international law.33

national law. The subsequent Declaration of Principles of International Law of 1970 adopts 
essentially the same definition of non-intervention as that provided in Resolution 2131. It 
links “the obligation not to intervene in the affairs of any other State” with the international 
peace and security. Restating the principle concerning “the duty not to intervene in matters 
within the domestic jurisdiction of any State,” it additionally proclaims that acts of “armed 
intervention and all other forms of interference” constitute violation of international law.29  

The following Resolution 2734 on the Strengthening of International Security once again 
calls upon all States “not to intervene in matters within the domestic jurisdiction of any 
State.”30

	 The principle of non-intervention was further developed in a more detailed way in 
the 1981 Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention and Interference in the Internal 
Affairs of the States. Regarding the “full observance of the principle of non-intervention 
and non-interference in the internal and external affairs of States” as having the utmost sig-
nificance for the “maintenance of international peace and security,” and violation of it as 
a “threat to the freedom of peoples, the sovereignty, political independence and territorial 
integrity of States” as well as to “their political, economic, social and cultural development,” 
the Resolution embarks on a detailed elaboration of the scope of the principle of non-inter-
vention and non-interference in the internal and external affairs of States, and prescribes a 
series of specific duties. According to it, states are:

“…to refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force 
in any form whatsoever…to disrupt the political, social or economic 
order of another State, to overthrow or change the political system of 
another State or its Government…, to refrain from armed intervention, 
subversion, military occupation or any other form of intervention and 
interference, overt or covert, directed at another State or group of States, 
or any act of military, political or economic interference in the internal 
affairs of another State.” 31

29 UN GA Res. 2625 (XXV), Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations 
and Cooperation among States in accordance with Charter of the United Nations (24 October 1970).
30 UN GA Res. 2734 (XXV), Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security (16 December 1970).
31 UN GA Res. 36/103, Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention and Interference in the Internal Affairs 
of the States (9 December 1981).
32 Among other resolutions that emphasized the principle of non-intervention are UN GA Res. 34/103, Inadmis-
sibility of the Policy of Hegemonism in International Relations (14 December 1979) and UN GA Res. 37/10, 
Manila Declaration on the Peaceful Settlement of International Disputes (15 November 1982).
33 Blaine Sloan, United Nations General Assembly Resolutions In Our Changing World (New York: Transna-
tional Publishers, Inc., 1991), 45.
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Judgments of International Court of Justice also support this view. For example, in the Nica-
ragua case, the Court referred to Resolution 2131 and Resolution 2625 as reflecting custom-
ary law.34

After the end of the Cold War, liberal democracy was championed to be the dominant ide-
ology.35 It has been contended since then that notable consensus concerning the legitimacy 
of liberal democracy as a system of government had emerged throughout the world. One 
prominent law scholar, for example, maintained that there was a newly emerging law which 
called for democracy to validate governance and thus, democratic entitlement was trans-
formed from a mere moral obligation to an international legal norm.36

	 Within the UN Charter framework, promoting human rights and fundamental free-
doms forms the very basis for democratic entitlement.37 In this respect, UN has increas-
ingly supported democratic governance particularly within peacekeeping activities. Not-
withstanding, use of force for democratization remains quite problematic as the principle of 
nonintervention is firmly embedded in the present international system despite the changes 
in the aftermath of the Cold War.
	 One of the most earliest and ardent proponents of pro-democratic intervention, Mi-
chael Reisman argued that liberating a country from an oppressor would not conflict with 
Article 2 (4), for the use of force would not have been aimed at the political independence and 
territorial integrity of the target state. Rather, such interventions, Reisman contended, would 
improve opportunities for self-determination. Thus, he called for a fundamental reinterpreta-
tion of Article 2 (4) that would provide states with a unilateral right to overthrow despotic 
governments or leaders in a state.38 The opponents on the other hand, typically argue that such 
a doctrine of pro-democratic intervention would provide the most powerful states with an un-
constrained power to oust the governments allegedly repressive and nondemocratic.39 Further, 
it is maintained that foreign armed intervention for regime change in fact exemplifies use of 
force against the political independence of the target state, regardless of its internal political 
structure, since it contradicts with the spirit of Article 2 (4) and its clear intention to prohibit 
unilateral resort to force on just war premises by deeming the Security Council as the only 
authority to use force in circumstances other than self-defense, not to mention several Gen-
eral Assembly declarations and ICJ decisions.40 In this respect, one prominent legal scholar
34  ICJ Reports (1986), para. 203.
35 See generally Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History?,” The National Interest (1989): 3-18.
36 Thomas Franck, “The Emerging Right of Democratic Governance,” American Journal of International Law 
86 (1992): 46-91.
37 See for example, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Democratization (New York: United Nations, 1996), 3.
38 W. Michael Reisman, “Coercion and Self-Determination: Construing Charter Article 2 (4),” American Journal 
of International Law 78 (1984): 642-44.
39 See for example, Oscar Schachter, “The Legality of Pro-Democratic Invasion,” American Journal of Interna-
tional Law 78 (1984): 645-50.
40 Ibid., 649; and Michael Byers and Simon Chesterman, “”You the People”: Pro-Democratic Intervention in 
International Law,” in Democratic Governance and International Law, ed. Gregory H. Fox and Brad R. Roth  
(Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 2000), 264.
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points out that using force for changing the government of another state might be considered 
aggression, since such uses of force for “value extension” is prohibited under Article 2 (4) 
and resort to force is only allowed for “value conservation.”41 

	 Another argument in support of pro-democratic intervention rests on a notion of 
sovereignty based on people rather than states. According to this liberal view, international 
rights of governments stem from the rights and interests of the individuals that make up 
the state. Only representative governments have international rights, since in view of this 
Kantian account of the state, the ultimate ethical agents are not states but individuals who 
vest in governments the obligation to secure basic human rights.42 It follows that tyrannical 
governments are deprived of the protection accorded to them through sovereignty by inter-
national law. In other words, “tyranny and anarchy cause the moral col-lapse of sovereign-
ty.”43 Hence, this view holds that “any nation with the will and the resources may intervene 
to protect the population of another nation against … tyranny.”44 For the liberal account, 
democracy appears to be both a cause for peace and a reason for war. It should be noted 
that the idea that international community should oppose tyranny and prevent violations of 
fundamental human rights is usually presented in connection with the general arguments put 
forward for the right to humanitarian intervention.45

	 Nonetheless, ICJ in its Nicaragua judgment founded that there is no unilateral right 
to intervene on the basis of political and moral considerations:

	 In addition to the international litigation, the opponents further point out that al-
though the idea of sovereignty has changed to a certain extent since the adoption of the UN

41 Myres S. McDougal and Florentino P. Feliciano, Law and Minimum World Public Order: The Legal Regula-
tion of International Coercion (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1961), 18-19.
42 Fernando R. Teson, “Eight Principles of Humanitarian Intervention,” Journal of Military Ethics 5 (2006): 94.
43 Ibid., 96. For a similar view, see also W. Michael Reisman, “Sovereignty and Human Rights in Contemporary 
International Law,” American Journal of International Law 84 (1990): 866-76.
44 Anthony D’Amato, “The Invasion of Panama was a Lawful Response to Tyranny,” American Journal of 
International Law 84 (1990): 519.
45 See for example, W. Michael Reisman, “Humanitarian Intervention and Fledgling Democracies,” Fordham 
International Law Journal 18 (1994): 794-805.
46 ICJ Reports (1986), para. 206.

[t]here have been in recent years a number of instances of foreign in-
tervention for the benefit of forces opposed to the government of an-
other State…It has to consider whether there might be indications of 
a practice illustrative of belief in a kind of general right for States to 
intervene, directly or indirectly, with or without armed force, in sup-
port of an internal opposition in another State, whose cause appear par-
ticularly worthy by reason of the political and moral values with which 
it was identified. For such a general right to come to existence would 
involve a fundamental modification of the customary law principle of 
non-intervention.46
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Charter, it is still not clear that democracy has replaced peace as the main interest of the 
UN and of the international normative order. Moreover, it is not clearly articulated how 
“democratic governance” as a right might reign over a peremptory, jus cogens rule, namely 
prohibition of the use of force.47 

	 One of the most recent reformulations of the issue of intervention on behalf of peo-
ple under a repressive regime is the concept of the “responsibility to protect,” which suggest 
that it is not the “right to intervene” of any state, but “responsibility to protect” of every state 
“in the event of genocide and other large scale killing, ethnic cleansing or serious violations 
of international humanitarian law which sovereign Governments have proved powerless or 
unwilling to prevent.”48 In the context of “responsibility to protect” however, military inter-
vention should be considered as a last resort and authorized by the Security Council.

47 Michael Byers and Simon Chesterman, “’You the People’,” 269.
48 UN Doc. A/59/565, United Nations Report of the Secretary-General’s High-level Panel on Threats, Chal-
lenges, and Change, A More Secure World: Our Shared Responsibility, para. 203, (4 December 2004).
49 UN Yearbook (1965), 140-45.
50 “Security Council Debates,” Keesing’s 11 (July 1965), accessed June 2011, http://www.keesings.com.  
51 UN Yearbook (1965), 147.
52 For an extensive treatment of the US and OECS justifications, see Scott Davidson, Grenada: A Study in Poli-
tics and the Limits of International Law (Aldershot, England: Avebury, 1987), 79-137.

4. The Practice
4.1. Unilateral pro-democratic interventions
The state practice during the Cold War does not point to a general acceptance of unilateral 
military interventions for regime change. The most illustrative cases are the United States’ 
interventions in the Dominican Republic (1965) and Panama (1989), as well as the United 
States and East Caribbean intervention in Grenada (1983), whereby the interventions were 
justified among others, on the grounds that they aimed to “reinstate order” or “restore de-
mocracy.”
	 After the overthrow of the freely elected government in the Dominican Republic by 
a civilian junta in 1963, the US troops landed in the country in 1965. In the Security Council, 
the US representative asserted that the US action was undertaken due to the collapse of law 
and order in the Dominican Republic. The US justifications were rejected by most of the 
states. States condemning the intervention laid emphasis on the principle of non-interven-
tion.49 On the other hand, the French representative expressed that the intervention seemed 
to have been undertaken “against those who claimed to have constitutional legality.”50 
Nonetheless, a Soviet resolution calling for the withdrawal of US forces was voted down.51

	 The alleged legal grounds for the US and the Organization of Eastern Caribbean 
States’ (OECS) intervention in Grenada in 1983 paralleled to those presented in the Do-
minican case: consent of the target state, protection of nationals and regional peacekeep-
ing action.52 Nevertheless, the justification based on invitation by the Governor-General of 
Grenada was more emphasized in this case, for at the time of intervention, as opposed to the 
Dominican internal situation of full-scale conflict, there was only a general internal unrest

All Azimuth M. Kınacıoğlu



39

in Grenada.53 Thus, the initial US justifications did not include a doctrine of pro-democratic 
intervention. However, it was later revealed that the military action was carried out in order 
to free the people of Grenada from a military dictatorship.54 The operation was condemned 
even by close US allies. For example, deploring the intervention, France pointed out that 
international law and the UN Charter authorized intervention only in response to a request 
from the legitimate authorities of a country, or upon a decision of the Security Council.55 
Also, British government stated that it regarded the US action as clearly illegal because “the 
invitation had come from those not entitled to make such a request on behalf of Grenada.”56 

A number of states underlined that the armed intervention had denied the people of Grenada 
the right to self-determination.57 As to the US argument of restoration of peace and order, the 
Polish representative, for example, characterizing the US action as aggression, expressed his 
government’s regret that the US had presented “violation of basic norms of international law 
and the Charter of the United Nations” as “restoration of peace and order.”58 In the Security 
Council, the norms referred to by the majority of states condemning the intervention in the 
Assembly debate were prohibition of the use of force, prohibition of any act of aggression, 
the rule of non-intervention and the rule of non-interference in the internal affairs of states 
so as to deprive peoples of their right to self-determination.59 However, as in the Dominican 
Republic case, the overwhelming condemnation could not be translated to a corresponding 
Council resolution, which would have deplored the intervention as violation of international 
law and the independence of Grenada due to the US veto.60 Nonetheless, a General Assem-
bly resolution was adopted, which condemned the intervention as a “flagrant violation of 
international law and the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity” of Grenada, 
and reaffirmed the “sovereign and inalienable right of Grenada freely to determine its own 
political, economic and social system.”61

	 The case of Panama differs from the above cases with the absence of an inter-
nal conflict at the time of the intervention, but relevant to the extent that the United States 
also claimed, among others,62 to have been invited to restore democracy by the democrat-
ic government that had sworn at a US base some thirty minutes before the intervention

53 For the situation in Grenada after the coup, see “Removal of Mr.Bishop – Establishment of Revolutionary 
Military Council – Reactions from other Caribbean States,” Keesing’s  30 (January 1984), accessed June 2011, 
http://www.keesings.com.  
54 UN Doc. S/PV.2489 (Oct. 26, 1983).
55 UN Yearbook (1983), 212.
56 Quoted in Oscar Schachter, International Law in Theory and Practice (Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Martinus 
Nijhoff Publishers, 1991), 132.
57 Among those were Yugoslavia, Guatemala, Venezuela, UN Yearbook (1983), 211-13.
58 UN Doc. S/PV.2489 (26 October 1983), 21.
59 UN Yearbook (1983), 214-216.
60 Draft resolution sponsored by Guyana, Nigaragua and Zimbabwe, S/16077.Rev.1 (27 October 1983). Failed 
by 11 votes in favor, 1 against (United States) with 3 abstentions (Togo, United Kingdom, Zaire).
61 UN Doc. A/RES/38/7 (2 November 1983).
62 Other US justifications included protection of the US citizens, defending the integrity of the Panama Canal 
Treaty, stopping drug trafficking and bringing Noriega to justice on drug charges. “US Justification for Interven-
tion,” Keesing’s 35 (December 1989), accessed June 2011, http://www.keesings.com.
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began.63 Defending democracy in Panama was therefore one of the justifications US pre-
sented.64 Although the US did not argue for a legal right to use force to restore democratic 
governments, during the Security Council debate, the US representative asserted that it was 
the “sovereign will of the Panamanian people” that they were defending, and that the US 
was seeking to support their pursuit of democracy, peace and freedom.65 The Panama in-
tervention was condemned by the Soviet Union as a “flagrant violation of the fundamental 
principles of the UN Charter and the norms of relations between states.” The intervention 
was also condemned by a large majority of the Latin American states.66  Despite this wide 
disapproval of states, in the Security Council, a draft resolution condemning the US in-
tervention failed.67 A similar resolution was, however, adopted by the General Assembly. 
Recalling Article 2 (4) and the right of a state to determine freely its social, economic and 
political system and to conduct its foreign relations without any form of foreign interven-
tion and interference, the resolution strongly deplored the intervention in Panama.68 Many 
criticized the US claim to justify the action as a means to restore democracy in Panama as 
violating international norms of the use of force.69

	 Common to all these cases of military intervention is the alleged aim of restoring 
order or democracy, among others. In this respect, in all the interventions above, the United 
States seems to have based its claims on a broad interpretation of Article 2 (4), as reflected 
by the statement of the US representative, Ambassador Kirkpatrick, during the Grenada 
intervention, who at the time argued that “the prohibitions against the use of force in the UN 
Charter are contextual and not absolute,” and that the language “or in any manner incon-
sistent with the purposes of the United Nations” in Article 2 (4) provides “ample justifica-
tion for the use of force in pursuit of other values also inscribed in the Charter–freedom,

63 For the details of the reinstatement of Guillermo Endara, who was widely held to have won the May 1989 
presidential elections, whose results were annulled by General Manuel Noriega, the Panamanian dictator, see 
“US Invasion and Installation of Endara Government” and “Inauguration of President Endara – Confirmation of 
Election Results,” Keesing’s  35 (December 1989), accessed July 2011, http://www.keesings.com.
64 For all US justifications, see UN Doc. S/PV.2899 (20 December 1989), 31.
65 Ibid., 36.
66 The Organization of American States on 22 December 1989 “deeply deplored” the military action and urged 
the immediate cessation of hostilities and the commencement of negotiations, in a resolution opposed only by 
the United States, with 20 voting in favor and 6 abstaining (Costa Rica, Honduras, Guatemala, Venezuela, El 
Salvador, and Antigua and Barbuda. See “International Reactions to Invasion,” Keesing’s 35 (December 1989), 
accessed July 2011, http://www.keesings.com.
67 Draft resolution submitted by Algeria, Colombia, Ethiopia, Malaysia, Nepal, Senegal and Yugoslavia, failed to 
be adopted by 10 (joining the sponsoring countries were Brazil, China and USSR) to 4 (Canada, France, United 
Kingdom, United States) with 1 abstention (Finland), UN Doc. S/21048 (22 December 1989).
68 UN Doc. A/RES/44/240 (29 December 1989). The resolution passed with 75 votes in favor and 20 against 
with 40 abstentions. Among the countries voting against were mostly the Western states, but also Dominica, El 
Salvador, Israel, Turkey and Japan. Abstaining countries were mainly the African states.
69 See Ved P. Nanda, “The Validity of US Intervention in Panama Under International Law,” American Journal 
of International Law 84 (1990): 498; also, David J. Scheffer, “Use of Force After the Cold War: Panama, Iraq, 
and the New World Order,” in Right v. Might - International Law the Use of Force, ed. Louis Henkin et. Al. (New 
York: Council on Foreign Relations,1991), 119.
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	 It appears from above analysis that even when the issue is the enforcement of gener-
ally accepted virtuous values like peace, order and democracy, military action is not consid-
ered legal under the present norms governing use of force. Lack of support other of countries 
further confirms that there is no demonstrable evidence for opinio juris, sufficient to change 
the existing legal regime of the use of force.

democracy, peace.”70 Nevertheless, the states’ responses and the UN practice did not lend 
support to a general right of unilateral pro-democratic intervention. On the contrary, it was 
maintained that the US interventions were not compatible neither with the norms governing 
the use of force between states. The UN reactions further demonstrate that enforcing univer-
sal values as such is not perceived as superseding the right of every people freely to choose 
their own form of government without outside interference. In this respect, commenting on 
the US invasion of Panama, Farer maintains that since the central structural principle of the 
postwar international legal system is the “equal sovereignty for all nation-states,”

After the Cold War, with revitalization of the Security Council, the Security Council au-
thorized collective action to restore democratically elected government in two cases –Haiti 
and Sierra Leone- whereby it determined the existence of a threat of international peace and 
security. Although in these instances, the Security Council undertook action particularly for 
the principle of democratic entitlement; its decisions are far from being explicit with regards 
to a right to foreign armed intervention to enforce democratic governance.
	 In 1991, the democratically-elected President Jean-Bertrand Aristide of Haiti was 
removed from office by a military coup d’etat. Following the failure of economic sanctions, 
the Security Council passed a resolution affirming the goal of international community to 
restore democracy in Haiti. To this end, the Security Council authorized the member states 
“to form a multinational force under unified command and … to use all necessary means.”72 
However, close examination of the Security Council debates reveal the Council members’ 
concern that possible erosion of state sovereignty should not set a precedent. The desire for 
avoiding a precedent can be seen from the emphasis in the texts of relevant resolutions on 
“the unique character of the present situation in Haiti and its deteriorating, complex, and

“One state cannot compromise another state’s territorial integrity or dic-
tate the character or the occupants of its governing institutions. If the 
law allows any exception to this constraint on state behavior, surely it is 
only where the exception is required to preserve the rule.”71

4.2. Multilateral pro-democratic interventions

70 UN Doc. S/PV.2491 (28 October 1983), 31.
71 Tom J. Farer, “Panama: Beyond The Charter Paradigm,” American Journal of International Law 84 (1990): 
507-508. For a similar view, see for example, Nanda, “The Validity of United States Intervention in Panama ,” 
498. For an opposite view that action against tyranny does not violate Article 2(4), see Anthony  D’Amato, “The 
Invasion of Panama,” 516-24.
72 UN Doc. S/RES/940 ( 31 July 1994), para. 4.
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73 Ibid., 2. See also UN Doc. S/RES/841 (16 June 1993)  where the Security Council characterized the situation 
of Haiti as “unique and exceptional” that warrants “exceptional measures.”
74 For details see Brad R. Roth, Governmental Illegitimacy in International Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1999), 405-406.
75 UN Doc. S/RES/1132 (8 October 1997),  para.1.
76 Ibid., para.8.
77 The President of the Security Council, Statement by the President of the Security Council, UN Doc. S/
PRST/1998/5 (26 February 1998).
78 UN Doc. S/RES/1156 (16 March 1998), para. 1.
79 UN Doc. S/RES/1181 (13 July 1998), para. 5.
80 Roth, Governmental Illegitimacy in International Law, 407.
81 Ibid.

extraordinary nature requiring an exceptional response.”73

	 Some scholars point to the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) 
intervention in Sierra Leone and its ex post facto approval by the Security Council as an 
example of an emerging collective right of pro-democratic intervention. In May 1997, the 
democratically-elected government of Sierra Leone was overthrown by a military junta. 
A week later, Organization of African Unity (OAU) authorized ECOWAS to take military 
action in order to restore the constitutional order.74 In October 1997, the Security Council 
unanimously adopted Resolution 1132, in which it determined the situation as constitut-
ing a threat to international peace and security and demanded that “the military junta take 
immediate steps to relinquish power in Sierra Leone and make way for the restoration of 
democratically-elected Government and a return to constitutional order.”75 With the same 
resolution, the Security Council authorized ECOWAS under Chapter VIII of the Charter 
to ensure the implementation of the economic sanctions decided upon in the resolution.76 

Although the Security Council did not authorize ECOWAS military action, ex post en-
dorsement of the military intervention, can be discerned from the statement of the President 
of the Security Council on 26 February 1998, which stated that “the Council welcome[d] 
the fact that the rule of the military junta has been brought to an end, and stress[ed] the 
imperative need for the immediate need for the restoration of the democratically-elected 
government.” 77 Additionally, in subsequent resolutions, the Security Council welcomed 
“the return to Sierra Leone of its democratically elected President” 78 and commended 
“the positive role of ECOWAS and ECOMOG in their efforts to restore peace, security, 
and stability throughout the country at the request of the Government of Sierra Leone.”79

	 One prominent scholar argues that the Sierra Leone case presents “the best ev-
idence … of a fundamental change in international legal norms pertaining to “pro-dem-
ocratic” intervention.”80 According to him, the fact that the Security Council resolutions 
did not this time bother “to take refuge in assertions of “extraordinary,” “exceptional,” 
or “unique” circumstances in invoking Chapter VII,” further evinces that “coups against 
elected governments are now, per se, violations of international law, and that regional or-
ganizations are now licensed to use force to reverse such coups in member states.”81 How-
ever, most legal scholars contend that for customary international law regarding the legal 
consequences of a regime change to change, it takes more than a Security Council deter-
mination that a particular coup poses a threat to international peace and security. Scholars
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82 See Michael Byers and Simon Chesterman, “You, the People,” 289-90.
83 UN Doc. S/RES/1368 (12 September 2001).
84 UN Doc. S/RES/1378 (14 November 2001), para. 1.
85 UN Doc. S/RES/1511 (16 October 2003), para. 1.
86 UN Doc. S/RES/1546 ( 8 June 2004), para. 9.
87 UN Doc. S/RES/1973 (17 March 2011), para. 8.
88 “Obama Says ‘Qaddafi Has A Choice’ or UN Force Will Take Military Action,” RFE/RL, 18 March 2011, 
accessed September 30, 2011, http://www.rferl.org/content/libya_no-fly_zone_united_nations_france_brit-
ain/2342541.html.
89 UN Doc. S/RES/1973 (17 March  2011), para. 4.

also argue that the Council’s retrospective approval of certain actions cannot be taken as giv-
ing of a license to carry out such acts in future.82 

	 Two cases of military interventions in the aftermath of the September 11 events, 
namely Afghanistan and Iraq, are relevant in so far as both resulted in drastic change in 
internal political structure, although neither of the operations was justified on the basis 
of regime change. In Afghanistan, military action was authorized by the Security Coun-
cil and justified on the basis of individual and collective self-defense.83 Following the 
US-led military intervention, the Security Council expressed its support for “a new gov-
ernment which should be broad-based, multiethnic and fully representative of all the 
Afghan people.” 84 Contrary to the Afghanistan case, no authorization was issued by the 
Security Council for military action against Iraq.85 Nonetheless, the Security Council 
resolution 1511 stated that the “Coalition Provisional Authority” would terminate upon 
the creation of an “internationally recognized, representative government established 
by the people of Iraq.”86 Subsequently, in Resolution 1546, the Security Council wel-
comed Iraq’s transition to a democratically elected government and the Interim Govern-
ment’s commitment to establish a “federal, democratic, pluralist, and unified Iraq.”  Thus, 
through its relevant resolutions, Security Council appears to have recognized the regime 
change in Iraq despite the lack of an initial authorization for the use of force against Iraq.
	 Finally and most recently, the Security Council authorized military action against 
the Gaddafi regime of Libya. In February 2011, violent clashes between the security forces 
and the protesters erupted, resulting in many civilian deaths. Upon Gaddafi regime’s harsh 
repression of the rebels, and to stop Gaddafi’s forces from getting any further towards the 
city of Benghazi, the Security Council passed a resolution which imposed a no-fly zone and 
other measures over Libya. Acting under Chapter VII, the Council defined the situation as 
constituting a threat to international peace and security, and authorized all member states 
“acting nationally or through regional organizations or arrangements to take all necessary 
measures” to enforce the no-fly zone as well as to protect the civilians.87  The resolution 
passed with 10 affirmative votes. Five members including two permanent members, namely 
Brazil, Germany, India, China and Russia abstained. The states abstained maintained they 
had serious reservations about the use of military action force.88 While constituting the legal 
basis for the military intervention followed, it is noteworthy that the resolution explicitly 
indicated that the ensuing use of force to protect civilians and civilian-populated areas would 
not involve ground forces by stressing that military action would remain short of foreign oc-
cupation.89
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	 It follows from the above cases that the Security Council has increasingly assumed 
a pro-active role in situations, which traditionally are not defined as threats to “international 
peace and security.” Nevertheless, it seems far from clear that disruption of democracy or 
presence of a despotic government alone and by itself has been characterized as amounting 
to meet the Chapter VII threshold. For the Security Council authorizations in the above cases 
underlined other grounds such as the request of the government, the plight of refugee flows, 
self-defense as well, it remains unclear whether there emerged a collective right to use force 
to ensure democratic governance in states.

This article has examined the arguments for and against pro-democratic military interven-
tions in the framework of the legal norms governing the use of force, and the practice in this 
context in order to discern whether or not there emerged a right to intervention for regime 
change, more specifically to install a democratic government. 
	 The above analysis of the unilateral pro-democratic interventions hardly demon-
strates evidence that restoring democracy forms the basis for a claim to a unilateral right to 
use force. Strong opposition raised by many states in the Security Council, the General As-
sembly resolutions condemning such acts, and presentation of other justifications along with 
restoration of democracy confirm that unilateral pro-democratic intervention is prohibited 
legally and not endorsed politically. In addition, despite the strong rhetoric of the conse-
quentialist views of Article 2 (4), such analysis remains to be seriously problematic. First, 
the arguments do not substantiate that democracy has become a peremptory norm or an 
equivalent to self-determination, which is considered by many as a peremptory norm. Thus, 
it is difficult to argue the norm of prohibition of force as jus cogens is superseded or should 
be equally treated with the principle of democratic governance. Second and a more practical 
issue is the difficulty to determine the actual “will of the people” by the international com-
munity. Whether or not the faction foreign intervention is assisting in the target state repre-
sents the “will of the people” and intends to install a democratic government is yet to be seen 
for example in the Libyan case. Third, the view that states can unilaterally interpret Article 
2 (4) as they see fit not only bears the grave political risk of arbitrary exercise of power, but 
also remains fundamentally in contradiction with the main principles of international legal 
norms. In this respect, the unilateral state practice demonstrates that the fear of weaker states 
that such a normative change would pave the way for great power abuse is not without basis.
	 As for the multilateral pro-democratic interventions, the practice shows that the au-
thority of the Security Council does not translate to an automatic obligation to take military 
action to change nondemocratic governments. Thus far, in every case, the Security Coun-
cil has evaluated the special circumstances to justify Chapter VII measures. This said, it 
should be noted that the Security Council practice does reflect substantial commitment to 
democratic governance, for it has pronounced violations of human rights due to the lack 
of democracy or denial of democratic processes -in exceptional instances- as constituting 
a threat to international peace and security. In such special cases, the Security Council has 
demonstrated willingness to authorize the states to take action or endorse the regional orga-
nizations’ endeavors to end an ongoing human plight arising out of tyrannical rule. Having

5. Conclusion
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Area studies in the international relations discipline have evolved in 
response to specific needs of countries and particular conditions of the 
world affairs at a given time. This article addresses a set of conditions 
and needs that influenced the development of area studies in interna-
tional relations with a focus on the emergence and growth of studies 
on the United States in Turkey. Accordingly, it is argued that Turkey 
has historically conceptualized external relations as state-to-state rela-
tions and not prioritized initially a research program on area studies. 
However, the shift from import substitution to export-led growth and the 
end of the Cold War created an environment in which Turkey’s needs to 
research about other societies have intensified. This has led to the es-
tablishment of research programs and centers at universities as well as 
the opening of think tanks, some funded by the public, others privately. 
In light of the assessment of the growth of these research and teaching 
institutions focusing on the United States, it is concluded that American 
studies are less developed than what might be expected given Turkey’s 
close relationship with the United States. Some explanations are also 
offered for such an observation. 

A brief glance at the history of the Turkish Republic shows that the country has gener-
ally been inward looking, displaying little interest in other parts of the world. For decades, 
neither state or private institutions nor Turkish academic institutions were engaged in area 
studies about other societies or regions of the world. The growing number of think-tanks, 
research centers at universities as well as intensifying efforts of private enterprise to collect 
and evaluate information about different regions of the world in recent years point to a new 
and growing Turkish interest in the external world.
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A particular country’s interest in the history, politics, economics, culture, art, literature of 
other countries and world regions is not an accidental development but rather a product of 
specific conditions and response to specific needs at a given time.  There may be no single 
specific need and condition to be observed across the board. However, a set of conditions 
and needs may vary in each case.  Therefore, an examination of the countries in which area 
studies have developed and the stage in their history during such development has taken 
place, may help us uncover the patterned nature of this evolution. 
	 Within this framework, six major reasons are offered to examine the emergence 
and growth of area studies in international relations. To begin with, we may note that co-
lonial countries have chosen to study the countries that they have colonized if for no other 
reason than enhancing their competence in sustaining their rule over them. Such interest 
has continued even after decolonization since former colonial powers have often striven to 
maintain their existing ties or develop new privileged relationships with their former colo-
nies.  A major instrument that has constituted the informational and the intellectual basis of 
this endeavor has been area focused think tanks, teaching programs and research centers at 
universities. It is no accident that interest in area studies and institutional developments oc-
curred most comprehensively in Britain and France which were the leading colonial powers 
until almost the first half of the twentieth century.
	 Second, those countries whose economic prosperity depends on engaging in ex-
tensive economic relations with the outside world, those countries whose volume of ex-
ternal trade and investments abroad reach sizable quantities, understandably, develop an 
interest in building institutions that collect and process information that will enable them to

2. Development of Area Studies as Responses to Needs

	 This article examines the underlying factors that influenced the slow progress in 
the emergence and development of teaching and research programs at various institutions 
in Turkey that focus on the United States.  American studies in Turkey are modest and ap-
pear to be in need of further development. Rather than being a product of willful negligence, 
however, this has been simply a consequence of a general pattern that is only beginning to 
change now. Accordingly, it is important to elucidate why Turkey showed such little interest 
in external developments in its earlier history and the reasons that have stimulated the cur-
rent rising interest. 
	 These questions can be addressed within a broader framework of understanding 
area studies as a response to specific conditions and needs of a country at a given time. Thus, 
the article is organized into five sections. After the introduction the next section presents 
the specific conditions and needs that led to the development of area studies in international 
relations discipline. The third section assesses the reasons for the emergence of academic 
and research programs on area studies in Turkey. While the fourth section focuses on the 
development of American studies, its scope and a general survey of publications about the 
United States, the following section previews the research institutions and think tanks that 
have American studies as part of their area studies. The article concludes that American stud-
ies are less developed than what might be expected given Turkey’s close relationship with 
the United States; and some explanations are offered for such an observation.
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know and understand the economic, political and the sociological peculiarities of societies 
in which they operate, and predict what is likely to transpire in the future. A similar need 
also exists with regard to the rules, the institutions and the workings of the contemporary 
international economic and political system and how it is likely to evolve in the future. The 
Institute of Developing Economies in Tokyo, for example, serves exactly these purposes, 
focusing on countries, regions and the international system. The support that some American 
multinationals extend to area studies and similar research centers at universities as well as 
foundations, intends to produce similar outcomes. It is also important to remember that some 
multinationals develop their own research teams and expertise to meet their needs.
	 Third, those countries that tend to perceive themselves to be world powers, judging 
that it is natural or incumbent on them that they reach all countries and the regions of the 
world, both encourage and support the development of area studies oriented academic and 
research programs as well as institutions pursuing such purposes. Expressed differently, the 
self perception of a state as an important international or global actor brings with it a need to 
develop capabilities to know, interpret and influence the developments in all countries and 
regions of the world. It is not coincidental that area studies programs in the United States 
flourished after the Second World War when the United States decided to break out of its 
historical isolationism and claim a place in the world as a superpower. In a similar fashion, 
the proliferation of area study institutes and programs in the Soviet Union, in addition to 
other factors such as being the ideological leader of the communist world, derived from the 
Russian perception that they were a superpower and as such had global interests and respon-
sibilities. 
	 Fourth, any country may set up country or area studies programs to achieve specific 
or meet specific needs. For example, the establishment of a chair of Hungarology in the 
Faculty of Language and History, and Geography at Ankara University, rather than deriving 
from major economic or security interests Turkey might have in connection with Hungary, 
derived from Turkey’s search to find relatives of Asian origin in an effort to develop a Turk-
ish national identity as distinct from the Arabo-Islamic identity with which the population of 
Turkey often associated itself during the life of the Ottoman Empire. Similarly, the efforts of 
the well known Hungarian composer Bela Bartok, joining the Turkish composer of renown 
Ahmet Adnan Saygun, in transcribing Turkish folksongs by traveling throughout Anato-
lia, appears to have been motivated strongly by the search of the Hungarian composer for 
common cultural roots of his people with other Asian origin peoples in the region, to help 
strengthen a Hungarian identity in what appeared to be a Slavic Sea.
	 Fifth, area oriented institutions, particularly those in the nature of think tanks,  are 
sometimes promoted or welcome by governments because they constitute for a through 
which ideas that they do not want to express officially are developed, discussed and debated, 
often also by involving actors the legitimacy of which states are even reluctant to recognize. 
In addition, governments may develop their own non-official and unofficial organizations to 
serve similar ends. Such institutions may facilitate communications between contesting ac-
tors who are not on speaking terms with each other, they may search to find common ground 
between what appears to be irreconcilable positions, explore the pos- sibilities for devising 
creative solutions. Furthermore, some of these institutions may produce reliable research
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that governments use in the development and advancement of their own foreign policies. 
The Brookings Institution and the German Marshall Fund constitute such examples on the 
American side. Swedish Institute of Peace Research and German Foreign Policy Institute 
are examples in Western Europe. One should also recall here the Institute for the Study of 
the United States and Canada headed by its powerful director Georgii Arbatov, during the 
times of the Soviet Union which offered information and advice to the Soviet government 
on running smooth relations with the United States. The Institute also served as a channel 
of informal communication between the United States and Russia to prepare the ground for 
official contacts.
	 Sixth, the growth of area and international studies programs and research institu-
tions in a country may be promoted by another country. Some countries work to build in-
stitutions in others that correspond to those that they themselves possess in order to insure 
the presence of suitable counterparts with whom cooperation is undertaken. Some German 
foundations, to cite an example, have extended support to the establishment of similar orga-
nizations in Turkey, in order that they may plan joint activities to conduct research, as well as 
to discuss and debate topics of common interest, exchange information and popularize ideas. 
Another related reason as regards why one country encourages the development of area and 
international studies and research centers in another country is to initiate a circle of people in 
the latter who are familiar with the former, so that it is better known, understood and appreci-
ated. As we examine in the next sections, the United States supported the establishment and 
the growth of American Studies programs at some Turkish universities after the two coun-
tries became allies after the Second World War. In a similar fashion, in recent years, Turkey 
has turned to the establishment of endowed chairs of Turkish history, society and politics in 
the United States and in Great Britain as well as extending support to the teaching of Turkish 
language, literature and history at colleges and universities. 
	 A combination of the reasons cited above may be operating in any specific instance. 
A program or an establishment, after all, may constitute a response to more than one need 
and perform more than one function. Furthermore, the performing of one function may fa-
cilitate the discharging of another. In some instances, the emergence of multi-purpose pro-
grams and institutions may be an outcome of the small size of a society or a lack of sufficient 
means to support many programs and establishments.

Turkey compares unfavorably with countries that have a strong tradition of research centers 
on area studies. It is only within the last two or three decades that interest in area studies has 
begun to grow in a significant way in Turkey. What were the reasons behind Turkey’s late 
entry into this domain of activity?
	 First, Turkey has only recently begun to engage in comprehensive relations with 
foreign countries. This is not to say that earlier Turkey was closed to the outside world, 
but contacts had been less frequent and their content narrow, often confined to matters of 
security. International relations were conceived to be a “state to state” matter in which the 
activities of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were considered to be sufficient. As new needs 
developed over time, diplomatic missions were expanded to include attachés with different

3. Academic and Research Programs on Area Studies in Turkey
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specializations. After large number of workers was sent to  Germany, for example, labor 
and religion attachés were sent to expand the services that the embassy and the consulates 
offered. After Turkish diplomats began to constitute targets of terrorist attacks, security at-
taches were added to the list of support personnel that Turkish diplomatic missions housed.
 	 Two events, the so-called 24 January Decisions of the Turkish Council Ministers 
in 1980 and the end of the Cold War, transformed both Turkish foreign policy and the way 
Turkey related to foreign affairs. The 24th of January decisions of 1980 moved Turkey from 
a strategy of import-substitution oriented industrialization to one of export-led growth. The 
change of economic policy necessitated that Turkey expand its exports to existing markets, 
search for new ones, and hence get to know the external world in multiple ways. The end 
of the Cold War, on the other hand, expanded the both the geographical and substantive 
content of foreign policy to cover areas in addition to that of security which had previously 
given direction to Turkey’s international relations. When Turkey’s growing relationship 
with the European Union was added to these developments, it became apparent that a mod-
el of “state to state” relationship that had provided the institutional framework for Turkish 
foreign policy thus far was no longer sufficient to meet its contemporary needs.  Multidi-
mensional links had to be established, different segments of society had to be brought into 
foreign policy making and implementation, and instruments of public diplomacy had to be 
developed.
	 These developments intensified the need of both government and the expanding 
private enterprises to have information and knowledge about other countries and regions. 
For example, as the prospect of Turkish membership in the EU gained currency, many 
universities introduced European Studies programs that offered bachelor’s, master’s and 
doctoral degrees as well as opening research centers at various universities. These pro-
grams and institutions received support not only from the Turkish government but the EU 
as well. Private enterprise was also supportive. Similarly, the growth of exports and the 
search for new linkages in a changing global security environment promoted the growth of 
think tanks focusing on Eurasia, the Middle East, Africa and other parts of the world. These 
were sometimes financed by the government as in the case of the Strategic Research Center 
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (SAM) but more often quasi official sources such as the 
Union of the Chamber of Industries, Commerce and Commodity Exchanges and private 
sources.  
	 The growth of academic programs, research centers and think tanks were sup-
ported by the expansion of the Turkish university system after 1980. Many young Ph.D.s 
who had studied abroad privately or under government (mainly Council on Higher Educa-
tion) scholarship programs and well trained to do research, found employment in the newly 
opened state and foundation run universities. The more stringent rules about research and 
publication promoted a greater volume of research in all fields, area and international stud-
ies not excepted. 
	 To conclude, the changes in the Turkish economy and the international system 
produced new information and knowledge needs for Turkey that were met by developing 
academic programs and research institutions on area studies.
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The United States was one of the major countries with which Turkey had developed exten-
sive relationships after the Second World War. It was through American efforts that Turkey 
was incorporated into the Western defense system. It was American economic assistance that 
stimulated significant economic growth during the 1950s. However, the growth of American 
studies in Turkey has been somehow slow. In the following subsections historically the start 
of American studies, its scope and a general survey of publications on the United States are 
defined.

4. American Studies in Turkey

4.1. The start of American studies in Turkey
The first development in the field of teaching and research about the United States with 
whom relations grew rapidly after the Second World War took place with the opening of 
an American Culture and Literature chair at the Ankara University in 1957.2  During those 
years, the number of universities in Turkey was indeed limited and further expansion of such 
programs had to await the growth of new universities in the country. For example, one had 
to wait until 1982 for yet another similar program to open at Hacettepe University3 , also in 
Ankara. Table I gives a list of Turkish universities at which there are American Culture and 
Literature programs and the year of their founding. Currently, ten universities have such pro-
grams while Istanbul University (not listed) offers a Master’s degree without a correspond-
ing undergraduate program.
_____________________________________________________________       
Table 1- American Culture and Literature Programs at Turkish Universities

Institution				    Founding year
Ankara U.				    1957
Hacettepe U.				    1982
Bilkent U.				    1986
9. Eylül U.				    1991
Ege U.					     1992
Başkent U.				    1995
Haliç U.					    1998
Fatih U.					    2000
Kadir Has U. 				    2001
Bahçeşehir U.				    2006

Source: The web pages of the universities.

2 “Amerikan Kültürü ve Edebiyatı Anabilim Dalı,” Ankara Üniversitesi, accessed January 9, 2012, http://
www.dtcf.ankara.edu.tr/akademik_birim.php?amerikan-kulturu-ve-edebiyati-anabilim-dali&icerik=bolum_
hakkinda&bid=8 
3 “Amerikan Kültürü ve Edebiyatı Bölümü,” Hacettepe Üniversitesi, accessed January 9, 2012, http://www.ake.
hacetttepe.edu.tr
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	 The sudden expansion of the American Culture and Literature Programs during the 
1990s and 2000s after a slow beginning in 1957 may reflect a combination of two forces at 
work. The opening of the initial program in 1957 aimed at strengthening the cultural dimen-
sion of the growing political and economic relations between Turkey and the United States, 
supported in part by American faculty and library support. It is also to be remembered that 
in 1957, the distribution of foreign language competence among the Turkish educated was 
skewed in favor of German and French, reflecting pre-Second World War realities. There 
was a shortage of persons who had English language competence that needed to be rem-
edied. The learning of English was in high demand. To the extent that English language 
competence continues to be in high demand today, it is understandable that new institutions 
have chosen to incorporate American Culture and Literature programs in their curricula. 
	 That six of the ten universities that have American Culture and Literature programs 
are foundation universities suggest that a second force may be at work. These institutions, in 
contrast to virtually tuition-free state universities that enjoy high demand, are interested in 
attracting students to fill their classrooms. While the foreign language teaching at state high 
schools is usually unsatisfactory, most major cities have a number of private high schools 
where English is taught reasonably well. The graduates of these schools generally obtain 
high scores in the foreign language test which renders it relatively easy for them to enroll in 
an American Culture and Literature program.  Thus, if other scores of a middle class student 
indicate that his or her chances of gaining admission to another department of their choice 
are not good, then using the language option is a way of getting a university education. 
	 The establishment of American Culture and Literature programs at ten universities 
has constituted a background against which an American Studies Association of Turkey has 
been established. Since 1995 the Association has been publishing the Journal of American 
Studies of Turkey which, according to the information provided in the journal, focuses on 
such diverse topics as literature, history, the arts, music, cinema, popular culture, institutions, 
politics, economics, and geography among others.4 An examination of the table of contents 
of all issues since the journal started its publication reveals that almost all contributions in 
the field of literature and culture, while little has been written on politics or economics. 
	 In one of the institutions that have an American Culture and Literature program, 
Bahçeşehir University, an American Research Center (AMERS) that focuses on American 
domestic and international politics as well as Turkish-American Relations has been recently 
established.5  There seems to be no similar development at other institutions. 

An examination of publications related to the United States would be helpful since insti-
tutional developments are limited and have only begun to flourish during the recent years.

4.2. Publications focusing on the United States

4  “Journal of American Studies of Turkey,” American Studies Journals, accessed January 9, 2012, http://www.
theasa.net/journals/name/journal_of_american_studies_of_turkey/; “Journal of American Studies of Turkey,” 
Ege Üniversitesi, accessed January 9, 2012, http://ake.ege.edu.tr/new/publications/jast/
5  “Amerikan Araştırmaları Merkezi,” Bahçeşehir Üniversitesi, accessed January 9, 2012. http://www.bahcese-
hir.edu.tr/amer/

İ. TuranAll Azimuth



57

The growing relations between Turkey and the United States after the World War constituted 
the background against which articles about American foreign policy, political institutions 
and political life have appeared in Turkish academic journals. Furthermore, the U.S. gov-
ernment has lent support to reforming the public administration in Turkey, promoting the 
publication of articles in that domain. 
	 A beginning point in examining academic publications may be to look at the An-
kara Üniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (Journal of the Faculty of Political Sci-
ence of Ankara University) that has been published with reasonable regularity from before 
the Second World War until now. Between 1943 and 2010, 34 items related to the United 
States comprised of original articles, translated articles and book reviews were published in 
the quarterly journal. The first article appeared in 1947 and a total of thirteen articles were 
reached by 1960 focusing on foreign policy, public administration and aspects of the Ameri-
can political system. Interestingly, the number of articles written between 1961  and 1980 
has decreased  to only  seven, with  interest moving  into economics.  From 1981-2010, the 
number of articles has again risen to 14, with focus on foreign policy and security issues.
	 Remembering that the Faculty of Political Science of Ankara University constitut-
ed the center of research on foreign policy, international relations and public administration 
in the country for a long time, it is not surprising that the Journal is not the only publication 
of the institution. The Faculty also published with reasonable regularity an annual called the 
Uluslararası İlişkiler Türk Yıllığı (Turkish Yearbook of International Affairs) which con-
tained writing on American foreign policy and Turkish-American relations on a yearly basis. 
	 A new institution called the Institute of Public Administration for Turkey and the 
Middle East  (TODAIE) was opened in Ankara in 1958 as a part of an American assistance 
program intended to help reform Turkey’s public administration system6.  The Institute soon 
initiated a quarterly periodical, the TODAİE Amme İdaresi Dergisi (The Journal of Public 
Administration). In 1979 an additional publication, TODAİE İnsan Hakları Yıllığı (Annual 
of Human Rights) and in 1992 Çağdaş Yerel Yönetimler (Contemporary Local Government) 
was added to its publication activities.7  Although some writing on American public admin-
istration appeared in these journals, their numbers were surprisingly low. For example, dur-
ing the 1968-2010 interim, only seven articles about the United States appeared in the Amme 
İdaresi Dergisi. Between 1992 and 2010 carried only three articles concerning American 
local government. It is equally surprising that among the books the Institute published, none 
was about American public administration. Despite the fact that the United States was close-
ly involved in the founding of the Institute, the limited attention American public adminis-
tration has received may derive from the fact that the American system, being very different 
from the Turkish, which is based on the French model, failed to arouse the interest of the 
Turkish administrators. It may also owe to the fact that a strong wave of anti-Americanism 
swept the country after the mid-1960s, reducing interest in “things American.”
	 Most Turkish academic institutions publish journals although their publication

4.2.1. Academic and scholarly journals

6 Law 7163 published 5 July 1958. Article 1 explains that the Institute is established in conformity with the 
Technical Assistance Program.
7 For publications cf. TODAIE, accessed January 9, 2012, http://yayin.todaie.gov.tr.
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An examination of the stock of a major bookstore in Istanbul8 presents a contrasting picture 
to the paucity of articles in scholarly journals. Leaving aside the five books in stock that 
were written before 1990, no less than 189 books published after 1990 are listed as being 
in stock. The first observation to be made is that most of these are about American foreign 
policy and international politics, although books on American culture and literature, travel-
ogues, memoirs and descriptions of life in the United States are also available. 
	 The second observation relates to the fact that most of the available books would 
not qualify as being scholarly in nature. Books with scholarly orientations tend to be in the 
realm of culture, literature and film. In the social sciences, those with an academic orienta-
tion are history books containing archival materials. Examples of these publications include 
the late Fahir Armaoğlu’s Turkish-American Relations as Reflected in Documents9; Çağrı 
Erhan’s The Historical Roots of Turkish-American Relations10 ; Nasuh Uslu’s Cyprus in 
Turkish-American Relations11 ; Şenol Kantarcı’s Armenian Lobby and the Armenians in the 
United States12; Yusuf Sarınay and Recep Karakaya’s work Armenian-American Relations 
in Ottoman Documents13 and Nurdan Şafak’s Ottoman-American Relations14. There also

4.2.2. Books

8 PANDORA, accessed April 27, 2011, http://www.pandora.com.tr
9 Fahir Armaoğlu, Belgelerle Türk-Amerikan Münasebetleri (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 1991)
10 Çağrı Erhan, Türk Amerikan İlişkilerinin Tarihsel Kökenleri (Ankara: İmge, 2001)
11 Nasuh Uslu, Türk-Amerikan İlişkilerinde Kıbrıs (İstanbul: 21. Yüzyıl, 2000) 
12 Şenol Kantarcı, Amerika Birleşik Devletlerinde Ermeniler ve Ermeni Lobisi (İstanbul: Alfa, 2004)
13  Yusuf Sarınay and Recep Karakaya, Osmanlı Belgelerinde Ermeni-Amerikan İlişkileri (Ankara: Başbakanlık, 2007)
14 Nurdan Şafak, Osmanlı-Amerikan İlişkileri (İstanbul: Osmanlı Araştırmaları Vakfı, 2003)

schedule has not always been regular. While a thorough search of such publications has not 
been conducted, there seems to be no convincing reason to expect that these publications 
would contain a wealth of articles focusing on the United States. For example, an examina-
tion of the volumes of the quarterly İstanbul Üniversitesi İktisat Fakültesi Mecmuası (Jour-
nal of the Faculty of Economics of Istanbul University) during the 2001-2009 period shows 
that only one article pertaining to taxation in the United States was published.
	 Naturally, a number of articles, focusing especially on the American economy and 
foreign policy have been published in a variety of non-academic journals. It is known that 
during the last decade, the number of think tanks that on foreign policy and international 
relations, many with active research and publications programs, have registered significant 
growth. The United States is included in much of the security analyses, in discussions of 
NATO strategy, peacekeeping and peace building activities under the auspices of the United 
Nations, energy politics etc. What is interesting is that it is very difficult to find research 
or even description how American institutions work, how policy domestic or foreign pol-
icy is made, the questions of state and local government, civil society political activism 
in the United States and other similar topics. Yet, as is well known, American domestic
actors tend to influence foreign policy significantly and often in directions which is not nec-
essarily to the liking of the Turks. This observation in itself may be judged sufficient to show 
that there is greater need for the development of further American Studies programs in Turkey.
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some but fewer studies of a contemporary nature such as Tayyar Arı’s American Political 
Institutions: The Lobbies15 as well as translations of some important works by American 
authors such as Samuel Huntington’s Who Are We: The Challenges to America’s Identity16, 
Joseph Nye’s The Paradox of American Power: Why the World’s Superpower Can’t Go It 
Alone?17, and Immanuel Wallerstein’s The Decline of American Power: America in a Cha-
otic World18.
	 The third observation is that the most frequently published books are those of a non-
academic nature that aim to popularize positions and bearing highly accusatory tones even 
in their titles. Some among them are translations of works in English, but not all necessarily 
written by Americans. It does appear that the writings of American and European authors 
pursuing “causes” generate major interest among Turkish readers. The strongly worded 
titles of the following written by Turks constitute striking examples: Yücel Kaya’s America 
is Collapsing: America’s Imperialist History19; Nihat Genç’s American Dogs: What’s Your 
Business in Iraq20 ; Nedret Arsanel’s Pardes Guide to the Spirit American Interests21; Hakan 
Yılmaz Cebi’s The American Deep State: The Secret Masters of the World Empire22  and 
Yılmaz Polat’s American Hawks and American Crows23 . A similar tendency may be ob-
served in books that have been selected for translation. Rowland Morgan and Ian Hansall’s 
(Salyangoz, 2006) 9/11 Revealed: The Unanswered Questions24  and Jonathan Neale’s 
What’s Wrong with America: How the Rich and Powerful have Changed America and Now 
Want to Change the World25 are examples. Not all the names of non-academic works are, of 
course, “exciting” as those in the examples we have cited. Non academic but serious works 
include analyses written by journalists and diplomats such as Ulagay and Abramowitz26. 
	 This brief survey of books on the United States points to a need for serious aca-
demic research on the United States. This leads us to the next question of who shall do this 
research?

The number of research institutions has registered impressive growth in Turkey during the 
15 Tayyar Arı, Amerika’da Dış Politika ve Dış Politika: Lobiler (Bursa: MKM Yayınları, 2009)
16 Samuel P. Huntington, Biz Kimiz: Amerika’nın Ulusal Kimlik Arayışı. transl. Aytül Özer (İstanbul: CSA 
Yayınları, 2004)
17 Joseph S. Nye, Amerikan Gücünün Paradoksu: Dünyanın Tek Süper Gücü Amerika Neden Tek Başına Davranamaz. transl. 
Gürol Koca (İstanbul: Literatür, 2003)
18 Immanuel Wallerstein, Amerikan Gücünün Gerileyişi: Kaotik Bir Dünyada ABD. transl.Tuncay Birkan
19 Yücel Kaya, Amerika Yıkılıyor: Amerika’nın Emperyalist Tarihi (İstanbul: Güçlü Yayıncılık, 2006)
20 Nihat Genç, Amerikan Köpekleri: Irak Senin Neyine (İstanbul: Cadde, 2004)
21 Nedret Arsanel, Amerikan Ruhunun Menfaat Fihristi Pardes (İstanbul Hayy Kitap, 2006)
22 Hakan Yılmaz Cebi, Amerikan Derin Devleti: Dünya İmparatorluğu’nun Gizli Efendileri (İstanbul: Karakutu, 
2006)
23 Yılmaz Polat, Amerikan Şahinleri, Amerikan Kargaları (İstanbul: Alfa, 2003)
24 Rowland Morgan and Ian Hansall, Amerikan Yalanları: 11 Eylül ve Medeniyetler Çatışması. transl. Bora 
Alioğlu and Güneş Ayas (İstanbul: Salyangoz, 2006)
25 Jonathan Neale, Amerika’nın Derdi Ne? transl. Arhan Nur (İstanbul: Ayraç, 2008)
26 Examples of such works would include Osman Ulagay, Hedefteki Amerika (İstanbul: Timaş, 2002) and Mor-
ton Abramowitz, Türkiye’nin Dönüşümü ve Amerikan Politikası (İstanbul: Liberte, 2001)
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27 Cf. Center for Strategic Research , accessed January 9, 2012, http://sam.gov.tr/ 

recent years. However, if we go by names only, there is only one research center that focuses 
on the study of the United States, the American Studies Center at Bahçeşehir University. 
Even that center is of reasonably recent vintage and it is too early to judge whether it will 
serve as a genuine center of research on America.
	 The most frequently seen research centers in Turkey are those that either focus on 
the European Union or the Eurasia (meaning non-EU Eastern Europe, Russia, Caucasus, 
Central Asia). There are also a number of general purpose research organizations whose 
names include the words sociological, political and economic. They do produce policy pa-
pers, policy research, and other documents of interest both regarding domestic and interna-
tional politics. In recent years, the Turkish Council on Higher Education has encouraged the 
establishment of the so called Strategic Research Centers at universities, another instrument 
that may at some future point lead to more foreign policy and security research.
	 When we look at centers at universities, we may note that the word “strategic” is 
employed with little care. Increasingly the meaning of term is blurred. What is clear, how-
ever, is that many of the centers that bear the name “strategic” do little in the way of actual 
research but serve as instruments for accommodating visiting lecturers and organizing con-
ferences that come under the broadest sense under the umbrella of strategic, often meaning 
nothing more than issues having to do with foreign policy. It is also the case some of these 
centers exist only on paper and do not offer much activity.
	 On the other hand, research institutions and think tanks that are not associated with 
universities are comprised of four types:1) those that are part of government, 2) those that 
are directly or indirectly funded by the government; 3) privately funded establishments, and 
4) those that are funded by public or private foreign foundations. In addition, some foreign 
foundations have local branches and representative offices.
 	 An example of a fully funded center that is reasonably autonomous from the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs that supports it, is the Strategic Research Center (SAM)27 which has 
published since its foundation the quarterly journal Perceptions as well as occasional reports 
on specific foreign policy questions. Since its beginning in 1995, Perceptions has published 
nine articles that have focused specifically on American foreign policy and its relations with 
Turkey and other countries. Additional articles in which the United States does not consti-
tute the major focus but frequently mentioned also abound.
	 Another fully government funded but considerably less independent center is 
the Strategic Research and Studies Center (SAREM) attached to the Turkish Gener-
al Staff. The work of the center is entirely security oriented. Since 2003 when the cen-
ter was initiated, its journal Stratejik Araştırmalar Dergisi (Journal of Strategic Re-
search) has published three articles that examine topics related to the United States. 
Appearing in2003 and 2004, two of the articles discuss the changes in the global strat-
egy of the United States while one looks at Turkish-American relations. Much of the 
writing in the journal is devoted to the study of other regions and topics such as Eur-
asia, European Union, terror, and energy security with little reference to America per se.
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 	 The oldest think tank in the domain of foreign policy is the Foreign Policy Institute 
(DPE) established in 1974 28.  Especially prior to the establishment of its own Strategic 
Research Center (SAM), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs extended support to the DPE in 
order to organize conferences with foreign think tanks. The Institute has had an arrangement 
with the Council of Europe, sending out a periodical internet bulletin on the activities of the 
Council.
	 During the recent years, two new institutions, each receiving some of their funding 
from government sources, have entered the research arena. The first, Political, Economic 
and Social Research Foundation or SETA, is a very active organization that publishes policy 
papers as well as descriptive and analytical research on matters of both domestic and foreign 
policy.29 It also publishes the quarterly journal Insight Turkey. Similar to other foundations, 
SETA does not have a specific American focus but differs from others in that it does have an 
office in Washington, D.C. which organizes lectures, conferences on matters that relate to 
American foreign policy and Turkish-American relations.
	 The second partly government funded organization is the Eurasian Strategic Re-
search Center of Turkey or TASAM. Although TASAM focuses on Asia, it does actual-
ly have a research desk on America30.  The responsibilities of the desk include “studying 
American political institutions and culture, voting behavior, election campaigns and po-
litical communication.” The desk is of recent vintage and has not yet published reports or 
similar documents.  
	 Those institutions which are financed by private sources are many. A well known 
think tank is International Strategic Research Establishment or USAK. USAK houses a 
center for American Studies AMERAM31  that aims to study the domestic and international 
politics of the United States, America’s global policies and Turkish-American relations in 
order “to keep the citizens, the decision makers, the business world and the media informed 
about the United States.” USAK publishes on the internet a weekly bulletin which often car-
ries items about the United States. A similar observation may be made regarding the journal 
USAK Stratejik Gündem (Strategic Agenda) that has included articles on the US. In addition 
to producing occasional reports, USAK has also published a book by Ömer Kurtbağ: enti-
tled Amerikan Yeni Sağı ve Dış Politikası (The New American Right and American Foreign 
Policy)32. 
	 In 2004, another privately funded center called Turkish Center for International Re-
lations and Strategic Analyses or TURKSAM was established. The center has an American 
Studies Division33. Although the internet page of the center contains a number of articles 
on American foreign policy and Turkish-American relations, much of this writing comes 
from the pen of the same individual. Similarly, the website of another institute, 21st Century 
Turkey Institute (21.Yüzyıl Türkiye Enstitüsü) established in 2006 contains a section with

28 Dış Politika Enstitüsü, accessed January 9, 2012, http://www.dispolitika.org.tr/
29 Siyaset Ekonomi ve Toplum Araştırmaları Vakfı, accessed January 9, 2012, http://www.setav.org/en.aspx
30 Türk Asya Stratejik Araştırmalar Merkezi, accessed January 9, 2012, http://www.tasam.org
31 “International Strategic Research Organisation,” USAK, Accessed January 9, 2012, http://www.usak.org.tr/EN/
32 Ömer Kurtbağ, Amerikan Yeni Sağı ve Dış Politikası (Ankara: USAK, 2010)
33 “Turkish Center for International Relations and Strategic Analysis,” TÜRKSAM, accessed January 9, 2012, 
http://www.turksam.org/en/
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articles on American politics and foreign policy on their website.34 
	 The four year old Wisemen Strategic Studies Center or BILGESAM has shown 
some interest in the United States. The journal of the Center, currently in its second year 
of publication, has contained two articles about the United States. Among the short reports 
that the center publishes, 62 has been about the domestic politics of the United States or 
its foreign policy35.  It has also published a report on the United States. It does appear that 
BILGESAM takes deeper interest in America than similar organizations such as USAK.
	 Two other institutions organize roundtables and conferences on topics relating to 
Turkey’s foreign policy and external relations that often include the United States. These 
are the Ankara based Institute of Strategic Thinking (Stratejik Düşünce Enstitüsü) and the 
Foreign Policy Forum of Turkish Businessmen’s and Industrialists’ Association (TÜSİAD).  
Turkish Economic and Political Studies Foundation (TEPAV) in Ankara funded by the 
Unions of the Chambers of Industry, Commerce and Commodity Exchanges has also re-
cently announced the opening of an American Studies Center. The nature of the activities of 
this center will only become known in the future.

After the Turkish economy turned to export led growth and began to grow rapidly and after 
the end of the Cold War, the way was opened for Turkey to develop multilateral relations 
with almost all regions and countries of the world. This has been accompanied by the emer-
gence of research centers and think tanks focusing on the economies, politics and external 
relations of the societies with which Turkey’s relations have been expanding. In this context, 
it is surprising that research centers on the United States have not expanded rapidly and 
ahead of others.  Some reasons may be offered for such an observation.
	 First, this may derive in part from the fact that there exists a body of individuals 
in Turkish society comprised of academics, businessmen, diplomats, journalists etc., many 
having studied in America, who are very familiar with the United States and who did not 
feel the need for information that would be made available by centers. While more system-
atic information might be useful, as long as the need was not felt, progress on the research 
front may be modest.
	 A second reason for the modest growth of research centers might be that Turkey’s 
trade with the United States is not big and is limited to specific areas in which defense 
dominates. Trade with the United States is gradually expanding but Turkey’s trade orienta-
tion has mainly been toward the European Union with which Turkey has a Customs Union.
	 Third, some of the growth of research centers and think tanks owes to the idea that 
Turkey should take a greater interest in the regions surrounding it where it aspires to exercise 
leadership. This proclivity is occasionally enhanced by Islamist or Turkish ideological con-
siderations. Regions like the Middle East and Central Asia have been quite present in some 
of the political ideologies that have prevailed in parts of the Turkish political spectrum.
34 “Amerika Araştırmaları Merkezi,” 21. Yüzyıl Türkiye Enstitüsü, accessed January 9, 2012,  http://www.21yyte.
org/tr/bolum25-Amerika.html
35 “Bilge Adamlar Stratejik Araştırmalar Merkezi,” BILGESAM, accessed November 27, 2011, http://www.
bilgesam.org/tr/index.php
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	 Currently, Turkey’s relations with the United States is expanding and coming to 
cover many areas in addition to defense, they are becoming more complex. Therefore, we 
may expect that there will soon be an expansion of research on the United States in Turkey, 
much in line with the general direction of development research centers and think tanks in 
Turkey as the country becomes a more important actor in the global system.
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Willem F. van Eekelen 
Former Minister of Defense of the Netherlands & Former Secretary General of the WEU

During the past two decades our basic notions of security underwent repeated changes. To 
account for these changes, this piece deals with the most important historical events that 
shaped our understanding of security as well as the new challenges ahead such as the sys-
temic changes, regional security initiatives from the EU, changing roles of militaries in ad-
vanced democracies and recent austerity measures’ effects on the security sector. 

The fall of the Berlin wall and the subsequent demise of the Soviet Union put an end to 
the overriding priority given to collective defence against the conventional superiority of 
the Warsaw Pact. The ideological challenge of communism disappeared when Gorbachev´s 
attempt at communism with a human face petered out and Russia failed to become a mod-
ern power. Subsequent years saw the emergence of ethnic violence in the post-communist 
states, especially in former Yugoslavia. The international community was still in the mode 
of peacekeeping as it had been practiced during the Cold War - only when a cease fire was 
in place and holding, and the parties to the conflict agreed to the UN peacekeeping opera-
tion. The crises in Africa made ‘robust’ peacekeeping acceptable and the Bosnian conflict 
transited from peacekeeping to peace-enforcement. In the meantime NATO had overcome 
the assumed prohibition of ‘out-of-area’ operations (which had given a rejuvenated Western 
European Union a brief spell of activity in clearing mines in the Gulf during the Iran-Iraq 
war and in enforcing an embargo on Serbia on the Danube).
	 The shock of the Al-Qaeda attacks on the twin towers in New York and the Pen-
tagon – the symbols of American economic and military power – changed the focus again. 
NATO invoked its article V, but not because of an attack on Western Europe but on the US. 
Washington declared a war on terror, which it wanted to fight largely unilaterally: “Don’t 
call us, we’ll call you” was the answer to helpful allies, and NATO was relegated to an 
American tool with the maxim that “the crisis determines the coalition”, instead of the Alli-
ance responding to a common threat.  Oddly enough, the Bush administration soon shifted 
its focus from Afghanistan to Iraq, where it obtained a quick military victory but almost lost 
the peace.  International relations should not occupy itself much with ‘what if’ questions, 
but in view of the subsequently   prolonged engagement in Afghanistan one might wonder 
whether we would ever have gone there if the Taliban had agreed to expel Osama Bin Laden. 
Far too long the link between Taliban and Al Qaeda was assumed to be a determining char-
acteristic of the terrorist threat. Not surprisingly President Obama had great difficulty in 
finding an answer to his question what the US were doing in Afghanistan, especially after
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Osama Bin Laden had been caught and killed (in Pakistan)1. Too much policy was being 
driven on the automatic pilot. Was the main purpose to kill terrorists in counter-insurgency 
operations or the much larger task of protecting the population and promoting good gover-
nance? The final paradox was that the war on terror - which most Europeans thought to be 
unwinnable because terrorism is a method and not a cause in itself – was becoming a legal 
pretext for using drones for eliminating acknowledged terrorists on the territory of a sover-
eign state, even if the victim was a US national.2 
	 Partly due to the fear of terrorism, but more on account of the overall process of glo-
balisation, external and internal securities were merging. Internally, terrorism was largely a 
matter of the police and the intelligence services. Border controls became important against 
organized crime, drugs trade, human trafficking and illegal immigration. Conversely, West-
ern Europe with its graying population needed immigrants over time, but wanted to restrict 
them to skilled labour.
	 NATO and the European Union struggled with the new threat environment. In 2003 
Xavier Solana developed a strategic document for the EU which regarded terrorism, weap-
ons of mass destruction and failed states, often in combination with organized crime, as the 
main threats. But he added the need for a multilateral approach with the UN Charter as the 
main framework, and made the point that today crises could not be resolved by military 
means only. In November 2010 NATO finally was able to agree a new strategic concept of 
its own, which now mentioned weapons of mass destruction before the terrorist threat. Much 
of the delay was due to the fact that the new members of the Alliance gave priority to the col-
lective defence clause of Article V, while the old members saw a modern NATO dealing with 
new threats. A compromise was found by emphasizing the consultation clause of Article IV.
	 The revolts in Tunisia and Egypt were not a clash of civilisations, not religiously in-
spired, but rather provoked by high food prices and lack of jobs for the young plus a feeling 
that the old regime no longer was adequate to deal with these problems. Yet, an announce-
ment by President Mubarak that he would not stand for re-election might have changed the 
course of events. The Libyan crisis of 2011 was different because the population was neither 
poor nor hungry. NATO played an important role, but not under American leadership and 
only after France and the UK had, without much consultation, decided to aid the rebels in 
Benghazi. Without their early support the revolt against Colonel Gaddafi might not have 
succeeded.  The crisis was remarkable in several ways:  the UN Security Council agreed 
to ask the International Criminal Court to examine whether Gaddafi was guilty of crimes 
against humanity. Furthermore it authorised “all necessary means” to protect the civilian 
population, including a no-fly zone, but short of the dispatch of ground forces .3 China and

1 Bob Woodward, Obama’s Wars (NY: Simon & Schuster, 2010)
2 Anwar al-Awlaki, a top Al-Qaeda cleric, was killed in Yemen on 30 September 2011, apparently aided by 
intelligence from the Yemen government. Michael Peel, “Yemen Says Tip-off Aided Awlaki Killing,” Financial 
Times, October 2, 2011.
3 UN Security Council Resolution 1970 of 26 February 2011 recalled the Libyan authorities’ responsibility to 
protect its population; referred the matter to the prosecutor of the International Criminal Court, and declared an 
arms embargo, a travel ban and assets freeze.  Res 1973 of 17 March 2011 declared a no-fly zone and authorized 
all necessary means to protect the civilian population short of ground forces.  It reiterated the Responsibility to 
Protect and reaffirmed “that the parties to armed conflicts bear the primary responsibility to take all feasible steps 
to ensure the protection of civilians”. “UN Security Council Resolutions, 2011,” United Nations, accessed Janu-
ary 3, 2012, http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions11.htm.
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Russia abstained as well as Germany and India, and in the implementation less than half of 
the NATO members took an active part. This raises the question whether this is a prelude for 
not only a new division of labour in transatlantic relations, but also whether in future ‘coali-
tions of the willing’ within the Alliance might become a model. In itself it is not necessary for 
all members to contribute forces to every operation, as long as the principle of the action is 
endorsed by all, or at least not contested. In the EU the Treaty of Lisbon explicitly mentions 
the possibility of ‘Permanent Structured Cooperation’ among a group of members willing to 
enter into more binding commitments towards each other.
	 The resolutions of the UN Security Council on Libya revived the notion of “Re-
sponsibility to Protect”, the initiative of Secretary General Kofi Annan which in 2005 was 
only partially successful and had not been implemented. The principle was restricted to fla-
grant violations of human rights: genocide, ethnic cleansing, war crimes and crime against 
humanity.  Nevertheless, R2P as it became known, was important in reducing absolute no-
tions of sovereignty which had bedeviled the UN since its inception. It formulated a duty of 
the state which could be discussed in an international context. It was similar to the principles 
of the Final Act of Helsinki of 1975, which made the way a government was treating its 
own population a legitimate subject of international intercourse.  Before 2011, however, the 
Security Council did not base its resolutions on R2P and preferred to base its resolutions on 
a ´threat to peace and security.

Should we elevate the undermining of many of our acknowledged assumptions to the Olym-
pus-like status of paradigm change? Or is it just a new proof of the complexity of interna-
tional affairs which takes unexpected turns and can best be described in Murphy’s laws that 
things will go wrong and everything will take longer than expected?  Paradigms should as-
sist us in understanding the nature of international relations, like the Realist school, Liberal-
ism or the English school of constructivism. They are the scientific spectacles through which 
we perceive the many signals from the world around us. 
	 Looking at models of future world order the Netherlands Future Policy Survey 
came up with four generic models. The least attractive was the trend of fragmentation which 
can be observed in some regions but also within existing states. In this model multilateral 
cooperation loses its significance and everybody is thrown back on his narrow national or 
regional interests. This situation leaves little room for solving trans-border issues and miti-
gating extreme nationalist behavior.
	 Another model is a network society, which leaves little governance to the State, but 
uses all kinds of formal and informal networks available in an age of globalization. Some 
good like ICT networks and many non-governmental organizations in the field of human 
rights and development, but some bad like the Mafia or hackers disrupting our communica-
tions networks. For the time being, however, the Westphalian states-system shows surprising 
staying power.
	 Much discussed but poorly defined is the model of multipolarity, an absurdity in 
terms of physics, but a reality by the rise of new economic powers.  Several countries show
growing economic clout, but there are few political linkages among them. The BRIC coun-
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tries – Brazil, Russia, India and China, soon to be joined by Indonesia and South Africa and 
perhaps Turkey – have little in common. There is no cement among the bricks and most 
of them have few friends in their region. To the contrary, Chinese assertiveness around the 
Spratley islands leads the previously primarily economic group of ASEAN to take a politi-
cal profile and to rise its defence spending.4 Multipolarity as a concept is not so much the 
possession of more or less equivalent (and largely economic) power, but rather a model in 
which other smaller states coalesce around the various poles. So far, such groupings do not 
seem to materialize. Moreover, it would be difficult to compartmentalise the world into a set 
of regional hegemons. Issues like world trade, energy, environment and nuclear proliferation 
require global approaches.
	 In his keynote address to the 8th IISS Global Strategic Review of 2010 under the 
title “Power-shifts and Security” Henry Kissinger quoted Niall Ferguson, who coined the 
term “a-polar world”: a model in which an overstretched United States gradually recedes 
from its hegemonic role around the globe, but is replaced by … nobody. China would be too 
focused on maintaining internal stability and economic growth to take on broad international 
commitments. Europe was hobbled by its long-term demographic decline. Thus, in the ab-
sence of a global rule-keeper, religious strife, local internecine conflict and non-state rogue 
actors like Al-Qaeda would rent the world.
	 The most attractive model is the one of multilateral organization in which states 
consult and cooperate in regional organizations on a broad spectrum of issues and use the 
United Nations as an overarching framework. Most international organizations are inter-
governmental, which puts severe limitations on their effectiveness in carrying out joint pro-
grammes. Only a few have a mix of rights and duties and arrangements for dispute resolu-
tion, like the World Trade Organisation.
	 As a rules-based organization the European Union still has the pride of place. No 
other organization has such a wide spectrum of activities and such a complete decision-
making system. Nevertheless it is far from ideal: a mix of an intergovernmental (for foreign 
affairs, security and defence) and a communitarian system (with initiative for the European 
Commission, decision making in the Council of Ministers with majority voting and co-
decision by the European Parliament, and a Court of Justice to enforce the law throughout 
the Union).  Moreover, as shown during the Greek financial crisis of 2011, there is a certain 
tension between on the one hand the regulation of fair competition in the internal market, 
and the cooperation and solidarity required on other issues.
	 The European Union was a reluctant security actor, but might be forced to take 
more responsibility, particularly on its periphery, like in North Africa. Most of its operations 
have been small and of a civilian or mixed civilian-military character. Its largest operation 
is Althea in Bosnia, taken over from NATO’s Stabilisation Force. For large operations only 
NATO will be qualified, but then with the assistance from the United States. In the Libyan
case during 2011 American assets were needed to suppress air defences, for mid-air refuel-
ing and for satellite information. Subsequent bombing, however, was done by European 
forces, which supported the rebels, but did not contribute ground forces. The rebels were
4 While China refers to the South China Sea,  ASEAN countries call the area the West Philippines Sea. ASEAN has 
developed a model of its own by focusing on topics where the members agree, rather than on controversial issues.
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strong enough on the ground, which negated the earlier argument that for a substantial vic-
tory air-power alone would not be sufficient and would involve large collateral damage.  The 
latter assumption is being increasingly contradicted by the great precision made possible by 
new targeting and delivery means.

Increasingly a distinction is made between wars of necessity and wars of choice, the latter 
being inherently selective and subject to political debate and parliamentary scrutiny. New 
elements were introduced in the decision making process: the intensity of the crisis, the 
chances of success of the intervention, the cost involved, and a comparison with what others 
were doing.

After the fall of the Berlin wall the division of Germany ended and thereby also the division 
of Europe. NATO and the EU underwent a rapid process of enlargement, culminating in 
2004 with the accession of ten new members to the EU. Bulgaria and Romania followed a 
few years later, but did not live up to the expectations of the reform of their legal and judicial 
systems. As a consequence other candidates for membership were subjected to much tough-
er standards of conditionality. The earlier assumption that reform would be accelerated by 
being taken into the Union rather than staying out a bit longer, no longer was valid. Instead 
the process is becoming more political, enhanced by growing skepticism in the old member 
states about the benefits of European integration. The negative outcomes of the referenda in 
France and the Netherlands have contributed to a re-nationalisation of political objectives 
and of the way they should be pursued. The same applies to military force planning. In this 
respect the model of fragmentation casts an ominous shadow.
	 In the meantime NATO grew to 29 members, with Croatia and Albania joining 
the Alliance. Ultimately all countries of former Yugoslavia should join both organizations, 
but the pace undoubtedly has slackened. Macedonia is blocked by Greece and Serbia still 
has to overcome the legacy of the war and the independence of Kosovo. Bosnia made little 
progress in forming a truly multi-ethnic state. Both NATO and EU will follow the line that 
they should refrain from importing new problems. The entry of Cyprus in the EU without 
a solution for the relationship with its Turkish minority resulted in a serious blockade in 
NATO – EU relations and a suspension of many chapters in the EU accession negotiations 
of Turkey.
	 Further East not much progress is to be expected. After the Georgian war and the 
change of government in Ukraine the time for accession does not seem ripe. More than an 
intensification of the Eastern Partnership on specific issues seems unlikely, notwithstanding 
the enthusiasm of the Polish EU Presidency to move this process further. In any case, secu-
rity sector reform (or the more palatable term of security sector governance) will continue to 
be an important subject, not only for future accession prospects, but also for internal trans-
parency and accountability. A clear definition of competences between, president, prime 
minister, minister of defence, and the Chief of the General Staff, and of the modalities of 
parliamentary scrutiny are essential in any system of good governance.

3. Regional Efforts for Security Building: The EU Enlargement

4. Changing Role of Military in Advanced Democracies
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The most recent paradigm in understanding new challenges to security is austerity, which 
obliges states to curb budgets in the light of deficits in many fields of government expendi-
ture. Housing bubbles, over-consumption and little savings, greying populations demanding 
more health facilities and upsetting pension calculations, are leading to fundamental ques-
tions about the basic functions of the state. Already they are affecting defence budgets all 
over the West ‘Pooling & Sharing’ is the new slogan, which should lead to greater efficiency

	 Whether peacekeeping or peace-enforcement, the tasks of the military have been 
expanded beyond their traditional skills. Military personnel became mediators, fulfilled 
functions in local government, repaired roads and other infrastructure and tried to win the 
´hearts and minds´ of the people in their sector of responsibility. Europeans were familiar 
with this new approach in their peace support operations in the Balkan. In the US the change 
from outright war-fighting was made by General Petraeus in authoring the Counterinsur-
gency Field Manual, which – probably too ambitiously -  saw the modern soldier also as a 
social worker, urban planner, anthropologist and psychologist.5 
	 Even in a more narrow definition of ´peace support operations, the spectrum of 
activities has broadened substantially. They stretched from preventive action, intervention, 
post conflict stabilisation, reconstruction, security sector reform and ultimately good gov-
ernment on the basis of transparency and accountability. Obviously those new tasks made 
high demands on the training of missions and on the preparation for each specific operation. 
The time is past that the commanders could say that forces equipped for the end of military 
operations could also deal with lesser levels of violence. Close cooperation with civilian au-
thorities and experts and non-governmental organizations became essential for the success 
of a mission. The US learned that hard lesson in Iraq where the military campaign was short 
and successful, but the peace was almost lost in an ethnically divided country. 
	 A special complication arose in those situations where the use of force becomes 
a major part of the operation, such as in Afghanistan. Then national governments insist on 
the application of ‘caveats’, limiting the range of duties their personnel might be asked to 
perform by the international force commander.  Varying caveats make his constraint man-
agement a daily headache.
	 The degree of parliamentary involvement in military missions abroad varies widely. 
Some insist on approval of a special budget, others demand periodic reporting on how the 
missions fulfill its original mandate. More general practice is parliamentary approval of the 
dispatch of their soldiers abroad. For civilian missions this requirement usually is much 
less severe, because the use of military force inherently involves matters of life and death. 
Parliamentary approval takes time and adequate preparation, which clashes with the need 
for rapid intervention. In those cases a form of pre-delegation for a specific scenario might 
be considered. This is particularly relevant for multinational forces like the NATO Response 
Force and the EU Battle Groups.

5 David H. Petraeus,  James F. Amos, and John A. Nagl. The U.S. Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field 
Manual (London: The University of Chicago Press, 2007)
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at less cost, thus liberating funds for the necessary modernisation of our military and the pro-
curement of new equipment. This becomes particularly necessary when individual inven-
tories fall too low to remain militarily feasible and overhead costs rise beyond proportion. 
But who is prepared to pool and share? There are some examples in the bilateral sphere and 
the initiative for an air transport pool is promising. A naval surveillance system links head-
quarters in eight countries. The Netherlands participate in the UK/Netherlands Amphibious 
Force, in far-reaching naval integration with Belgium, and in the German Netherlands Army 
Corps which proved its value as a headquarter in Afghanistan. All are valuable initiatives, 
but most of them have not resulted in joint deployment at the unit level.
	 As Tomas Valasek noted6, many countries seem intent on maintaining irrelevant 
forces rather than thinking about new ways of making them more efficient. He suggested 
‘islands of cooperation’ between countries with a similar strategic culture and comparable 
interests, and to focus more on the pooling of assets than on joint deployment of forces. 
Common use of assets would be the best force multiplier. Clearly, much could be gained 
by pooling expensive training programmes, perhaps even air-bases and port facilities. But 
ultimately some multilateral framework should be preserved. The standard operating proce-
dures and rules of engagement are some of the most valuable achievements of NATO. The 
islands of cooperation should not deviate too much from each other and in this respect the 
term ‘clusters’ seems preferable to ‘islands”.
	 Unfortunately, the European Defence Agency which started in 2004 did not yet live 
up to its expectations. The intention was to bring requirements, research and development, 
and joint production and common production much closer together. EDA had some success 
in making the defence equipment market more transparent, but even today the number of 
common projects does not exceed that of its predecessor, the Western European Armaments 
Group, which had a  much narrower focus. Much would be gained if defence planning 
would be multilateralised, at least regionally. Today the austerity measures take place in 
splendid isolation, with unforeseen consequences for the maintenance of important capabili-
ties. Currently, however, the trend seems to be bilateral, with the Franco-British agreement 
taking away much of the momentum of the EDA.
	 Earlier, on 6 December 2010 the foreign ministers of France, Germany and Poland 
had written to the High representative, Baroness Ashton, to ask her to work on the improve
ment of EU – NATO relations and on the creation of permanent civil–military planning 
and conduct capabilities. This move from the so-called ‘Weimar group’ was repeated on 5 
May and 2 September 2011. The last letter, also signed by the foreign ministers of Italy and 
Spain, encouraged the High representative “to examine all institutional and legal options 
available to member states, including Permanent Structured Cooperation, to develop critical 
CSDP capabilities, notably a permanent planning and conduct capability”. Lady Ashton had 
shown herself rather reluctant by saying that she did not take hasty decisions on the final set 
up of crisis management structures, but obviously she was aware of  British opposition to

6  Tomas Valasek, Surviving Austerity, the Case for a New Approach to EU military Collaboration (London: Cen-
tre for European Reform Essays, 2011); Tomas Valasek, What Libya Says about the Future of the Transatlantic 
Alliance (London: Centre for European Reform Essays, 2011)
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establishing a civil-military headquarter. Nevertheless, this would be the only way to mo-
bilize all instruments of the EU efficiently and to do so in a manner which would minimize 
competition with NATO. The High Representative was more supportive of the idea to in-
crease the preparedness and responsiveness of the battle groups which would be on stand-by 
in 2013. One of the ideas is to make the group of countries forming an ad hoc battle group 
into a permanent team, which would make them more cohesive and better trained. Using 
Valasek’s ideas, this would foster clusters of cooperation.

The security sector and the military profession have changed and will continue to change. 
Large scale ground warfare seems to be a thing of the past. In fact, the resistance to the dis-
patch of sizeable ground forces is likely to grow. Instead we see special forces, highly trained 
and professional, mobility with helicopters, drones for reconnaissance (also for many civil-
ian purposes like disasters and surveillance at sea and on land) but also for precision strikes. 
In peace support operations the army is doing abroad what the police do at home, but adds 
their protection capabilities. It will be a revolution in military affairs, but different from the 
predictions of some time ago when network enabled capabilities were supposed to replace 
boots on the ground. Future operations will be of a mixed military-civilian character from 
the start and will slowly obtain a larger civilian profile. Also in the field of development 
activities the nexus with security should be recognized more. Without a minimum level of 
security, all development assistance will be a waste of money. And as far as the threats are 
concerned, terrorism has become a matter for the police and the intelligence services, area 
defence against ballistic missiles does not yet seem urgent, but failed or failing states (with 
the wonderful euphemism of Low Income Countries Under Stress, LICUS) should get pri-
ority in a globalizing world. Together with organized crime in all its new modalities, like 
hacking and cyber war. Whether paradigm change or not, defence and security need a close 
look in order to set priorities for the near future. Traditionally defence is a matter for the long 
haul, and our equipment will have to serve for decades. But we can hardly look ahead for 
more than a decade. Consequently, we have to be able to switch direction quickly to be able 
to meet new contingencies, like a nuclear armed Iran, but the primary need for NATO and 
EU is to remain capable and coherent for meeting the problems we face now.

6. Conclusion
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The Transatlantic Relationship in the 21st Century: Challenges and Opportunities

2.1  Turkish – U.S. relations

When one has the opportunity to visit the heart of Anatolia, it is often an eye-opener. While 
we may read about developments in Turkey, it is quite different to absorb with all of your 
senses the numerous signs of a flourishing, vibrant, growing, modernizing Democracy. As 
such, Turkey is more important to U.S. foreign and security policy than ever before. Turkey 
can act as a strategic bridge along multiple azimuths. Turkey can also become a greater 
stakeholder and can act as a stabilizer, persuader, facilitator, mediator, as well as an example, 
as the global community struggles to cope with the challenges and opportunities presented 
by the new, emerging post-Cold-War strategic landscape.
	 In this article I will touch on three topics: First, I will offer a brief assessment of 
where Turkey’s bilateral relations with the European Union and the United States stand from 
a U.S. point of view; next, I will describe three major strategic challenges that I believe Tur-
key, the European Union and the United States face in the Greater Middle East; and finally, 
I will attempt to analyze where the opportunities for and challenges to cooperation between 
Turkey, the European Union and the United States lie, given where bilateral relations stand 
and the challenges facing them.

At the outset, I have to say that I believe that – more than twenty years after the fact –rela-
tions with Turkey are developing within the context of an international system that is still 
seeking to find a new equilibrium as it continues to adjust to the far-reaching impacts of the 
end of the Cold War. New powers such as Brazil, India and China are rising while older 
powers such as Europe and the U.S. struggle to get their economic houses in order. The insti-
tutional structures of the Cold War era are showing signs of age. In all probability they may 
be replaced or supplanted by new, emerging entities better able to cope with the challenges 
posed by the new strategic landscape. The potential changes that these trends will bring with 
them are profound and are just beginning to be felt.

Looking back on the broader span of history, Turkey has had a long and complicated rela-
tionship with some of its immediate neighbors, for example, Russia. Thirteen different con-
flicts have taken place between Turkey and Russia – not always ending in a fashion that was
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satisfactory to the Turkish side. The collapse of the Ottoman Empire also left its imprint on 
modern Turkey, with the “Great Powers” fighting over the division of the spoils in a man-
ner that can hardly have left Turkish participants with savory memories. Moving ahead a 
few decades, although the principal focus was a communist political insurgency in Greece, 
the Soviet Union’s demands for a military base on the Straits of Marmara and its boundary 
claims versus Turkey provided an additional impetus for the implementation of the Truman 
doctrine in March 1947. Soon thereafter Turkey joined NATO and dispatched combat troops 
to Korea. Given the nature of the Soviet threat, the benefits for Turkey of a security relation-
ship with the United States were relatively clear throughout the course of the Cold War.
	 However clouds soon began to gather on the metaphorical horizon of bilateral rela-
tions. In 1963, during the Cyprus crisis, the administration of U.S. President Lyndon B. John-
son qualified its commitment to Turkey stating that it might not come to Turkey’s defense if 
Turkish intervention in Cyprus prompted a Soviet response. Some years later, after Turkish 
intervention in Cyprus in 1975, the United States imposed an embargo on the exportation of 
armaments to Turkey, which was surely an unpopular move for Ankara. With the end of the 
Cold War, the basic rationale for the U.S.-Turkish security relationship disappeared.
	 Significant financial losses and a rather intangible series of benefits accrued to Tur-
key as a result of the War to Liberate Kuwait, and the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq led to a seri-
ous erosion of Turkey’s security situation. In short, as the world adjusted to the new, emerg-
ing post-Cold-War strategic landscape, Turks could be forgiven for wondering: “Who is the 
net beneficiary of the Turkish-U.S. security relationship – Turkey or the United States?”
	 Turkey’s decision not to permit the transit of troops through Turkey into Iraq in 
2003 sat poorly with some in Washington. Difficult as it may have been for some Americans 
to accept, Turkey’s decision was actually the outcome of a healthy democratic process. For 
Turks, one of the more complicated consequences of the invasion of Iraq was the establish-
ment of a Kurdish Regional Government in Iraq that bears many of the hallmarks of an 
independent state. Turkish-U.S. relations were also not helped by the inaction of the U.S. 
military in the face of the Kurdistan Workers’ Party’s (PKK) use of Iraq’s Kandil Mountains 
as a sanctuary from which to mount terrorist attacks on Turkey. How could a U.S. govern-
ment that had invaded Afghanistan and Iraq in the name of eliminating terrorist sanctuaries, 
now be so inactive in the case of the PKK? Matters reached a point where the Turkish armed 
forces were mobilized along the Turkish-Iraqi border in 2006 and parliament voted to ap-
prove a cross-border incursion into Iraq on Turkey’s part in 2007. 
	 This tension in bilateral relations was – to a degree – defused by a 2007 Turkish-
U.S. summit at which greater efforts at fighting PKK terrorist activities were agreed upon. 
But a certain bitter taste may have remained, particularly after the U.S. government did not 
rush to denounce the “e-coup” of 2007. Because of the end of the Cold War, the primary 
focus of Turkish security interests had already been shifting to address the security chal-
lenges it faced to the South in the Greater Middle East. These challenges were made more 
acute, however, by an Iraq war instigated by Turkey’s ally, the U.S., which led to the drive 
for Kurdish autonomy and separatism receiving additional impetus, and the PKK obtaining 
a safe haven from which to mount terrorist attacks. Sectarian violence and disintegration 
of central authority took place in Iraq – with large questions of direct relevance to Turkey’s
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future security still left unresolved. And a, if not the, net beneficiary of this entire tendency 
in Iraq has been the Islamic Republic of Iran.
	 Where do these developments leave Turkish-U.S. relations in the new strategic 
landscape that is being fashioned after the Cold War? Although Turkish-U.S. relations are 
somewhat improved after the visit of U.S. President Obama in March 2009, my impression 
is that much ground has been lost over the last ten to fifteen years. Turkey is strategically 
important to the United States because it is a Democracy successfully executing profound 
economic modernization in a region largely bereft of such governance and growth. Turkey 
forms a strategic bridge to the Middle East, the Caucasus and Central Asia. In this latter role 
Turkey can play a general stabilizing role, one that serves U.S. interests in, for example, 
Syria, or Turkey can mediate – for instance, until recently, between Iran and Israel. Turkey 
also can serve as an example of how to kick-start economic development and growth in a 
region badly in need of both. For the United States, therefore, Turkey remains a vital stra-
tegic partner that is more, not less, important, to U.S. national policy given the generational 
challenges the international community faces in the regions that Turkey borders. However, 
the benefits to Turkey of close security cooperation with the United States are not as obvi-
ous as they once were. For this reason, the nature of the Turkish-U.S. relationship will in all 
probability with time be redefined to be more reflective of this new balance of interests.

While there is inadequate space here to discuss the extensive pre-history to Turkish-EU rela-
tions, suffice it to say that the boundaries of the Ottoman Empire and Europe were an inter-
face between cultures at which friction and cooperation took place over the course of many 
years. In a sense, Turkey has been looking to Europe at the latest since the 1920s—since 
the instigation of its new Republic. Turkish membership in NATO has already been men-
tioned, but what few in Europe seem to remember is that Turkey, through its membership in 
NATO, tied down twenty-four Soviet divisions that might otherwise have been employed on 
NATO’s central front in Europe.
	 Turkey thus played a central role in assuring the security that was necessary for 
Western Europe to rebuild, grow and attain the standards of living that it enjoys today. To my 
mind, there is something profoundly dishonorable about being prepared to let Turkey take 
the point of the spear in this manner for almost forty years and then turning around – once 
the danger has passed – and effectively stating to Turkey: “you don’t belong in our club”. I 
do understand, however, that national interests determine relations between states and that 
questions of “honor” therefore often receive rather short shrift.
	 Clearly, integrating a country of Turkey’s size – with 70 million citizens it has the 
second largest population in Europe – would require major changes in the way that Brussels 
does business. But to those who say that Turkey is “simply not European”, I would say that 
there are a number of important strategic reasons for reconsidering that position.
	 For one, with the sole exception of Germany, which only seems able to grow 
thanks to a series of external capital account imbalances, Turkey is one of the few 
economies in Europe showing any signs of real growth. Rather than forming a po-
tential economic millstone around Europe’s neck – a common image promulgated in

2.2 Turkish-EU relations

C. K. MalloryAll Azimuth



77

Germany and beyond – Turkish membership in the EU might actually kick-start the growth-
prospects for what might otherwise remain a collection of low-growth post-industrial societ-
ies that are struggling to finance bloated social welfare systems on the backs of shrinking 
domestic workforces. And demographics tell us that this situation is unlikely to change. In 
fact, if one looks to economic performance, it is Turkey that should be asking why it should 
marry its future to such a sorry group that seems to be structurally incapable of making 
timely and effective decisions to assure their own economic futures.
	 Turkish membership in the European Union is also in the strategic interest of Euro-
peans, because of the role that Turkey can play in assuring Europe a greater degree of energy 
independence. Such independence is critical if Europe ever hopes to attain a geopolitical 
role resembling the one that it is striving for. The Baku-Ceyhan and Nabucco pipelines of-
fer the potential of diversifying Europe’s sources of energy supply in a manner that would 
make Brussels less susceptible to political pressure from Moscow. Those in German public 
and business circles who argue that such pressure would never be applied by their newfound 
Russian friends, or make similar arguments based on inter-dependence, display profound 
political naiveté about Russia and the way that its elites have historically done business. 
In addition to assuring Europe greater energy independence, with Turkey as a member, the 
EU could exert more political influence to bring about independent political and economic 
growth trajectories for countries in Central Asia and the Greater Middle East.
	 While one cannot translate Turkish experience one-for-one to other countries, there 
are many lessons that both Central Asian countries and the countries of the Greater Middle 
East can draw from the growth of civil society and from economic modernization in Turkey. 
By further anchoring Turkey’s tremendous economic growth record into the European tradi-
tion, Turkey can serve as an even stronger light-house for those seeking to reign in authori-
tarianism, modernize their economies and implant the rule of law in their own societies. The 
staggering social and economic consequences for Europe of not more proactively pushing 
for greater economic growth democracy and human rights on its southern and other borders 
are now becoming very apparent; they highlight why it is in Europe’s strategic interest to 
be acting in partnership with a new member that has undergone the historical trajectory that 
Turkey has.
	 A sour note has been introduced into the bilateral relationship by conservative ele-
ments that have been less than diplomatic about their aversion to Turkish membership in 
the EU – particularly following the debate about Turkey’s European credentials that took 
place after the 2004 Brussels summit. In 2004 a bold attempt to reach political accommoda-
tion in Cyprus was also undertaken. Unfortunately, this effort failed and the EU and Turkey 
found themselves in a standoff over the EU’s promise to lift its economic embargo of the 
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus and Turkey’s refusal to open its ports to Greek Cy-
priot vessels after joining a customs union with the EU. The EU suspension of negotiations 
on eight accession chapters that ensued from this standoff appears, to an outsider, to be a 
rather disproportionate way of going about business with a neighbor, partner and potential 
future member-state and certainly cannot have improved the atmosphere. More recently, the 
Cyprus issue has received new impetus due to the dispute over drilling rights off of Cyprus. 
With all of this static already in the air, the decision of the European Court on Human Rights
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to uphold the headscarf ban in Turkish universities may not have been a useful reminder of 
potential future European interference in Turkish social affairs.
	 It is not up to the United States to decide who may and may not join the European 
Union. But, as a friend, I would submit to those of my European colleagues who oppose 
Turkish membership that it would be a mistake to deny Turkey membership or to draw out 
the accession process to a point where Turkey no longer has any interest in joining the EU. 
The bloom already appears to have come off of the red European rose in Turkey as a conse-
quence of recent developments in bilateral relations. Partly for this reason, but also because 
the new geostrategic environment has forced a change of strategic focus Southwards, Tur-
key has increasingly chosen its own path in its foreign and security affairs.

3. Strategic Challenges in the Greater Middle East
While what was once termed the “War on Terror” and is now termed the “Struggle Against 
Violent Extremism” will continue to be a preoccupation for the international community as 
the United States and its allies disengage from Iraq and Afghanistan, I would like to focus on 
three other strategic challenges facing Turkey, the European Union and the United States of 
America here: (i) the Arab Spring; (ii) Iran; and (iii) Palestine.

For many U.S. policy makers, the United Nations Development Program’s 2001 Arab Hu-
man Development Report was the first warning of things to come in the Greater Middle 
East. The report, which was authored by Arab intellectuals, highlighted a series of shortcom-
ings in human development in the Arab world.

• It pointed to a “demographic bulge” of younger persons who would soon be entering the 
work force due to high birth rates in the Middle East and North Africa;
• The writers highlighted the fact that education systems in the region were not producing 
graduates endowed with the skills needed in the workplace and that as a consequence youth 
unemployment and under-employment was high in Arab countries;
• The report pointed to a “lost decade” of stagnant real economic growth in the Arab world 
that had taken place due to economic mismanagement;
• The authors highlighted the lack of political participation and democratic rights;
• Finally, the report pointed to the very circumscribed rights of women in the region.

	 Policy makers in the United States understood that this was a potentially explo-
sive combination of trends that could unleash widespread social unrest if allowed to 
continue unaddressed. For this reason, U.S. Secretary of State Colin L. Powell launched 
a $400 million initiative2 designed to provide material support to educational, economic 
and political reformers in the region – including by providing aid to reform elements di-
rectly, bypassing reluctant incumbent political regimes. The United States also sought 
to re-engineer its assistance program to Egypt in order to have it address the challenges

3.1 The Arab spring
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identified by the 2001 Arab Human Development Report more directly and efficiently.
	 At the start of his second administration, U.S. President George W. Bush elevated 
the effort to achieve broader political participation in the Greater Middle East to the position 
of a central pillar of the foreign policy of his second administration. Unfortunately U.S. ef-
forts to highlight the challenge posed to the international community by developments in the 
region fell largely on deaf ears. In the Arab world, President Bush’s democratization initia-
tives were regarded as a sorry post facto justification for the invasion of Iraq after the initial 
rationale offered (Iraq’s attempts to acquire Weapons of Mass Destruction) proved to have 
been fatally flawed. My personal observations were that EU bureaucrats’ aversion to the 
Bush administration was so great that they wanted little to do with Bush’s initiatives to pro-
mote reform and democratization, despite the fact that the rationale behind these initiatives 
was solidly grounded in facts that impinged upon the EU’s interests much more directly than 
those of the United States.
	 Ultimately, it was of little surprise to me when the flames of political revolt were 
kindled in Tunisia and spread from there to Egypt, Yemen, Bahrain, Libya and Syria. We 
may not have known where revolt would originate, but we had a very good sense that major 
disruption was coming soon in the Middle East and North Africa.
	 The first strategic challenge that Turkey, the European Union and the United States 
face, therefore, is how to deal with the consequences of the tectonic shift that the Arab 
Spring represents for the Greater Middle East. To put it succinctly, we all have a strong na-
tional interest in ensuring the emplacement of new political regimes in these countries that 
are at once more stable and more participatory than their predecessors. To make this happen 
we have to help ensure that significant real economic growth takes place in these countries. 
Achieving this goal might be termed the generational challenge facing us.
	 Should economic development and growth of the kind we have recently witnessed 
in Turkey fail to develop in the region, then we can expect democracy to be still-born and 
discredited in the eyes of domestic populations, much as it became discredited in Weimar 
Germany between the two World Wars. The problem with such a potential development is 
that it opens the way to power for revanchists. We have seen this movie at least three times 
before: once or twice in Europe in the 1930s and twice more recently in South America. In 
every case we ended up saddled with demagogue leaders who have led their countries in the 
wrong direction.

For many U.S. policy makers, the United Nations Development Program’s 2001 Arab Hu-
man Development Report was the first warning of things to come in the Greater Middle 
East. The report, which was authored by Arab intellectuals, highlighted a series of shortcom-
ings in human development in the Arab world. It may not come as a very welcome message 
in Turkey, but Western intelligence agencies believe that Iran’s nuclear program is config-
ured in such a way that its only true purpose can be military. While one can debate whether 
a developing country should or should not have access to nuclear technology, one thing is 
clear: Iran has led the international community on a wild goose chase for over a decade by 
delaying and obfuscating and refusing to provide full transparency concerning its nuclear

3.2 The ascent of Iran
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program. My personal view is that Iran intends to attain the nuclear threshold and that it will 
succeed in doing so relatively soon.
	 My principal argument with Iran lies not with its theocratic structure (that is a mat-
ter for Iranians to decide), but in its past attempts to export its revolution throughout the 
region and beyond. By arming a Shiite militia in Southern Lebanon, Iran has interfered in 
the internal affairs of that country, destabilized Lebanon politically and contributed directly 
to the unleashing of a war with Israel that no one in Lebanon or Israel needed or wanted. By 
arming Hamas in the Gaza strip, Iran has provided a rationale for Israel to blockade the Gaza 
strip and has stopped Arik Sharon’s plan unilaterally to withdraw from the West Bank dead 
in its tracks. After witnessing the rocketing of the Israeli city of Sderot and other Israeli cities 
by Hamas that followed on the heels of their unilateral withdrawal from the Gaza strip, very 
few people in Israel are willing to run the risk of a repeat performance emanating from the 
West Bank.

	 Moreover, Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons poses both a global and a regional 
challenge:

• Left unchallenged it would represent a further erosion of the global non-proliferation re-
gime – a regime that has already come under significant pressure due to nuclear develop-
ments on the Korean Peninsula;
• In a regional context, the possession of nuclear weapons may lead Iran to feel inoculated 
against retaliation with conventional weapons for its interference in the affairs of other coun-
tries. This in turn may embolden certain elements in Iran, such as the Pasdaran, and cause 
them to become more risk seeking by engaging in a greater number of bolder actions than 
those they have engaged in the past. Nor can one expect other regional powers to simply sit 
by and do nothing, should Iran attain the nuclear threshold. The launch of nuclear weapons 
development programs in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, the Gulf states and, perhaps, Turkey are all 
entirely conceivable responses to Iran’s attaining the nuclear threshold. Any one of these 
potential developments would spell further deep trouble for the global nuclear non-prolifer-
ation regime.
	 The second strategic challenge that Turkey, the European Union and the United 
States face in the Greater Middle East therefore lies in finding closure to the challenge that 
the Iranian nuclear program has posed to the international community over the course of at 
least the past decade.

For over sixty years the international community has been involved in attempts to resolve the 
conflict between Israelis and Palestinians. The irony is that we know from opinion polling 
that large majorities on both sides – both Israelis and Palestinians – support a two-state solu-
tion. This fact notwithstanding, small minorities on both sides (e.g. Israeli settlers, Hamas, 
Islamic Jihad, the al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigade) have continually succeeding in manipulating 
the situation on the ground through acts of violence or otherwise in such a way as to prevent 
the will of the majority from being implemented.

3.3 Palestine
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	 Lest anyone doubt the United States’ and the EU’s commitment to achieving peace 
between Israelis and Palestinians, it warrants reminding that it is Europe and the United 
Sates who bear the lion’s share of the cost of paying for Palestinian government institutions. 
More often than not the Palestinians’ Arab “brothers” have been slow in paying or have 
totally failed to come up with the funding that they have promised in order to implement 
the two-state solution. Just to be clear, these payments are not insignificant amounts. In the 
U.S. case, the amount in question involves some $900 million in transfers to the Palestinian 
authority annually.
	 From an Israeli perspective, time is running out. Demographics tell us that differ-
ences in birth rates place Israel’s democracy in peril. Either Israel reaches closure with the 
Palestinians soon, or it will be forced to abandon democratic methods of government in 
order to rule an Arab majority within its own borders. Frankly, most experts know that the 
issue that dominates the headlines in this connection is a canard. Land swaps agreed between 
Palestinians and Israelis at Wye have long shown the way to a solution to the “settlement 
issue”, showing that it is not the real outstanding issue between the two sides. The two real 
outstanding issues are: the fate of East Jerusalem and Haq al-Awda or the right of return of 
Palestinian refugees.
	 I do empathize with the suffering that displaced Palestinians have endured for over 
fifty years. But I also empathize for the victims of an enduring and, to my mind, senseless 
campaign of terror that is not the answer to the question of how to solve this issue. Frank-
ly, the Palestinian issue is abused by Arab regimes. It is used as an escape valve through 
which pent-up frustrations that have much more to do with the domestic policy failures are 
released. Nonetheless, the Israeli-Palestinian dispute represents an enduring humanitarian 
disaster, a vast drain on resources, and a tremendous distraction from dealing with other 
pressing challenges facing the Greater Middle East. For this reason, it is the third, but by no 
means least, strategic challenge that we face in the Greater Middle East.

The Arab Spring is a special case of a broader post-Cold War phenomenon, namely the 
challenge of dealing with failed and/or failing states that can become incubators of violent 
extremism. Whereas the principal security challenge that we faced during the Cold War was 
primarily military in its presentation, the principal set of security challenges that we will face 
(in the Greater Middle East) over the next decade may very well be developmental in their 
primary presentation. Military alliance structures that were created to fight set-piece naval 
engagements on the flanks (Turkey, Scandinavia) or tank battles on the plains of Germany 
are ill suited to addressing such problems. We have been undergoing a form of cognitive 
dissonance about this fact for a number of years. Both the Afghan and Iraqi engagements 
have repeatedly forced us to confront the reality that existing strategies, doctrines, force and 
alliance structures are not fully up to the task of dealing with the development challenges 
involved in any successful preventative assistance delivery or counter-insurgency strategies.

4. Что делать (What to Do)

4.1 The Arab spring

How, then, should we deal with these challenges that we face?
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	 What this means is that – with apologies to Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev – we 
have to engage in “new thinking” when it comes to how we organize ourselves and the 
policies that we adopt in tackling the challenge presented not only by the Arab Spring, but 
also by situations such as Somalia, Sudan, Darfur, the Balkans and beyond. The principal 
strategic challenge has now become how best to mobilize resources and organize effectively 
in order to preemptively or retroactively mitigate the deleterious effects of arrested develop-
ment, and how to kick-start economic growth in countries at risk or countries involved in 
intra- or international conflict.
	 I believe that development assistance has taken on a much greater significance in 
this connection than it had previously. What was once a bauble to be handed out to Third 
World client states to keep them “on-side” during a global standoff with the Soviet Union, 
has now become a key tool by which to address our principal security challenge. The prob-
lem is that the implications of this paradigm change are taking quite some time to register 
within national and international bureaucracies and policy elites. For the United States—and 
perhaps Turkey as well—it means that we have probably over-invested in military means 
and under-invested in developmental tools and management systems. Structural and, much 
more importantly, management changes are required to our ability to deliver a more suited 
“product mix” of development assistance and military intervention in failed, failing or “at 
risk” contingencies.
	 Whereas providers of development assistance were previously held to the level of ac-
countability of a pawn on the strategic chessboard, they now need to be held to the level of ac-
countability of a bishop or a queen—given the change in this set of tools’ relative significance. 
This means that the Gutmenschen in the development world need to realize that yes, we will 
continue to do development for development’s sake and yes, there is a place for projects that 
will only come to fruition—if at all—in ten to fifteen years time, but national security needs 
dictate that in designing and delivering their services, the Gutmenschen deliver results with-
in politically meaningful short- and medium-term timeframes as well. Management systems 
need to be developed to hold development assistance providers much more accountable for 
achieving a series of clearly defined—and, if possible, quantifiable—goals on an intra-year 
and annual basis. If these goals are not achieved within a reasonable time frame, then re-
sources must ruthlessly be reprogrammed into areas where progress is occurring.
	 Too frequently, the mental approach adopted towards development assistance is an 
extensive, as opposed to an intensive one. It is not a question of mobilizing huge amounts of 
additional resources—although significant additional resources will undoubtedly be required 
to manage the consequences of the Arab Spring. It is more a question of ensuring much more 
efficient use of existing resources. A number of national and supra-national approaches to 
tackling this challenge are available. 
	 Because most development decisions involve questions of domestic political and/
or economic reform, they also involve mobilizing political will within domestic policy elites 
in order to implement needed changes. Intra-national elite politics are therefore a key nexus 
in achieving the development and economic growth goals that are needed to address our 
newfound national security challenges. The influencing of foreign elites is the preserve of
diplomats. In order to successfully apply the “treatments” required by the new security para-
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digm or emerging New World Order (with apologies to George H. W. Bush), we need to 
change the way we incentivize our diplomats. In the U.S., the promotion prospects of an 
ambassador are relatively independent of the success or failure of in-country development 
projects under his/her command as chief of mission. This needs to change—particularly 
since political will within domestic elites, much more than money, is often what is required 
to achieve real change.
	 Another implication of the emerging New World Order is that our military needs 
to change the way it is organized in order to work more effectively with civilian agencies in 
the delivery of development assistance in conflict or near-conflict situations. Much stronger 
cross-linkages need to exist between development and military organizations and develop-
ment assistance managers need to be incentivized and promoted much more on the basis of 
their success in working with diplomats and soldiers to deliver such services. 
	 This argument is—of course—anathema to many in the development world. They 
abhor the stigma of association with military activity and argue, not unpersuasively, that any 
such association undermines the credibility of their work. But facts remain facts. Develop-
ment assistance will continue to need to be delivered along a continuum of contingencies 
ranging from peace, to at risk, to conflict and post conflict situations. To the purists I would 
borrow from the argot and say: “wake up and smell the coffee”. Either they will succeed in 
converting themselves into organizations capable of delivering services along all points of 
this spectrum, or resources will be diverted to other or new organizations more capable or 
suited to rising to meet these national (an international) challenges.
	 In this vein, we may also need to be much more active in managing the providers 
of development assistance. There is a myth in circulation that such organizations are by 
definition benign. I do not subscribe to this view. In the first place, a number of these organi-
zations operate on a for profit basis creaming some thirty-six cents in overhead off of every 
development dollar before these scarce resources even arrive at the metaphorical shores of 
the intended recipient country. If such a major cost item faced the private sector, it would 
actively manage this cost-center and target a one to two percent annual reduction.  This is 
something we are quite capable of achieving in the public sector via legislation—should 
we manage to realize our overriding national interest in breaking free from the hidebound 
domestic political economy of development assistance. 
	 Even Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) acting on a not-for-profit basis can 
end up debilitating efforts to kick-start development. Too frequently, well-intentioned NGOs 
come into a country and apply too many resources to hire all of the indigenous talent away 
from local governments for their own purposes. They thereby drain the brain and capaci-
ties of the government whose very functioning they are supposed to be improving. In this 
respect, not-for-profit NGOs too are not necessarily by definition the benign actors that we 
like to think of them as being. Clearly, much more sophisticated thinking is needed about 
how to approach the management of non-governmental development assistance providers.
	 There are a number of steps that one can take on an international level as well. 
While nobody should be engaging in any form of Diktat to countries “targeted” for develop-
ment assistance, we should not allow “target” countries to play providers of development
assistance off against one another either. What this means is that we need much better mac-
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roscopic coordination to agree on a set of broad targets for development assistance at top 
(i.e. foreign minister, Secretary of State) policy levels. Turkey, the European Union and the 
United States of America are an eighty percent monopsonystic provider of development as-
sistance into the Great Middle East. If our efforts become better coordinated we can use our 
combined market power to promote change more effectively.
	 In addition to macroscopic coordination of sectoral targets relating to the delivery 
of development assistance, greater coordination may be required in diplomatic and political 
messaging to incumbent policy elites in target countries in order to improve the chances for 
mobilizing the political will to implement change and reform. Turkey may be able to play a 
more effective role than either the European Union or the United States, as both of the latter 
bring certain, more recent, “baggage” to the table when it comes to providing policy advice 
to rulers in the Greater Middle East.
	 We may need to accept that, if it is to have a future, NATO must be retooled to deal 
with these challenges more effectively. For European militaries a first step would involve 
making large and brutal cuts to administrative staff in order to dramatically improve the so-
called “tooth to tail ratio”. Such cuts to administrative staff may also be required in Turkey as 
well. In a second step, the activities of national development and EU development assistance 
organizations may need to be interlinked more closely with existing NATO command, con-
trol, training and doctrinal development organizations.
	 There may be a place for a paramilitary form of organization of development as-
sistance. Such an organization could either exist within or in parallel to existing structures. 
Finally, we may need to engage in “new thinking” at the supra-national level about mobiliz-
ing and engaging organizations and tools that are not ordinarily thought of in the national 
security context for national security purposes.
	 Turning to some specific cases, if the challenge to France is to persuade more Mo-
roccans to stay home instead of immigrating to France, then France may need to think about 
acting within EU structures to provide Moroccans with a greater economic incentive to stay 
at home. As over fifty percent of the Moroccan economy is agricultural in nature this means 
opening European end markets to Moroccan agricultural goods. The French farmer may 
have to pay for a solution to the Moroccan immigration problem. The Common Agricultural 
Policy would thereby become an instrument of EU national security policy. For, what is ap-
plicable to Moroccan farmers is equally applicable to Egyptian (cotton) farmers as well.
	 Similarly, if one of the challenges in Afghanistan is to persuade poor, illiterate farm-
ers to halt their production of opium, then one must offer them a viable alternative cash crop 
with which to assure their survival. We need to think “out of the box” in such situations 
by—for instance—agreeing to lift all tariff and quotas on agricultural exports meeting basic 
phytosanitary standards from Afghanistan to the Gulf, the United States and the European 
Union for a period of ten years. International trade policy thereby becomes a non-traditional 
vehicle for implementing transatlantic security policy.
	 These suggestions are not offered in the sense of facile cure-alls that might miracu-
lously resolve long-standing Gordian problems. Rather, they are intended as illustrations of 
how solutions to the challenges posed by the emerging New World Order may need to be 
sought for in places usually thought of as relatively distant from the hard national security realm.
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 	 Turkey can play a constructive role in efforts to prospect the contours of the new 
international security landscape outlined above. Turkey’s development path can serve as an 
example to many countries in the region and may be more effective than any imprecations 
coming from past colonialists or recent invaders. If you accept the analysis given above, then 
there is room for greater Turkish integration into transatlantic policy coordination, designed 
to achieve these goals and there is room for a Turkish voice in efforts to reshape transatlantic 
institutions so that they may more effectively rise to meet the new challenges that we face.
	 Finally, Turkey too faces choices related to resource allocation. If Turkish military 
spending were brought in line with the highest spenders within the transatlantic alliance – i.e. 
five percent of GDP, then some three percent of GDP would be freed to address the develop-
mental challenges outlined above. On an annual basis we are talking about circa $22 billion 
in potential additional assistance resources that are worth $550 billion on a discounted pres-
ent value basis,3— more than enough to ensure Turkey’s seat at the top table.

3 Based on 2010 estimated Turkish GDP of $740 billion at official exchange rates (CIA World Factbook); 2010 
Turkish defense spending of $57 billion, i.e. 8% of GDP (Turkish Ministry of Defense) and a discount factor 
of 4%.

4.2 Iran
Turning to the question of how to deal with Iran’s nuclear program, many Israelis and Ameri-
cans may be appalled to hear this, but I can understand why Iran wants to acquire nuclear 
weapons. Given the history of Western intervention in that country and the enduring trauma 
that it caused, given U.S. and Western intervention to prevent Iran from prevailing in the Iran-
Iraq war, given the fact that neighboring Pakistan (which Iranians consider culturally inferior) 
has acquired nuclear weapons, I can understand why Tehran would seek to acquire nuclear 
weapons for reasons of deterrence, prestige and regime survival.
	 The challenge that the United States, the European Union and Turkey face is: how 
to mobilize the diplomatic, economic and other tools at our disposal to dissuade Tehran from 
its current course and how to prepare for the contingency that we (in all probability) will fail 
in this effort.
	 To date, the international community has adopted a policy combining both pressure 
and incentives towards Tehran. Without listing the entire litany of international measures un-
dertaken over the course of more than a decade, suffice it to say that our actions of late have 
tended more in the direction of pressure than of incentives. And pressure does not appear to 
be having the desired effect. This policy of pressure has also been accompanied by one of 
isolation that plays into the hands of the incumbent régime.
	 More mileage might be had from efforts to engage Iran. Turkey, the EU and the 
United States can do better in explaining to the Iranian leadership and public that the security 
that they seek via Tehran’s attempts to acquire nuclear weapons will not be achieved. Much 
as in the case of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, attaining the nuclear threshold 
will impair, not improve Tehran’s security in the short- medium- and long-term.
	 In the short-term, Iran’s security will be impaired for a number of reasons. There
will be a strong incentive to attack Iran militarily before it builds a nuclear arsenal that
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comprises a hardened counterforce, capable of mounting a viable counter-strike in the con-
text of an actual putative nuclear exchange. Stability in any future crisis instigated by Iran, 
(e.g. by yet another asymmetrical attack on international interests) will be impaired by the 
presence of nuclear weapons and the risk of escalation of any such crisis to the nuclear level 
will have increased. In the medium- to long-term, Iran’s neighbors will target their existing 
nuclear weapons on Iran, launch nuclear weapons programs of their own, augment conven-
tional military forces directed at Iran and the United States will alter its nuclear force posture 
in the region to meet the challenge that an Iranian nuclear arsenal would pose.
	 A tremendous strain would be placed on Iranian national resources, should it – in 
turn – attempt to react to the steps undertaken by its neighbors and the United States in re-
sponse to its nuclear efforts. Yet Iran is not that rich and it is hardly a model of development. 
The country faces serious economic challenges in order to be able to provide an adequate 
standard of living for a bulging cohort of youth whose potential dissatisfaction might ulti-
mately result in internally generated regime change. Iranians came close to effecting such 
change in 2009 and I do not believe that 2009 was the last word.
	 The international strategy of pressure and isolation in the context of Iran’s nuclear 
program has yielded little over the course of the last ten years. Perhaps further mileage can be 
achieved by engagement. I am not naïve about what engaging Iran means or entails. But there 
is big money to be made by Iranians in assuring the economic viability of the Nabucco pipe-
line with their natural gas. There is great geostrategic benefit to be had by emplacing a route 
of energy supply to the Balkans and Europe that lies outside of Moscow’s control. There is 
also huge advantage to be had for the international community by cooperating with Iran to 
provide yet another corridor for energy resources to exit the Caspian and Central Asian areas 
via the Gulf and or Turkey. 
	 While it is probably too late to prevent Iran from attaining the nuclear threshold, co-
operation not confrontation may be the path to ensuring that the nuclear threat that Iran even-
tually poses does not become acute. And in essence what this boils down to is a two-pronged 
argument: (i) the profits to be had from cooperating with the international community; and (ii) 
the foregone economic opportunity costs and the greater economic growth opportunities (and 
by implication greater chances for regime survival) to be had from a policy of détente be-
tween Tehran and the international community. Because of its long-standing ties to Iran and 
the policy position it has chosen to adopt, Turkey is well positioned to facilitate a transition 
from an international policy of confrontation and isolation to one of engagement and bigger 
incentives. I hope that Turkey will rise to the challenge and that international policy makers 
will show the flexibility of mind to allow it to do so.
	 Ad interim the international community can make efforts to mitigate the risks that 
nuclear-armed Iranian ballistic missiles might eventually pose. Turkey has agreed to the em-
placement of an early warning battle management radar that would form part of a ballistic 
missile defense system on its territory. This was an important step that went a long way to 
repairing some of the damage done to institutional ties between the U.S. and Turkey. Admit-
tedly however, I am skeptical of efforts to invent technological solutions to what are essen-
tially human not technological problems. True, such systems may provide employment and
advance technological development in participating countries, but as the Maginot line taught
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4.3 Palestine

us, they can be out-flanked and are unlikely to be militarily effective over the long-run as 
anything other than an early warning system. Given the tremendous resources involved in 
constructing such systems, the burden of proving that this is not the case lies firmly on the 
shoulders of those promoting these expenditures.

As I have indicated above, the Israeli-Palestinian dispute is an enduring humanitarian trage-
dy, a diversion of resources and a distraction. I am not going to dwell on the causes of current 
dissonance between Israel and Turkey. Except to say that in my view, the Mavi Marmara 
incident was an act of political provocation and that in the context of an existing blockade 
against Gaza, Israel’s actions were fully justified under international law—even if the loss of 
human life engendered by a poorly conceived and executed military operation is deplorable. 
Turkey will not achieve its declared goals with Israel by continued public posturing – if these 
are indeed the Turkish government’s true goals. Quiet diplomacy is needed, if Turkey is to 
have any hope of receiving an apology or compensation. Given Turkish behavior to date, the 
chances to me now appear pretty slim.
	 Nor do I see how any of this helps resolve the basic conflict. Although the United 
States is not happy with the official contacts that have taken place between Hamas and the 
Turkish government, if Turkey wishes to make a positive contribution then instead of postur-
ing in public, it can use its ties to Hamas to persuade them to come to the negotiating table 
and accept Israel’s right to exist – something Turkey has done since the late 1940s. Turkey 
could also make a positive contribution by lobbying Iran to halt weapons shipments to Gaza 
and Lebanon.

The transatlantic alliance, having survived the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and withstood the 
political and military strains of the interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq stands on the thresh-
old of an emerging New World Order to which it probably has no choice but to respond, adapt 
or die.
	 We face a generational challenge in ensuring that economic growth lends political 
credibility to the regime changes brought about by the “Arab Spring”. Bureaucracies and 
elites have yet to internalize and adapt to the new paradigm. In this new order, improved 
incentives, accountability and resource utilization will probably be need to be applied across 
a broad continuum of potential future contingencies to achieve the international community’s 
security goals. New approaches may have to be developed to how we manage providers of 
development assistance and the costs that they incur. These changes in policies and proce-
dures will probably have significant organizational implications for NATO and for national 
diplomatic, development and military organizations. New tools may also need to be devel-
oped or borrowed from realms not considered within the purview of hard national security 
policy.
	 We have probably long passed the point of avoiding the risk of a nuclear Iran. In all 
likelihood, we are already in the phase of deciding how to mitigate this risk. While Ballistic

5. Conclusion
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Missile Defense may be a useful source of alliance cohesion and provider of jobs for engi-
neers and technologists, it is not a cure-all or a substitute for a negotiated settlement. Pres-
sure and isolation have not only failed to yield the desired results, but have also played into 
the hands of the Iranian political régime. It may now be necessary to engage Iran in order to 
mitigate the risk of its building a nuclear counterforce and to explain the potential profits and 
avoided opportunity costs of a more accommodating position on its part. The international 
community might do well to focus on the positive geostrategic benefits that such engagement 
with Iran would entail—both for Europe, the Caspian region and Central Asia.
	 Continued posturing and acts of political provocation directed at Israel and relations 
with Hamas are not only hypocritical – given Turkey’s excoriation of U.S. inaction versus 
PKK terrorists in 2006 – but will probably fail to help Turkey achieve its avowed strategic 
goals. Turkey should, instead, consider making positive contributions towards a settlement 
between Palestinians and Israelis by getting Hamas to the negotiating table and lobbying Teh-
ran to stop delivering weapons to Gaza and Lebanon. Turkey can be a facilitator of renewed 
international engagement with Iran and can use its suasion and otherwise non-productive 
resources to help make the Arab Spring an economic success.
	 As we approach the challenge of finally integrating the contours of the new strategic 
landscape into transatlantic policies and institutions, there is an active role available for a 
Turkey newly confident in its abilities and of greater importance to U.S. foreign and security 
policy than ever.
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Energy products are often traded as market commodities, yet the resource extraction process 
and the ability of these resources accessing markets can be very often a political tool. Then 
the following two questions about energy immediately come to mind:

Three books published in recent years, give insight on 3 different aspect of Energy Security. 
These books would be useful in addressing the above questions from different perspectives. 
These are Michale T. Klare’s Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet: The New Geopolitics of En-
ergy1; Sanam S. Haghighi’s Energy Security: The External Legal Relations of the European 
Union with Major Oil and Gas Supplying Countries2, and Robert L. Evans’ Fueling our 
Future: An Introduction to Sustainable Energy.3 The basic problem highlighted by all the 
authors is on how to ensure continual access to secure and uninterrupted energy at afford-
able prices. While all of the books are suggesting increased international cooperation and 
specifically the development of new technologies as a general solution, the authors’ points 
of view are very different and look at the same problem through different lenses. All three
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1. “Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet”

authors have academic backgrounds and yet specialize in different fields, and have written 
books that are policy relevant in terms of assessing current concerns of energy security and 
broader concept of energy policy.
	 Energy Security has become one of the emerging security challenges of the 21st cen-
tury. The ability to have access to secure and uninterrupted energy at affordable prices is the 
main concern of consumer countries, while the access to secure markets is the main concern 
of producer countries and multinational corporations. The goal of most experts writing about 
energy security is to provide insight on the possible solutions on the energy problem; access 
to adequate amounts of energy at affordable prices. (It is worth mentioning that sometimes, 
authors writing on the broader topic of energy policy, also deal with the issue of adequate 
energy at affordable prices, but tend to treat the issue more in terms of efficiency rather than 
international access.) And yet the approach to energy security is very different according 
to the point of view of the author. While the energy literature, especially works on energy 
policy and public policy, are not necessarily fitting along the lines of International Relations 
Theories’ main views, the general concerns of the writers share some of the main highlights 
of IR theories. For instance, some view energy security as a “security” issue and a geopoliti-
cal game or potential resource wars dominated by nation-states. Others see a similar prob-
lem of security access to unaltered flows at affordable prices to be best secured by corporate 
and intergovernmental institutionalized cooperation under free market mechanisms.  While 
a third broad category calls for Energy to be seen as a main field in and of itself, with an 
interdisciplinary approach to solve the technological, environmental, economic and policy 
problems of the energy conversion chain in general. Such approaches are sometimes re-
ferred to as a “Wells to Wheels” approach; which is often seen energy policy as an economic 
problem, and yet interpret the environmental problems as a concern for human security that 
transcends borders and thus an issue of energy security.

Michael T. Klare’s Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet: The New Geopolitics of Energy would 
is a realistic book laying out the geopolitical challenge of securing energy needs. As the title 
suggests, the concern is about the access to diminishing resources in a more competitive en-
vironment; particularly due to the rise of emerging powers such as China and India. Michael 
Klare, focuses on the Geopolitics in Energy Security.
	 Klare’s book begins with the case of CNOOC-UNOCAL case. The bid by Chinese 
Oil Company, CNOOC, to acquire an American oil company, UNOCAL, was blocked by 
the U.S. Congress due to strategic security concerns. This affair “offered the first window 
into the global fear of resource scarcity and the new geopolitics of energy that will likely 
accompany it” (p. 6). A new international energy order is dividing countries between energy 
surplus countries and energy deficit countries. (p. 14) Klare subsequently mentions how 
around the world, National Energy Companies of energy surplus countries, as opposed to 
Multinational companies, have gained strength in recent years. And this has caused a rise in 
“resource nationalism/ neo-mercantilism” (p. 23).
	 The major “supply” problem of energy resources is that the planet’s resources are 
shrinking, and those remaining resources (particularly for Oil and Gas) tend to be concen-
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trated in the Middle East, North Africa, and Central Asia. Klare identifies how increasing 
scarcity will make the remaining resources of geostrategic significance. Furthermore, that 
the climate-change challenge is only exasperating the problem. Events, such as tropical cy-
clones (ex: 2005 Hurricane Katrina) altering the steady flow of oil is worrisome to national 
governments as well as energy companies and consumers (p. 59).
	 On the “demand” side, the growing economies of emerging powers, and particularly 
of China and India, put further pressure on the demand for energy. The author uses the term 
“Chindia” to highlight how much the potential for consumption is with a combined population 
over two billion people. But also the term alludes to India’s tendency to cooperate with China 
rather than to fight (p. 83).
	 On the following chapters, Klare assesses different regions such as Russia’s policy 
to use energy as a political tool under Putin’s rule (ch. 4); the competition over the Caspian 
region (ch. 5) which is sometimes termed as “…a 21st century energy version of the impe-
rial ‘Great Game’ of the 19th century…” (p. 115)4; the scramble over the untapped African 
resources (ch. 6); and for the strategic interests and rivalries in the Persian Gulf  (ch. 7).
	 Klare evaluates the current trend in global energy landscape as one that is coming 
closer to a threshold whereby if the line is crossed, armed conflict and even Great Power 
confrontation may occur (p. 210). Though Klare acknowledge that as things are standing to-
day, it is unlikely that violent confrontations would occur in the near feature, but ever scarcer 
energy supplies pose such a potential for the future. Klare indicates that there are already 
proto-blocs (Shanghai Cooperation Organization on one hand, and USA-Japan lead one on 
the other) forming over such energy politics (p. 228).
	 The aspect dominant in Klare’s account is one of competition over scarce resources 
potentially begin cause of conflict. Consequently, the author is warning about energy be-
coming increasingly a political tool than a market commodity and thus the global order 
becoming more conflict prone. As such, Energy Security is a goal to achieve and yet many 
countries can use it as an instrument of foreign policy. While Klare warns about the dangers 
of competing over depleting resources he does suggest increased collaboration as a way to 
“avert catastrophe.” (Chapter 9). Yet the collaboration in Klare’s conclusion is a state-centric 
partnership (such as between the United States and China – (p. 244). Hence, although new 
technological developments are seen as key, the author’s point of view is closer to a state-
centric alliance focusing on coalition building (particularly among consumer states to lessen 
dependency on producer states). While acknowledging the necessity for states to cooperate, 
Klare spends much time warning about the potential on how competition over accessing 
resources of energy could be conflict prone. Klare does not preclude the possibility of insti-
tutionalized cooperation, yet does not see it as automatic. Rather has an outlook that assesses 
the possibility of alliance formation among countries or blocs. Klare’s scope is also a global 
scope, and writing such a book is as such a daunting task.

4 “The New Great Game” term is used by many scholars,including Peter Hopkirk, Quest for Kim: In search of 
Kipling’s Great Game (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2000): 269, and Lutz Kleveman , The New 
Great Game: Blood and Oil in Central Asia (New York: Groove Press, 2003).
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Sanam S. Haghighi’s Energy Security: The External Legal Relations of the European Union 
with Major Oil and Gas Supplying Countries provides an overview of the challenges facing 
the EU and proposes a triangulation of economics, politics and development. Haghighi’s 
work is mainly a legal domain of study and proposes institutionalizing cooperative relations 
with supplying states in the Middle East, North Africa and Eurasia. Thus, Haghighi focuses 
more on International Organizations such as the European Union as a basis for legalized 
and institutionalized cooperation as a way to ensure energy security. The very concept of 
institutionalizing the framework of multilateral international cooperation has the flavor of a 
more Liberal agenda. While the triangulation gives much importance to politics, ultimately 
establishing a legal framework to relations with neighboring states is an attempt to make the 
ground suitable for market forces to operate smoothly. The EU should, accordingly, develop 
Common Foreign and Security Policy within its institutional framework, and then through 
these regulations to develop cooperation with neighboring states. 
	 Sanam S. Haghighi examines the energy security of the European Union from a 
legal perspective, but goes further by describing the EU energy policy. Indeed she provides 
a complex and thorough account. The author successfully manages the daunting task of 
assessing myriads of EU legislations, court cases, panels, EU regulations, protocols, and 
directives, while providing the conceptual definitions of Energy security and presenting an 
analytical account of proposals to establish institutionalized framework of external relations.
	 Though it is mainly a text focused on legal perspectives, its ultimate subject matter 
is to establish legality of external relations with energy supplying countries.  Haghighi men-
tions how ‘’…in a context of growing liberalization of energy markets, the question arises 
of the appropriate extent of government intervention… “(p. 3). She immediately highlights 
how this is now more complex since there is the European Community and individual Mem-
ber States.
	 Haghighi’s domain of study, accounts for energy shows features of a political tool 
and of an economic good. Yet the writer focuses on the legal framework of establishing 
“Market Mechanism” as best way to achieve energy security. Although there is ample dis-
cussion of European Common Foreign and Security policy as to what is lacking, what it 
ought to be and how its legal basis should be, the economic and development focus suggests 
an economic outlook slightly outweighing politics. As such, Energy Security is a goal to be 
achieved rather than an instrument of foreign policy.
	 The EU was actually founded on the basis of energy cooperation as the Coal and 
Steel were the two most important products powering European Industry, and the subse-
quent formation of EURATOM, showed how the attempt was there to pool together re-
sources including energy markets. Yet “Overall, a common energy policy, encompassing all 
forms of energy from coal to gas, electricity and oil, did not materialize.” (p. 4).
	 The first chapter defines energy security and assesses the factors in guaranteeing 
energy supply security. A practical definition of energy security adopted in this text is “ad-
equacy of energy supply at a reasonable price” (p. 14). The following chapter deals with 
a historical overview of the energy industry and the concept of energy security since the
origins of the EU. While the third and fourth chapters examine existing EU setup to deal

2. “Energy Security”
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with energy in foreign policy. The fourth chapter especially discusses a series of Green and 
White Papers of the Commission such as “The 2006 Green Paper on a European Strategy for 
Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy” (pp. 171-177). The fifth chapter looks at the 
multilateral measures already in place, such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the 
Energy Charter Treaty (ECT). The author particularly mentions the importance of the ECT 
for the trade, investment and transit of energy. In this respect it focuses on how to provide 
the ground for market mechanisms to operate. Haghighi, further mentions in a very fittingly 
way, that while Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and Turkmenistan are party to the ECT, and Rus-
sia is signatory (and applied the treaty provisionally until 2009)5, the Persian Gulf or Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC) countries, Iran and Algeria are only observers. Appropriately, 
the author mentions how important it is to have the GCC countries become party to the ECT, 
in order to institutionalize the cooperation with these supplier countries (p. 337). Hence, in 
this extremely tedious and well documented text, it is well highlighted that the Persian Gulf 
countries are important to have on board the ECT. The remaining two chapters discuss the 
relations with Russia, Mediterranean and Persian Gulf countries in detail, as well as how the 
policy Development Cooperation is a missing piece in the Economic-Politic-Development 
triangulation. 
	 In this study, Haghighi, attempts to address in a mainly legal scholarship, the ex-
ternal level security to guarantee EU energy Security. The author claims that it is equally 
important to address three issues, a triangulation of economics-politics-development, for the 
27 member state EU to establish a common energy security framework. First a framework 
of economic relations with energy-supplying countries should be established. Then the EU 
member states should establish a common foreign policy towards energy-supplying coun-
tries. Aside from Russia, the importance of Mediterranean countries (mostly Middle East 
and North Africa), and cooperation with countries of the Persian Gulf are given particular at-
tention. Overall, her approach to energy is that it has more potential to be cooperative rather 
than focusing on its conflictual facet. 
	 Haghighi’s work is on a more regional perspective and as such is examining the 
relations between EU countries and mostly neighboring countries. From a regional lens, 
however, one of the relatively surprising aspects in Haghighi’s account from our perspec-
tive is how little Turkey is mentioned. As an important partner of the EU in terms of Energy 
Security, as well as a country which has a Customs Union with the EU, Turkey is mentioned 
a few times (such as pp. 328: 321-339), and alluded a few more times in the examples of 
relations with transit countries, and possibilities of new pipelines. And yet, as an EU candi-
date that is involved with so many of the energy projects, more attention could have been 
given on the legal framework of the relationship with Turkey. As it stands, Turkey is not only
a transit country but is a big consumer market itself, and issues about the quantities of the

5 When Haghighi had published her book in 2007, Russia was considered a member of the Energy Charter 
Treaty, even though it had not ratified it; because as a signatory state, Russia was an active participant to the 
practical and technical work of the energy charter process. Yet its situation remained in ambiguity. The official 
announcement by Russia in 2009 that it would not be a contracting party to the Energy Charter Treaty came two 
years after the publication of Haghighi’s book in 2007. (“Energy Charter: FAQ”, Energy Charter, accessed 14 
January 2012  GMT+2  , 2:10,  http://www.encharter.org/index.php?id=18).
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gas to be transited or to be fed to the Turkish market often come to the forefront. The author  
could have paid a little more attention to such cases.

Robert L. Evans’ Fueling our Future: An Introduction to Sustainable Energy draws atten-
tion to the need to change the existing energy cycles. Evans, as a Professor of “Clean Energy 
Research,” provides a concise account about sustainable energy, and energy cycles. With 
his engineering background, he provides a multi-disciplinary yet succinct account that goes 
beyond the economics, politics or engineering of sustainable energy. The book is accompa-
nied with schematic diagrams giving “snapshots” of different energy chain and conversion 
concepts. Evans also takes energy itself as a total good rather than a geo-strategic sub-cat-
egory of security studies6 and mentions the multidisciplinary activity in solving the energy 
problem. He focuses on the need to develop a new energy cycle. Thus, energy security is 
neither a political tool nor an economic good but rather a goal with its own politics, eco-
nomics, environment, and engineering. However, the emphasis is more on the economics 
of energy supply chain and demand patterns. He particularly stresses that the solutions tend 
to be long-term from 10 to 50 years, which is far beyond the time-frame of most politicians 
and decision-makers. And yet it is a period that requires strategic thinking and planning (p. 
8). His “Wells to Wheels” approach takes energy policy as an economic problem, and yet 
interprets the environmental problems as concerns for human security that transcends bor-
ders and thus an issue of energy security. (He sees as concern according to the worst case 
scenarios of climate change, but mentions that it could be beneficial to some in the optimistic 
scenarios about climate change).
	 After the introduction chapter 2 starts with the concept of the energy conversion 
chain; claiming that there are only three forms of primary energy. Namely; Fossil Fuels, 
Nuclear Energy, and Renewable Energy. Electricity, refined petroleum products, and natural 
gas, are energy carriers (p. 12).The concept of energy density and difficulty of storing energy 
are also discussed in this chapter. Interestingly, only 17% of the crude oil extracted at the 
wells can be put into useful works at the wheels (p. 15). This is why “soft” issues of energy 
efficiency are as important as the “hard” issues of accessing primary resources, in energy 
security. The following chapters make a good debate about energy and the environment in 
which the basics of the greenhouse effects and global warming are laid out. Then, Evans pro-
vides an account of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) that lead to the Kyoto 
Protocol. Evans account about the international “politics” of climate change, highlights the 
importance to have China and India become party to the Kyoto Protocol while the USA 
itself did not ratify it (p. 31). These sections see environmental problems as transnational 
and threatening human as well as energy security, and in order to solve such problems, it is 
imperative to have international cooperation. Energy security is discussed from an implied 
concern on the security of society.

3. “Fueling Our Future”

6 Felix Ciuta, “Conceptual Notes on Energy Security: Total or Banal Security?” Security Dialogue 4 (2010): 
123-144.
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	 The remaining chapters are on energy economics, particularly on the supply and 
demand sides of energy. It is well illustrated how most energy consumption is apparently not 
from transportation (25% of it) but from commercial, residential industries. Evans under-
lines that most of the pressure is coming from emerging economies (developing countries) 
such as China and India, and that World energy consumption is presumable going to double 
in just 12 years (pp. 40-42).These are projected to remain approximately in the same mix 
at least until 2030, and proven recoverable reserves are mostly in the Middle East. Non-
conventional fossil fuels (ex: oil shale, clean coal); the Renewable Energy sources (ex: Solar, 
Wind, Biomass, etc.), Nuclear Power, and the possibility of fuel switching, particularly from 
petroleum to electricity are discussed in further detail in chapters 6-9. 
	 There is a particular section addressing public acceptance of nuclear power (pp. 
135-138).One particular shortcoming of this text is that it has discussed very little about he 
negative externalities of large scale hydro-electrical dams, as well as smaller scale hydro-
power. Due to the alleged damage to the natural environment, hydroelectric projects have 
been an issue of much protest in Turkey. On the other hand, the book does mention that simi-
lar protests occurred in Europe over Wind power; which is rapidly developing in Turkey.
	 Evans suggests that the future solution involves a mix in economy, technology, 
and policy (domestic and foreign) (p. 165). Although his book mentions the importance of 
sustainable energy, global warming is questioned. Evans claims that if there is little increase 
in temperature (optimistic scenario), it would hurt some countries while benefiting others 
such as Canada and Russia. The conclusion of the book foresees a future where a Renew-
able and Nuclear energy would equally dominate the energy mix in the first scenario, and 
“clean coal” dominating it in the second scenario. It would have been peculiar to find such 
conclusions by an author who were an ardent environmentalist. But the realistic approach of 
Evans is energy-centric rather than state-centric, economic-centric, ecology-centric. Hence, 
the implicit view perceived is that energy has more potential to be cooperative than conflic-
tual since multiple disciplines and multiple countries and corporations should collaborate to 
resolve the energy problem.

In sum, the three texts offer a broad view of energy policy, geopolitics, and sustainable ener-
gy. The three of them together would provide readers a comprehensive understanding about 
Energy Security. The different domains of study of the authors, would allow a reader of the 
three texts to shift between domains of study to have a general understanding of energy chal-
lenges, which is important both at a conceptual and at a policy relevant level. Klare’s book 
was more state-centric while Haghighi’s was more focused on International Organizations 
(such as the EU) and the institutionalization of cooperation, while Evans’ book was focus-
ing on the economics of energy supply chain and demand patterns. Overall, energy has the 
potential to be both conflictual and cooperative, depending on the context and on the way 
the different actors decide to approach the general, as well as the particular situation. For 
instance, the recent stand-off between the United States and Iran over the Strait of Hormuz, 
is an example how energy security could be conflictual, or how threats could be made to

4. Conclusion
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important “Choke Points.”7 On the other hand, the ongoing processes of cooperation within 
institutions such as the Energy Charter Treaty or the International Energy Agency may pro-
vide the necessary frameworks to appease potential conflicts and foster cooperative goals. 
Furthermore, all three authors agree on the importance to have international cooperation for 
security issues concerning environmental safety and climate change.
	 Given the different insights of the three books on how to address energy security 
the all three authors addressed the problem on how to ensure continual access to secure and 
uninterrupted energy at affordable prices. The authors are suggesting increased international 
cooperation and especially development of new technologies as a general solution to energy 
security. Their points of view are very different and look at the same problem through dif-
ferent lenses. All three books are policy relevant in terms of assessing concerns of energy 
security in foreign policy and on how to address the broader concept of energy policy.

7 Two Recent article on the potential stand-off between the USA and Iran over the Strait of Hormuz: Elisabeth 
Bumiller and Thom Shanker, “Obama Puts His Stamp on Strategy for a Leaner Military,” The New York Times, 
January 5, 2012,and Jason Pack and Martin Van Creveld “In the Arab Spring, Watch Turkey,” The New York 
Times, January 5, 2012.
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