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UMIT BOYNER (The Chair of TUSIAD)-
Dear guests,

I would like to welcome all of you on behalf of TUSIAD to our joint conference with Brookings
in Istanbul. The Brookings - TUSIAD cooperation started in 2007 and we have already seen the impact
we have had on numerous occasions in terms of the Washington's perception on Turkey. I would like to
thank all these people who have made this cooperation possible, fruitful and promising, especially
President Talbott, Ambassador Parris, director Fiona Hill, Mr. Omer Taspinar, our former Washington
representative Mr. Akyliz and our current representative Mr. Ornarli, alongside, obviously, Mr. Soli

Ozel.

Today the speakers will analyze different aspects of the possible outcomes and effects of the
presidential elections in the United States on our bilateral relations and also on our surrounding region.
We greatly value the relations between the United States and Turkey, that share a sound and deep
rooted partnership since the 19" century. Although the strength of our bilateral cooperation have been
tested in a number of cases, like the war in Iraq, the crisis of the Flotilla, the developments in Iran, and
the Syrian problem, both countries have had a long standing partnership and they share common

strategic priorities in our region.

We can say that we share a common stance on promoting peace and democratic stability in the
Middle East, particularly in the civil-war-like situation in Syria. We share a common stance on
contributing to the stability, democracy and the prosperity of the Black Sea Region, the Caucasus,

Central Asia and Afghanistan, achieving comprehensive and mutual acceptable agreement on Cyprus,



on countering terrorism, including the fight against the terrorist organizations, on increasing
understanding, respect and tolerance between and among different cultures, and on strengthening
transatlantic alliance on every front. I have to say that Turkey's EU process should also be seen from

this perspective.

Our cooperation, which was initially shaped on mutual security concerns, have actually
transformed and evolved into a multi-dimensional cooperation in response to changing threats and
regional conditions. New institutions, communication channels and a new approach that highlights the
common interests and the sensitive to Turkey's domestic priorities are needed to address the challenges

of a new era in bilateral relations.

Yes, the US presidential elections are in November. No matter which candidate wins, we must
look forward to a more comprehensive relationship. This will indeed necessitate a thorough and frank
assessment of our interests. We must re-define the framework of our common interests, devise the new
approaches and be respectful of diverging viewpoints. The future of the Arab spring, Turkey's accession
to the EU, the promising developments in the long-awaited Cyprus issue, the future of Syria within the
broader framework of the transformation in the Arab world, the Israeli-Palestinian relations, and the
future chorus of the American policy on these and other possible issues during the next four years will

be the main areas of the interests on our side.

Since we are a business association, we attach particular significance to the economic dimension
of Turkish-American relations as well. There are many fields of potential cooperation, and energy
being the most obvious one. Even though increasing investment and trade volumes in a relatively short
period of time is not an easy task to achieve, proposals and approaches should go beyond some
everlasting items, such as qualified industrial zones or generalized system of preferences. And both
governments should put determined and concerted efforts in making economic relations a relatively
significant component of this partnership. That is the reason why we strongly support the work of U.S.-
Turkey framework for strategic, economic and commercial cooperation. To this end, a U.S. working
group was set up under TUSIAD International in 2010 with the aim of fostering trade and investment
relations between the two countries, reaching higher level of partnership between private sectors and
relevant government bodies of both countries and realizing concrete and result-oriented business
activities. Considering the role of business worlds in both countries, we signed a memorandum of
understanding with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, one of the most influential business organizations

in the U.S. We also have close contacts with the U.S. Ex-Im Bank, OPIC, and USTDA.



Turkey and U.S. have to let go of outdated strategies and focus on innovative ones aimed at
boosting relations between the two countries. We have to work towards implementing coordinated
export schemes between the two governments. We believe that joint investments in the 3™ country
markets should be encouraged and creating finance facilities in sectors, such as energy, construction
and health care is vitally important. We hope that the future of Turkish American bilateral relations
during the next president, from either Democratic or the Republican side, will have more room for
mutually beneficial business partnerships as well. I believe the contributions in this conference will

help us in clarifying our expectations and long term strategies.
I thank you very much for your attention and I leave the floor to our discussants.

VOLKAN VURAL (Member of TUSIAD Board, President of TUSIAD’s Platform of

International Politics)-
Thank you very much madam President,

Distinguished guests, it is a pleasure to have this meeting, which is extremely crucial for the
world and for Turkey. The title of our discussion is “U.S. Presidential Elections. What They Mean for

Turkey and the Region.” By region, we mean Middle East basically, or Russia, Caucasus and etc.

We have four distinguished speakers. Ambassador Richard Burt, is a very successful, after
having a brilliant diplomatic career, is now enjoying the private sector life. Mr. Michael O'Hanlon is the
director at the Brookings institution and he is an expert on Middle East. He has recently contributed to
a book which called “Bending History: Barack Obama's Foreign Policy.” We have Mr. Soli Ozel he is
an old scholar and columnist, and an advisor of all sorts. He is very famous in Turkey. We have Mr.
Cengiz Candar, who is a former “terrorist” or a “freedom fighter” according to interpretation, who has
changed a little bit, not too much, becoming an author, a journalist and a columnist at the Radikal
newspaper. He also visits Middle East very often. And he is very friend with people whom I would like
to see at all. But he is an expert on the Middle East.

Of course, the U.S. presidential elections which will take place on 6™ of November will be
taking place in a very chaotic world order. There is a continuing economic crisis throughout the world,
now engulfing not only the developed world but also the emerging markets. In political terms, the
Middle East is in a period of transition. After the Arab spring or revolution, it is sailing unchartered
waters. The new elites in Islamic world, the Muslim Brotherhood or the Islamist parties, have yet to
demonstrate their governing capacity. The Syrian tragedy continues with its huge human toll, and there

seems no easy end. The controversy over Iran's nuclear program will likely to intensify in the coming



months. Israel's possible reaction to Iran should cause concern for all. The U.S. presidential elections

have been cited in many ways as an excuse for inaction in all these important issues.

Our task today is to take a close look at elections and analyze the foreign policy choices of the
candidates. Are there important differences between president Obama and the Mitt Romney in their
outlook for foreign policy? Will they opt for a more interventionist policy or will they choose hands-off
policy? —There is an important question mark.— We know that president Obama and Prime Minister of
Turkey, Erdogan, have showed very close friendship and collaboration. Can this or will this continue if

Mitt Romney is elected? And how these affect the Turkish-U.S. relations?

So, these are the issues which we may touch upon during this discussion. I will ask the panelists
the speakers to speak about 12-15 minutes maximum, so that we can later on enjoy the question &

answers and the discussion.

I will start by giving the floor to our American guests, by starting with Ambassador Burt to

explain the situation. How does he see this picture and its implications?
Thank you.

RICHARD BURT (McLarty Associates, Managing Director for Europe, Russia and Eurasia;
U.S. Chair of Global Zero)-

First of all I want to thank TUSIAD, as well as Brookings, for sponsoring this event. It is
wonderful to be back in Istanbul, particularly this time of the year the weather could not be nicer. I only
wish we were maybe outdoors holding this event than in a hotel conference room. But it is wonderful
to be here. I am also very happy and surprised when our chairman said we have between 12 to 15
minutes to make remarks. Typically in Washington, on a panel discussion like this, you get 5 minutes.

May reflect American attention deficit disorder, but I'll try not to go on too long.

I am going to touch on 5 critical points under this subject. I’ll try to present as much analysis as
opposed to serve my own personal views as possible. But I want to apologize in advance that may be

some of my own personal views may creep in to the analysis.

First of all, touching on the U.S.-Turkish relationship itself, our chairman very correctly, I think,
stated that our two heads of government Barack Obama and the Prime Minister Erdogan have in fact
developed what appears to be very close effective working relationship. In fact I would go so far as to
say I can't really remember a time —maybe with the exception of the late 1980's the relationship that

several members including Ronald Reagan and the other members of the Regan administration had



with Prime Minister Ozal- but it has been, I think, a very productive and important constructive
relationship in terms of dealing with, what our chairman called, the real chaos that we see unfolding in
the region. And I think it is a testimony to the fact that the United States and Turkey have succeeded
despite all the disruptions of the last decade, deep disagreements over the war in Iraq, flare-ups over
issues like the famous Flotilla incident. I think both sides have recognized that they have common
strategic interests in that Turkey as a very influential local player and the United States as an influential
global power, have very real stakes in working together and consulting very carefully. I think that is a

very deep premise that we need to begin this discussion.

The question rises then, what would happen if Obama is replaced with new Romney
administration? And the simple answer to that question in my view is I don't know and I don't know if
many people in Washington know. Because not only has this presidential election focused almost
exclusively on domestic economic issues, but in Romney-Ryan ticket both the presidential and the vice
presidential candidate, do not have a great deal of foreign policy experience or expertise. So there is not
a track record you can point to to really make an informed initial assessment of what a Romney

administration’s approach to the American Turkish relationship or U.S. foreign policy more broadly.

There are some, of course, some pieces of evidence that you can look at the foreign policy
theme in the Romney campaign. To some extent I think from a Turkish perspective it is somewhat
unsettling. In the sense that, many of the Romney's advisors are so called neo—conservatives, people
who either worked in the Bush administration or strongly supported the interventionists in the Bush
administration in Iraq and elsewhere in the Middle East, and people who are inclined to take a good
deal of their quest in terms of thinking about the Middle East from Israel and the government of the
Bibi Netanyahu. And some of Romney's own statements about being led by Israeli thinking, if you will,
towards a crafting policy in the broader region by Israeli and Netanyahu's views, are potentially

unsettling for the U.S.-Turkish relationship.

That said, Mitt Romney is not an irrational and erratic politician. He has a background as a
businessman, as an analyst, as a consultant, and as an investor, tells me that he is basically pragmatic.
We may find that as much as we have seen in this campaign Mitt Romney is trying to get the
conservatives to support him to get the conservatives comfortable with him within the Republican Party
that as president of United States he wouldn't rule or govern so much from the right wing fringes of
American politics but from the center. And it is interesting to me that while he has advisors like John
Bolton, the former State Department figure, or Dan Senor who very much reflects Bibi Netanyahu's

views of the world, that he appoints a man like Bob Zoellick, former senior State Department official



and the President of the World Bank, in charge of his foreign policy transition. So there is a great deal
of mystery about where and what a Romney foreign policy would look like and that will have
important implications for the ability of a President Romney to work closely with the Turkish

government.

That leads me to a related issue, that is their attitude towards the so called Arab awakening or I
think might be better to describe as the “Arab Disruption.” How they talk about these issues on the
campaign trail, but more importantly in terms of how Obama has behaved, and Romney who again
hasn't ruled so we have to go on what he said, I think there is a distinction between what Romney likes

G«

to call “shaping events,” “exercising leadership by shaping events” in the Middle East versus what I
would say Obama's track record which has been much more reactive and opportunistic in the last 18
months, in the sense that he didn't want the United States to be out front in the western intervention in
Libya. In Syria he has clearly been diffident about getting the United States involved in that very
complex and complicated situation. My sense is that Obama and his advisors look at the Arab
Awakening as a very complex, unpredictable set of different developments, where as much as
somebody would like to shape in advance and exercise leadership, that’s just beyond the ability of the
United States to achieve. What you have is a much more humble, much more non-interventionist
approach to the Arab Awakening than you hear at least from Mitt Romney's rhetoric which talks about
“exercising leadership” and emphasis on the military instrument in discussing the Middle East. He has
in several occasions, most recently in a speech he gave about a week ago, talked about strengthening
the presence of the American military and sending carrier forces into the region. My sense is Obama
moves in an opposite direction, he likes to use low visibility military power like drones, likes to be over

the horizon, whereas Mitt Romney seems to be much more comfortable with what might be called old

fashioned, “gun-boat diplomacy.”

Moving on to the third issue which is Syria itself, which is clearly connected to these issues of
the “Arab disruption.” For Turkey, of course, Turkey's foreign policy over the last 2 or 3 years has had
to adapt very quickly to the Arab awakening. Some of that adaptation has been in my view very
positive, places like Tunisia and Egypt. It has been very challenging for Turkey and Syria. And my
sense is, if you look at some of the recent -might be called- escalation, with both the shelling episode
from Syria across into the Turkish border, across the Turkish border, now the downing/force-landing of
both Syrian and Russian aircraft, and as the conflict in a variety of ways spills over into Turkish
territory with groups flowing into Turkey. Turkey seems to be leaning forward in this Syrian crisis. I

am not making any predictions here, but my sense is that while maybe President Obama and Prime



Minister Erdogan were on the same wavelength maybe a month or so ago, on terms of using strong
language trying to find a diplomatic solution calling for Assad to step down, Turkey's simple proximity
to Syria is forcing the Syrians to raise the temperature. I don’t think that's where the Obama
administration is at this point. I don't think it as simple as to say that President Obama is somehow
restraining President Erdogan, but I do think that there might be greater differences now in the U.S. and
Turkish position than there were just even 10 days ago. The Obama administration in my view is
correctly reluctant to intervene in Syria. I think they understand the impact of a full scale civil war in
Syria and how it could spill over into a number of countries not just Turkey but Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq.
And at the same time, you are hearing a counter-argument that is beginning to be heard from some of
the Romney camp, which is that if the United States doesn't begin to take a more active role and
perhaps arming the insurgents, supporting the opposition, training and support and that type; that the
opposition have very little choice but to turn towards the more radicalized members, forces in the
opposition, groups connected to Al-Qaeda. And I see that being in a debate that could very well occupy
a good deal of time, in the presidential election over the next couple of weeks particularly given the
fact that the 3" debate between Obama and Romney will focus on national security and foreign policy,

and the question of whether the U.S. is doing enough in Syria will be a key issue on that agenda.

That takes me to the forth issue very quickly, that is the relations with Israel and the Middle East
peace process. It is no secret that Barrack Obama has some deep frustrations with Israeli policy and has
personal problems of communication with the Israeli prime minister. His efforts to jumpstart the peace
process early on his administration failed. He was placed in a highly embarrassing, even humiliating,
position of having to vote against resolutions at the UN, involving the recognition of a Palestinian
entity, that were in direct contradiction to U.S. policy. I have to say, rising levels of military support for
Israel, which the Obama administration has had to pledge in order to demonstrate to the supporters of
Israel in the U.S. that it strongly supports Israeli security have damaged in my view American
credibility in the broader Middle East. Romney has not been embarrassed at all to talk about how in his
judgment, “Barrack Obama has thrown Israel under the bus,” as he likes to say, but interestingly in his
foreign policy speech that I alluded to earlier, he did endorse for the first time, I think, in the campaign,
a two state political solution in the Middle East. So this is where I think we are left thinking about
Israel and Middle East peace process. Obama would love to broker a Middle East peace agreement, but
politically he cannot. Romney probably could, just like Nixon could go to China as a republican
conservative, but he doesn't really want to. The real question is in a second term whether an Obama

administration has the necessary political capital to make headway in the Middle East, or would we see



with Romney the diplomatic creativity that could parallel we saw from Richard Nixon and Henry

Kissinger in the early 1970s. On that question, the jury is out.

Finally I will just make quick point about Iran. In some ways that same question lingers about
who would be better positioned to get a solution. The big factor is not in Washington as far as I am
concerned. It is not whether it’s Romney or Obama, it has to do with the Supreme Ruler in Iran and
what his goals are. I believe that there is a potential deal, that could be struck between the Iranian
government and the P5+1, I think that deal would be in part, a deal that would guarantee Iran's rights
too, under a verifiable regime to enrich uranium. And a deal in which the U.S. who is prepared a find a
political formulation that would promise the Iranians that we would not seek regime change in Iran.
But again, both Romney and Obama face the same dilemmas in the Middle East peace process. I think
Obama is probably more likely to seek such a diplomatic solution, but Romney would be better
positioned politically to seek to achieve such a solution. The fact that, Barack Obama, in his speech
before the AIPAC conference in Washington earlier this year, gave up deterrents, nuclear deterrents as a
policy to deal with Iranian nuclearization, means that at this point Obama has sort of limited himself to
either finding a diplomatic solution, or at some point, using force. For Mitt Romney, who is an untested
president, who hasn't spelled out his Iran policy, he still has the option of choosing nuclear deterrents
down Iran. The key point here though is we have very little time. We have a may be 6 to 9 months
window, and the question is, is there going to be time to push diplomacy, or will there be enough time
for Romney, perhaps Obama, to get comfortable with the containment and deterrent strategy versus
going to war. I think in my own view as much as I'd like to believe that Romney is a practical, capable
and pragmatic business figure, is unlikely to seek diplomatic settlement because I think he has for
better for worse surrounded himself with a group of hardliners who will, just as in the case of a war in

Iraq, I think, push closer and closer in using the military instrument.

VOLKAN VURAL- Thank you very much Ambassador. Now I ask one question, is

Ambassador Edelman among the foreign policy advisors of Mitt Romney?
RICHARD BURT- He is indeed. I think he is influential.
VOLKAN VURAL- The floor is of Michael O'Hanlon. Please!

MICHAEL O'HANLON (Senior Fellow, Director of Research for Foreign Policy, The

Brookings Institution)-

Thank you. It is also an honor for me, and a great privilege to be here. I appreciate the

hospitality, the opportunity to talk with you with all today and again I want to extend a word of



admiration for your country, for what Turkey has been doing, bearing the brunt of much of the recent
crisis in Syria, handling so many other challenges in this region. And frankly in my mind, being the
single best role model and vision for many of the Arab countries as they go through revolution, Turkey
is just a remarkable country and we view of it with great admiration in the United States and it is a

privilege to be here today.

Richard Burt has done a great job, not surprisingly, of laying out the key issues. And, I think I
agree with him on almost everything he said and he has done a nice tour of the major issues. So I just
want to hone in on a couple of specific issues, overlapping to some extent, but trying to compliment

and add to what he said as well.

Let me just say by way of background, or may be general interest in passing, I don't know if
Richard would agree with me or not, but I think that the U.S. presidential race right now is very very
close. And I don't know how to predict the winner. That's no big news, no big surprise, I am sure to
those of you who follow American politics, but depending on who you read in the United States, you
may read people who say Romney's performance in the first debate was a flash in the pan, it won't last,
debates never really matter, there was a return of the momentum of the Democrats and all the polls
seem to still show Obama advantages in the key swing states. That's one interpretation. There is another
interpretation, which says that Romney finally communicated effectively with the American people in
that first debate, in a way he never had before. And it was more than Obama having a bad night,
Romney re-defined himself. And frankly, in my opinion, I am a Democrat and I will probably vote for
Obama, though I haven't decided for sure. But in my opinion, Romney gave the best debate
performance of any American presidential candidate in 20 years in that first debate. Which means that
it was more than just good luck, it was more than one good night, and President Obama is therefore still
at a disadvantage in my opinion, in the next two debates. Moreover, as those of you know who follow
these matters, in the national level surveys of voters, it appears that Romney is at least even with
Obama. Some of that could be Republicans finally feeling enthusiasm, to think about voting, to answer
their telephone, to respond to the surveys and maybe we shouldn't make too much of a one or two point
advantage. But it looks to me pretty even. So I am very glad that Richard spent at least equal time
talking about what Governor Romney might do. I am going to do the same thing. Not because I am
predicting that he will win, but because we know Obama better. And so let's spend a little time also on

the other guy, just as Richard has as well.

Let me begin with Russia, which of course is linked to many of these other topics that Richard

has been discussing and that you have been facing in this part of the world. But I just want to say a



couple of things and I am sure you've tracked what Governor Romney and President Obama have said
about Russia. But of course we know that Governor Romney wants to be a little less flexible towards
Vladimir Putin and show a little more “backbone.” I am quoting from not only his debate performance
but also his convention speech and his speech last week, a week ago today at the Virginia Military
institute. And that was an important statement but it doesn't really tell you what it means in terms of
policy. As I try to ascertain where Romney would differ from Obama on Russia, I think of missile
defense as one issue, and particularly the 4™ phase. For those of you who follow this in detail, I know
you do, because you are heavily involved, the 4™ phase in the phased, adaptive approach would
presumably put capabilities again in Poland and Czech Republic, the same way George Bush had
intended originally with the earlier plan. It strikes me that Romney would be very committed to that. I
am not sure Obama is equally committed, even though it's his approach, even though it is his form of
plan right now. When President Obama says to Medvedev in an offline caught, unintentional comment
in Korea earlier this year, there will be more flexibility after the election. I am assuming, it relates to

these sorts of issues.

So that is one area of disagreement on Russia policy. Another area though, let me just get it on
the table, but I'll come back to Syria in a moment. I believe that, part of why the U.S. is reluctant to get
more involved in Syria under President Obama, is because of all of the things Richard said on
American politics and American war weariness, but I think there is one more factor, which is a desire
not to rock the boat too much with Moscow, in the sense that, if the United States has an indirect role in
helping the Syrian opposition, we still retain some maneuvering room, some potential for dealing
constructively on this issue with Moscow. Of course we've had very bad luck, with dealing with
Moscow. There was a period earlier this year when our top officials use the same kind of language that
your foreign minister has been using recently to criticize the Security Council and the Russians in
particular. But, the Obama administration really prizes the Russia reset as they describe it. And even
with Putin back in the Kremlin, even with the frustrations of working together on Syria with Russia, the
Obama administration wants to hold onto some of the progress in U.S.-Russia relations, whereas
Governor Romney I think would be less constrained in his Syria policy by Russia. This may be a
nuance, or a secondary point, and I'll be curious in the discussion how other people may feel, if they
agree with me or not. But as I try to hypothesize where there could be some differences between
Obama and Romney on issues that affect this region, I begin with Russia. That’s one way in which I
could imagine. Because I do believe that part of that the United States does not want to arm the Syrian

opposition, or even encourage countries in the region to arm the Syrian opposition with big weapons,



concerns the Russia dimension.

Now let me move on the defense spending. This is where I can try to complement. Richard
covered 6 topics very comprehensively in 15 minutes so let me try to do one that he didn't quite have
time for and say a couple words about where the candidates may differ on U.S. military spending. I am
not going to get into all the details because they can be a little bit arcane and mind-numbing even for
those of us who live in Washington when following this whole so-called “sequestration” debate. I am
guessing you have heard that word but probably don't know quite what it means, some of us are still
trying to make sure we understand exactly what it means. But in short, President Obama in addition to
phasing the forces out of Iraq and Afghanistan is also cutting close to 500 billion dollars from the
military budget over 10 years. It is not quite 500, if you compare it with growth relative to inflation. If
you assume that the defense budget was going to go up with inflation, the cut is more like 350 billion.
But relative to earlier plans, it is closer to 500 billion over 10 years. That’s what Obama wants to do.
There may be another 500 billion dollar cut that occurs with the “sequestration,” these automatic cuts
that will resolve starting on January 1%, if we cannot come up with the new law to replace what the
Congress set in motion a year and a half ago. Romney and Obama both oppose “sequestration” except
that Obama actually signed in the law, the plan that will make it happen, if there is no event on the
contrary. This is the sort of the disadvantage of incumbency, you’re blamed for everything that happens
on your watch, even if it was not your first choice. In addition, Romney wants to go beyond these two
questions. They both oppose sequestration. Obama favors a 500 billion dollar 10-year reduction in
defense that Romney opposes. So Romney does not want that reduction. And then, on his website, and
among some of his defense advisors, you'll hear Governor Romney talk about even bigger increases in
defense spending, not just keeping that small increase that was previously planned before the Obama
cuts, but linking American defense spending permanently to GDP; spending 4 % of GDP on defense
indefinitely. To be honest with you, I don't take this seriously. I think this is rhetoric that gives the
defense people something to talk about, but Obama took it seriously in the first debate. Because if you
watched, as I am sure some of you did, you'll know that Obama said that Romney wants to spend 2
trillion dollars more over 10 years than he, the President, wanted to on the military. 2 trillion! How do
you get 2 trillion? The only way you can get that number is if you assume that Romney's aspirations for
having military spending stay at 4% of GDP indefinitely are actually real and serious and realized. And
Romney did not correct the president. Now the reason I think he chose not to is because he wanted to
focus in on the tax issue. He wanted to be very clear, as a good debater must, about his central

contention. So Romney wanted to rebut Obama on the allegation that Romney was going to cut taxes



massively in a way benefiting primarily the rich. So Romney stayed focused, he left the defense issue
untouched. So I thought, you might be a little confused, do they disagree by 500 billion, do they
disagree by 2 trillion, or something in between? I just wanted to give you that context. To my mind,

they disagree by 500 billion. But I understand there is a basis for little bit of confusion.

This now relates to the Middle East. I am not going to go over the specifics of, for example Iran,
because Richard did a nice job on that already, but with this extra money for the military, Romney
wants to build a bigger navy. There are two specific things that Romney has said he will do with this
extra money. Build a bigger navy, and then keep the U.S. army and marine corps at their current size.
Obama wants to cut them partially, back to 1990's levels roughly. Romney wants to keep them where
they are today. Why does Romney want a bigger navy? Well, as Richard pointed out, he may be more
of a believer in traditional “gunboat diplomacy.” He has also said he always wants to have one aircraft
carrier task force in the Persian Gulf and one in the Mediterranean, al/ the time. Obama has been doing
that most of the time. But it has been straining the navy to do that, and it becomes harder and harder
with Obama's policy of re-balancing towards Asia and the Western Pacific where he wants to
concentrate somewhat more military resources. So, I agree with Richard, I just want to give you some
of the detail behind that. Obama's navy has currently 285 major ships. Under Romney it would grow up
to as many as 350 according to some of his advisors. In the short term, Obama will build 9 new ships
per year, Romney will build 15. That is what they have said about their differences of opinion on that

subject.

I think it really does boil down to how you think about Iran policy and China policy. Those are
the two main drivers of military thinking. Just a couple of more points and I'll be done. I think Richard
is right to warn of the possibility that with this big navy, and with this neo-con advisors, that Romney
may wind up using military force against Iran faster than Obama would. But it has also been interesting
to me just to look at the other side of the argument, that when he was in Israel, Romney talked about
how he could imagine sort of giving Netanyahu the green light, not trying to oppose an Israeli strike.
He didn't really talk about the United States carrying out the strike for Israel, which is obviously what
the Israelis would prefer. We have got bases or aircraft carriers much closer to Iran than Israel, we are
the big United States, they are a small country of few million people, they are going to have to bear the
primary brunt of the Iranian retaliation if they do it, or at least that’s more plausible, if they are the
initiator, I assume Israel would much prefer that the U.S. would carry out the strike. However, Romney
did not offer to do so for Netanyahu. He realized that the American public is tired of war, he was a little

bit hesitant about just what he said on this front. And so I think again, building on another part, because



Richard and I are both looking at different dimensions of the Romney team, I would agree with his
point that this would seem to be an undecided matter, because, there is still an opportunity for the
Romney team to decide that, maybe they can live with Iranian enrichment longer than they were
suggesting. Especially if Iran never goes to the point of kicking out the weapons inspectors or the IAEA
inspectors and never actually goes to enrich uranium 235 to the 90% that’s required for the bomb,

maybe we can live with it. And it would be very difficult to decide otherwise.

Now let me conclude on Syria, because Syria is where... I'll make a clear prediction about what
happens in Syria, regardless of who wins the American presidential race. Because on this other issues, I
can see the argument one way or the other, and there are contending forces that haven't yet sorted
themselves out. But on Syria, I don't think the United States is going to do that much more under either
president, at least not quickly. My prediction is that neo-cons under Romney, even if some of them are
the same people who took us to war against Iraq 10 years ago, they don't want to do it again. Most of
them are, I know a lot of them, Richard knows a lot of them, I am sure some of you know some of
them, they have strong views but they also are, at least in most cases, somewhat empirical, they realize
the Iraq war was extremely difficult, the outcome was muddled. And they are not going to try to repeat
that process in Syria. I don't think. That's why I think their more likely intervention is to push the
United States to bomb Iran. In Syria, what I think they will do is gradually push us in the direction of
what happened in Bosnia in the 1990s. That is a sort of my punch line. American policy towards Syria
will gradually resemble US and NATO policy towards Bosnia in the 1990s. What I mean is that, if [ am
right, this is just a prediction, but it is my best sense of where the politics and the foreign policy
converge. What I mean is, every year we'll do a little more than the year before. Because we recognize
it's unacceptable to let Assad win. I think that point is true. It is unacceptable in Americans for Assad to
win and he still could win, if we don't do much to help the opposition. I don't think that it is inevitable
that Assad will fall, at all, personally. So, if we have concluded in the United States, like in many other
NATO countries, that it is unacceptable for Assad to stay in power, and yet he retains some degree of
control, and continues to massacre his own people, we will have to do more. But we were going to do it
begrudgingly. So, first we are going to encourage the Saudis and other friends in the region, to provide
more weaponry and we will help training the opposition with that weaponry. But it would be gradual.
We have to make sure that the surface-to-air missiles are distributed very carefully because we are
nervous about where they could wind up. Maybe we'll give some more anti-tank weapons. And we'll
try to do more elaborate training, maybe we will put American special forces on the Syrian soil to do

some of the training in greater numbers than previously considered. And then after 6 more months, if



that is not enough, maybe we will do no fly zone. Or maybe we will finally hear the Turkish proposal
for a safe area, in the north of Syria that we would propose. Although I don't think that will happen in
2013. My Bosnia model says that that sort of thing would happen two or three years from now.

I am trying to be sort of provocative and a little bit depressing in making the argument that this
is where I think we will go, because the only thing the United States really has decided is that it is
unacceptable for Assad to stay in power. But we don't really want to do very much about it. And our
politics on this resemble the politics of how we handled Bosnia, much more than the politics of how we
handled Iraq. And so, over time, I will wrap up on this point, as the greater ethnic cleansing occurs,
greater ethnic separation, you have the possibility of enclaves that are defensible for groups that we
would support, and then some very limited amounts of air power and maybe ground forces, could
ultimately help stabilize those lines between different forces, and we could even wind up with a
negotiated power sharing like we saw in Bosnia in 1995. There are a lot of reasons why the analogy is
not perfect, and a lot of reasons why I hope I am wrong. But that's the model that I am going to leave

you with as I wrap up.
Thanks.

VOLKAN VURAL- Thank you very much for the sobering thought about Syria. In fact, can
we all withstand this tragedy without doing much, of course understand the constraints both in the
United States and elsewhere but nevertheless, there is this tragedy is going on, and something has to be
done. I think Bosnia was not a success story for the West. It was a failure for the West. So, I hope it is

not repeated.

I will now ask our Turkish speakers perhaps to describe or to elaborate on how they view the
U.S. elections, and its impact on Turkey and the region; is it relevant, the U.S. elections, or the outcome
of the U.S. elections, is it relevant or important for Turkey in terms of any policy change, or in terms of

Turkeys regional positioning, will this affect us?
I will ask now Soli. Again, you have 10 minutes. And then Cengiz Candar.
SOLI OZEL (istanbul Kadir Has University, Habertiirk Daily)-

Amerikali konuklarimizin sdylediklerini dinlemeden 6nce, Mitt Romney'in sec¢ilmemesinin
Amerika’y1 bilemeyecegim ama diinya agisindan ¢ok ama ¢ok 6nemli ve hayirli bir sonucu olacagini
diisiiniiyordum, bugiin buna iman etmis durumdayim. Agikgasi, 6zel olarak Romney'in su ya da bu

politikay1 izlemesinden ¢ok, gercekten ¢ok biiyiik bir samimiyetle ve ¢ok detayli olarak, bize iki



adaydan birinin se¢ilmesi durumunda izlenecek politikalar1 anlatan konuklarimizin Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri'nin gectigimiz 12 yildan ¢ok da ders almadigini bize anlatmis olduklarimi diisiintiyorum.
Ozellikle Romney'in Rusya politikasi, 6zellikle Orta Dogu'da zamanimn tiikenmeyecek bir kaynak
oldugunun digiiniilmesi, Amerikan i¢ politikas1 gerekleri nedeniyle belli bir takim adimlarin
atilmayacak olmasi ve hala 350 gemilik bir deniz kuvvetleri ve Amerikan savunma sanayine veya
Amerikan askeri giiciine dayali bir diinya liderliginin arzu edilebiliyor olmasi, agik¢asi benim agimdan
hem sadece hayal kirikli§i yaratmiyor, ayni zamanda da yeniden ¢ok tehlikeli bir diinyada
yasayacagimizi  gosteriyor. Biitlin  bunlarin  Tiirkiye {izerinde de ister istemez hig
kiicimseyemeyecegimiz etkileri de olacak. Bunun en 6nemli sebebi, 6zellikle son iki ii¢ yil i¢inde,
2002-2010 arasinda bir hayli 6zerk dis politika izleme imkani1 bulan Tiirkiye'nin birazdan bazilarina
deginmeye c¢alisacagim nedenlerle, giderek ABD ile ¢ok daha yakin isbirligi yapma zorunda kalmasi,
Amerikan bolgesel politikalari ile Tiirkiye'nin izledigi dis politikanin gectigimiz yillara gore ¢cok daha
senkronize edilme zaruriyetinin ortaya c¢ikmig olmasi, ve agikcast Tiirkiye'nin bu dis politikay1
yonetirken i¢ politika zaaflarindan ve belki de abartmalarindan kaynaklanan, risk diizeyi ¢ok yiiksek
adimlar atmasinin su gectigimiz bir, bir buguk yil icinde de gérdiiglimiiz gibi ihtimalini yiiksek goriiyor

olmam.

2002-2010 arasinda 6zellikle 2003'den sonra, Amerika'nin Irak maceras1 Tiirk dig politikasinin
daha 6zerk bir dis politika izleyebilmesinin de aslina bakarsaniz belki paradoksal olarak 6niinii agmaisti.
Bu donem, 2003-2010 arasi, ABD ve Tiirkiye, pek ¢cok konuda ters diigmelerine ragmen; Tiirkiye son
tahlilde Amerika ile varmis oldugu bir anlasmayr meclisin karariyla yerine getirmemis olmasina
ragmen; Amerika Birlesik Devletleri 6zel kuvvetleri, Tiirk 6zel kuvvetlerine yerlesik tiim geleneklere
ve konvansiyonlara aykir1 olarak ¢ok hakaretamiz bir sekilde, saldirganca bir hamle yapmis olmalarina
ragmen; Tiirkiye, Iran ve Suriye politikalarinda Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'nin istediginden ¢ok farkli
bir tutum benimsemis olmasina ragmen; Tiirk- Amerikan iligkileri, aslinda, hi¢ de bozulmadan ve
Tiirkiye'nin Oniinii agacak bir sekilde, bu gegtigimiz o 8 yil i¢inde yiirlidii. Bunun belki, benim agimdan
en azindan, en net kaniti, 1999'da bagkan Clinton'un TBMM'de yapmis oldugu konusmayla, 5 yil sonra
2004 yilinda halefi ve Tiirkiye'ye kizmak i¢in pek ¢ok nedeni olan baskan Bush'un Galatasaray
Universitesi avlusunda yapmis oldugu konusma arasinda neredeyse higbir fark olmamasiydi. Gene
benzer bir sekilde, 2009 yilinda bagkan Obama'nin mecliste yapmis oldugu konusma da, kendi iki
selefinin vermis olduklar1 mesajlar1 tekrar eden, onlara belki biraz daha fazla Tiirkiye'nin Islam’la
demokrasiyi bagdastirma giiciine fazlasiyla vurgu yapan, ve “stratejik ortaklik” yerine “model

ortaklik” deyimini Oniimiize getiren, ama dedigim gibi temelde Amerika'nin Tiirkiye'ye bakisi ve



Tiirkiye Amerika iligkilerinin hangi temellerde sekillenecegi konusunda da seleflerininkinden farkli
olmayan mesajlar1 vermesiydi. Dolayisiyla Tiirkiye ile Amerika arasinda en sorunlu olan zamanlarda
bile, ¢ercevenin bu iki iilkenin yakin isbirligini destekledigini 6zellikle Amerikanin Irak'ta gerek
prestijinin, gerek giiclinlin, gerekse mali imkanlarinin kotii bir sekilde harcanmasi ardindan bolgesel
miittefiklerle isbirligine daha fazla ihtiya¢ oldugu da g6z oOniinde bulunduruldugunda, Tiirkiye-

Amerika iligkilerinin zaten daha da yakinlagsmas1 belki de mukadderdi.

Iki konu, iran'in niikleer programi konusunda Tiirkiye'nin takindig1 tavir ve ardindan gelen Arap
isyanlar1 ve bunlarin da ardindan gelen, Amerika Birlesik Devletlerinin Irak'tan askerlerini ¢gekmesi,
Tiirkiye acgisindan Orta Dogu'da izledigi dis politikanin genel ¢ergevesini de bence ¢ok radikal bir
sekilde degistirdi. Ve belki de bunlarin da bir sonucu olarak, Suriye'de yasananmi kanimca dogru
degerlendirmeyen hiikiimet—burada da yanlis anlasilmasin, hiikiimetin Beser Esad'in gitmesini
istemesi, Beser Esad'in Suriye'nin basinda kalmamasini istemesi, bana gore dogru bir tavirdir. Ancak
buna varmak i¢in hangi politikalarin izlenecegi konusunda, kanimca Tiirkiye'de dogru diiriist bir
tartismay1 yeterince yapmadik ve hiikiimetin “ben ¢ok hakliyim” diye bagirmasi, bana gore de onlar

hakli kilmiyor.

Iran ile ilgili olay suydu. 2010 yilinda, bildiginiz gibi Tiirkiye ve Brezilya iran ile bir on
maddelik anlasma imzaladilar. Bunun belki en &nemli maddesi Iran'm 1200kg zenginlestirilmis
uranyumu Tiirkiye'ye teslim etmeyi kabul etmesiydi. Brezilya ve Tiirkiye, Iran ile bu anlasmayi
Tahran'da kotarirlarken, Brezilya'nin baskani Lula ile Tiirkiye'nin Basbakani Erdogan'in cebinde
Baskan Obama tarafindan 20 ya da 21 Nisan tarihli yazilmis ve imzalanmis, 1200kg zenginlestirilmis
uranyumun Iran tarafindan bir yere yatirilmasinin yeterli olacagina dair bir kayit vardi. Yani Brezilya
ve Tiirkiye, Iran ile bu anlasmay1 yaptiklar1 zaman, maddi olarak, Baskan Obama'nin kendileri i¢in
¢izmis oldugu cercevenin disina ¢ikmamiglardi. Bu anlagma agiklandigi giin, Amerikan disisleri bakani,
bunu tanimayacagini ve derhal BM Giivenlik Konseyi'ne Iran’a yénelik yeni bir ambargo paketini

gondereceklerini agikladi.

Simdi buradaki sinisizm veya ikiylizliiliikk vesaire uluslararas iligskilerde rastlanmayacak seyler
degildir. Ancak sanirim burada ABD tarafindan Tiirkiye'ye verilen asil mesaj, “Gayretlerini anliyorum.
Cok da takdir ediyorum. Ama bu is senin ¢ozebilecegin ya da yonlendirebilecegi bir is degildir”
mesajiydi. Tirkiye'nin bu mesaji almadigi, Haziran 2010 da BM Giivenlik Konseyi'nde Bagkan
Obama'nin, kisisel olarak Bagbakan Erdogan' arayip rica etmesine ragmen, ¢ekimser kalmak yerine
hayir oyu vermeyi tercih etmesiyle ortaya ¢ikti. O giinden itibaren de Tiirkiye-Amerika iligkilerinde

ABD yonetiminin Tirkiye'ye saglamis oldugu ve kullanmasindan rahatsizlik duymadigini belirttigi



Ozerk alan biiyiik bir hizla daraldi. G20’nin Toronto zirvesinde Baskan Obama ile sayin Bagbakan
diplomatik deyimiyle, “open and frank discussion,” yani iglerini dokerek birbirileri ile konustular,
bundan 4 ay sonra da Tiirkiye o giine kadar pek de yakin bakmadigini sdyledigi fiize kalkan1 projesine
NATO'nun Lizbon zirvesinde dahil oldu. Bu, Tiirkiye ile ilgili 2009-2010'da siddetlenen israil'e
yonelik sdylem ve “Mavi Marmara’nin ardindan iyiden iyiye harlanan “Tirkiye eksen degistiriyor”
sagmaliginin da fiili olarak sona erdirilmesiydi. Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti hiikiimeti net bir sekilde NATO
icinde kalacagini, ve gilivenlik anlayis1 ve stratejik tercihleri acisindan da batili bir iilke olmay1 tercih

ettigini, baska da ¢aresi olmadigi i¢in herhalde, kabullenmis oldu.

Ardindan Arap isyanlar1 geldi. Cengiz herhalde bunu daha vurgulayarak da soyleyecektir, ben
de ayn1 kanaatteyim, Arap isyanlari, Kuzey Afrika'daki kolonyal donemin 19. yy'in ortasindan itibaren,
bizim giineyimizde de Osmanli sonrast kurulmus olan, ingilizler ve Fransizlar tarafindan insa edilmis
olan diizenin yikilmasinin habercileriydi. Biitiin bu tiir yikilislar gibi, ¢ok sancili, ¢ok acili ve ¢ok kanli
olacagina da siiphe yok. Bu tabii, Tiirkiye'ye iki tiir sonugla yansidi. Birincisi, az dnce Michael
O'Hanlon'un da sdylemis oldugu gibi bir “Tiirkiye Modeli” heyecan1 ortaligi kapladi. Tabi hafizasi
giicli olanlar bunun ilk kez olmadigini, Sovyetler Birligi yikildigi zaman, 11 Eyliil'de El-Kaide
Amerika'ya saldirdigt zaman da bir “Tirkiye Modeli” yaygarasinin koparilmis oldugunu
hatirlayacaklardir. Bugiin yeniden bu ¢ikti. Su siralarda pek duymuyoruz, iyi de oluyor. Fakat bunun
Otesinde Arap isyanlar1 ve ardindan Amerika'nin Orta Dogu'dan ¢ekilmesi ile Tiirkiye'de Orta Dogu

politikas1 6zelinde kendi giicliniin sinirlar1 ile de pek hosuna gitmese de yiizlesmek zorunda kaldi.

Zaman dar oldugu i¢in ben buradan Tiirkiye Amerikan iliskilerinin bundan sonrasina bakmak
istiyorum ve bunun Tirkiye'nin i¢ine yansimalari bana 6nemli geliyor. Anlasiliyor gibi bir Romney
yonetimi, bugiinkii Obama yoOnetimine gore en azindan, hatta belki ileriki bir Obama yonetimine gore,
Tirkiye ile iligkilerinde daha fazla sorun ¢ikartabilecek bir takim egilimlere sahip olacaktir. Rusya'ya
yaklasimi, Suriye'ye yaklagimi, Iran konusundaki egilimleri ki Michael O'Hanlon'un veya Richard
Burt'un soylediklerinden benim kuskulanmam i¢in herhangi bir neden yok, Tiirkiye dis politikasini
kanimca zora sokacak seylerdir. Benim a¢imdan belki bu asamada bu tiir stratejik dertlerin nasil
cOziimlenecegi, Tlrkiye’nin Suriye belasi ile Amerikalilarin zaman kavramina gore ugrasmak zorunda
kalmasinin yaratacagi biiyiik sarsintilarin otesinde, bir soru daha var, yaklasik 5 yil 6nce, Suh Naz
Yilmaz, Abdullah Akyiiz, savunma konularinda yaptig1 katkilarla Serhat Giiveng ve ben, TUSIAD icin
Tiirk-Amerikan iligkilerinin gelecegini konu alan bir rapor yazdik. Bu raporda, Tiirk-Amerikan
iliskileri ile ilgili olarak bize en ¢arpici gelen iki soru sunlardi. Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Tiirkiye'yi

Soguk Savas doneminde oldugu gibi, sark i¢in yeterli bir demokrasi olarak mi gorecektir, yoksa



gercekten bir demokrasi olmasi i¢in, kendi dig politikasindaki ihtiyact ne olursa olsun, Tiirkiye
iizerinde bir etkisini kullanmaya c¢alisacak midir? Buna baglh olarak ikinci sorumuz, Tiirkiye Orta
Dogu'lu bir iilke ve bat1 ittifaki i¢in 6zel 6nem tasiyan bir glic miidiir; yoksa bat1 ittifakinin esit bir
tiyesi olarak Orta Dogu'da bagskalarinin yapamayacagi seyleri yapmaya muktedir olan bir iilke midir?
Maalesef ve ben agik¢ast O'Hanlen'm sunumunda, gerek Obama gerekse Romney ekiplerinin
Tirkiye'ye bakiginin tipki soguk savas doneminde oldugu gibi, Tiirkiye'nin stratejik batililiginin yeterli
bulunacagi ve Tiirkiye'nin siyasi idari batililigininsa kulak arkasi edilecegi sonucuna varityorum.
Bunun, benim tercihlerime gore Tiirkiye agisindan hayirli olmadigma siliphe yok, fakat bunun 1918-
1922 de tasarlanmis Orta Dogu siyasi cografyast dagilirken, ya da bunun parametreleri yok olurken
Kiirtler, gegen giin Barham Salih'in Cengiz'e de sdyledigi gibi, kendi momentlerinin, kendi
zamanlarinin tarihsel olarak geldigini diisiiniirlerken, ve Tiirkiye'nin bu sorunu biitlin aciliyetiyle ve
biitiin acilariyla lizerimizde dururken, Tiirkiye'ye yapilacak bir kotiiliikk, Amerika'nin dig politika

c¢ikarlart a¢isindan da bir akilsizlik oldugunu sahsen diisliniiyorum.
Tesekkiir ederim.
VOLKAN VURAL- Tesekkiir ederim. Cengiz, Tiirkge mi Ingilizce mi yapacaksin sunumunu?

CENGIZ CANDAR- ingilizcem Soli'den hayli geride, Tiirkem ise Soli'den ¢ok daha kétii
degil. Onun i¢in yiizden ben de Tiirk¢e konusacagim.

VOLKAN VURAL- Yalniz soziine baglamadan 6nce bir sorum var benim, Orta Dogu'da yeni

bir Sykes-Picot mu oluyor? Kiirtler tarih sahnesine yeni bir devlet olarak ¢ikiyorlar mi?

CENGIZ CANDAR- Benim fazlasiyla antrenmanli oldugum sorular bunlar, ¢iinkii bir hafta
icinde tam da bu iki konuda, ikisi de uluslararas1 toplant: olan, biri Istanbul Forumu, 6biirii de Istanbul
Kiiresel Forumu, World Forum'da bu konularda konusma yapmis oldugum ig¢in, bu sorulara cevap

verme bakimindan en azindan kendimi antrenmanli sayryim.

Ama oOnce bir uyar1 ile baglayayim ben buraya gelirken Biiylikel¢i Richard Burt'iin hemen
yaninda oturacagimi bilmiyordum, o yiizden, kravatimdaki bir siirii fil deseni herhangi bir siyasi anlam

tagimiyor, onu bastan soyleyeyim. It is not a political statement that I have this.
BURT- Polar bears.

CENGIZ CANDAR- ikincisi, suradan girme niyetindeyim; kendi yetiskin hayatimda bu
konularla ilgilenmeye baslayali, sanirim simdi sdyleyecegimde istisna teskil etmiyorum. Amerikan

bagkanlik secimlerinin Tiirkiye'de bu kadar az ilgi uyandirdigi ve hatta ilgilenilmedigi, bunun



Tiirkiye'ye ne tiir etkileri olur hi¢ lizerinde fazlaca tartisiimadigi, diisiiniilmedigi bir bagka se¢im
hatirlamiyorum, bu simdiki se¢im gibi. Yani, birakin ortalama bir Tiirk'i, bu konularla ilgili varsayilan
Tiirk entelijansiyasinin herhangi bir unsuruna “Romney ne savunuyor; Obama ne savunuyor;
aralarindaki farklar nelerdir; ve bunlarin se¢cim sonucunun Tiirkiye iizerine ne tiirlii etkileri olabilir?”
sorularini sorsaniz verecegi cevap yok. Yani, “who is who, who is doing what” diye bir soru sorulsa,
1yi kotii bundan onceki se¢imlerde, “su baskan adayinin ekibi su kisiler, bunlarin yaklagimlar1 egimleri
bu, obiirkiinlin su” gibi bir genel bir cevap verilirdi. Su anda, Baskan Obama'nin, ne de baskanlik
yarisindaki Mitt Romney'in pozisyonlart ve ekiplerinin 6zellikleri konusunda Tiirkiye'de bu islerle
mesgul oldugu varsayilan kisilerin bile ¢ok agik, net bir goriisii, hele Tiirk siyasi elitinin hi¢ yok. Yani

Ankara'ya gidip siyasi parti yonetimleri ile konugsaniz onlarin higbir fikri yok gibi geliyor bana.

Bu aslinda ¢ok yakin iki miittefik oldugu siirekli belirtilen, aslinda oldum olas1 yapisal olarak
problemli iligkilere sahip olan iki miittefikin se¢im sonrasi iliskilerinde de bu hal, en azindan ihtiyat
payiyla soyleyeyim, pek olumlu bir etki birakmayacak gibi geliyor. Bu problematik iligski, daha da
sikintil1 bir hal alacak gibi geliyor. Tiirkiye'nin ve Tiirklerin Amerika'yr ve Amerikalilar1 kavramak ve
izlemekteki zaafi aynen Amerikalilar i¢in de zaten s6z konusu. Onlar hep Tirkiye'ye olan
hayranliklarin1 sempatilerini belirterek séze baslarlar, az 6nce Michael da sozlerine dyle basladi. - “he
expresses his admiration to Turkey”- Bu bana, Poul Wolfowits'in ¢ok sik buraya geldigi donemlerde
hep Kore savasinda Tiirk askerinin ne kadar kahramanca, hiir diinya i¢in, Amerikan askerlerinin
yaninda savastigini anlatarak s6ze baslamasini hatirlatti. Her seferinde de ben, gerc¢i beni pek dinlemedi
ama, Poul Wolfowitz ile ahbapligimizdan yararlanarak, “Poul Allah askina, Kore savasi ile baslama
soze. Tiirkiye i¢in iyi bir an1 degil Kore savasi. Kimse zaten hatirlamiyor bunu ve Tiirk ordusunun
kahramanliklar1 da su siyasi atmosferde en son referans verilmesi gereken nokta” diye uyarilarda
bulunuyordum. Keza, bundan 13 yil 6ne ben Amerika'da iki y1l ge¢irdigim siire i¢inde eski biiyiikelgi
Morton Abromowitz'in editorliigiinii yaptig1 Tiirk-Amerikan iliskilerini konu alan bir kitap, ortak bir
kitap yazim sirasinda, Abromowitz -ki kendisi ki Turgut Ozal'la George Bush baskanlik dénemine,
yani Tiirk-Amerikan iliskilerinin olabildigince sicak ve iyi oldugu bir doneme denk gelen bir donemdi
onun biiytikel¢iligi- kendi biiytlikel¢iliginden yola ¢ikarak o kitap yazilimindaki sohbetlerin hemen her
seferinde Tiirkiye'nin ABD i¢in hep bir bas agrisi oldugunu, o c¢ok siki miittefiklik iligkisinin
goriindligli gibi olmadigini, 6rnegin kendi biiyiikelciligi doneminde -genellikle biiytikelciler disisleri
bakanlarin1 ya da bagkanlar1 gorev yaptiklan iilkeye getirilince kendi kariyerleri i¢in 6nemli bir katki
saglamis olabilirler- ne zaman kendisi yarim agizla Amerikan Disisleri Bakani'na, bir donemde George

Schultz, daha sonra James Baker- Tiirkiye'ye gelmeyi diisiinmez misiniz diye sordugunda, “Allah



askina bizi simdi Tirkiye'ye getirme, kocaman bir talep listesiyle gelir bu Tiirkler; O talep listesinin
4/3.5'a kongre tarafindan kiyamet koparilacak unsurlar tasir, ziyaret iligkileri gelistirecegine daha da
sikinttya sokar, sonu¢ ¢ikmaz” diye bu talebinin karsilandigin1 sdylemisti. Sonra, sartlar geregi
iligkilerin icerigi, yonii degisti ve sik ziyaretler, 6zellikle hi¢ tahmin edilmeyecek sekilde, Tiirkiye'de su
andaki iktidar partisinin doneminde bir hayli artti. Fakat o da yeni donemlere denk geldi. Ve bir ara
Amerika'da “Who lost Turkey” tartismasi ¢ok hararetlendi. Tiirkiye eksen kaymasi, axis shift, ile
beraber artik Amerikan 6nderligindeki uluslararasi iliskiler sistemini, o blogu, terk edip ayriliyor gibi,
ki ¢ok da yanlis bir tespit degildi ki agikcasi. Yani 1970'lerde “baglantisizlar camiasi” varken, bir
baglantisiz lilkenin, Amerika ve Tiirkiye'yi ortak ilgilendiren konulardaki yaklagima, kullanilan dile ve
reflekslere baktigimiz zaman, 2000'li yillarin Tirkiye’sinin 1970'lerin, 1960'larin ikinci yarisinin bir
“baglantisizlar bloku” iiyesi iilkeden pek de farki yoktu. Yani eksen kaymasi ¢cok yanlis bir sey degildi
ama bu Tiirkiye'de heyecan yaratiyordu. Derken birdenbire yine sartlar degisti ve bu “Arap Devrimi,”
“Arap Ayaklanmasi,” “Arap Aydinlanmasi,” ne deniyorsa, basladiktan sonra da bu sefer de “role
model” diye ifade edilmeye baslad1 Tirkiye. Ve biz Tiirkiye'de, “public intellectuals” diyeyim, seye
sasirdik: siirekli bir sallanma ve dalgalanma halinde... Bir zaman “hayir eksen kaymasi1 yok” diyip
bunu sdyleyen Amerikali ¢evrelere karsi asabi tepkiler gosteren, ondan sonra da birdenbire gururu
oksanan “evet biz role modeliz biz bdyle bir iilkeyiz” diye ve Tiirkiye'deki iktidar konfigiirasyonu da
ayni sekilde durumu hissetmeye basladi. Bu dalgalanma Amerika'da da gecerliydi. Degerli dostum eski
arkadasim, Phil Gordon, Omer Taspinar ile birlikte Brookings'de kitap yazarken “Who Lost Turkey” idi
kitaplarinin adi. Transkripti bana gondermislerdi, “bir bak ne diyeceksen de” diye. Daha transkript
bendeyken birdenbire iklim degisti, iklim degisirken ve kitap matbaadayken kitabin adi da degisti
“Who Lost Turkey”den yanilmryorsam, “Allies in need” gibi, daha sik ve daha miittefiklige uygun bir
bashiga doniistii. Bu, Tirkiye ve Amerika arasindaki iligkiler siki ittifak iliskilerinin aldatici
goriintlislinlin arkasinda her zaman problemli olmustur, problematiktir ve yapisinda bu iliskilerin bu
durum vardir ve Onlimiizdeki dénemde Tiirkiye'nin i¢inde bulundugu bu neighborhood, bu alanin
ozellikle Suriye tizerinden yasadigi ve nereye nasil yol alacagi belli olmayan gelismelerle birlikte daha

da fazla artacaktir.

Buradan hareketle, Amerikan bagkanlarinin hangisi, ne olursa ne etki yapar sorusuna gelirsek,
Soli'nin Romney konusundaki endigelerinin bir miktarin1 Richard Burt'un sozlerinin dagitmis olmasi
lazim. Romney'in pratik ve pragmatik birisi oldugunu sdyledi ve diinyanin bu kadar krizli bir
bolgesinde, yine de formel bir ittifaka sahip iki tarafin, iliskilerinde Romney de is basina gelse, reel

politikanin kurallari, bes asag1 bes yukar: hitkmiinii icra eder ve iliskiler rayindan ¢ikmaz. Zaten yapisal



olarak problematik olan iligkiler daha fazla bozulmaz diye diisiinebiliriz. Ama, oturum baskanimizin az
once sordugu, “Eric Edelman var m1?” sorusu ¢ok mesru bir sorudur. Bu Amerikan filmlerinde “taniga
baska sorum yoktur sayin hakim” demesi gibi avukatin, Richard Burt'un “evet” demesi iizerine, Volkan
Vural'in herhalde “bagka sorum yok tesekkiir ederim” demesi gerekirdi. Clinkii Eric Edelman, buradaki
herkesin santyorum bildigi gibi, Tiirkiye'deki mevcut iktidar sahipleri ile bir takim tatsiz ve ac1 anilarla
buradan ayrildi. Ama ben daha vahim bir isimden en azindan buradan goriindiigii kadariyla vahim bir
isimden s6z edeyim, yanlis bilmiyor isem sayet, gegen yil dyleydi, bu yil hala devam ediyor mu
bilmedigim icin sayet yanls bilmiyorsam dedim, Michael Rubin'in de, 6zellikle Orta Dogu konusunda
baskan aday1r Romney'in danisman kadrosu i¢inde oldugunu duymustum, Okumustum. Michael Rubin,
Tayyip Erdogan't Usama Bin Ladin ile kuzen kabul edecek kadar... Oyle bir bakis acis1 var. Ak Parti
iktidar1 ile El-Kaide arasinda fazla ayirim gézetmeyen, ve hatta bunlarin bir de is iligkileri var, karsilikli
mali maddi ¢ikar iligkileri var diye bakip, bunun iizerine diinya kadar yazi yazmis birisi. Simdi
Romney, bu kisilerden ne kadar etkilenirse, 6nliimiizdeki donemde, bu kisilerin etkisiyle reel politigin
kurallar1 ne Olg¢lide ¢elisir hangisi egemen olursa, o kadar Tiirk-Amerikan iligkilerini etkileyecek
demektir. Ama, sunu sdylememiz icap ediyor, Amerika gibi, tek kutuplu uluslar arasi sistemin o tek
kutbu olan, tek stiper devlet olan bir iilke ile, bu bolgede onun en 6nemli miittefiki konumunda bulunan

Tiirkiye gibi bir iilke arasindaki iliskilerde basit bir niians bile buraya ¢ok siddetli ve olumsuz etkiler
yapar.

Bundan birkag¢ yi1l 6nce Council on Foreign Relations'm o donemde bagkani iken Leslie Gelb
ile Amerika'da bir bulugsmamizda, “az once bana bir Cin heyeti geldi” dedi. “Okyanusun obiir
tarafindan gelenler gibi, sizin gibi” dedi, Tirkleri bizi kastederek, “hemen” dedi “parmaklarini,
fingerpointing yaparak, 'vou have double standards' diye lafa girdiler.” dedi. “Ben de elimi masaya
vurdum “no” diye bagirdim” dedi. “Onun iizerine ¢ok sasirdilar bu kadar agik, aleni bir gercege niye
itiraz ediyorum diye, durdular. Ben de dedim ki 'not double, triple, quadruple, quintuple' 'we can afford
it you pay the price' dedim” dedi. Simdi, ABD ile herseye ragmen bizim gibi, bu bolgede ve miittefik
bir lilke makas uclar1 ayrilarak ters diigmeye baslarsa, onun buraya son derece olumsuz etkileri olur. Ve
Romney Baskanligi, dedigimiz unsurlar1 igerdigi ve onun etkileri, eger etkili olursa o unsurlarin,
Tiirkiye Amerika iliskileri ve Tiirkiye’nin i¢ politikast dahil olmak {izere, etkileri pek de i¢ acic1 olmaz.
Ve o anlamda, Soli sdylemedi ama, Tiirkiye'nin demokrasi karnesini hi¢ umursamayacak bir Amerikan
yonetimi olursa, onun bambagka, Tiirkiye'nin i¢ dengelerine ve Tiirkiye nin bugiin bu bolgede sahip
oldugu pozisyon nedeniyle biitiin bolgeye son derece olumsuz etkileri, hem Kiirt meselesi itibariyle,

hem Alevi meselesi itibariyle, Tiirkiye'nin su anda confront ettigi rejim bir Alevi mezhebi karaktere



sahip bir rejim. Biitlin bu isler Tiirkiye'nin demokrasi karnesini umursamayan bir Amerikan bagkanligi

altinda ve hatta Tiirkiye ile siirtiisen bir Amerikan baskanligi altinda ciddi sikintiya gelir.

Bir iki noktaya daha temas edip tamamlayayim. Bu, Suriye ve Sykes-Picot meselesinden
hareketle —bu benim kendi hipotezim, umarim yalniz degilimdir, dogru ¢ikarsa yalniz olmaktan
memnun olurum, bu hipoteze sahip olmakla “ne adammis™ gibi, “o sdylemisti” gibi olur ama, tahmin
etmiyorum yalniz oldugumu bu hipotezde— bu, Arap Ayaklanmalari Amerikan medyasinin “Arap
Bahar1” diye isimlendirdigi, benim bastan beri reddettigim, c¢ilinkii, olayimn icindekiler kendilerini,
yaptiklari isi “Arap Devrimi” diye tanimliyorlar. Az 6nce Volkan Vural'in beni tanitirkenki sdzlerine de
gonderme yapayim, bu bir eski “terdrist”in devrimcilik arzusundan kaynaklanmiyor, durum &yle, ama
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en azindan “Arap Bahar1” degil bu. “Arap Ayaklanmalari,” “Arap Aydinlanmasi,” “Arap Devrimi,” ne
dersek diyelim —Richard Burt “Arab Disruption™ dedi, olabilir— fakat netice olarak bu, Birinci Diinya
Savasi sonrasinda Sykes-Picot aforizmasi ile tanimlanan tarih siirecini, tersine ¢evirme siireci gibi
gozikiiyor. Ve tabi yaklasik 100 yillik, bolgenin fragmente edilmesi iizerine oturtulmus bir yapinin
temellerinden sarsilmasi ve yikilmasindan s6z etmis oluyoruz. Tunus'ta baglayan isin Misir'da zirvesine
ulagmasi ile -Misir'da ulagmasaydi, Suriye olmazdi- ama, Misir ile yoniinii belli eden bir geligsme, fakat
bir seyi bilmek durumundayiz, bu yiiz yillik bir yapmin yikilmaya baslamasi, onunla birlikte biitiin
otokratik, totaliter yapilarin sarsilmasi ve yikilmaya baslamasi Tunus ve Misir'da goriildigii kadar
centilmen olmayacakti ve Suriye'de gordiigiimiiz kadariyla da zaten olmuyor. Yalniz bu ¢ok uzun
siirecektir, dyle anlasiliyor. Ve Suriye'nin &tesinde Irak't Urdiin'ii Liibnan", Filistin sahasini, Filistin-
Israil alanim ve Tiirkiye'yi de etkileyecektir. Ve ben, Michael O'Hanlen'm az énceki Bosna modeline,
“keske Oyle olsa” diyecegim ama, iki li¢ yil icinde o Bosna modelinin, Dayton anlagmasinin
uygulanacagi Suriye'yi biz bulamayabiliriz. Suriye'nin dyle bir yapisi var ki, bu terazi bu sikleti gekmez
diye Tiirk¢e bir laf vardir, Suriye'deki, su andaki olaylarin gelismesi, ivmesi, iki ii¢ sene daha Suriye'yi
bu haliyle bir Dayton Anlagmasinin empoze edilebilecegi bir durumdan ¢ikarir. Bunun imkéani yok,
bdyle devam edemez. Besar Esad rejiminin gidebilecegi, devrilecegi mutlak degil ama bir sey mutlak,
Besar Esad'in bu iilkeyi yonetme kabiliyetini kaybettigi de bir mutlak gergeklik halinde. Yani 15 Mart
2011'e bu filmi geri ¢eviremezsiniz. Zaten su anda bile, bu kadar uluslararasi destekten yoksun
olmasina ragmen, Suriye'deki muhalefet, su anda iilkenin %70'ini, en az %70'ini Besar Esad rejimi
tarafindan yonetilemez, fiilen yonetilemez hale getirmis durumda. Bu ne kadar siirerse, istikrarsizligin
Tirkiye'ye de sirayet etmesi ve Tiirkiye'de su anda ¢ok saglam goziiken yapilarin dahi, iktidari
kastediyorum, erozyona ugramasi kacinilmaz gibi goziikiiyor. Ne kadar erken Suriye bir sekil alirsa

hem bdlge istikrar1 hem bizzat Tiirkiye bakimindan bu ¢ok énemli...



Sonug¢ olarak sdyleyecegim su: Bu Amerikan sec¢imleri bakimindan Tiirkiye ile Amerika
Birlesik Devletleri iliskileri bakimindan, ne ifade eder sorusuna, ¢ok kaba bir cevap vermek
durumunday1z c¢ilinkii, bir Romney baskanligi, Romney presidency, az 6nce yine Richard Burt'un
sOyledigi gibi mysterious bir sey, bilmiyoruz. Ve Suriye'de ne olacagini da bilmiyoruz. Kimse bilmiyor.
Besar Esad da bilmiyor, Vladimir Putin de bilmiyor, Barack Obama da bilmiyor, ne kadar atesli
demegler veriyor olsa da Tayyip Erdogan da bilmiyor. Bilmiyor. Su anda biz, insa edilmekte olan
tarihin insa edilme siirecinin igindeyiz. Bilmiyoruz. Unpredictable chaotic, complicated complex,
Suriye. Boyle bir durumda bir de bilmedigimiz ve bilemeyecegimiz bir Romney baskanliginin ne
sekilde Tiirkiye'ye ve bolgeye etki yapacagi tamamiyla bir soru isaretidir. Obama'nin seg¢ilmesi halinde

bes asag1 bes yukar1 simdiki durumun devamini ve evirilmesini gorebiliriz.

En son sunu sdyleyeyim saniyorum Michael onu sdyledi, Amerika'nin reluctant oldugunu
Suriye'ye miidahalede; Tiirkiye'de su anda hiikiim siiren biitiin atesli tartismaya ragmen Tirkiye
Amerika’dan daha reluctant Suriye'ye miidahale etmek konusunda, Amerika'nin daha fazla sorumluluk
almamasina iligkin olarak da resentment halinde. Yani Obama baskanliginin yenilenmesi halinde, bu

reluctance devam edecek, Amerika'ya kars1 da resentment, belki, artarak siirecektir.

Obiirii de, dedigim gibi tamamiyla bir mystery. Buna kim cevap veriyorsa onu “Nostradamus

2012” olarak tebrik etmekte yarar var diyorum.
Tesekkiir ediyorum.

VOLKAN VURAL- Thank you, thank you very much. I will ask the speakers to, perhaps

elaborate, two-three minutes on what has been said before.

But before that, let me say few things, one, we don't know who is going to win the US
presidential election. It is likely, I mean both candidates seems to have equal chance in winning the
election. Second, if Romney is elected, his outlook would be a bit neo-conservative but also pragmatist.
He will not “rock the boat” as a prudent businessmen. On the other hand, we know what president
Obama has stood for, what he has done, so it is more predictable from our perspective. The third
question is unlike our distinguished journalist or scholars, I don't believe that neither the winning of the
Mitt Romney would be a catastrophe for Turkey, nor loosing of President Obama will be catastrophe
for Turkey. Because Turkish-American relations are not dependent on the win of the presidents or the
prime ministers of Turkey. There are realities, on the ground. I think they are dictated by certain
realities. I agree that in this partnership between Turkey and the United States, we are not equal. To

pretend that we are equal would be an illusion. On the other hand, Turkey has always pursued a certain



foreign policy which is somewhat more independent within the general framework. I mean president
Ozal has pursued policies, foreign policy options, which were quite independent, innovative in many
respects. Prime Minister Erdogan also is trying to pursue certain policies. But we have immediate
dangers. Before, the Syria is an important crisis, it is not a foreign policy issue, it is also a domestic
policy issue for Turkey. I agree with Soli Ozel when he said that if the Americans do not attach
importance/care for Turkey's democracy, human rights record, freedom of expression etc, and
concentrate only on the security issues, this is not good for Turkey, this is not good for our region.
Therefore, I think the American policy must also address these issues I don't think this has been done
by the Obama and administration thoroughly but, in view of the record of the republicans on the
security issues, it is likely that they may concentrate on security more than the democracy and so forth.

This will be a bad case, bad situation for Turkey.

Noting that, I really hate the word of “Arab Spring” etc., the changes in the Arab world of
course disbanding of some totalitarian regimes, they are being replaced by new authoritarians. And we
are still far away from democracy in anywhere. And unlikely, this process most certainly
democratization process will take time if you consider that Turkey has been experiencing democracy
for the last 100 years and still has problems, it would be unfair to expect some countries to start
democracy immediately. So we are seeing a new process, but this will, as what Cengiz has said, this

will take time. The turmoil will not end easily

So, we are all in a situation, in a very changing, fast moving situation, I think here, perhaps,
Turkish American relations, assume a much far greater role, far greater importance than before, not

only, it is not a domestic, bilateral issue, it is a regional issue as well.

Now as far as Israel is concerned, I think the Iran Israel concern, personally I see a real threat of
new crisis in the Middle East that would be very difficult to control if some intervention is taken place,
we know the ability of Iran to retaliate, not in kind but in different ways and therefore, this will prove

to be a very nasty process for all of us, especially those of who are living in the region.
So having said this, please if you have any comments to the speakers.

BIR KATILIMCI- I want to thank all the speakers for the great expose, but I want your
inference on the US presidential elections having some kind of effect on Turkish local politics. Can you
extend your forecasting or analysis powers to say, what do you see happening in the Turkish local
politics? I can make that more concrete by saying, where do you think the Kurdish problem is going?

What do you think the Romney attitude would be to the Fethullah leader who lives in Pennsylvania?



And who do you think will win the Turkish presidential elections, that were up in 2014?

I would like Cengiz's view as well. I do not only mean the American view I mean from all

speakers.

RICHARD BURT- Those are not really easy questions. I am going to say something that covers
all the questions and, I am going to say it from my own particular vantage point because the issue of
whether the United States should look at Turkey only as a security partner, should worry about Turkish
democracy and the rule of on so on. I think, I am personally tired, and I think it is counter-productive
for the United States to nag people all the time about their domestic politics. We have enough problems
with our own domestic politics to figure out, we have a lot of dis-functionality in American politics
right now. And so, I am a realist in foreign policy in generally. So, I think these issues about how you
manage the Kurdish minority, whether they should, what kind of rights and roles and responsibilities
they should have within Turkish society; whether they should have their own; their language should be
more open and have their own television channel and all of that stuff. Speaking as an American all of
that more inclusive approach strikes me as a basically a good idea, but I don't know enough about it,
most Americans don't know about it, that is a Turkish decision, it is not an American decision. And we

should not as private individuals or as a government dictate to the Turks in those kind of questions.

As for this character in Pennsylvania, I know very little about him, and his movement, and his
religion. I know it is very sensitive and controversial issue. I guess because the United States is a place
where people like that can go relatively easy. And you know increasingly at the death of this guy from
South Korea Reverend Moon, who bought newspapers and married hundreds of thousands of people in
big mass ceremonies including in New York city. I mean that kind of crazy stuff happens in America
and so again I don't have a judgment on it, it makes life in America interesting. But again I hope that
these sorts of developments don't have too much domestic impact on the broader U.S.-Turkish
relationship, because we had too many more important issues to really resolve. I was with a very good
friend, some of you would know his name, he is a very gifted German journalist, academic; he teaches
at Stanford, Joseph Geofey, he is a very old friend of mine. I was with him at a conference in Berlin
recently and I said “Joe, what do you think of the US- German relationship these days. Because you
can't really get anybody to talk about it” and he said “That's because we are an old married couple” “we
have resigned ourselves to this relationship. Both sides get irritated but we have learned to live with it.
And it's like, we are too old to get excited and go out and look for somebody else, so we are going to

live with relationship.” But what is interesting to me about the U.S.-Turkish relationship: we are not an

old married couple. It is still an exciting kind of a relationship. We are still learning new secrets about



each other.

CENGIZ CANDAR- How we cheat each other. And some of them are shocking to us, others
are attractive to us. The economic dimension, the business dimension, the relationship is in my view is
much too nearly based in the past on a kind of a defense relationship alone now is broadening out into a
lot of different areas. So, it is a vibrant, maturing relationship. And I think should think of it in those

terms. We still have strong incentives to stay in this relationship it seems to me.

Finally in the terms of American politics, domestic politics' impact on Turkey, I think the big
way, is we are still a kind of thought leader on how people manage and run political campaigns. And if
you went and look at this campaign, and Michael can and I am sure will agree with this, the degree in
which they now targeted down to the kind of voter you are, whether you go to church every week, all
these information you can obtain from people's credit cards and all of this other information to
determine where you live almost within your neighborhood they know whether you are a republican or
democrat, they know whether you are evangelical Christian, or you don't go to church they now how to
shape the arguments so that it appeals to you. It is kind of micro-marketing. And I think that’s the wave
of the future and every other democratic country. I mean we are turning this thing for better or for
worse | am not saying it is necessarily good, but we are turning this into a kind of a way in which you

sell in market retail goods.

SERIF EGELI- Thank you. It was a very interesting panel discussion that I have heard being
somebody very occupied since many years with United States, and the Middle East. But, TUSIAD is a
businessmen association. And when I have look at it as a businessman's way, there are two aspects that
Soli and Cengiz didn't touch on, Michael touched on a little bit. Now, we have heard and we know that
Syria will not be solved very soon. So as long as Syria is not solved, on the business side, we have two
problems in Turkey, one is Russia. If we get cross with Russia and Putin being very strong and
determined man, Turkey can be in one day dark and cold. All the gas will go. Michael told about
different politics of different presidents in the United States that they can apply to Russia, I would like
to ask Soli and Cengiz what should we apply with Mr. Putin, he just canceled his trip to Turkey and
probably will come beginning of December I hope. If he doesn't come, we will see that there is

something going on.

The second problem is Iraq, our comparative advantage to reach the rich Middle Eastern
markets, Gulf, Saudi Arabia and everything is our trucks. When Iraq was in war, we turn to Syria to

pass our trucks to reach those markets. Now Syria is in problem, we don't have a trucking root



anymore. And if we are very close with Mr. Maliki, United States has left Iraq. So, he is alone, and
Iranians are running Iraq at the moment. Iraqi armies are run by Iranian generals, Mr. Maliki gets his
orders from Iran everyday and acts accordingly. This is why he went to Moscow to make a 4 billion
dollar weapons purchase agreement. And, Turks cannot get projects, they give projects to Turks at the
moment in Iraq, but they freeze them immediately. So if we are on a bad mood and attitude to Mr.
Maliki and if he stops Turks getting into the Iraq market and through the Iraqi roads into the Gulf, we
will have a lot of problems with our exports. So that now Europe is going down and we are proud of
finding markets in the neighborhoods outside of Europe. What would you think of Russian politics and

Iraqi politics I would like to hear it.
Thank you very much.

MICHAEL O'HANLON- Thank you. I'll start on Iraqi politics and maybe leave Russian politics
to others if that is OK. I appreciate your vantage point on the way Prime Minister Maliki is influenced.
I share some of those worries, but I am not nearly as persuaded that Iran essentially calls the shots in
Iraq. For example, we all know their history, but beyond the ancient history of the Iran-Iraq war, we
also know that Prime Minister Maliki went after a number Iranian sponsored militias in the crucial
period from 2007 through 2009. And, I would personally interpret a lot of his behavior as simple
nationalism. I think for him, it is important for him to make it clear that he is not the stooge of the
United States. And obviously from the point of view of Turkey or Jordan or Saudi Arabia, then there is
also the Sunni-Shia issue which makes him want to establish a little bit of independence. And I agree
with your concern that we have to watch very carefully the inner linkages between Iran and Iraq. But I

personally don't see Iranian domination of Iraq right now.

I will say one last thing on the weapon sale. I think it is a good example of where Americans
need to just learn to take that kind of news with understanding. We did not invade Iraq to create a
puppet, and now we have a chance to prove it. We are going to have to live with the world in which
Iraq is not even that close of a friend. But as long as they are not developing nuclear weapons
massacring their own minorities, or attacking their neighbors, we can quarrel with them over other

policies and probably we can live with it.

SOLI OZEL- Simdi, Rusya konusu bana gore dniimiizdeki dénemde ¢ok daha cetrefil bir hale
gelecek. Ben acikgasi gecen carsamba yasadigimiz ugak indirme olaymin tam ne anlama geldigini,
neyin nereden ¢iktigimi, bunun Israil veya Amerika'yla koordineli bir yeni ydnelimin pargasi olup

olmadigini, anlamis degilim. Ruslar, ¢eligkili bir takim tepkiler de verdiler. Fakat, sizin dediginiz gibi,



Putin'in 3 Aralik'ta gelecegini s0ylemesi en azindan simdilik, su ya da bu nedenle, Ruslarin bunu bir
mesele yapmayacagini diisiindiirtiiyor insana. Ayni zamanda tarih olarak 3 Araligin verilmesi, Ruslarin
da Amerikan se¢imlerinin bitmesini bekledikleri anlamina herhalde geliyor. Ve Michael O'Hanlon'un
Suriye konusunda hig bir sey yapilmayacagini sdylerken, kendi bulundugu konum itibariyle ¢ok dogru
bir degerlendirme yaptigindan siiphelenmiyorum, fakat, bana dyle geliyor ki, Ruslar bile bu igin biraz
daha fazla uzamasimin maliyetini yavas yavas gormeye basladilar. Simdi, Amerika 3 yil beklesin.
Cengiz sdyledi. Simdi bu Bosna degil, ¢linkii Bosna'da zaten savasan taraflarin kendi ¢atigmalarin
yayabilecekleri bir alan kalmamist1. Urdiin ¢6kmek iizere. Liibnan patlamak iizere, Irak zaten kirilgan
olan bir diizeni nasil tutacagim diye ugrasirken, “Bosna'y1 yapariz ti¢ yil sonra, hele bir herkes birbirini
bir temizlesin ¢iksin ortaya enclaveler” diye beklemek, Amerika'nin durdugu yerden ¢ok da sakincali
goriinmeyebilir, cok da mantikli da goriinebilir ona bir diyecegim yok ama, bu bélgede yasayan bizim

ve Ruslarin buna pek tahammiil edemeyeceklerini sahsen diisiiniiyorum.

Siz ekonomi konusundan da bahsettiniz, o dnemli, vakit de yoktu. 2002-2010 politikast neydi?
Ozal'm bir heves olarak baslattiklarinin 1990'larin sonunda artik giiglenmis, 2001 de artik yeniden
yapilanmis bir Tiirkiye ekonomisince yapilabilmesinin goriildiigii bir donemdi. Yeni pazarlar bulmak
bizim i¢in 6nemliydi, bunlar yapildi. Simdi jeopolitik durum, Tiirkiye'nin bu ekonomik atilganliginin
da oniinii kesebilecek bir tehlike arz etmeye basladi. Yasanan karmasadan hemen bir ekonomik biiyiime
¢tkmast bu bolgede zaten s6z konusu degil. Ve her seye ragmen de Irak politikasinin yonetilmesi
Suriye’nin zaten devre dis1 kalmasi, Tiirkiye'nin ekonomik olarak da hayli saldiriya agik bir duruma
gelmesine de yol acti. Simdilik, mesela Azerbaycan'la gelistirilen iliskiler dolayisiyla ikame
edilebiliyor, Azerbaycan-Trans Anatolia boru hatt1 vs gibi ama, dedigim gibi, 2002-2010 rahatligini
Tiirkiye'nin daha uzunca bir siire bulabilmesi miimkiin degil. Ben bunun tiim ekonomik sonuglarini
kendi i¢imizde tartistik mi, ondan da emin degilim. Ama, basta ben de konusurken dedim ki, biz
Amerikalilarin zaman kavramini paylasabilecek bir durumda da degiliz, Diinya da, ya da bu bolge de

degil, oradan bir sorun ¢ikacagini diisiiniiyorum.

CENGIZ CANDAR- Cok kisaca, Rusya konusunda ben de Soli gibi, neyin niye oldugunu
anlayamayanlar arasindayim. Yani “what was the wisdom of the whole thing,” gercekten anlamig
degilim. Orada askeri malzeme var falan.. “so what” demek gerekiyor. Yani o kargodaki askeri
malzeme uluslararasi iligkiler bakimindan bu kadar riskli bir adim atmay1 icap ettiriyor muydu, ¢ok
emin degilim. Cilinkii netice itibariyle Rusya zaten ¢ok sicak bir iliski yokken hali hazirda, Suriye
nedeniyle ve radar, NATO nedeniyle, simdi daha da 6teye gecen bir risk almay1 rasyonalize edecek ne

var, onu anlamakta zorluk ¢ekiyorum. Ama hiikiimetin, belki bir yere bir mesaj bu, bizim de o kadar



kolay tokat atilacak goriintii vermemiz agisindan elzemdi diye bir argiimani var anladigim kadariyla,
ama sonug itibariyle Tirkiye-Suriye iligkilerinden farkli bir bigimde Tiirkiye-Rusya iligkilerinin daha
otede bozulmasinin contain edilebilecegi kanisindayim. Ciinkii yanlis da yapsalar rasyonel aktorlerin
taraf oldugu bir denklemdir bu. Simdi Suriye'de bir rasyonel aktér bulamazsiniz. Bir survival instinct
ile kendisiyle birlikte iilkesini ve biitiin bolgeyi atese atmay1 goze almis bir yap1 var ve devlet gelenegi
olan bir yer degil orasi. Devlet degil orasi. Sykes-Picot sonucu oralarda bir takim entiteler olusmus,
Irak, Suriye, Urdiin, Liibnan, Suudi Arabistan, bunlarin ¢ogu ABD'nin sik1 miittefikleri anliyorum ama,
bunlar devlet falan degil!! Tarihi olarak da format olarak da devlet degil bunlar. iran devlettir mesela o
ayr1 bir mesele, Tiirkiye ve Rusya devlet. Bunlar devletler ve -burada uzun yillar Moskova'da
biiyiikelgilik yapmis Volkan Vural herhalde bu soruyu hepimizden daha ehil cevaplayacak durumda-
Rusya ve Tiirkiye iliskilerinin bir damage var midir bu iste; vardir ama contain edilebilir gibi geliyor

bana.

Irak'a gelirsek orada daha karmasik bir durum var. Ben, Micheal'ln, zamaninda Maliki'nin
Muktada El Sadr'a karst harekete gecmis olmasindan elde ettigi cridentiallarin simdiki durumu
okumak i¢in yeterli oldugu kamisinda degilim. Ve, Arab Nationalismden ziyade, sekterin shiisim'i
temsil eder bir goriintlisii var Maliki'nin, ve orada Tahran ve Sam ile beraber bir anti-Siinni eksenin,
aksin tlizerinde hareket ediyor gibi. Nitekim, ve Amerikalilarin -tam da Michael O'Hanlon'un bakis
acisindan hareket eden- appeasement siyasetlerinden de cesaret alarak bazi hamleler yapti. Bu arada
hemen bir parantez olarak bir anektod sikistirayim, Celal Talabani, Irak Cumhurbaskani bundan birkag
yil dnce, bir sohbet sirasinda dedi ki, geldiginde Chaney Bagdat'r ziyaret ettiginde Talabani'ye demis ki,
“bu Maliki nasil bir adam” demis, “bes para etmez” falan, bir siirii olumsuz sey sdylemis. “Peki burada
en gliclii siyasi figlir kim?” “Maliki” demis. “Ee, az Once sen bes para etmez demistin. Simdi nasil en
onemli siyasi sahsiyet oldugunu soyliiyorsun?” “Ee, hem Iran'n hem Amerika'nin iizerinde kesistigi
baska kimse yok” demis “biitiin diinyada,” “Hem Iran destekliyor hem siz destekliyorsunuz” demis
Maliki'ye. Maliki'nin bdyle bir 6zelligi var ve bu, appeasement politikas1 Biden'n son fiske etmeye
kalktig1 oradaki denklemi, Amerikan askerlerinin ¢ekiligslerinden hemen 6nce, dyle imkanlar verildi ki
Maliki'ye, Maliki’nin ilk isi askerler ¢ekildikten sonra sistem i¢indeki Siinnileri kovalamasi oldu. Tarik
El Hasimi Tiirkiye'de yasiyor, diger Siinnilerle de kavgali durumda. Suriye dedigimiz olay bir siirii
katmanin {ist {iste gelmesi... Bati-Islam; Siilik-Siinnilik; Tiirkiye-Iran; Suriye bir miicadele alani. Keza
Irak da Oyle ve o noktada Maliki bir eksen iizerinden hareket ediyor, buna kars1 da Tiirkiye istemedigi
halde, Siinni ekseninin bir aktorii gibi hareket etmeye giristi. Maliki Tahran irtibatina kars1 -Hagimi'yi

tutamazsiniz, Hasimi zaten Tiirkiye'de- Ankara-Barzani ekseni var. Bu, Serif Egeli'nin sorusuna bir



sekilde cevap biraz zaman istiyor ama, bir oil bonanza hali var orada. Irak Kiirdistan'inin petrol ve
dogalgaz lizerinde yiizen bir hali var. Ve Tiirkiye'nin Irak Kiirdistan’ina ve bizzat Barzani'ye yonelik
politikasi belli Tiirk dogmalarini asarak, gelecege doniik enerji hesaplariyla da ilgili bir politika. Yarin
obiir giin Rusya nedeniyle {istiriiz diyorsaniz, contain edilebildigi 6l¢iide Rusya'yla iligkiler, birkag yil

icinde Kiirdistan petrol ve dogalgaziyla da 1siabiliriz. Onu kompanse edebilir.

RICHARD BURT- I wanted to answer your question and I will just say it briefly about Russia.
I don't think that Turks have anything to worry about considering the Russians. I think that Russia
views Turkey as probably in terms of a future, and a second most important market after Germany.
Unlike the Russians, Turks have demonstrated over the last 30 years that they have a marvelous
entrepreneurial instinct. And the Russians on the other hand have really failed conspicuously to
diversify their economy away from extracted industries: oil and gas and minerals. So they need to do
business with Turkey. They need Turkish entrepreneurial know-how. And of course they are interested
in energy distribution but perhaps their biggest weakness right now is one of the most dysfunctional
business institutions in the world, which is gas problem. So much money is stolen, from gas problem. It
is such an inefficient company and with shale gas coming on line in North America and now incrick
going to happen in Europe. Not to mention Qatar. The basically Russians need to sell their energy much
more than Turkey needs to buy it. I think strategically Turkey is in a very strong position in the fact that

a plane coming from Russia to be forced to land, isn't going to change that equation.

VOLKAN VURAL- On that question, let me say that as a old Russian hand, I didn't understand
the reason why this plane has been down. But I agree that this can be contained because, Russia has
more interests in Turkey than Turkey has. I mean Turkey is an important market for Russia. I don't
think they will jeopardize this situation. But on the other hand, knowing the Russians, they have noted
this incident and it may take another form to retaliate, but in a very subtle way. But, the more important
I believe that Turkish foreign policy started with the premise that we should create a peaceful
environment in our area so that our trade can flourish. But the circumstances have reached a point
where this premise has not been proven great. I mean, it is not Turkey's fault but the situation has come
to that point both in Iraq, in Syria, Iran, now less Russia I don't think it will been jeopardized, but still,
this whole situation proves to be a big big challenge for Turkey especially this year and the coming

year.

BIR KATILIMCI- The panel did not spend much time on Obama's foreign policy if he is
reelected. And of course they did so, on the assumption that his foreign policy orientation is quite well

known. But, does this mean that if he is re-elected we will see the same foreign policy approach and



practices, especially in our region? Or shall we expect some change some bolder actions in the certain

areas if he is re-elected or does this a wishful thinking? Thank you.

MICHAEL O'HANLON- Thanks I’ll be quick because I am sure others want to comment. [
think over all his actions will be slightly less bold than in his first term, where he tripled forces in
Afghanistan, authorized an assault on Osama Bin Laden's compound in Pakistan, contributed to the
NATO intervention that targeted Muammar Gaddafi in the end. That was his first term. We have
already seen a transition to a slightly less forward leaning foreign policy, which Governor Romney and
Congressmen Ryan have picked up on. And for them it is not that effective of a critique, because the
American people basically agree with Obama. But it has a little bit of attraction over this Benghazi
scandal and on a few other issues. But the overall point is that, that's the overall trend I think. But Iran
is the big potential exception. Whatever we say about other trends, if either Barrack Obama or Mitt
Romney winds up as the second great doer from the White House in the Middle East in the 21st
century, attacking Iranian nuclear facilities to prevent them from further enriching, that will dominate

any other trend and trump any other trend. And so what I just said initially will be proven wrong.

RICHARD BURT- I am tempted to use the old line after hearing Michael here, about, if you
only consider military power as your only instrument of influence, than every problem looks like a nail.
If the hammer is the only thing you can rely on, then you are going to use it. And rather than use the
word Obama going to be more “bold” I rather raise the question as are you going to be more
“creative?” Because there are some, or boldly creative! Because, if you go back, and look and what I
think was probably the greatest period of American post-war foreign policy, the Nixon administration,
with Henry Kissinger as National Security Advisor, and Secretary of State. Some very bold steps taken
but they didn't have just simply to do with the use of military power, military intervention. They had to
do with figuring out the way to extract ourselves from Vietnam, which was enormously difficult,
engineering an opening with China, and negotiating arms control agreement with Russia, that was a
bold strategy, but it did not involve military intervention. Now could Obama be that creative? On one
hand, I think he could, I think there is a diplomatic solution that could potentially be reached with Iran.
It is going to be highly debatable at home, because I think it does have both a technical component with
the working out a regime which Iranians would be able to enrich to 3.5 or 5%, and it would have a
political dimension, where we make the Iranians believe that we are not seeking regime change. Could
he, by doing what he failed to do in his first term that is when his famous effort to get an Israeli
settlement freeze and then because of Israeli and Israel lobby reaction in the U.S. back off to that,

would he be prepared to use American carrots and sticks to get the peace process back on track. That's



another area where I think he has Qatar entirely walked away from that issue.

I think also he would be bold if he was prepared and, Michael points out, I think it was purely
American domestic politics that led Obama to escalate in Afghanistan. I think he was afraid he got
boxed in by the American military, they wanted 40,000 troops, he ended up sending 30,000 surge in
Afghanistan. And I think NATO and the U.S. including public opinion would likely get out sooner than
2014 and I think we should seriously investigate how to do that. There is no strategic rationale for why

we are still in Afghanistan as far as [ am concerned.

So there are some boldly creative things, now remember I started my answer off on the one
hand. Now I am going to give you the other hand very briefly. His biggest task in the next
administration is to reach a compromise involving the budget and the deficit. And that must be
something in my view is going to resemble the famous Simpson-Bowles package, where you had both
new revenues, ie. some tax increases, which and it is not enough just to increase taxes for the rich, you
are going to have to increase taxes for everybody in my view. And you are going to have to also cut
government spending that means cutting into the famous entitlements. That kind of compromise is
going to take up a huge amount of political capital for Barrack Obama if he is re-elected. And it is his
job number one. So, the real question is: “could he do that and then move on to these other creative
areas of foreign policy?” That point would be... that’s really asking a lot when the presidents starts to

become a “lame duck” as he moves into his third year of his presidency.

VOLKAN VURAL- Thank you very much. I think this meeting today, this discussion prove
once again how useful the cooperation between TUSIAD and Brookings institution. I wish to thank all

the distinguished speakers for their contribution. And I conclude the meeting.

Thank you very much.



