Formulafor Stability:
Turkey Plus|srael

by Cevik Bir and Martin Sherman

house of cards known as the Arab-Israeli “peace process’ lies in a heap.

The 1990sloomlikethelost decadein the Middlie East. The carefully-constructed

Saddam Husayn still menaces hisneighborsand theregion. And the prime ex-

port of theregion, asdefrom oil, isfundamental i st-fuel ed terror, whose recent perfor-
mancein Manhattan wrenched thecity’stallest buildingsfromitsskyline. Inthebaance
sheet of stability, the 1990s|eft the Middle East in thered. But at the top of the plus
columnisoneindisputableachievement: thelsradli-Turkish relationship.

AsU.S. policymakersscan theruinsfor bitsof scaffolding with whichto reconstruct
asemblance of order, they should consider the Isragli-Turkish relationship. Theties
between these two countries—democratic, pro-Western, non-Arab—could provide
the Middle East with stabilizing ballast, whichisnow avital interest of the West. Yet
theirsisapeculiar relationship with acomplex history. Itspotential may bevery great
indeed, but realizing it requiresthat the partnership be promoted and managed with

utmost care.

Here, then, isashort prospectus on the past, present, and future of the Turkish-
Israeli relationship, by acoauthor who was one of its Turkish architects, and another

coauthor, oneof itslsragli proponents.

IN THE BEGINNING

The first thing that must be understood
about the relationship between Turkey and Is-
ragl isthat, for avery long time, | srael was eager
to develop it, and Turkey was reticent. |srael

Cevik Bir wasdeputy chief of staff of the Turk-
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ated several landmark Turkish-Israeli military
agreements. M artin Sherman isasenior fellow
at the Institute for Policy and Strategy at the
Interdisciplinary Center in Herzilyaand lectures
inpolitical scienceat Tel Aviv University.

played the suitor to areluctant Turkey.

In 1949, Turkey wasthefirst majority Mus-
lim nation in the world to recognize Israel, and
for three decades, remained the only such coun-
try to do so. The establishment of formal ties
with Israel sent astrong message about Turkey’s
international orientation and its desire to align
itself with the West. Diplomatic missions were
opened in 1950 at the legation level. But until
the 1990s, relations were symbolic more than
substantive. For the first forty years, Turkey
withstood constant Arab diplomatic and eco-
nomic pressureto cut diplomatic tieswith Isragl.
But those ties did not devel op any momentum.

Thiswasnot for any lack of effort onlsragl’s
part. During I sragl’ sfirst years of independence,
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That Turkish look: David Ben-Gurion (left), first prime
minister of Israel, and Yitzhak Ben-Zvi, second
president of Israel, as law students in Istanbul, 1912.

might even evolveinto astrategic
relationship, reinforcing lsrael’s
ties to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and Europe.

Turkey, in contrast, showed
littleinterest in any strategicrela
tionship with Israel. Throughout
the Cold War period, Ankarapre-
ferred to seek dlies in the West
rather than in the Middle East,
opting for apolicy of non-engage-
ment in the region. Even in the
1970s, when several of Turkey's
Middle Eastern neighbors started
to acquire weapons of mass de-
structionand ballistic delivery sys-
tems, Ankara pointedly turned its

David Ben-Gurion, Israel’sfirst primeminister,
worked assiduously to forge a close bond with
Turkey. Ben-Gurion (who as ayoung man stud-
ied law in Ottoman Istanbul) was keenly aware
of the benefits inherent in Turkey’s impressive
geophysical, material, and human resources.
Relationswith Ankarawere also in accord with
what wasthen acentral pillar of Israel’sforeign
policy: the “periphery states’ doctrine. Israel
sought to offset the diplomatic and economic
isolation imposed by its near Arab neighbors by
“leapfrogging” over thering of hostility and forg-
ing tieswith more remote, non-Arab neighbors.
In particular, Israeli diplomacy invested im-
mense effort in promoting tieswith Iran, Ethio-
pia, and Turkey. Of the three, Turkey proved to
be the most important. For several decades, Iran
was of comparable significance—until the Is-
lamic revolution. It then became amajor source
of threat to Israel. Israel also strengthened its
ties to Ethiopia, situated as it was on the Red
Sea. But the country was gradually devastated
by civil war and famine, and the secession of
Eritreaundermined its strategic importance. By
contrast, Turkey hasremained relatively stable,
pro-Western, and prosperous over the entire
span of Israel’s existence. From the very outset,
Israel hoped that ties with Turkey—a Western-
aigned, Mudim-popul ated state—woul d dilutethe
religious el ement of the Arab-lsradli conflict and

back on the region. By Turkey's
exclusiverelianceon NATO, it ran
aconsiderable risk, since the purpose of the alli-
ancewasto counter the Warsaw Pact. WasNATO
obliged to cometo Turkey's defenseif it were at-
tacked fromthe Middle East? On paper—Article5
of the 1949 Washington Treaty—the answer
seemed to be “no.”?

The end of the Cold War finally brought
Turkey to reevaluate its ties with Isragl.2 With
the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact, NATO's
future became unclear. The eastward expansion
of the European Union (EU), the surfeit of EU-
based security and defense schemes, the moves
to set up a European rapid reaction force, all
created uncertainty for Ankara. Turkey, located
on the edge of the NATO aliance and outside
the EU, had good reason to wonder whether its
established strategic security doctrineswere till
valid, and whether it still had a place under any
“collectiveumbrella.”®

1 Mustafa Kibaroglu, “Turkey and Israel Strategize,” Middle
East Quarterly, Winter 2001, pp. 62. According to Article 5,
NATO members “agree that an armed attack against one or
more of them in Europe or North America [authors' emphasis]
shall be considered an attack against them all.”

2 Meltem Mdftller Bag, “Turkey and Israel: An Evolving
Partnership,” Ariel Center for Policy Research, Policy Paper no.
47, 1998, synopsis, at http://www.acpr.org.il/publications/
policy-papers/pp047-xs.html.

3 Kibaroglu, “Turkey and Israel Strategize,” p. 63.
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At the sametime, potential threatsto Tur-
key originating in the Middle East began to
grow at an alarming pace. At various times,
Syria, Irag, and Iran have had accel erated pro-
grams for chemical and biological weapons,
as well as long-range delivery systems. And
at varioustimes, Turkey hasfaced threatsfrom
terrorist groups that received aid from one or
more of thesethree states. Although the prob-
lem has abated since the 1999 arrest and im-
prisonment of the Partiya K arkaren Kurdistan
(PKK) head, Abdullah Ocalan, it has not been
totally eradicated. Moreover, the danger of
radical 1slam, fueled by state-sponsored ma-
terial aid, operational assistance, and spiritual
guidance, continues to menace the secular,
Western-oriented fabric of the Turkish state.

Two other trends combined in the 1990s
to nudge Israel and Turkey together: the fail-
ure of democratization in Arab countries and
European unification.

Turkey and I sragl arecountrieswith apro-
nounced pro-Western, secular-democratic
preference—afact that makesthem outsiders
to the Arab Middle East. A leading analyst
hasremarked that Turkey and Israel “share‘a
common sense of otherness' from the non-
democratic and Arab regimes that dominate
their region.”* This sense of “otherness’ deep-
ened in the 1990s when the Arab Middle East
failed to undergo the democratizing transition
experienced by the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe.

During the same decade, the accelerated
movement toward European unification intensi-
fied Turkey and |sradl’ ssense of marginality. Both
countries aspired to membership in the Euro-
pean club. But both countries, systematically
assailed by adversarial human rights and politi-
cal lobbiesin European capital's, could not count
on aEuropean consensusin favor of their inclu-
sion. Asthetrain of European unification accel-
erated, both Turkey and Isragl felt dangerously

4 Daniel Pipes, “A New Axis: The Emerging Turkish-Isragli
Entente,” The National Interest, Winter, 1997-98, at http://
www.daniel pipes.org/articles/1997winter.shtml.

Discreet contacts. Isradli primeminister
Levi Eshkol (left) and Turkish prime
minister |smet Indnii meet in Paris, 1964.

isolated and marginalized—and the partnership
between them became a convenient fallback.

However, the liaison between Ankara and
Jerusalem would not have gone far had it only
been aclub for the isolated. Each side had very
tangible needsthat could befulfilled by the other.
For Turkey, Israel represented a much-needed
source of technologically advanced military
equipment, which other Western sources denied
it. For lsrael, with its narrow territorial dimen-
sions, Turkey offered geostrategic depth.

In sum, the 1990s provided ampleincentive
for Israel and Turkey to forge a new relation-
ship. They did not miss the opportunity.

THE WARMING

The shift in Israeli-Turkish ties began in
1991 in the wake of the Madrid peace confer-
ence, when Turkey moved to upgrade relations
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to full ambassadoria status. But the real break-
through occurred in November 1993, when Turk-
ishforeign minister Hikmet Cetin visited Isragl.
During the visit, he signed a memorandum on
mutual understanding and guidelines on coop-
eration with his Isragli counterpart.> Upon his
return, Cetin announced that Turkish-Israeli
relations would be advanced further in all ar-
eas, adding that the two states would coop-
erate “in restructuring the Middle East.”®
More high-level con-
tactsfollowed in theen-

For avervlon suing years including
ti | yel 9 visits by the Turkish
Ime, [Sra . prime minister, Tansu
played thesuitor | Ciller, in 1994 and by
toareuctant President Stleyman
Turkev. Demirel in 1996. Israel’s

& foreign minister, Shimon

Peres, and Israeli presi-
dent, Ezer Weizmann, reciprocated these visits.

Until early 1996, Ankara seemed to favor
economic, technical, and cultural ties with
Israel rather than military cooperation.” But
in 1996, the two countries signed afar-reach-
ing military coordination agreement. The ac-
cord provided, among other things, for Israeli
air force planesto utilize Turkish air spacefor
training purposes. In August of the sasmeyear,
the two governments concluded an additional
agreement for the exchange of technical
knowledge and expertise, paving the way for
Israeli upgrading of over fifty Turkishair force
F-4 Phantoms.

The 1996 accordswerefollowed by aflurry
of mutual visits and declarations as to the far-
reaching importance each country attached to
the relationship. The Turkish army’s chief of

5 Aysegul Sever, “ Turkey and the Syrian-Israeli Peace Talksin
the 1990s,” Middle East Review of International Affairs
(MERIA), Sept. 2001, at http://www.biu.ac.il/SOC/besa/merial
journal/2001/issue3/jv5n3a7.html.

6 Efraim Inbar, “Regiona Implications of the Israeli-Turkish
Strategic Partnership,” MERIA, June 2001, at http://
www.biu.ac.il/SOC/besa/meria/journal/2001/issue2/
jvbn2as.html.

7 Sever, “Turkey and the Syrian-Israeli Peace Talks.”

staff, lsmail Hakki Karadayi, visited | srael inearly
1997. This was followed by a visit by Isradl’s
foreign minister, David Levy, to Ankara. Then
Turkey's defense minister, Turhan Tayan, paid a
visittolsragl, asdid Cevik Bir (co-author of this
piece) in early May 1997. In October of thesame
year, Israel’s chief of staff, Amnon Lipkin-
Shahak, visited Turkey. In each case, thesevisi-
tors brought sizeable entourages in tow, so that
by the latter part of 1997 significant numbers of
commanding officersfrom both militarieshad met
each other.®

Political pronouncements from the highest
echelons openly stressed the strategic impor-
tance of the relationship. For example, in Au-
gust 1997, Prime Minister Mesut Yilmaz stated
that Turkish-Israeli cooperation “is necessary
to the balance of power” intheregion.® In 1998,
|srael’ sprime minigter, Binyamin Netanyahu, like-
wiseargued that the rel ationship would “induce
stability where instability prevails.”1° Yitzhak
Mordechai, then Israel’s defense minister, por-
trayed the significance of thetiesin the follow-
ingterms. “When welock hands, weform apow-
erful fist ... our relationship isastrategic one.” 1*

Bilateral trade has also been an important
factor in the bond between the two nations. Vir-
tually negligible a decade ago, Isragli-Turkish
trade increased steadily through the 1990s,
reaching amost abilliondollarsin 1999. Israel is
today Turkey’schief Middle Eastern export mar-
ket. The volume of civilian exchanges (tourist,
academic, professional, sporting, and cultural)
has al so expanded dramatically, and Turkey be-
came Israel’s most popular tourist destination
by themid-1990s.

The new ties weathered several difficult
tests, the most severe of which was the rise to
power of Necmettin Erbakan, head of the anti-
Israel and Islamist Welfare Party, in 1996. From
hisfirst daysin office, Erbakan embarked onan

8 Pipes, “A New Axis.”

9 Inbar, “Regional Implications.”
10 Ibid.

11 Ibid.
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Islamic agenda, on both the domes-
tic and foreign policy fronts. This
included a drive for the
Islamicization of the educational
system, apromiseto bring Turkey
closer to the Arab world, and avi-
sion of the creation of a “NATO-
like” alliance of Islamic states.
Erbakan's anti-lsrael rhetoric was
rife with traditional anti-Jewish
motifs and myths. For him, Isragl
wasa“timelessenemy” and“acan-
cer in the heart of the Arab and
Muslimworld.” He accused Isragl
of seeking to underminethe ldlamic
faith, warned of the specter of a
“greater |sragl” stretching fromthe
Nile to the Euphrates, and alleged

In the open: Israeli president Ezer Weizman (right),
accompanied by Turkish president Sileyman
Demirel (left), reviews the Turkish honor guard on
Weizman's visit to Turkey, January 24, 1994.

that a“ Zionist conspiracy” wasto

blamefor Turkey’seconomic diffi-

culties.!? Before his election, Erbakan pledged
to freeze Ankara's relations with Israel and to
annul the bilateral agreements between the two
countries. Some analysts thought Erbakan's
election would constitute a fatal blow to the
relationship.

It didn’t. Under the provisions of Turkey's
constitutional system, the military is charged
with protecting the secular republican legacy of
Kemal Atéturk, the founder of modern Turkey.
Thearmy madeit clear to Erbakan that it would
not sit idly by and watch Turkey turn toward
Islamor allow Israeli-Turkish military relations
to bejeopardized. I n areaffirmation of secularist
supremacy, the secretary general of the power-
ful National Security Council (MGK)—a body
made up of both military and political leaders—
declared that Turkey’s secular society and edu-
cational system formed basic tenets of the
country’snational security. Erbakan waskept in
check. Turkey and Israel concluded their most

12 Pipes, “A New Axis’; Alan M. Schneider, “Turkey and
Israel: Shared Enemies, Shared Interests,” The Jerusalem Jour -
nal, at http://www.bnaibrith.org/worldcenter/jerjournal/
jerjourn15.html.

important military cooperation agreements dur-
ing Erbakan’ stenure, which ended in June 1997,
when the Islamist prime minister tendered his
resignation under pressure from the MGK.
Another test arose from the vehemence of
the criticism leveled by those who saw them-
selves as adversaries (or potential adversaries)
of Turkey or Isragl (or both). For example, Vice-
President * Abd al-Halim Khaddam of Syria, the
country perhaps most affected by the Isragli-
Turkish partnership, warned that it was “the
greatest threat to the Arabs since 1948,” and
that U.S.-Turkish-lsradli tieswere“the most dan-
gerous aliance ... witnessed since the Second
World War.”*3 The Iragi foreign minister
Muhammad Sa'id as-Sahaf termed the joint na
val maneuversin January 1998 “a provocative
act.”1* Iranian president Muhammad K hatami
also declared that the Turkish-Israeli entente
“provokes the feelings of the Islamic world.” 15
Egypt, although constrained by its reliance on
the United States, also criticized the Israeli-

13 Ha'aretz, Apr. 30, 1996, and June 3, 1997.
14 Quoted in Inbar, “Regional Implications.”
15 Quoted inibid.
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Cerebral politicians: Turkish prime minister
Bulent Ecevit (right) and Israeli prime minister
Ehud Barak in Ankara, August 28, 2000.

Turkish partnership. Presidential advisor Usama
al-Baz warned that military cooperation between
Ankaraand Jerusalem “would lead to instability
and possibly war intheMiddle East,” and that it
“threatens the interests of the Arab states.”'6
Egypt's hostility towards the agreement has
since abated somewhat, but Cairo still viewsthe
Ankara-Jerusalem entente as a formidable ob-
stacle to its aspirations for regional leadership.

Most of the criticism, especially from Arab
guarters, was intended to persuade Turkey to
back out of the relationship. It, too, failed.

Since September 2000, the Turkish-Isragli
relationship has faced another test. The war of
attrition between | srael and the Palestinians has
reverberated through much of the Mudlimworld,
including Turkey. Turkish voices have been
raisedin criticism of Isradli policies.!” Onceagain,
speculation swirled about the possibility that
agreements might be suspended or cancelled.
Yet, once again they have stood firm.

Certainly, the events of the past two years

16 Quoted in ibid.

17 British Broadcasting Corporation, at http://news.bbc.co.uk/
hi/english/world/europe/newsid_1911000/1911609.stm.

have dispelled some of the hyperbole
surrounding Isragli-Turkish ties. But
the partnership did not arise from the
Israeli-Palestinian “peace process,”
and the demise of the process has not
stopped cooperation. In fact, the criti-
cismof Israel provided an opportunity
for many in Turkey to reaffirm the cru-
cial importance of the Isragli-Turkish
relationship to Ankara’'s own national
interests.

As a result of the developments
of the 1990s, |sragli-Turkish relations
were transformed. The old pattern of
Israeli eagernessand Turkishreticence
was replaced by amore mature pattern
of two partners bound by mutual in-
terests, working as equals in expand-
ing areas of cooperation. But therela-
tionship still has much unrealized po-
tential, nowhere more so than on the strategic
level. Just what has the partnership achieved so
far in strategic terms? In what directions should
it develop?

STRATEGIC CONTENT

Theword “strategic” iseasy toinvoke, and
it has been coupled with Israel and Turkey time
and again. According to onewell-known expert,
“the emergence of closelsradli-Turkishrelations
isone of the most significant strategic develop-
ments in the post-Cold War Middle East,” 8 A
leading journalist has expressed the view that
the“ alliance has altered the strategic power bal-
ancein theoil-rich Mideast.”*° Another analyst
has declared that “the new relationship which
has developed [between Israel and Turkey] is
perhapsthe most significant developmentin|s-
raeli foreign policy sincethelsradli-Egyptian rap-

18 Alan Makovsky, quoted in “ Specia Policy Forum Report,
The Turkish-Israeli-Syrian Triangle” Peacewatch, no. 249, Mar.
15, 2000, at http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/watch/
Peacewatch/peacewatch2000/249.htm.

19 Sami Kohen, quoted in Pipes, “A New AXxis.”
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prochement.”?° Still another has dubbed
it theMiddle East’s" most important mili-
tary relationship.” 2* Before accepting any
of these characterizations, it isimportant
to definewhat therelationshipis, and what
itisnot.

Insofar asthereisno forma commit-
ment between the two countries to mu-
tual defense or military cooperation in
defined future scenarios, the entente be-
tween Ankaraand Jerusalemisclearly not
amilitary allianceinthetraditional sense.
Neither state expectsthe other to wageits
wars, and both arewary of embroilmentin
crisesthat do not impinge directly ontheir
own vital national interests. Israel and
Turkey do not have adefined casus foed-
eris, specifying the situation(s) that will
activate military action by one on behalf
of the other.

Nevertheless, their relationship can
till be considered a strategic partnership,
for it isrooted in a fundamental conver-
gence of views on awide range of issues, both
regional and global in nature. While leaders of
both countries are at pains to stress that the
relationship is not specifically directed against
any third party, Israel and Turkey do share con-
cerns about Syria, the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction, the danger of Islamic radi-
calism, potential threats from Iran or Irag, and
the geopalitical destiny of Central Asia.

The strategic partnership between Turkey
and Israel isnot aclassic balance of power play.
Thetwo countriesarejointly stronger militarily
than any regional rival or potentialy rival re-
gional dliance. Itisrather arelationship between
two “status quo powers,” pooling resources to
ward off common threats and concerned mainly
with preventing forcible disruptions of the pre-

20 Efraim Inbar, “TheIsragli-Turkish Connection,” Massachu-
setts I nstitute of Technology Security Studies Program Seminar
Series, Spring 1999, Feb. 3, 1999, at http://web.mit.edu/ssp/
spring99/inbar.html.

21 Sabri Sayari, quoted in Pipes, “A New Axis.”

Continuing dialogue: Turkish president Ahmet
Necdet Sezer (center) receives Israeli prime
minister Ariel Sharon (left) at Cankaya Palace,
Ankara, August 8, 2001. On far right: Turkish
foreign minister Ismail Cem.

vailing geopolitical conditions in the region.
Neither Israel nor Turkey hasany activeterrito-
rial claimsbeyond their existing frontiersor any
aspirations to topple incumbent regional re-
gimes. But they both face “revisionist” adver-
saries such as Syria, Irag, and Iran, which do
harbor territorial ambitions or aspire either to
control or replace regimes in the region not to
their liking. (Indeed, the recent security coordi-
nation agreement signed between Damascus
and Ankara in June 2002, has changed little in
the basic geopolitical parametersthat prompted
thelsraeli-Turkish relationship. Syrian-Turkish
tensions over water and the Syrian claim to
Hatay continueto ssmmer beneath the surface.)?

Although the strategic side of the partner-
ship lacks structural formality, the present level
of military cooperation—including joint exer-
cises, staff-to-staff coordination, intelligence
sharing, and mutual visits—has created an in-
frastructure for possible joint action in the fu-

22 The Syria Report, at http://www.syria-report.com/
Features6.htm.
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ture. This, together with the fact that both
countries sometimes publicize their high-level
strategic dialogue, has enhanced their respec-
tive potential for deterrence and coercive di-
plomacy. In aregion whereinternational rela-
tions are conducted predominantly as power
politics, and where military prowess is per-
ceived asthe principal component of national
power, informal alliances are often asimpor-
tant as formal, explicit coalitions. And since

most of the other Middle

Eastern states have be-

Thepartnership come obsessed with the
did not ari military componentinls-
l$anotarise raeli-Turkish ties, both
fromthe“peace | countries have aready
process,” and reaped strategic divi-
the demise of dends simply because
potential adversaries per-

the process has celvethemasallies.
not stopped The strategic ben-
cooper ation. efits that both countries
have derived so far from

their relationship can be
grouped under the following rubrics:

Enhanced deterrence. | sragli-Turkish mili-
tary cooperation has undoubtedly enhanced the
deterrence postures of both parties and so re-
duced the chances of violence being instigated
against either one of them. States considering
the use of force against either Turkey or Isragl
must take into consideration their combined
might. Therelationship raisesthe potential stakes
for any would-be adversary. Even though the
precise parameters of |sragli-Turkish mutual ob-
ligation are uncertain, that very uncertainty isan
asset to both countries in deterring challengers.

Enhanced coercive diplomacy. Coercivedi-
plomacy draws on many of the same elements
as deterrence, but instead of dissuading an ad-
versary from undertaking an undesired action, it
compels an adversary to undertake a desired
action.

Turkey's coercive diplomacy has already
benefited from the liaison with Israel. In 1998,
Damascus bowed to Turkish pressure to expel
PKK head Abdullah Ocalan and terminate sup-
port for his organization, whose terrorist activi-
ties had cost the lives of tens of thousands of

Turkish citizens. There is general consensus
among the proponents of Isragli-Turkish ties
that Syrian compliance with Ankara's demands
was prompted in no small measure by the per-
ception among Syrian leaders that they might
have to deal with a combined Turkish-Israeli
threat. Indeed, this view is even held by oppo-
nents of the relationship. Thus, according to
Nabil Kaylani, avehement Arab critic of thels-
ragli-Turkish entente: “Turkey would not have
confronted Syriaso aggressively had it not been
foritsalliancewith Isragl.” % Indeed, the recently
signed security coordination pact between Syria
and Turkey is viewed by some as an additional
benefit that devolved to Ankara as a result of
the Turkish-lsraeli détente, which compelled
Damascusto resign itself to the new realities of
the Middle East power equation and to curb or
at least suspend its animosity toward Turkey.
Thefact that the Syrians did not attempt to con-
vince Turkey to cut ties with Israel lends sup-
port to this view.?*

Enhanced standing in Washington. Coop-
eration between Turkey and |srael createsasyn-
ergy that increases their importance to the
United States. Thisis especially true following
the events of September 11, 2001, which starkly
underlined the fact that the Israeli-Turkish en-
tente demarcatesthefringes of aregionfiercely
inimical to U.S. interests. Together both coun-
tries constitute a formidable force for stability
that compliments U.S. interests.

Daniel Pipes has made the following com-
mentary onthe U.S. interest in aflourishing Is-
ragli-Turkish partnership:

The Turkish-Isragli partnership offers many
advantages to the United States. Most ambi-

23 Nabil Kaylani, “Israeli-Turkish Alliance May Prove to Be
New Destabilizing Factor in Middle East,” The Washington
Report on Middle East Affairs, Jan/Feb 1999, pp. 47, 94.

24 The security coordination agreement signed between Syrian
and Turkey in June 2002 did not involve any demands from
Damascusfor Ankarato forsakeitstieswith Israel. According to
Turkish officias, this indicates that Syria “accepts the reality
[of Turkish-Israeli relations] in the Middle East with sober
redlization.” Ha'aretz, July 3, 2002.
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tiously, it could provide the nucleus of an
American-oriented regional partnership made
up of democratic allies—as opposed to the
authoritarian rulers upon which Washington
hasrelied for five decades. Eisenhower’sBagh-
dad pact, Nixon's“twin pillars,” and Reagan’s
“strategic consensus’ depended mostly on
dubious monarchs (Irag’s weak Hashemites,
Iran’s bombastic shah, the egregious Saudis)
and ugly authoritarians (such asthe Mubarak
regime in Egypt, today). But the Turkish-
Israeli alignment creates, for the first time,
the possibility of developing an alliance of
pro-American democracies, such asexistsin
Europe. If cultivated carefully, [others] might
joinin. ... Thefinal result could be that most
elusiveof al goals: amore peaceable Middle
East.?®

At various crucia points, the Turkish-Is-
ragli relationship has received the blessing and
encouragement of the United States. Perhaps
its most tangible manifestation is alenient atti-
tude towards defense-related technology trans-
fers to and between the two parties, in order to
ensure their undisputed military supremacy in
their volatile environment.

NEXT PHASE

The dramatic events of September 11 con-
stitute awatershed for the international system,
irrefutably demonstrating the severity of the
threat of international terrorism and radical
Islamism to liberal democracies. Conceptssuch
as “democratic peace” and “zero tolerance of
terror,” which had been mere slogans, have now
been infused with new meaning. Therallying of
democraciesthat face similar military and terror-
ist threatswill definetheworld order in the com-
ing phase.

The Middle East is fast on its way to be-
coming the principle generator of these threats.
This opens new vistas for the Isragli-Turkish
relationship, as a counterweight to the menace

25 Pipes, “A New Axis.”

of radical forces. The ententebeganin aconver-
gence of theinterests of two countries. It could
well develop asthe pillar of awider security ar-
chitecture for the Middle East, encouraged by
the United States and Europe, with the objec-
tive of keeping theocratic extremism and martial
despotism in check.

There are four major messages that the en-
tente should convey to
the region and beyond:

* Itisamed at pro- ;
vidingincreased security Both countries
and stability in the | navealready
Middle East and beyond. reaped strategic

* It demonstratesthe dividendssimply
merits (bothinmoral and because
political terms) of demo- .
cratic regimes and the adver_sa”es
benefits inherent in the | Perceivethem
effective consolidation as allies.
of cooperation between

them.

« It is not motivated by any aggressive de-
signs and is not directed against third parties.

« It is open to other like-minded regional
actors, thanksto itsinformal structure and non-
aggressive objectives.

The ultimate direction of this relationship
may residein the ease of itsinteraction with the
network of interlinking ties being forged under
the rubric of “the war on terror,” the purpose of
which isnothing less than remaking the Middle
East.

Thisis precisely where the Isragli-Turkish
partnership goes beyond its value to both states
and serves as a beacon of optimism to a be-
nighted region. As Efraim Inbar, a leading au-
thority on this relationship, observes:

The success of their societiesin achieving far
more freedom and prosperity than any other
country in the Middle East is a constant re-
minder that democracy is not a feature found
exclusively in western Europe and North
America Thisfuelsthe hope that such an ex-
perience can be emulated by their neighbors.®

26 Inbar, “Regiona Implications.”
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Whether the hopeisrealistic remainsto be
seen. In the meantime, the Turkish-Israeli rela-
tionship deserves to be nurtured and rewarded
by all those whose interests lay in a stable and
democratic Middle East. And Israel and Turkey
must regard their entente as open-ended, wel-

coming to al those who would share its pre-
mises. InaMiddle East where theforces of dis-
order weave ever more intricate networks, the
champions of stability can't afford to do less.

Pal estinian Pokémon

BALATA REFUGEE CAMP, West Bank—Fourteen-year-old Salih Attiti has replaced his once-
precious Pokémon cards with alessinnocent craze that has swept up children in thisviolence-torn
camp.

On aplagtic coffee table in his cinder-block home, Salih proudly displays part of his growing
collection of necklaceswith picturesof “martyrs’ of the Palestinian uprising against Isragli occupation.

“1 used to have plenty of Pokémons—my school bag was half full of them,” Salih said. “I
threw them all away. They’re not important now. The pictures of martyrs are important. They're
our idols.”

It'sdifficult to find achild in thisteeming camp of 20,000 peoplewhoisn’t wearing at |least one
necklacewith apicture of ashahid, or “martyr”—maostly militant gunmen killed or suicide bombers
blown up during the 20-month-old uprising.

The children use them the way they once used cards of Pokémon or sports heroes. They spend
their meager allowances to collect and trade them, constantly hunting for prized shahid pictures
that excitelikeavintage baseball card.

“These children are convinced that martyrdom is a holy thing, something worthy of the
ultimate respect,” said Munir Jabal, head of a Balata teachers association. “They worship these
pictures. | think it will lead them in the future to go out and do the same thing.”

In Balata, a stronghold of the Fatah-linked Al-Agsa Martyrs Brigades, the most recent hot
item isapendant of Jihad Attiti, the 18-year-old who became the camp’s first suicide bomber two
weeks ago by blowing himself up and killing two I sraglis—an 18-month-old baby and her grand-
mother—in aTel Aviv suburb.

Plastic medallions manufactured in Nablus are the top end of the necklace craze and sell for
about $3.30. Other merchants have jumped on the craze with a cheaper aternative to the medal-
lions. They mass-produce passport-size photos of the militants and slip them into transparent
pendants. Those sell for just 65 cents.

At Balata, the crazeis a by-product of acommunity that has seen some of the worst fighting
intheuprising. It'sthekind of environment that has forced teachersto grudgingly allow studentsto
wear their “martyrs’ necklaces in class. When a teacher recently insisted a student remove his
necklace during gym class, the boy’s father showed up the next day and “wanted to fight us,” said
the school’s principal.
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