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This thesis is planned to examine diplomatic relations between Iraq and Turkey during the 

period 1990-2014. It also makes an inquiry for the crucial historical developments which 

affected the relations between the two countries since the establishment of Iraq and 

Turkey.  The question of Mosul which settled in 1926 and the Iraqi-Turkish relations 

which witnessed rapprochement with the signature of the Sadabad Pact of 1937 and then 

the Baghdad Pact of 1955 are examined in detail. From 1960 onwards Iraqi- Turkish were 

further improved as security concerns took priority in their relations and this continued till 

1990s. During the 1990s Turkey supported for the international alliance against Iraq and 

participated in creating “no fly zone” in north Iraq to safe the Kurds from Saddam regime. 

Turkey herself also suffered from the economic embargo imposed on Iraq from 1990 

onwards. Though Iraqi-Turkey’s relations suffered from economic and political setbacks 

their relations swiftly recovered afterwards. Their relations have improved in different 

areas as both Iraq and Turkey recognized the need for each other to cooperate in security, 

economy, and energy fields. 

 From 2002 onwards the most important events which affected Iraqi-Turkey’s relations 

were election of the new Turkish government and the American War on Iraq in 2003. This 

was because the Turkish Justice and Development Government (JDG) adopted a new 
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active foreign policy towards Iraq and the neighboring Arab countries. Iraq was one of the 

main pillars of this policy. Also, the relations between Turkey and Kurdistan Regional 

Government (KRG) was developed because of the fundamental changes took place in 

Iraq’s internal, regional and international environments. During this period “Zero Problem” 

policy adopted between Iraq and Turkey reached its peak during 2006-2011. For instance 

“High level Strategic Cooperation Council” was established between Iraq and Turkey in 

2008 besides 48 memoranda were signed. However these fertile political and economic 

grounds were soon to replace by many obstacles and difficulties stemming from Arab 

uprisings and the rising of ISIS since 2011. This situation was more or less to continue in 

the same manner until 2014. 
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Mevcut tez, günümüzdeki Irak-Türkiye ilişkilerinin daha iyi anlaşılması için tarihsel 

altyapının ortaya konmasının bir gereklilik olduğu sonucuna ulaşmıştır.  Bu sonuçtan 

hareketle iki ülke arasındaki tarihsel çerçeveyi teşkil temel olay ve sorunlara yoğunlaşarak 

1923-26 yılları arasındaki Musul Sorunu, 1937 yılında imzalanan Sadabad Paktı ve 1955'te 

kurulan Bağdat Paktı gibi temel konuları ele almıştır. Özellikle Irak ve Türkiye arasında 

imzalanan bu paktların, iki ülke arasındaki iyi komşuluk ilişkilerinin tesis edilmesinde ve 

ikili münasebetlerin geliştirilmesinde büyük rol oynadığı ortaya kondu. Daha sonra, 

1960’lardan itibaren İki ülke arasındaki ilişkilerde öncelikli konu güvenlik kaygıları oldu 

ve bu durum 1990’lı yıllara kadar devam etti. Türkiye, 1990’larda Kürtleri Saddam 

Rejimine karşı korumak için Irak'a karşı oluşturulan uluslararası koalisyona destek verdi ve 

Kuzey Irak'ta Uçuşa Yasak Bölge tesis edilmesi sürecine katıldı.  

Ne var ki Türkiye, bu yıllarda Irak'a karşı uygulanan ekonomik ambargodan olumsuz 

yönde etkilendi. Bu dönemde Irak-Türkiye İlişkileri ekonomik ve siyasi ambargolardan 

kötü etkilense de sonraki yıllarda ikili ilişkiler hızla yeniden düzelmeye başladı. Fakat son 

dönemlerdeki Irak-Türkiye ilişkilerini etkileyen iç ve dış dinamikler, kuruluş yıllarındaki 

faktörlere oranla çok daha farklı alanlara kaymış ve farklı yönlerde şekillenmiştir. Değişen 

ve gelişen siyasi, ekonomik ve stratejik parametreler Irak-Türkiye ilişkilerini olumlu ve 
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olumsuz yönde ve pek çok alanda etkilemiştir. Ancak oluşan tüm güncel ve konjektürel 

şartlar her iki ülkenin yekdiğerine olan güvenlik, ekonomi ve enerji alanlarındaki işbirliği 

ihtiyacını azaltmadığı gibi tam tersine çoğaltmıştır. Mevcut tezin en önemli bulgu ve 

vurgularından biri bu durumun tespit edilmesidir.  

2002 yılından itibaren Irak-Türkiye ilişkilerini etkileyen önemli olaylar incelendiğinde 

bunların, Türkiye'deki hükümet değişikliği ve 2003'te Irak'ta başlatılan Amerikan savaşı 

olduğu görülmektedir. Çünkü Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi (AKP) Hükümeti, Irak ve komşu 

Arap ülkelerine karşı yeni ve aktif bir dış politika anlayışı benimsedi. Irak, bu politikanın 

önemli ayaklarından biri oldu. Ayrıca, Irak içinde, bölgede ve uluslararası siyasette  

meydana gelen köklü algı  değişimleri Türkiye’nin Kürdistan Bölgesel Yönetimi (KBY) ile 

ilişkilerinin gelişmesine neden oldu. 2006-2011 yılları arasında Türkiye’nin takip ettiği 

“Sıfır Sorun” politikası Irak’la ilişkilerinin gelişmesinde önemli bir rol oynadı. Bu 

çerçevede 2008 yılında iki ülke arasında “Yüksek Stratejik İşbirliği Konseyi” oluşturulmuş 

ve 48 anlaşma imzalanmıştır. Fakat bu verimli siyasi ve ekonomik zemin 2011'den itibaren 

Arap Ayaklanmalarının patlak vermesi ve DAİŞ’in yükselişi neticesinde yerini birçok 

engel ve zorluğun ortaya çıkışına terk etti. Söz konusu bu durum, az ya da çok benzer bir 

şekilde 2014 yılına kadar devam etti.  

 

 

Anhatar Kelimeleri: Irak, Türkiye, Enerji, Irak Kürtleri, Türkmenler, Körfez Savaşları. 
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 خلاصــــة

 
التركية منذ نشأة  -العراقية هذه الدراسة تسليط الضوء على الخلفية التأريخية للعلاقاتتحاول 

. 1926الدولتين. وكذلك البحث في مشكلة الموصل التي تم تسويتها من خلال عصبة الامم في عام 

حلف بغداد عام  ثم 1936تقارباً ملحوضاً تتوج في ميثاق سعد اباد  التركية -العراقيةالعلاقات  شهدت

لقد شكل العامل الامني الاولوية واستمرت العلاقات بنفس الوتيرة الى فترة التسعينيات من . 1955

وساهمت في انشاء منطقة الحظر  1991في عام التحالف الدولي في تركيا القرن العشرين. شاركت 

آثار الحصار الأقتصادي  كراد من نظام صدام حسين. لقد انعكستق لحماية الاالجوي في شمال العرا

ادى الى جمود العلاقات بين البلدين في الجوانب السياسية  بشكل سلبيالذي فرض على العراق 

فوز  نتيجة للتطورات الكبيرة والتي من بينها 2002والاقتصادية، ثم بدات العلاقات بالنمو بعد عام 

 سياسة خارجية منفتحة حيال دول الجوار والاقليم.ل والتنمية بالانتخابات البرلمانية وتبنيه الةحزب العد

ان العلاقات بين تركيا وحكومة اقليم كردستان نتيجةأملتها التغييرات الاساسية التي حدث في بيئة 

 العراق الداخلية والاقليمية والدولية.

تتوجت بانشاء المجلس الاعلى للتعاون قد  التركية -التطورات في العلاقات العراقية ان

العلاقات فيما واجهت  مذكرة في مختلف المجالات. لكن 48 التوقيع علىو 2008في عام الاستراتيجي 

                        وبروز تنظيم داعش الارهابي.ثورات الربيع العربي  من بينهامعوقات بعد بعض ال

                  

       

 .لوصول: العراق، تركيا، العلاقات، الأكراد، التركمان، الطاقة، المياهكلمات ا
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INTRODUCTİON 

  This thesis aims to analyse and evaluate Iraqi- Turkish  relations  during the period 

1990-2014 in the light of the political history and  tries to analyse the developments in 

different periods through the descriptive methedology and diplomatic history. Iraq was 

under the British occupation until 1921 and establishment of the modern Iraqi state which 

had remained under the British mandate until it gained its independence by joining 

membership of the League of Nations in 1932.  

The Turkish Republic was established in 1923, the two neighbouring countries had 

been entering in tension for the Mosul issue. However, Turkey has political, economical 

and strategical interests in Mosul and Kirkuk since the Turkish independence war (1919-

1920). The two governorates were within “Turkish map” which was approved by Turkish 

Grand National Assembly “TGNA” in its secret session on January 28, 1920. The Anglo-

Iraqi- Turkish treaty in 1926 resolved the Mosul issue after Ankara’s recognition in the 

borders between Iraq and Turkey.  

In general Turkish foreign policy in the late 1920s was to achieve a balance 

between Russia to the North and Britain to the South. However, the British Foreign Office 

thought that Turkey had not succeded in the following “true equilibrium”. This was 

because it had pushed cordiality with Russia to far, though Britain had exerted pressure on 

Ankara no to.The British government government, at one stage, had even considered 

offering some minor concessions to the Turkish government on the Mosul issue in order to 

gain its sympathy. Bilgin, Mustafa Sıtkı, Britain and Turkey in the Middle East: Politics 

and Influence in the Early Cold War Era (London & New York: IB Tauris, 2008. P. 26). 

 Thereafter, the relations improved in July 1937 “Saadabad Pact” was signed 

between “Iraq, Turkey, Iran and Afghanistan”. This Pact obliged the four states to preserve 

common frontiers, not to interfere in one another’s internal affairs, to commit no 
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aggression against one another territory, and consult each other on all matters of common 

interest.  

It could be said that the Sadabad Pact was the first Pact in which the initiative came 

from the regional countries itself. It established a basis for further developments of the 

Iraqi-Turkish relations which led to the establishment of the Baghdad Pact almost two 

decades later. Moreover, the Sadabad Pact had shown Turkey’s regional strategic 

importance to Britain and France in the Middle East. 

In 1941, Iraq witnessed a revolution led by Rashid Ali Al-Gailani. His government 

refused to honor previous treaty commitments to Britain, a second British occupation that 

lasted until the end of the World War II.  

Turkey played a mediation role between Iraq and Britain in 1941, the Turkish 

policy was most independent and it was not influenced by British policy which had asked 

Turkey to make maneuver close to the Iraqi borders, and tried to convince Turkey that 

would restore Mosul, but Turkey refused all offers. Turkey gave congratulations to the new 

regime in Iraq.  

Iraqi-Turkish relations improved again in 1946, they signed a friendship and 

neighboring treaty. The treaty consisted of political articles in which Turkey and Iraq 

agreed to respect each other’s independenceand territorial intergrity. It settled their 

disputes with each other or with third partiesin accordance with UN Charter. The most 

important issue they agreed on was to organize the using of water resources and 

developing the projects in the Tigris and Euphrates. According to this agreement, Turkey 

was obliged to share exchange and inform Iraq in any project built on the two above 

mentioned rivers. Bilgin, Mustafa Sıtkı, Britain and Turkey in the Middle East: Politics and 

Influence in the Early Cold War Era (London & New York: IB Tauris, 2008. P. 86). 

  In 1955 Iraq and Turkey singed the Baghdad Pact with Pakistan, Iran and United 

Kingdom. Turkey and most Arab countries, except Iraq were on different sides. The 

President of Egypt  Jamal Abdul Nasser perceived the Baghdad Pact as the continuation of 

Western Colonialism, which supported to further their hegemony in an implicit manner 

opposid to the direct colonialism of the past. 
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           However, Arab countries  refused the Pact for two reasons: first, Arab 

countries would become bases for the American, British French and Turkish forces. 

Second, Egypt led a compaign against Iraq. As a result Egyptian Prime Minister called on 

January 16, 1955, Arab Prime Ministers were to meet in Cairo, Egyptain aims were: to 

isolate Iraqi government from Arab countries politically, to convince other Arab countries 

not to join the Pact and to support the  non-alignment policy. 

On July 14, 1958, the Monarchy regime was overthrown in the revolution. The 

Turkish government welcomed the revolution initially. The early declarations of the 

revolutionary government clearly indicated Iraqi government’s willingness to follow a 

neutral policy towards the East and West conflict, which meant Iraq’s withdrawal from the 

Baghdad Pact; such a policy was natuarlly, a set back to Iraqi -Turkish collaboration.  

In 1963 the Baathist party took the office in Iraq, and the Turkish government 

recognised the new Iraqi regime.The development of the relations reached a high level 

after 1968 becauce the Kurdish issue became the common dangers for Iraq and Turkey, 

and many trade agreements were signed during that period.  

In addition to, in 1970s Iraqi-Turkish relations further improved since the energy 

crisis and increase of oil prices occured. Arab countries passed energy crisis with huge 

financial revenues. All these factors motivated Turkey to naturalize its relations with Arabs 

especially Iraq in  addition to the Turkey’s disappointment of  the Western policy towards 

the Cyprus issue especially after the American embargo on Turkey in 1975. During Iran- 

Iraq war 1980-1988, Iraqi- Turkish relations continued on good levels. Iraq exported its oil 

through Turkey and Turkey followed a neutralised policy towards that war. 

However, two particular developments tremendously affected the nature of Iraq’s 

relations with Turkey during the first decade rest of Cold War era: first the dissolution of 

the Soviet Union, whereas Turkey’s joining the USA which led the international coalition 

that came into being with the mission of drawing Iraq out of kuwait both of these 

developments increased Turkey’s power capabilities vi-a-vis Iraq. 

The First Gulf War 1990 formed a radical change in Iraqi-Turkish relations. Turkey 

supported the international sanctions against Iraq and provided logistical assistance to the 

alliance forces. 
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Turkey supported the UN efforts against Iraq by Operations Providing Comfort 

which began on July 24,1991, and ended on December 31 this was a humanitarian aid 

operation that aimed at providing assistance to Kurdish refugees fleeing from Saddam’s 

regime.  

Operation Northern Watch was aimed at enforcing the no fly zone north of the 36th 

parallel. It began on January 1st 1997 and ended on May 1, 2003. It prevented Iraqi air 

force helicopter and gunship from targeting Kurds. 

After September 11, 2001, American role increased in the Middle East in the 

context of so-called countering terrorism and Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). As a 

result, in 2001  the USA waged its war on Afghanistan and in 2003 on Iraq and changed its 

regime. Before that new political developments happened in Turkey, JDP  had won the 

election since 2001 and a new course of relations with Arab countries have started after a 

long time of political set-back. Iraq is one of the signaficance dimensions in these changes 

since it is neighboring country and interaction with it can be explained in terms of 

economy, energy and security. At the same time, changes in the structure of Iraqi regime 

have opened new opportunities for cooperation and challenge to Turkey. Turkey was 

worried after establishing the Federal system in Iraq. According to its strategy this 

development might lead to establish an independent Kurdish state in Northern Iraq. Turkey 

recognised that joining Kirkuk to the Iraqi Kurdistan will affect the Turkey from two 

aspects: first, Iraqi Kurdistan will be strengthened economically and it being easy to 

declare an independent state; Second, Turkmen could be affected and lose their preliviges 

after the changing of the ethno-nationality balance . 

However, the JDP froreign policy had started to pursue “Zero Problem” policy, 

which reflects Ahmet Davoutoğlug’s former Foreign Minister views. This policy was 

idealism in theory and practice. It might have achieved some goals at the beginning, but 

finally the events which have happened in the Middle East, especially in the Arab 

Countries which faced political changes approved impossibility to implement this foreign 

policy.  

This could be eleborated on Iraqi –Turkish relation, establishment of the “High 

Level Strategic Cooperation Council” with Iraq in 2008 and signing in this context of 48 
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Memoranda of Understanding in different fields of cooperation: security, economic and 

energy.  Both countries also witnessed high mutual officials visits. 

   Inspite of the relations which had reached an advanced level in different fields; 

both countries had have their own their policies regarding many issues for Iraq, considered 

Turkey interference in its internal affairs and hosting some of members who are in 

opposition to political process in addition to the relations between regional government of 

Iraqi Kurdistan and Turkey in aspect of energy which upset Baghdad. Iraq’s requirements 

for water needs also was formed a permanent controversial point in any meeting. 

 Turkey considered north Iraqi borders as a camp of PKK members. It moved some 

of its troops into Iraqi borders in the context of countering terrorism. This step led to 

tension with Iraq because it was not a coordination and consent with Baghdad. Turkey was 

also anxious about Turkmens nationality in Iraq. Furthermore, other regional issues like 

Syrian crisis because both countries have their own policy in light of their national 

security. 

  However, this thesis studies Iraqi- Turkish relations 1990-2014 since Iraq had 

faced two Wars 1990 and 2003 in addition to the ISIS war on June 10, 2014. Within this 

context the thesis focuses on Iraq as the main part and central point in this study 

throughout its political, security, economic and trade relations with Turkey. It also 

describes the relations between the two countries through the diplomatic history. 

The research questions elicited in this study are: what are the factors which 

contributed to the developments of the Iraqi- Turkish relations since the establishment of 

the the two states? What are the factors which formed an obstacle to the relations? What 

was the Iraqi foreign policy towards Turkey after 2003, what is the Iraqi vision towards 

Turkey in the context of fighting ISIS? What are the main aspects of improving  the Iraqi-

Turkish relations? what are the papers that Iraq has and could use them in improving 

relations with Turkey? 

           The thesis is based on the hypothesis supposes that the Iraqi-Turkish 

relations have improved in different aspects, since the establishment of their states. Both 

countries have needed for each other to cooperate in security, economy, and energy fields. 

At the same time issues of the Turkmen, water and Turkey-KRG relations affected Iraqi- 
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Turkish relations negatively. However, it could be said that Turkey’s relations with the 

“KRG” is a temporary strategy by Turkey for the dramatical changes in Iraq’s internal, 

regional and international environments.  

   According to the research method, this study is based on descriptive and 

analytical approach. The books, articles, and documents in Arabic, Turkish and English 

languages are also used. Some diplomatic documents available in the archieves of the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Iraq and Turkey are included in the study.  

The significance of the thesis emerges since it uses the Arabic, Iraqi resources and 

the views of Arabs towards Turkey.The most resources which written on Iraqi-Turkish 

relations in Turkey are either in Turkish or in Enghlish languages, in addition to,the thesis 

could be useful for Iraqi library since it contains Turkish resources. However, Iraqi people 

and statesmen consider Turkey as a significant neighbour country with which the relations 

should be improved for the interests of the both countries. At the same time Turkey’s water 

policy towards Iraq was a critical point on Iraqi agenda. 

Many studies have tackled Iraqi-Turkish relations, the main point is most of them 

focused on Turkey’s policy towards Iraq. The available literature on Iraq’s foreign policy 

focuses on the pre-2003 period. However, this study seeks to analyse Iraq’s policy towards 

Turkey after 2003.  

To achieve the aims of the study, it is divided into five chapters: chapter one is the 

Structural Frameworks which explains the main features, principles and decision making 

process in the Iraqi and Turkish political system, in addition to the factors which affect 

their relations both internal and external. 

  Chapter Two,  studies the historical background of Iraqi- Turkish relations since 

the early 20th century up to the 1990s. The stages of cooperation and the tension during the 

Cold War era are also discussed. 

  Chapter Three, the American War on Iraq 1991 and its Impacts on Iraq’s Relations 

with Turkey, in addition to the reasons, results and its impacts the Turkish interests and 

relations with Iraq. 
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 Chapter Four, discusses the Impacts of the Second Gulf War in 2003 on Turkey 

and the Middle East from the security and economic prospectives, in addition to the 

consequences of 2003 war.   

            Chapter Five, deals with the  developments of Iraqi- Turkish relations 

during the period 2004-2014. 

 At the end of the research conclusions are presented through the searching process 

in the books, articles, newspapers and documents. 

Hence, the books, theses and articles which have been written on Iraqi- Turkish 

relations could be mentioned as follows:  

Bilgin, Mustafa Sıtkı, “Britain and Turkey in the Middle East: Politics and 

Influence in the Early Cold War Era” (London & New York: IB Tauris, 2008). This book 

by Bilgin is a documentary study based on Turkish, British and American original 

documents and it is important not only for Anglo-Turkish relations in the Middle East but 

also great power politics in the region. It is also important for inter- state relations among 

the Arab countries as well as their relationships between Iraq and Turkey. Though Iraqi -

Turkish relations took place a considerable space in this book the till 1953 the present 

study covers the rest of the periods for the relations between the two countries, especially 

by concentrating in the years between 1990-2014.  

Ahmed Nouri Al-Naemi, Iraqi- Turkish Relations, Present and Future, Dar Zahran 

for Publishing and Distribution, Amman, 2012. He explained the Iraqi-Turkish relations 

within the historical background since the early 1920 century. The study descripted the 

developments just in political fields until 1980.  It will cover the developments in economy 

and energy aspects, in addition to the peroid of the cooperation after 1980. 

Colonel Shakir Sabir, History of Iraqi -Turkish Freindship “The Waters of Tigris 

and the Euphrates Bind Iraq and Turkey together in Eternal Brotherhood, Dar Al-Marifah 

Printing, Baghdad, 1955. He studies the significance of waters of Tigris and the Euphrates 

to improve the relations between Iraq and Turkey. The study did not mention the solutions 

of this issue or the motions which can contribute to resolve the matter . This study will deal 
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with the point of views of both countries towards this issue according to the international 

treaties, and the motions to resolve the water problem between the two countries. 

Bayar Mustafa Saefaldin, Turkey and Iraqi Kurdistan, “The Hesitant Neighbours” 

Dar Al-Zaman for Printing, Publishing and Distributing” Syria, 2009. This study deals 

with the development of Turkish-Kurdistan relations after 2003, it focused on the economy 

cooperation only. The study will concentrate on the political and strategic significance of 

Iraqi Kurdistan to the Turkey, especially after the rises of ISIS and PKK existance on the 

Iraqi-Turkish borders. 

Bell Park, Turkey’s Policies towards Nothern Iraq, Problems and Future 

Dimensions, Gulf Reseach Center, Dubai, 2005. This study analyzes the security problem 

and Turkey’s policies towards Iraqi Kurdistan and countering PKK. The study focused on 

Iraqi Kurdistan as danger for Turkish national security since Iraqi Kurds have aspirations 

of independence state. We will deal with this issue from another corner, since Turkey and 

Iraqi Kurdistan have mutual economy, security and policy interets, Iraqi Kurdistan could 

not be a threat to Turkey. 

Ahmad Shikara, Iran, Iraq and Turkey: Strategic Impact on Gulf Security, the 

Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research, 2001. The study explains the 

significance of the Iraq, Turkey and Iran to the Gulf security. It focused on the period of 

1980 during Iran-Iraq war. We will deal with the developments after 2003 war which 

changed the regional balances in the Middle East. Iraq also became area of the regional and 

international struggle. 

Dr.Ahmed  Abdel –Halim, American War on Iraq, Causes and Sequences in (the 

Middle East after 9/11, Turkish and Egyptian perspectives) Center for Political Research 

and Studies, Cairo University, 2005. The study explains the impacts of American war in 

2003 and the occupation of Iraq on the Middle East. It did not mention the impact of the 

war on Iraqi internal environment. It will be added the reflections of the war on Iraq’s 

internal environment and its foreign policy. 

Dr. Baqinam Alsharqawi, Turkish and Iranian views and Iraq Crisis, in ( the 

Aggression on Iraq crisis Map and nation future), Dr. Hassan Nafaa, Dr. Nadia Mahmood 

Mustafa (eds), center for Research and Political Studies, Cairo University, 2003. The study 



 

 9 

explains Turkish-Iranian policies towards Iraq after 2003. It did not explain the Iraqi views 

towards Iran and Turkey. We will explain the Iraqi foreign policy towards both countries 

after the regime’s change. 

Dr. Jalal Abdullah Muawath, Decision Making in Turkey and Arab-Tutkish 

Relations, Center for Arabic Unity, Beirut, 1998. The study discusses the mechanism of 

decision making in Turkish system towards the Arabs in different periods. It did not 

explain the influential factors of Arab- Turkish relations. The present study will discuss the 

factors and the obstacles of Arab-Turkish relations. 

Dr. Hamid Mahmood Isa, Kurdish Issue in the Middle East, Midbuli Libirary, 

Cairo, 1992. The study explains the impact of Kurdish issue on the Middle East and the 

development of Kurdish issue in Iraq and Turkey within historical background. We will 

analyse the rise of Kurds as affective factor in Iraqi future after 1990. 

Ali Abdulwahid Al-Saeq, the Position of Saad Abad Pact Countries from Regional 

Events (1937-1945), June, Damascus, 2013. This study tackles the policy of Turkey and 

Iran towards Iraq in the period 1937-1941 because Iraq had witnessed military coup and 

revolution in this period. It did not analyse the reasons which led to establishment of the 

Saad Abad Pact. We will explain the policy, economy, and security developments in the 

region which led to sign the Saad Abad Pact. 

Zain Nooraldin Zain, Growing the Arab Nationalism with the Historical Study of 

Arab-Turkish Relations, Dar Al-Nahar of Publication, Lebanon, 1968. The study discusses 

the rise of Arab nationalism and its impact the Arab- Turkish relations. It focused on Arab 

nationalism as factor of tension between the Arabs and Turks. We will explain the views of 

both Arab and Turks nationalists towards each others. 

Ammar Mari Al-Hasan, Turkish-Iranian Competition over Iraq’s Control after 2003         

(who inherits the sick man, Ottomanism Turkey or Persian Iran?) Dar Al-koutub Alilmya, 

Baghdad, 2003. This study explains Turkish-Iranian competition over Iraq’s control after 

2003 within a historical context. We will explain the strategic, economic and political 

significance of Iraq for Iran and Turkey after 2003. 
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Esam Al-Jalabi, Oil is Basic Factor in Iraq- Turkish Relations in (The Arabs and 

Turkey, Challenged of the present and Reckonings of the Futures) a group of the 

researchers, Arab Center for Research and Policy Studies, Al-Doha, 2012. This study 

explain the importnace of oil in improving Iraq- Turkish relations. We will focus on the 

other political, security and social factors which improve the relations between two 

countries. 

Mohammed Naji Isa, Turkish Foreign Policy towards Arab Issues, 2002-2006, 

study of Iraqi and Palestinian Crisis, Unpublished Master Thesis, Institute of Arab Studies 

and Research, Cairo, 2007. This study discusses the developments of Turkish foreign 

policy towards Iraq and the Palestinian crises after 2003. It mentioned that the reasons of 

changes in Turkish policy are belonged to the JD government. We will axplain the Turkish 

policy, economy and security internal environment developments which led to change the 

Turkish foreign policy towards Iraq and the Middle East, in addtion to the regional and 

international develpments. 

Alev Dilek Aydin, Mosul  Question (1918-1926) Unpublished Master Thesis, 

Bilkent University, Ankara, June 2004. This study analyses the impact of Mosul question 

on Iraqi-Turkish relations during the period 1918-1926 and the role of League of Nations 

and Britain in resolving this issue. It did not focus on the reasons which led to Turkish 

government to solve this issue. We will focus on the main reason which motivated Turkey 

to settle the Mosul question. 

Sait Ocakli, Westernization, Modernization and Turkish- Arab Relations during 

Democratic Party Era, Unpublished Master Thesis, Bilkent University, Ankara, 2001. This 

study explains the improvment of the Arab- Turkish relations and the opening policy of the 

democratic party towards Arab countries. It did not point out the main reasons of these 

developments. We will explain the main internal and internationl factors which affected 

the   foreign Turkish policy during that period. 

Payman Abdullah Hamad Lak, Türkiye – Irak İlişkileri (1920 – 2010), Yüksek 

lisans Tezi, Kahramanmaraş Üniversitesi. Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Tarih Bölümü, Nisan, 

2015. This study tackles Turkish-Iraqi relations within the historical stages. The thesis 

concentrated on the relations within historical context. We will explain the developments 
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of the relations according to the regional and international environments. We will focus on 

the British role in Iraqi political and security policy. 

Mustafa Allbad, Europe and Turkish Middle Eastern Policy, Journal of 

International Politics, Al-Ahram Institution Cairo, No 182, 2010. This study analyses the 

Middle East region’s impact on Turkish foreign policy towards EU. It concenrated on the 

Turkish disappoinment towrads EU’s policy. We will explain Turkish policy towards EU 

after 2003 war and its role in countering terrorism after the rising of ISIS.  

Abdullah Irfan, Economy in Turkish Policy towards Kurdistan, Journal of 

International Politics, Al-Ahram Institution, Cairo, No 182, 2010. The study analyses the 

economic dimension in Turkish relations with the Iraqi Kurdistan Region. We will explain 

the other factors which are imprtant in Turkish foregin policy as security and energy, in 

addition to the Kurdish role in Iraq after 2003. 

Dr. Walid Abdulnasir, Iraqi Kurds and Impact of International and Regional 

Environment, journal of International Politics, Al-Ahram Institution, Cairo, No 127, 1997. 

The study explains the impacts of the international and regional environments on the 

Kurdish issue. İt focused on the developments of Kurdish issue during 1980s. We will deal 

with the kurdish issue after 2003 as affective pillar in the Iraq and regional developments. 
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CHAPTER I  

STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK 

This chapter is devoted to studing the main features and principles of the Iraqi 

Foreign Policy. It focuses on the Iraqi political system and ideology since 1963. After 2003 

the Iraqi state and government changed from the Republican Central System to the Federal 

and Parliamantery System, though the institutions that participate in the formulation of the 

foreign policy it was also changed because the Iraqi foreign policy drawn by Baathist 

ideology until 2003. 

 We also explain principles of Turkish Foreign Policy and decision making process 

in Turkey’s Foreign Policy briefly. 

There are also internal and external factors affected Iraqi- Turkish relations in all 

times  which should be taken into the consideration like: Turkmens, Kurdish, and water 

issues, forces of nationalism, the impact of Baathist party rule, imapcts of Arab-Israeli 

problem, policies of the West and impacts of Imperialism and Colonialism, and impacts of 

Arab nationalism. All these issues are explained and analysed in this chapter. 

1.1. The Main Features and Principles of Iraqi Foreign Policy 

             Iraq’s foreign policy during the Monarchy period was conducted according to 

British trends and interests.1 İraq had signed many treaties with Britain. Many factors 

contributed to drawing Iraq’s foreign policy trends during that time: Iraq’s geopolitical 

location is the shortiest road between West Europe and and South East Asia. Its military-

                                                 

دراسة في ضوء مقررات  1963-1958للجمهورية العراقية   د. نصير محمود شكر الجبوري، السياسية الخارجية 1 

 .11، ص 2012مجلس الوزراء، دار ضفاف للطباعة والنشر والتوزيع، قطر، 

Naseer Mahmood Shukur Aljobory, Foreign Policy for Iraqi Republic 1958-1963, study in light of Council 

Ministers decesions, Dar Al-Difaf for Printing and Publishing, Qatar, 2012, p. 11 
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strategic location is viewed as a bridge between Indian Ocean and Mediterranean Sea. All 

these make it being under the Great Powers pressure.1 

            However, since its independence İraq has some political and security problems with 

its neighbouring countries and tried to resolve them. Within this context King First Faisal 

wanted to establish good relations on the basis of good willingness, in order to promote 

Iraq’s independence and prevent any interference in its internal affairs.2 

The Monarcy system in Iraq has overthrown on July 14, 1958 revolution. As a 

result, Iraq’s foreign policy was changed. The Republican government followed the 

opening policy towards the foreign countries and refused the alliances policy or alignment 

to the West. It established relations with East and West countries away from the British 

influence.3 

However, military governments ruled from 1958 to 1968. In that year another 

military Coup brought to power the Iraqi branch of the Baathist Party, a pan-Arab political 

group supportive, in theory, of Arab unity. The President of the new regime was a Baathist 

army General named Ahmad Hassan Al-Bakir. But very quickly, by the mid-1970s a 

civilian party official named Saddam Hussein, who was responsible for internal security 

affairs, emerged as the real power in the regime. However, Iraq’s foreign policy was based 

on the ideology of this party.4  

However, coming to the Iraqi system after 2003. It could be said that Iraq regained 

full sovereignty over its territory after the USA troops left at the end of 2011. Although the 

country still faces the external pressures and internal manipulations, the Iraqi state has 

recovered the possibility to differentiate its foreign policy from that of the occupying power 

and the states that sought to influence or undermine its transition since 2003 by pursuing 

their own international and regional strategic plans. Therefore, the main objective of the 

Iraqi foreign policy has been to promote the neutrality of Iraq to avoid any conflict with 

other countries. Within this context, the Iraqi foreign policy focused on freeing the country 

from sanctions and reparation obligations to which it were subjected under Chapter VII of 

the United Nations Charter. This was a crucial issue in fostering the development of the 

                                                 
 .23ص  مصدر سبق ذكره،  ،لعراقيةللجمهورية ا  د. نصير محمود شكر الجبوري، السياسية الخارجية 1

 

 .26، ص مصدر سبق ذكره للجمهورية العراقية،  السياسية الخارجية د. نصير محمود شكر الجبوري، 2 
 

 .120، ص مصدر سبق ذكره ،العراقية للجمهورية  د. نصير محمود شكر الجبوري، السياسية الخارجية 3  
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country. At the same time, Iraq has been engaged in negotiations with Washington to reach 

a peaceful end to the USA military occupation, assuring full recovery of its sovereignty. 

Both objectives can be considered to be achieved.1 

In addition, the Iraqi constitution mentioned that Iraq observes the principles of 

good neighborliness, adheres to the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of 

other states, seeks to settle disputes by peaceful means, establishes relations on the basis of 

mutual interests and reciprocity, and respects its international obligations.2  

However, WMD was one of the USA justifications of war on Iraq. The constitution 

stipulates that the Iraqi government shall also respect and implement Iraqi international 

obligations regarding the non-proliferation, non-development, non-production, and non-use 

of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons, and shall prohibit associated equipment 

material, technologies, and delivery systems for use in the development, manufacture, 

production, and use of such weapons.3 

The war on terrorism is also the main principle of Iraqi foreign policy; article 7 

stresses that the State shall undertake to combat terrorism in all its forms, and shall work to 

protect its territories from being a base, pathway, or field for terrorist activities. The percept 

of these principles and values for decision makers and diplomats are the priorities in foreign 

policy.4  

Since the restoration of its sovereignty in 2011, non-alignment stance has inspired 

Iraqi foreign policy favoring the improvement of relations with neighboring countries with 

many of which Iraq experienced various degrees of hostility in the past. At the same time, 

that same non-alignment has been considered the only option for a country so affected by 

deep ethno-sectarian divides. Although at present there are still diverging positions 

regarding non-alignment, this could lead to the reaching of a consensus between Iraqi 

distinct factions, putting to avoid direct involvement in regional conflict that could deepen 

                                                 
1 Murat Yeşiltaş, Soft Balancing in Turkish Foreign Policy: The case of the 2003 Iraq War, Stratejik 

Arıştırma Merkezi (SAM), Perceptions, Spring-Summer 2009.p. 35.  

2 Constitution of the Repulic of İraq 2005, Article 8. 

3 Constitution of the Repulic of İraq 2005, Article 9. 

، 2013لجميلي، السياسة الخارجية العراقية، وزارة خارجية جمهورية العراق، مطبعة كركي، لبنان، د. غانم علوان ا 4 

 .28ص 
Ghanim Alwan Aljumaili, Iraqi Foreign Policy, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Iraq, Kirki 

Printing, Lebanon, 2013, p. 28. 
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domestic divisions. Hence, the success or failure of this strategy depends primarily on the 

capacity of Iraqi factions to agree on how to coherently implement the necessary policies to 

promote and consolidate Iraqi regional position and role. This is a sensitive issue, given 

mutual distrust among Iraqi political factions and the divisive effects that relations with 

neighboring countries could exert on the Iraqi internal field.1 

Combining its non-alignment position with the aim to create the necessary internal 

and international conditions to maintain and reinforce the existing regime, Iraqi foreign 

policy pursued the goal of obtaining support from both the United States and Iran and of 

maintaining sufficient autonomy from them. The objective is to seek a more central 

regional role, improving relations with the Arab countries and overcoming the recent 

perception of being an Iranian puppet. It was not a coincidence that Iraq hosted March 2012 

Arab League summit in Baghdad, seeking to mediate between Tehran and the international 

community on nuclear issues. This attempt was repeated in May 2012 during a round of 

talks. Accordingly, both P5+1 and Arab League meetings should be seen as an effort to 

demonstrate that Iraq is re-emerging as an actor in its own right and recovering from being 

the battlefield of competing regionalism.2  

1.2. Decision Making Process in Iraqi Foreign Policy 

Iraq has seen many constitutions. The first Iraqi constitution in 1925 after the 

establishing of the Iraqi state did not mention the institutions that participate in foreign 

policy making clearly.3 However, the Council of the Ministers played vital role in foreign 

policy decision, e.g, supportting the the Arab countries: Tunnsia, Morroco, and Algeria 1 

million Dinar because the French occupation crimes against them. Although the 

responcibility of foreign policy making belonged to the Council of the Ministers, the most 

affective members were Prime Minister and Foreign Minister. Some times the personality 

of the Prime Minister was controlled over the Council of Minister, like Nouri Al-Said 

whose many decisions had been taken without the consultation the Council of Ministers. In 

                                                 
1 Paolo Maggiolini, Iraq’s Foreign Policy Directions and Regional Developments. Where does Iraqi Foreign 

Policy Start, international society for performance improvment, USA, Analysis No. 199, September 2013, p. 

4. 
2 Paolo Maggiolini, Iraq’s Foreign Policy op, cite, p. 16. 

، دار الرشيد للنشر: بغداد، 1958-1953نامق عبد الفتاح، سياسة العراق الخارجية في المنطقة العربية  فكرت 3 

 .278، ص 1978
Fikrat N.  Abdul Fattah, the Foreign Policy of Iraq in the  Arab Region for the Period 1953-1958, Dar Al-

Raheed for Publishing, Baghdad, 1978,p. 278. 
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addion  he had presented many motions to the Council of the Ministers and been accepted 

without any opposition. He negotiated with the Turkish government to establish the 

“Baghdad Pact” away from the Council of the Ministers. He also sent the Iraqi Army to 

Jordan on July 13, 1958  without consulting the Council of Ministers.1 

The Most of Foreign Ministers kept their support for the political system at that time 

e.g Fadil Al-Jamali and Tawfiq Al-Swaidi. When the Prime Minister nominated the person 

to the Foreign Ministry, the political and personal features had been taken into the 

considerations. He chose the persons whom they shared in political the doctrine and they 

support the government policy. 

Many foreign decisions had been taken by the Foreign Minister as recommended 

and motions by the Ambassadors, e.g on July 1956 the Iraqi plenipotantioary to Damascus 

Abduljalil Al-Rawi suggested to the Iraqi Foreign Ministry giving a gift of 10,000 Dinars to  

Mikael Alyan and 1000 Dinars per month for his supporting of the Iraqi policy in Syria and 

the Baghdad Pact. As a result, his suggestion was taken by the Foreign Minister had.2 

 However, the Monarchy constitution did not give the Parliament the right to 

participate in foreign policy decisions but its influence was limited. e.g the constitution 

gave the King the right to to make the treaties but should not be ratified before the approval 

of the parliament. If the parliament refused the treaty that means that it would not be 

active.3 

 However, after 1958 Iraq’s regime was changed into the Republican led to the 

emergence of temporary Republican Constitutions on July 27, 1958, which was called first 

Republican period 1958-1963. The Legislature and Excutive Powers were combined in the 

Council of the Ministers under Abdul Karim Qasim. The constitution had given the powers 

to the Council of the Minister which executes the Legistlation Power after the approval of 

soveregnity council.4 However, it seems that the constitution did not explain the institutions 

that participate in decision making clearly because the Republican regime was new at that 

                                                 

، دار الرشيد للنشر: بغداد، 1958-1953فكرت نامق عبد الفتاح، سياسة العراق الخارجية في المنطقة العربية  1 
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 .84-82ص ص  ،راق الخارجية في المنطقة العربية، مصدر سبق ذكرهفكرت امق عبد الفتاح، سياسة الع 2  

 .287-286، ص ص، مصدر سبق ذكرهرجية في المنطقة العربيةفكرت نامق عبد الفتاح، سياسة العراق الخا 3 

 .9، ص2009القاضي نبيل عبد الرحمن حياوي، دساتير العراق الجمهوري ، العاتك لصناعة الكتاب، القاهرة،  4 
Nabeel Abdulrahman Hayawi, Iraq’s Republican Constitutions, Al-Atic for Books, Cairo, 2009, p. 9. 



 

 17 

time. Aftter the collapse of the first Republic in February 1963, the legislature and excutive 

powers became under the National Council of the Revolutionary Leadership.1  

On April 29, 1964, the constitution had given powers to the President of the 

Republic through appointing the Prime Minister, his deputies and Ministers, and ratifying 

the legislations and international treaties. He is a Commander in Chief of Armed Forces. He 

can also declare the state emergency after the consent of the Council of Ministers. The 

President declared the war and agreed to make peace after the consent of the Council of 

Ministers and National Defence Council.2 He with the government forms the general policy 

in political, military, economic and social respects, and supervision of its implementation.3 

In 1968 Coup the council of the Revolutionary Leadership combined the legislature and 

excutive powers.4 

The temporary 21 September 1968 constitution gave the full powers to the 

Revolutionary Leadership Council and considered it as a supreme power in the country 

through the following powers: electing the President of the Republic and his deputies, 

supervision of armed forces and internal forces, declaration of war, accepting peace, and 

ratiyfing the international treaties and agreements,5 while this constitution gave the 

President role in foreign policy by appointing diplomatic representatives, recieving the 

representatives of foreign and international orgnizations in Iraq, and declaration of 

emergency.6 

The temporary constitution of 16 July, 1970, also gave the revolutionary leadership 

council the following powers: formulating defence and security policy and taking the 

decisions in this aspect, declaration of war and accepting peace.7 However, the legislature 

power consisted of two councils (Council of Revolutionary Leadership and National 

Assembly) the members of the first were not more than 12, and the second 250 members. 
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The powers of the National Assembly were just to give legistlate to the projects of the laws 

which were presented by Council of the Ministers.1 

However, the former regime formulated a project of new constitution in July, 1990. 

The President of the Republic has the main powers accordng to the constitution like the 

former constitutions, in addition to making peace treaties, negotiating for making 

international treaties and motion the laws.2  The Advisory Council is the supreme board 

which the President of the Republic consult in political, economic, legal, social and cultural 

mattres and in any respect that relates to the maintenance of 17-30 July Revolution, in 

addition to in issues like security of the country, national unity and national interest. This 

council consists of 50 members 25 of which are appointed by the President of the Republic 

and 25 are elected by secret-direct election.3 

However, according to the Article 167  joining and ratifying of the international 

treaties and conventions are conducted by the national council and advisory council through 

issuing legislatures, or by one of them each council having two-third votes, if the matters 

are: boundaries and territorial sovereignty, peace and establishing international orgnizations 

or joining their membership.4 

However, in 2005 Iraq formulated a new constitution which changed the system of 

the state from central to Federal. The executive  power in this system consists of the 

President of the Republic and the Council of Ministers.5 

Deep internal disputes over Iraq’s post-2003 foreign policy have led to an 

impression, as stated by various participants in research workshops held as part of this 

project, that ‘Iraq has no foreign policy’; or that it has multiple and sometimes 

contradictory foreign policies; or that it has foreign relations, but no clear policy. While this 

report goes on to discuss different actors’ and factions’ views of Iraqi foreign policy, its 

depiction of the determinants and dynamics as being contested, factionalized and 

personalized is not intended to suggest that this situation is unique to Iraq. Particularly over 

the past 25 years, foreign policy analysis has moved away from the traditional (realist) 
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approach that treats states as monolithic rational actors with fixed interests (just as other 

areas of social science, especially economics, have questioned traditional approaches based 

on ‘rational choice’). The focus now is more on human decision-making in a context of 

imperfect information, competition between institutions or factions, misperceptions and 

other factors that create uncertainty and contestation, not only over power but over interests 

and identities. The notion of a fully institutionalized, objective and uncontested foreign 

policy is probably a myth in any country.1 

According to the constitution the Republic of Iraq is a single Federal State.2 It 

granted the Powers to the Federal Government in those matters: formulating foreign policy 

and diplomatic representation; negotiating, signing, and ratifying international treaties and 

agreements; negotiating, signing, and ratifying debt policies and formulating foreign 

sovereign economic and trade policy. 

Formulating and executing national security policy, include establishing and 

managing armed forces to secure the protection and guarantee the security of Iraq’s borders 

and to defend Iraq. Planning policies relates to water sources from outside Iraq and 

guarantees the rate of water flow to Iraq and its just distribution inside Iraq in accordance 

with international laws and conventions.3 However, the constitution considers the water as 

strategic issue, though it gives the Fedrel Government the power to manage water policies. 

According to the constitution the President of the Republic is the Head of the State 

and a symbol of the unity of the country and represents the sovereignty of the country. He 

shall guarantee the commitment to the Constitution and the preservation of Iraq’s 

independence, sovereignty, unity, and the safety of its territories, in accordance with the 

provisions of the Constitution.4 According to the constitution the President’s role in foreign 

policy ratifies international treaties and agreements after being approved by the Council of 

Representatives. Such international treaties and agreements are considered ratified after 

fifteen days from the date of receipt by the President.5  

It could be said that the powers of President are honourable; he does not play a big 

role in the foreign policy making, since the Iraqi political system is parliamentary. 

                                                 
1 Jane Kinninmont, Gareth Stansfield and Omar Sirri, Iraq on the International Stage Foreign Policy and 

National Identity in Transition, The Royal Institute of International Affairs, 2013. London, July 2013, p.7. 
2 The Consitution of the Republic of Iraq 2005, Article 1. 
3 The Consitution of the Republic of Iraq 2005, Article 110. 
4 The Consitution of the Republic of Iraq 2005, Article 67. 
5 The Consitution of the Republic of Iraq 2005, Article 73. 
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            However, in the new constitution the powers of the President was changed to the 

Prime Minister because the change of the sytem from being Presidential to Parliamentry. 

He is the direct executive authority responsible for the general policy of the State and the 

Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces. He directs the Council of Ministers, presides 

over its meetings, and has the right to dismiss the Ministers, with the consent of the Council 

of Representatives.1  

The Council of Ministers shall exercise the following powers: to plan and execute 

the general policy and general plans of the State and oversee the work of the Ministries and 

departments not associated with a Ministry, to recommend to the Council of 

Representatives that it approve the appointment of Undersecretaries, Ambassadors, state 

senior officials, the Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces and his Deputies, division 

Commanders or higher, the Director of the National Intelligence Service, and heads of 

security institutions, to negociate and sign international agreements and treaties, or 

designate any person to do so.2 

It should be mentioned that the Council of Ministers shall take the opinion of the 

(State Advisroy Council) before sigining any treaty or pact. The advice of this council is 

not obligatroy to the government to be implemente.3 

The National Intelligence Service also participates in foreign policy decision 

making process through collecting information, assessing threats to national security, and 

advising the government.4 

However, in this constitution the Council of Representatives shall be competent in 

the following: Regulating the ratification process of international treaties and agreements 

by a law to be enacted by a two-thirds majority of the members of the Council of 

Representatives approving the appointment of the President and members of the Federal 

Court of Cassation, the Chief Public Prosecutor, and the President of Judicial Oversight 

Commission by an absolute majority, based on a proposal from the Higher Juridical 

Council. The Ambassadors and those with special grades, based on a proposal from the 
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Council of Ministers. The Iraqi Army Chief of Staff, his assistants, those of the rank of 

division commander and above, and the director of the intelligence service are based on a 

proposal from the Council of Ministers.1 

  To consent to the declaration of war and the state of emergency by a two thirds 

majority based on a joint request from the President of the Republic and the Prime 

Minister.2 

However, the Council of Representatives plays a role in the foreign policy through 

the declaration of war and approving the appointment of the Ambassadors, in addition to 

the observation of the government.  

However, The  Ministry of Foreign Affairs in any system also plays a role in the 

foreign policy. Article 7 of the Vienne on the law and treaties mentioned the person who is 

considered as representing a State for the purpose of adopting or authenticating the text of a 

treaty or for the purpose of expressing the consent of the State to be bound by a treaty if: (a) 

he produces appropriate full powers; or (b) it appears from the practice of the States 

concerned or from other circumstances that their intention was to consider that person as 

representing the State for such purposes and to dispense with full powers. In virtue of their 

functions and without having to produce full powers, the following are considered as 

representing their State: (a) Heads of State, Heads of Government and Ministers for Foreign 

Affairs, for the purpose of performing all acts relating to the conclusion of a treaty; (6) 

Heads of diplomatic missions, for the purpose of adopting the text of a treaty between the 

accrediting State and the State to which they are accredited; (c) Representatives accredited 

by States to an international conference or to an in ternational organization or one of its 

organs, for the purpose of adopting the text of a treaty in that conference, organization or 

organ.3 

Generally, the main functions of the Foreign Minister are: receiving diplomatic 

envoys and introducing them to the head of state and negociating with them, following the 

international situation through the report sent by his mission abroad, protecting the 

political, economic, trade and cultural interests of his subjects and state, suggesting 
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diplomatic appointment in other states and coordination and supervision of his diplomatic 

mission abroad.1  

However, the role of the Ministry of Foreign Affair in Iraqi political system in the 

foreign policy is through nominating the Ambassadors,2 whom they should get the absolute 

majority of the votes in the council of representatives and should be based on a proposal 

from the Council of Ministers,3 in addition to recommending the government to take a 

policy towards any foreign policy matters. These recommendations almost are accepted by 

the government. 

The Foreign Ministry has focused its efforts on issues of relative consensus: above 

all, negotiating with the UN and United States to restore the country’s legal sovereignty and 

bring about an end to the international sanctions on Iraq. Strategic alliances – chiefly those 

with the United States and Iran – tend to be handled from the Prime Minister’s office and 

are more contentious.4 

The Iraqi Foreign Minister Dr. Ibrahim Aljaafari has his own ideas of Iraqi foreign 

policy and concept of collecting the common and neutralizing the differentiate. According 

to Aljafari the political differences in international relations are natural things. It is 

impossible to make zero problems among the states completely. In his ideas, states can deal 

with each other within the commons. The commons are much more than the differences. 

His view is to freeze the differences and reach agreements. In this point, his views are 

different from Ahmed Davuğtoğlu’s “Zero Problem”.5     

 The Concept of the Circle of Dangers is Larger than the Interests. Aljaafari sees 

that the Iraqi foreign policy is based on the static Iraqi national interest and regional 

changes according to the states that Iraqi deals with. Iraq shares geographical, historical and 

vital interests with the Arab and Islamic world that terrorism is the common danger which 

faces these countries. 
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The Concept of World War on terrorism, the reasons to describe this war 

internationally are: first, geographically there is no exceptional country; second, the aims 

are comprehensive and harmful. Iraq within this context fights on behalf of the other states 

and their national security.1  

However, like any foreign policy, Iraq could not be away from the influence of the 

internal and regional environments. There are many media and press that play a role in the 

formation of the Iraqi public opinion by influencing its trends, doctrines, beliefs and values. 

One of the Iraqi community’s characterstics is emotional, influenced and interaction with 

matters. Many factors influence Iraqi public opinion: religious, social political and media 

issues. All these contribute and play a role to formulate the public opinion in Iraqi 

community.2 Iraq has seen many political parties in difference trends: religious, 

nationalism, secular and social, majority of them have affected the political process.3 

As a basis the political parties in democratic countries paly a role in pressure the 

government in order to transfire the citizens orders as inputes for the political system, the 

government changes them as outputs in laws and decisions which aim to resolve the 

problems of the people. 

 However, the case in Iraq is different since the majority of political parties 

represented the sectarian or nationalist groups. Hence, the foreing policy becomes in 

effective. In addition the nature of the party system in Iraq is multi- party systems which 

make foreign policy more complex than the bilateral ones.4 This can influence foreign 

policy decision making at the end. 

In addition to the regional environment could be influential factors which make Iraq 

foreign policy more complex, due to some of political parties has strengthen ties with 

neighbouring countries make the decision making process unbalanced. Furthermore, the 

differences between political parties that participate in political process and the clashes in 

their interests and the multilaterlity of decision resources have resulted regional 

interference. As a result of the multilateralism of decision resources in Iraq the mutual 

statements between the President of the Republic Jelal Talbani and Prime Minister Nouri 
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Al-Maliki regarding the representation of Iraq according to the constitution during the Arab 

Summit in Qatar in March 2009.1 

We can say that institutions which participate in foreign policy decision making are: 

Prime Minister, Council of Representatives, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and national 

intelligence service in a limited scope.  

1.3. Principles of Turkish Foreign Policy 

               Since the early times of the Turkish Republic, Turkish foreign policy has 

established on “Hobbesian vision” the fear policy; the fear forms the motive to get the 

security the priority to the military power in the international environment. This thing led to 

combine the foreign threats and internal fears in the political system.2 It means that the 

Turkish foreign policy was based on realism vision, the containment of Russian ambitions 

in Bosphorus and Dardanelle, containment of regional powers “Arab countries and Iran”, 

and containment of radicalism weither in the state itself, or in the region.3 

  Turkish foreign policy-makers as they led their nation through the mine field of 

wartime diplomacy was guided by two principles: the first was the priority of peace, 

sovereignty and national development over all expansionist- revisionist aims of foreign 

policy; the second was that the Soviet Union represented the primary threat to the security 

of the Republic. Their ruling elite in Ankara, whatever their individuals differences fully 

accepted those principles and for all their tactical flexibility, remained rigid, within the 

parameters established by them.4  

Moreover, Westernisation can be one of Turkish foreign policy principles. Since 

start of the 19th century, the developments in economic, social, military and political 

aspects in Western Europe and later United States had attracted the Turkish society.5 The 
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aim of Westernisation is also to follow the modern Western standard by the Turkish state 

and society.1  

The respect of other nations has been the main features of Turkey since the 1920s. 

Atatürk considered the equality and sovereignty between the states regardless its size and 

population the main principles of the Turkish foreign policy2. The vision of Atatürk was 

structured on a modern nation- state model that was based on sovereignty of the Turkish 

nation. Within this context Atatürk said “the state should pursue an exclusively national 

policy... when I speak of national policy, I mean it in this sense: to work within our national 

boundaries for the real happiness and welfare of our own strength in order to retain our 

existence”.3 

Atatürk transformed the ideological norms of Turkish foreign policy through a 

socio- political program that restructures society. Completely aware of the influence of 

domestic forces over foreign policy behavior, Atatürk stated in 1927 “what particularly 

interests foreign policy and\upon which it is founded is the internal organization of the 

state”. Thus it is necessary that the foreign policy should agree with internal organization.4  

However, one of the main changes in the structure of social and political Turkish 

state made by Atatürk was the abolition of “Caliphate” since the Caliphate claimed a 

sovereignty rule over the whole Muslim world. Its contradiction with kemalist nation –state 

model was unavoidable fact. In order to structure the vision of state in his mind, Atatürk 

perceived overthrowing this position as a requirement.5 

The normative standards of peace, sovereignty and national development over these 

expansionisms became operative in the Turkish foreign policy through two methods used 

by Atatürk to create a Turkish nation- state: Secularization and Westernization, Atatürk 

demonstrated how to cement nation with state. Prior to the Kemalist Movement, no nation 

that combined Turkish ethnicity with territoriality had existed.6  
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However, the principles of traditional the Turkish foreign policy were laid down by 

the founder of the Republic Atatürk: “peace at home, peace in the world” a policy which 

has been adhered to by nearly every government since the establishment of the Turkish 

Republic. The second is to be the protector of oppressed nations. The third is the adaption 

of a passion for independence a basis for one’s identity.1 

For the sake of its security and Westernization before the Second World War, 

Turkey cooperated with England and France against Japan and Italy, after the second world 

war with Western Europe and United States against the Soviet Union within the NATO 

umbrella.2 

It should be mentioned that realism has been one of Turkey’s policy since the 

Ottoman Empire era. Careful diplomacy was thus the key to Ottoman survival. It rested on 

exploiting the balance of power between the main European States. Russia, Britain, France 

and Austria, with Germany emerged as a major power in last part of nineteenth century. 

Thus, their mutual fear was that if either one or a coalition of powers destroyed the 

Ottoman Empire, this would provoke a major war with their rivals.3 

The Ottomans had to consider how to exploit the international situation to their 

advantage. Territorially, the principle threats arose in three main zones of conflict: first, in 

the Balkans, where emerging local nationalist movements were aided by Russia and 

sometimes by other powers threatened to end Ottoman rule. Second, in the straits of the 

Bosphorus and Dardanelles which were assumed to be dominated by Russia as a mean of 

securing access to the Mediterranean and thus the world’s oceans. Third, in Egypt and to a 

lesser extent the rest of Arab Middle East where France and Britain had ambitions.4 

After the establishment of the Turkish Republic, Turkish foreign Policy makers 

found the realism adequate theory to the Turkish foreign policy since the fact that realism is 

“State Centric Thoery”.5   

Realism also continued as one of the Turkish policy main principles during Atatürk 

period.1 Distinctive features of the Turkish foreign policy in the last few years were a 
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thoroughly realistic and flexible vision of the countries, policies, and conditions in Turkey’s 

external environment. In the foreign policy, there is no place for wishful thinking or for 

illusions. Success is dependent on realistic assessments. In geography where tremendous 

interests are contending, the precondition for the success of regional power such as Turkey 

is realism.2 

  In the first press conference of the Former Foreign Minister Ismail Cem on July 14 

1997 he mentioned three dimensions in the organization of foreign policy:  

1- Classical Diplomacy: the main target and the basic function of the Ministry of Foreign 

affairs is to bring the contribution of foreign policy to Turkey’s security to attain “peace at 

home peace in the word”. 

2- Economic Diplomacy: to provide the contribution of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to 

Turkey’s economic growth to her external economic and commercial relations. 

3- Cultural Diplomacy: finally foreign policy is an essential tool to strengthen the image of 

Turkey in the world to promote its culture and people, to enhance its prestige. Turkic 

languages are expected to become the mother tongue of nearly 200 million people by the 

end of 21st century. This will provide an enhanced cultural cooperation and communication 

at the end.3 

However, Turkey’s strategic culture was dominated by the tradition of realpolitik. 

This tradition evolved, especially after the changing military balance between the Ottoman 

Empire and European powers, “from a dominant offensive character into a dominant 

defensive one.” Since then the defensive realpolitik has been inherited by the Republic. The 

culture of realpolitik in the modern history manifests itself in the security focused and state-

centric foreign policy perspective. This perspective highly colored Turkey’s policies toward 

Iraq. The developments in Iraq since the Gulf War in 1991, the involvement of the external 

powers in the conflict, and the implications of these developments for Turkey’s Kurdish 

question contributed to the sense of encirclement and vulnerability. Turkey’s response to 
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this environment was largely reactive. The challenges were defined and therefore the 

responses were formulated largely in military terms.1  

However, the turning point in Turkey’s foreign policy was during the JDP era. 

Turkey had been pursuing Idealism once through Ahmed Davğutoğlu “Zero problem 

theory”.  

This policy offers a peaceful territorial security by means of the peaceful settlement 

of disputes and putting aside the current threat perceptions. It also encompasses eradication 

of the conflicts in cross-border relations. In the foreign policy-making process, diplomacy, 

international negotiation, political, economical and socio-political mechanisms to reinforce 

the mutual interdependence are offered as the mechanisms to cover the conflicted matters 

and to develop deeper relations.2 

Zero problems foreign policy objective is also the most debated part of Turkey’s 

new foreign policy vision within the academic society and foreign policy authorities. The 

zero-problems rhetoric has the risk of being an idealist one far away from the rigid 

necessities of realpolitik.  Additionally, rising expectations from the surrounding region, 

which might tend to consider Turkey free from its own interests, might also endanger 

Turkey’s own strategic calculations.3 

         The Turkish political elite perceptions provided their vision as the highest institution 

of the foreign policy decision – making process in accordance with the highest communal 

interests. Their decisions and initiatives were regarded as being for the whole Turkish 

society. Therefore, foreign policy matters stayed under the monopoly of the President and 

his closest associates and the environment could not be developed in order to discuss the 

foreign policy matters either in the Parliament or in Public Opinion.4 The priority of peace, 

for example, was non-intervention in implication by adhering to it. Turkish leaders rejected 

intervention policies that threatened to bring Turkey into war.5 
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1.4. Decision Making Process in Turkish Foreign Policy          

             The political institutions that form the foreign policy in the Turkish political system 

are:  MFA, President, Prime Minister, and the TGNA.Tratitionally, the Role of MFA in 

Decision Making Process since the Ottoman Empire was affected by the institutional 

resources available to it until the last years of the eighteenth century; the Empire had not 

permanent diplomatic representatives abroad, although temporary diplomatic missions were 

frequently sent abroad for specific purposes. This defect was remedied during 1793-1896 as 

Permanent Embassies were established in London, Vienne, Berlin and Paris, to be followed 

in due course by other Capitals. Besides representing their government, the staffs of these 

embassies were also supposed to find out about western technical and administrative 

advances, and came to play a major role in pushing forward the “Tanzimat” reforms.1  

Originally, there was no separate Foreign Ministry. Foreign policy was decided at 

the center by the “Grand Vizier” (Sadr-i- Azam) and its administration by the office of the 

chief of scribes (Reisülküttab) an assistant to the grand Vizier, who also had a responsibility 

for a variety of other functions. However, in 1835, his foreign policy and diplomatic 

responsibilities were transferred to the new Ministry of Foreign Affairs “Umur-i- Hariciye 

Nezareti”.2 

 However, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has an influential role in the Turkish 

foreign policy and decision making process. There is a historically rooted foreign policy 

culture among the officials of the Foreign Ministry. The Turkish government usually 

carefully has taken their ideas into consideration since the Ottoman Empire.3  

However, this phenomenon was continued during Atatürk period, for instance 

“Tevfik Rüştü Aras”The Foreign Minister 1925-1938 was the priority in Atatürk’s foreign 

policy planning. As a result, the Foreign Ministray Undersecretries were only the persons 

whom they get special car plates like the Ministers and they were able to participate in the 

Prime Ministry meetings.  After the establishment of the National Security Council in 

1980s, the Foreign Ministry views and recommondions were always taken by them .4 
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Historically, Turkish diplomats like Menemencioğlu played an influential role in the 

foreign policy. In 1943 “Cevat Açıkalın” was appointed as Secretary General of the Foreign 

Ministry to bring him back from Moscow where he had been serving as ambassador. 

“Cevat Açıkın”, therefore, played a role in decision- making during the period examined 

and he deserves special mention. “Şükrü Saracoğlu” also played a role in the foreign policy 

decision- making during the period of Alliance. Prime Minister was since a long-time a 

friend of Menemencioğlu who served as a Foreign Minister in the cabinet of “Rafik 

Saydam” during the period of German ascendancy.1 

Ahmed Davutoğlu was the founder of zero problem policy with neighbouring 

countries. Since he was appointed as the Foreign Minister on May 2, 2009, he had played a 

central role in the Turkish foreign policy.2 He was concerned with the Strategic Research 

Institutions. During his peroid, he established the Political, Economic and Society research 

Center (SETAV) which followed the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.3 This center hostes many 

foregin and Turkish diplomats and discusses internal and international developments. Their 

views and ideas could  contribute to the Turkish foregin policy trends. 

However, according to the survey of the speeches made by earlier Turkish Foreign 

Ministers almost all of them include pledges to the effect “Turkey’s traditional foreign 

policy which will continue unchanged”. Every new Foreign Minister has taken office with 

such words as if they were in inaugural parties: Governments, or Ministers; the promise has 

always been that “our established foreign policy will not change”.4 

 Generally, the main function of the Foreign Minister is transferring information to 

his government and recommends it. Accordingly, the final decision is to take by the 

government. However, it could be said that the Turkish Foreign Minister plays two roles in 

the decision -making process: recommendation and participates in decision -making.  

The President of the Repbulic has also an influential role in the foreign policy. 

According  to article 4 of the Turkish Constitution of 1924, the sovereignty of Turkish 

Republic rested in the hands of the people of the nation who delegated their authority to the 

Grand National Assembly. The Assembly in turn bestowed its authority upon the President 
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of the Republic who had to be elected by the members of the Assembly from among their 

own number. The President appointed the Prime Minister from among the deputies in the 

Assembly; he also had to approve of the Prime Minister’s selection of Ministers. The 

Assembly, therefore, exercised its authority through the President and the Ministerial 

Council.1  

  However, the role of the President in the foreign policy was mentioned in Article 

104 of Turkish constitution of 1982, the powers of the President are: Appointment of Prime 

Minster and accepting his resignation; sending Turkish representatives to foreign countries; 

receiving the representatives of the foreign countries; signing the agreements and treaties 

with other countries; representing Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces; moving 

Turkish Armed Forces; appointing Chief of General Staff; recalling the National Security 

Council for meeting and presiding the National Security Council. The constitution also 

gives the President the authority to use the armed forces when the TGNA is on a holyday.2 

Turkish history had seen some events which the leader participated in war without 

consultation of the legislature power, e.g the Ottoman authority during the First World War 

did not take the consent of the Chamber of Deputies about the Turkish participation in the 

War. The decision was taking by three leaders “ Enver Pasha, Telat Pasha and Amed Jamal 

Pasha”. Adnan Menders had not also taken the TGNA consent of Turkish participation in 

the Korean War 1950.3  

Özal was able to neglect the 1982 constitution which was given constitutional 

powers to the military institution through the national Security Council. Many factors had 

contributed Özal to play that role: his political experiement since the seventiethes when he 

was a member in National Salvation Party, then leader of Motherland Party, in addition to 

the support of the international environment.4 

However, the personality of President is important in decision making process. In 

the First Gulf War 1991, the role of “Turgut Özal” was clear. He did many contacts with 

the Presidents and Foreign Ministers of other countries. He did not give any role to the 
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Council of Ministers and Foreign Minister.1 Within this context Turkish President Özal 

issued resolution closed the Iraqi- Turkish oil pipline. That was without any discussion in 

Council of Ministers, even the Minister of MFA have had heard the news through the 

Turkish Televsion. Normally, taking decision like this, it is supposed to be discussed in 

National Security Council and Council of Ministers.2 

“Necip Torumtay” says “Turkish national policy was not clear during the first Gulf 

War crisis in 1991. It was just the repetition of Özal’s statements who was concentrated on 

implementation of UN resolutions; the Turkish General Staff was able to implement any 

political attitude express the government’s policy towards the crisis”. 

 Personal policy of Özal was clear by interfereing in strategic and military issues 

away from the principles of constituton.3 That means the rise of concept of leadership in 

Turkish internal and foreign policy, e.g Mustafa Kemal’s role in decision making during 

period 1924-1938 the role of government and TGNA was decreased. The difference is that 

the personality of Kemal was military, while Özal represented the civil tradition.  

The USA war on Iraq in 2003 showed the role of the President in Turkish foreign 

policy clear. The President “Ahmet Necdet Sezer” was completely against the War because 

it was not supported by the UN. The President himself is a jurist and was selected as a 

President while he was the Head of the Turkish Constitutional Court. He has thus been very 

sensitive towards the principle of law.4  

However, it could be said that there is a cooperative process between the Prime 

Minister and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA). When foreign policy is formulated the 

Prime Minster cooperates with the Foreign Minister. The Foreign Minister is a member of 

the Ministers of Council. In this way, the Prime Minister often has his impacts on the 

Foreign Minister views.5 

The Prime Minister plays a role in the formulation of Turkish foreign policy. for 

instance, in January 2003 the Prime Minister Abdullah  Gul visited (Egypt, Saudia Arabia, 

                                                 
1 Ramazan Gözen, imparatorluktan küresel aktörlüğe,  Türkiye’ nin Dış Politikası,Palme Yayıncilik, Ankara, 

2009,SS,250-251. 
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Ahmed Nouri Al-Naemi, Iraqi- Turkish Relations, Present and Future, Dar Zahran for Publishing and 

Distribution, Amman, 2012, p. 121. 
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Jordan, Syria and Iran) to reach a peacefull solution on Iraqi crises and prevent the war. In 

the 23rd of January the Foreign Minister of the aforementioned countries met in Istanbul. 

However they were not able to reach any concret conclusion.1 

The most famous Turkish Prime Minister whom played effective roles in the 

Turkish foreign policy and its relations with neighbouring countries was “Necmettin 

Erbakan”, who won the election of 1996. He tried to improve the Turkish relations with the 

Islamic world. while the Prime Minister “Bülent Ecevit” (1999-2002) trends were towards 

Western states and Turkish membership in EU. 

Ecevit’s trends were different from the President Özal is in the foreign policy 

towards Iraq since Ecevit aimed to cooperate with Iraq. He refused Özal’s policy in 

supporting the USA during the 1990 war. He also tried to lift the economic embargo on 

Iraq. Turkey joined negotiation with Baghdad in order to open the second border gate.2  

While Erdoğan’s Prime Ministry trends was not Islamic completely, he tried to 

make a balance between Islam and political secularism by respecting the secularism 

doctrine.3 

The main characteristics of decision making process during Erdoğan Prime Ministry 

was to limite the role of Turkish Armed Forces in decision making process. Within this 

context the constitutional change started to contain the role of the military in National 

Security Council in October 2001. On the 7th of August, 2003, the National Security 

Council was meeting once a month, but now once in two months, and its Secretary General 

should be civilian.4 Erdoğan’s personality was also effective in the Turkish foreign policy. 

He has many initiatives and visits like his Foreign Minister.5  

                                                 
1 Idris Bal, Turkey- relations and impact of  2003 Iraq War, op, cit.p.135. 
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The Turkish Grand National Assembly (TGNA) has been also infuential because the 

Turkish parliamentry system by taking stands and forging consensus, reviewing policies of 

the Council of Ministers, debating decisions, and constructing new legislations. What 

emerges from an examination of the relationship between the executive and legislative 

branches in regard to the foreign policy decision-making is that the power as well as the 

authority to commit Turkey to a policy decision shifted far in favor of the executive.1  

On August 12, 1990 TGNA passed a resolution that allowed the Turkish Armed 

Forces to participate in military actions inside and ouside Turkish borders to ensure Turkish 

safety during the Gulf crisis. On September 5, 1990, a resolution was taken which allows 

the Turkish Armed Forces to be deployed in foreign countries and the deployment of  

armed forces in Turkey and the use of these forces for the Gulf crisis.2  

The TGNA plays also a role in the Turkish foreign policy. In 2003 war motion of 

the deployment of up to 62,000 USA troops in the Turkish territory was rejected by Turkish 

parliament on the 1st of March, 2003.3  

The second motion that gives the permission to send Turkish troops to northern Iraq 

and allow foreign troops was accepted by TGNA on 20 March in 2003.4 

  Turkish opponents of the war argued that the primary concern of Turkey during the 

decision-making process is in its anti-war policy which cannot be reduced to any single 

factor, but rather, it can be analyzed at three levels of policy based on three different pillars 

representing different instruments of soft balancing against the USA: First, Turkey’s 

foreign policy orientation at the regional level, (diplomatic soft balancing), second, 

Turkey’s international and institutional orientation to seek legitimacy in the framework of 

international law (institutional soft balancing), third, Turkey’s internal political balance, 

decision-making process, and national costs of territorial denial as an instrument of soft 

balancing. Turkish policy makers treated Iraqi crisis as a source of instability for the Middle 

East and Turkey’s national security rather than treating it as an opportunity to advance 

Turkey’s national interests. More to the point, when considered from the perspectives of 

Turkish foreign policy principles, both international/regional positions and domestic public 

                                                 
1 Edward Weisband, Turkish foreign , op, cit, P. 62. 
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opinions were against the USA intervention in Iraq and they ultimately wanted a diplomatic 

solution. The main concern for Turkey during the crisis was to provide stability to the 

region and to protect its national security.1  

  However, Turkish constitution specifically did not mention the persons or 

institutions that are authorized to take foreign policy decisions.2 It seems that the founder of 

the Turkish constitution realized the significance of the cooperation between military and 

civil officials in foreign policy decision making because of the sensitivity of these issues. 

Turkey has faced threats since the establishment of the Republic, so they did not clearly call 

the persons or the institutions that have full power in this case. 

1.5. Factors Which Affected Iraqi-Turkish Relations. 

A. Internal 

1. The Turkmen Issue 

The Iraqi regime during Saddam rule realised that the Turkmen could be a balance 

factor against the Kurds.3 The Turkmen is a sensetive issue in the  Iraqi -Turkish relations. 

It was the factor of tension in Iraqi-Turkish relations during the 1980s. On July 31, 1980, 

Turkey recalled its Ambassador in Baghdad as a protest against hanging for 8  business 

men and intellectual of Turkmen Saddam’s regime.4 

Turkey began to show interest in Iraq’s Turkmen population in the mid-1990s. This 

interest was not based on expansionist plans, but rather on the desire to increase Turkey’s 

influence over developments in Iraq and counter the weight of the Kurdish groups in the 

north of Iraq.5 

Turkey has supported the foundation of the Iraqi Turkmen front (ITF) in the early 

1996.6 Turkish governments have sought to play the Iraqi Turkmen card in their attempts to 

                                                 
1 Murat Yeşiltaş, Soft Balancing, op, cite,p. 35. 
2 Ramazan Gözen,  Türk Dış Politikası, Barış Vizyonu,Palme Yayıncilik, Ankara, 2006,S, 13. 
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influence developments in northen Iraq. Ethnically and linguistically related to the Turks, 

the Iraqi Turkmen had been largely ignored by Turkey until the establishment of this front. 

The Iraqi Turkmen assumed more prominence when three-quarters of the 400-man peace 

monitoring force (PMF), were established in 1996 to separate KDP and PUK combat units, 

which consisted of Iraqi Turkmen who took orders from Turkish officers. The PMF 

became, in effect, a training school in which up to 2,000 Iraqi Turkmen received military 

instructions. The ITF repeatedly argued that Kirkuk and Mosul were traditionally Iraqi 

Turkmen and not Kurdish territories. The draft constitution prepared in september 2005 for 

the Kurdish autonomous region in northen Iraq was refered to the Iraqi Turkmen as a 

“national minority”. The official Turkish line was that the Iraqi Turkmen should be 

recognized as one of the three main constituents of Iraqi society, along with Arabs and 

Kurds.1  

However, the Turkmen become another factor that was connected to Turkey’s 

ethno-social balance after 2003. Turkey realizes that Iraq’s Turkmen community as a 

possible source that might counterbalance the rising of Kurdish influence.2 However, 

Article 4 of the Iraqi constitution mentioned that the Turkmen language and the Syriac 

language are two other official languages in the administrative units in which they 

constitute density of Population.3  

 Turkey still worries about the Turkmen who live in the areas including “Talafar, 

Mosul, Kirkuk, Arbil, and Tuzhurmatu”. Some Kurdish maps included these area as a part 

of the Kurdistan Region.4 And the Kurdish authorities have started  “digging trenches” 

around the “differentiated areas”, claiming that this is to “protect” these areas from ISIL 

attacks not as some resources in Baghdad said as being Borders for Kurdistan. The strategic 

locations because they contain oil fields of Kirkuk and piplines to the Turkish 

Mediterranean coast of Dortyol and Yumurtalik.5 

                                                 
1  Gareth Winrow, Turkey: recalcitrant Ally in (the Iraq war causes and consequences) Rick Fawn and 

Raymond Hinnebch (eds), Lynne Rienner Publishers, USA, 2006, p.199. 
 

2 Gareth Winrow, Turkey: Recalcitrant Ally , op, cite, p.199. 
3 Constitution of the Repulic of İraq 2005, Article 5. 
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 The Turkmen have a strategic significance in Iraqi political internal affairs because 

the fact that the majority of them live in the city of Kirkuk, which is the richest oil city and 

locates on the strategic roads transportation, in addition to the areas which the Turkmen are 

live, interference with those of Kurds.1 Turkey gradually saw Iraq’s Turkmen as a possible 

source that might politically counter balance the rising Kurdish influence. To this end 

Turkey supported the foundation of the Iraqi Turkmen front in the early 1990s.2 

Turkey’s concern about Kirkuk city represents a national interest for it namely, 

protection of the rights and interests of the Turkmen in this city as part of its effort to 

develop a post-war policy justification for its interest in Iraq.3  

However, Turkmen have not had any real political unity before and after Saddam’s 

collapse for these reasons: first, Turkmen live in different areas in Iraq, the majority of 

them live in the modern cities and homogenecied with the Iraqi community, and %60 of 

Iraqi Turkmen are “Shiite”, second, the majority of Iraqi Turkmen are members in ethnic 

parties not “ITF” and they know well that they are “Shiite” and for this reason many of 

them have voted to Muqtada Alsadir Movement, and other “Shiite” parties.4 

However, other ethnic groups have also positions in Turkish strategic thinking, e.g 

Turkey had supported “Sunni” political forces and encouraged them to participate in the 

political process. It has also supported the liberal political forces that have ties with Arab 

countries “Iraqi coalition”. In addition Turkey also improved its relations with “Shiite” 

political forces which have influenced the Iraqi political theater like the Islamic Supreme 

Council and Alsadir wing. Turkey has tried to rapproach between Ayad Alawi and the 

Kurds from one side, and Alsadir from the another side to form the last Iraqi government, 

as the latter has an infuencial role in Iraq and in the “Shiite” environment and has good ties 

with Ankara.  It also tried to support the Presidency Republic to be Arab “Sunni” instead of 

Kurds.5 

                                                 

 .108، ص 1999عزيز قادر الصمانجي، التأريخ السياسي لتركمان العراق، دار الساقي، لبنان،  1 
Aziz Qader Alsamanji, the Political History of the Iraqi Turkmen, Dar-Al-Saqi, Lebanon,1999, p. 108. 
2 Tarık Oğuzlu, Iraq in (Turkey’s neighborhood), op, cite, p.179. 
3 Meliha Benli Altunışık, Turkey’s security culture, op, cit . P.80. 

، 2005بيل بارك، سياسات تركيا تجاه شمال العراق ، المشكلات والافاق المستقبلية، مركز الخليج للابحاث، دبي،  4 

 .63ص 

Bell Park, Turkey’s policies towards Nothern Iraq, Problems and Future Dimensions, Gulf Reseach Center, 

Dubai, 2005, p. 63. 

، دار 2003علي حسين حسن سفيح، السياسة العامة في النظام السياسي العراقي والعوامل المؤثرة فيها بعد  5 

 .208، ص2015المرتضى، بغداد، 



 

 38 

The Turkmen issue also extends to Syrian Turkmen, on November 20, 2015; 

Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs was summoned to Andrei Karlov, Russian Ambassador 

to Turkey. When the Russian aircraft has been conducting a heavy bombardment against 

the Turkmen villages in the Turkmen area near Jabal Al Turkman (Türkmendağı), in 

Northwest of Syria, which is in the immediate vicinity of Turkey’s Yayladağ border 

crossing it was emphasized to Ambassador Karlov “that the actions of the Russian side do 

not serve to the fight against terrorism but amount only to the bombardment of civilian 

Turkmen villages and that these actions may result in serious consequences”. Ambassador 

Karlov was informed that Turkey expects the Russian Federation to put an end to these 

operations as soon as possible”.  

Turkish warnings and demands have also been reiterated to the Deputy Minister of 

Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation and Special Presidential Representative for the 

Middle East, “Mikhail Bogdanov”.1  

2. The Kurdish Issue 

The Kurds live in a very vital area to the regional and international balance. This 

point gives any scholar perception why kurdish issue was changed into the vagne element 

in the region, due to the geograhpical area that kurds are located on the internationl 

passages in the Middle East and Eurasia. Hence, it became the areas of regional and 

international competition.2 

 The kurdish conflict in Turkey, what has become known as “Kurdish Question” has 

deep historical and cultural roots which can be traced back to the Ottoman Empire and its 

demise. Efforts exerted by the Kurds in the broader region, which encompasses the kurdish 

populations in Iraq, Syria, and Iran, to move towards self-determination and political 

representation have continuosly been marred by political difficulties.3 

                                                 
1http://www.mfa.gov.tr/qa_28_-20-november-2015_-statement-of-the-spokesperson-of-the-ministry-of-
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The Kurds in Turkey formated of the works party of Kurdistan (PKK) in 1978 by 

Abdullah Ocalan. Ocalan stressed Marxism and armed conflict rather than targeting 

intellectuals he aimed his message at the poor and less educated youth of the Kurdish 

Towns and villages most of which were concentrated in the areas joining the Kurdish 

regions of Iraq.1     

While Turkish-Syrian relations deteriorated, Turkish cooperation with the Iraqi government 

of Hussein improved. Both had vested interest in crushing the Kurds. Not all Kurds 

supported the rebellions, but many did.2 

For countering the PKK, Iraq and Turkey reached “arrangments” in May 1983 so-

called (border security and cooperation) which gave both countries permission to engage 

territories of each other wide 12 km and depth 3 km for 72 hours. However, in 2009 the 

Iraqi Council of representatives abolished all pacts that would allow Turkey to enter Iraqi 

borders.3 

However, the Kurdish issue also passed many stages in Iraq, in 1991 Iraqi 

government opened dialogs with the kurds, and, declared its readinss to applicate 1970 

agreement which provided the kurds with self ruling. It also invited Kurdish leaders (Jala 

Talbani, head of PUK, Negirvan Barzani, Sami Abdulrahman, Head of Democratic people 

party, Rasool Mamand Social Party). The delegation began its negotiation in Baghdad with 

the Iraqi government which stated on April 25, 1991, its obligation on March 11,1970, 

agreement.4 That agreement was an official recogination from the Iraqi government of the 

Kurdish rights, and granted the Kurds self-ruling in their areas, the appointment of 

Ministers and Governors of the Kurdish origin.5 

   However, the Kurdish issue was one of strategic containments in the Turkish 

foreign policy through: the priorities of Kurdish issue incited the agenda of foreign policy 

and defensive strategy, containment of the sources of the logistic and assistant to the 

Kurdish fighters whether financial supports networks from Kurdish areas in the region or, 

                                                 
1 Monte palmer, The Politics of the Middle East, Thomson Wadswath, Conda, 2nd edition, 2007,p,317. 
2 Monte palmer, the politics of the Middle East, op, cite, p,317. 
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from the Kurds in Europe, military operations against PKK fighters, establishment security 

coordination with Kurdish power and organizations in northern Iraq, pursuing political 

pressure on the states which support the PKK, and the security coordination with alliance 

states like the USA.1 

Despite the ongoing violence in Turkey, claims of progress and moves towards 

peace building and democratic advancement have been made by the Justice and 

Development Party (JDP) since its election in 2002. The JDP  government has in many 

ways been more pro-  active than any previous government.2 

The Justice and Development Party (JDP) has also been trying to develop a slightly 

different vision of Turkey’s relations with the Middle East. Within that context the JDP also 

aimed a shift in Iraq policy by putting less emphasis on security issues and more emphasis 

on cooperation rather than conflict.3 

One of the main steps taken by the government, which hints at a relinquishment of 

past attitudes and a move towards a change in stance, is its 2009 proposal of a much 

publicized initiative towards a solution of the kurdish Question, initially named the 

“National Unity and brotherhood project” and is widely refferred to as the “Democratic 

Opening” or the “Kurdish Opening”.4 

           The Kurdish issue and (PKK) occupied an important position in the relations 

between Baghdad, Ankara and Iraqi Kurds. Since 1992 this party has entered clashes with 

two Kurdsih parties (PUK, PDK) in order to be effective and impose its control in northern 

Iraq. The PUK and PDK condemned its military operations against Turkey. They also 

refused Turkish military operaton in northern Iraq. In addition they accused the PKK of 

using violence against the Kurdish civilians and interfering in internal affairs of Iraqi 

kurdistan. They have described its operations against Turkish militray as “Terrorism”. 

Some Kurdish resources refered that Syria and Iran manupulated PKK against Turkey 

because the communication among them. Although there is a coordination between Turkey 

and Iraqi Kurds, however they refused to deliver the PKK elements to Ankara, but asked  

them to stop their military operations. Though, Ankara in different times accuesd the PUK 
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of assistanting the PKK. These charges make a gap between the two parties. The KDP and 

its leader “Masood Barzani” entered negotiations with Turkey and Iraqi Kurdish parties to 

expel the PKK from Iraqi lands. Besides, the personal factor, Barzani’s hatred “Abdullah 

Ocalan” for the latter criticized the leaders of  PDK as traditional tribals; whereas, the 

kurdish Iraqi socialist parties and tribal leaders did not agree to fight Kurds in Turkey and 

Iran.1  

Turkey was concerned with the political status of the Iraqi Kurdish groups. It 

became upset by the existence of the “no fly zone” above the 36th parallel that  would help 

Iraqi Kurds to strengthen their political status, this would affect the strategies and aspiration 

of Turkey’s own Kurds, particularly those who pursue a separated agenda.2  

However, Turkey had recently good relations with PUK and KDP. Economic aids 

given to these two parties by Turkey, multinational NGOs entering the region through 

Turkey, black market petroleum flew to Turkey from north Iraq. The Turkish military and 

special forces were present in the region and cross order operation . It also issued 

diplomatic passports to Mr. Masood Barzani and  Mr.Jalal Talabani.3  

            Turkey also disappointed when the rival Kurdish groups, patriotic union of 

Kurdistan (PUK) and Kurdistan democratic party (KDP) came together to declare the 

Kurdistan Regional government in the middle of 1992.4 At the  same time after 2003 the 

role of Kurdish forces Peshmerge was increased, Ankara’s opinion was that Iraq should 

have national military under a unified command. The Turkish Foreign Ministry stated that: 

“it is not healthy thing for a country to have armed militias all over the country, but added 

that this is a question to be dealt with in long run”.5 

Although security issues were still an important factor in bilateral relations, their 

primacy was in decline and factors such as trade were increasingly playing a role in 
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Turkish-Iraqi relations. In terms  of political relations, this thing also included the relations 

with the Iraqi Kurdistan Region.1 

  Iraqi Kurds (Masood Barzani) form factor that prevent the PKK to lunch any 

attacks on Turkish territory from the North of Iraq, since there is economic interests for the 

cooperation with Turkey. There is also economic interests for Turkey to cooperate with 

Iraqi Kurds, the Kirkuk-  Ceyhan oil pipline cross the Kurdish area.2 However, Turkey uses 

different political, economic and cultural means with Iraq Kurdistan Region. From the 

political perspectives, mutual visits on the top level of the officials, Turkish Consulate 

General in Arbil was established. From the economical prospectives, Turkish- Iraqi 

kurdistan busnessmen forum was established in Arbil, this was as aforum which promote 

the trade relations between two sides.3 

The contacts between Ankara and the Iraqi Kurds continued after March 2003. The 

PUK and the KDP kept their representations in Ankara and maintained their contacts with 

the Turkish Foreign Ministry. Naturally because of the changes in Iraq after March 2003, 

the relations between Ankara and the Iraqi kurdish leaders had changed in some ways. First 

of all, the PUK and the KDP leadership were not only present in the Kurdistan Region in 

the north but are also part of the federal government in Baghdad, when for example, “Jalal 

Talabani” visited Ankara in November 2003, he came as the Interim President of Iraqi 

Governing Council and not just as a leader of an Iraqi political party, a status that Ankara 

had emphasized  all his previous visits. Thus, since 2003, Ankara has had relations with 

Iraqi Kurds on two different levels, sometimes as representatives of the central government;  

Second, the leverage of the Iraqi Kurdish leaders increased after the end of Hussein’s 

regime and they were able to strenghten their position.4 

However, there have been wings of Turkey’s Iraq policy since 2003, first, the 

nationalist line had been criticizing the official policy for being too timid and advocating a 
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tougher policy including the use of military force in order to protect Turkey’s interests. For 

those groups not only an actual independence but even the current status of Kurdish 

autonomy is unacceptable. The possibility of endangering Turkey’s relations with the EU or 

the USA over a tougher policy in Iraq did not also factor into their analysis; because, in 

their World view, these actors were also seen as working against Turkey’s interests and 

even trying to divide Turkey up, second, the liberals line criticized the official policy for 

being too focused on the Kurdish issue and the use of military means. Thus, unlike the 

nationalists, they saw the policy as being unnecessarily though. They advocated a more 

cooperative approach, particularly with the Kurds of Iraq. Such a policy was seen necessary 

not only to achieve stability in the southeast of Turkey, but also to continue the EU process 

and close relations with the USA.1 

However,  in November 2015, After 15 months of living under so-called the Islamic 

State in Iraq “ISIL”, the Iraqi city of “Sinjar” was taken back by Kurdish Peshmerga. In the 

immediate aftermath of the operation, “Masood Barzani” President of the Iraqi Kurdistan 

Region, stated that “Sinjar is part of the Kurdistan Region, aside from the Kurdistan flag, 

no other flag will rise in Sinjar”. Not only did he assert that Sinjar was to be part of an 

enlarged Kurdistan, having previously been under the administration of the central Baghdad 

government, but he also claimed that the liberation was due to advances of Peshmerga 

forces alone. But while a large part of the operation was conducted by the Peshmerga, who 

were co-ordinating with the USA airstrikes, the PKK simultaneously stormed Sinjar. Such 

an operation contradicted Barzani's assertions that the Peshmerga single-handedly took 

control of Sinjar town, leading to widespread criticism that the role of other forces had been 

intentionally ignored by Barzani in an attempt to assert his own authority.2 It seemed that 

Barzani targeted the PKK, Mahma Khalil the Governor of Sinjar had accused of what he 

called “ foreign forces” that threatened the social peace, and divisions among the minorites 

in Sinjar. Furthermore, some of Arabs who lived in Sinjar accused the PKK of ethnic 

cleasing and expelling them from their Villages.3  

It seems that the PKK strategy is to prolong their areas of the influences which will 

be extended from Northern Iraq crossing Turkish South borders and the area which Kurds 

                                                 
1 Meliha Benli Altunışık, Turkey’s Security, op, cite. P. 83.   [  
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live in Syria to the Mediterranean Sea. This might be one of Turkish strategy which led to 

cross Iraqi borders and install camp for its troops in “Pashiqa” which is located about 20 

km of Sinjar.1 The Kurdish issue had impact on Iraqi –Turkish relations, when Turkey and 

KRG had signed in April 2012 an agreement for exporting oil from Iraq to Turkey without 

permission of Iraqi Federal government in Baghdad.2  

Iraqi government considered this step as a breach of article 112 of the Iraqi 

constitution which mentioned that the Federal government, with the producing governorates 

and regional governments, shall undertake the management of oil and gas extracted from 

present fields, provided that it distributes its revenues in a fair manner in proportion to the 

population distribution in all parts of the country, Second, the Federal government, with the 

producing regional and governorate governments, shall together formulate the necessary 

strategic policies to develop the oil and gas wealth in a way that achieves the highest 

benefit to the Iraqi people using the most advanced techniques of the market principles and 

encouraging investment.3 

However, the rapproachement between Turkey and KRG is prolonged beyond the 

security and economic interests. The Turkish leaders realized that the best party which can 

achieve Turkish foreign policy’s aim towards the future relations with Baghdad government 

is the “Kurds” since they have influenced the decision making policy in Baghdad. And this 

thing harmonized with Turkish defence policy to contain Kurdish nationality inside 

Turkey.4 

            Moreover, Turkey and KRG are secular systems, pro-western , democratic and 

nerighbours. Many reasons make them as ally: Kurds can get Turkish protection from 

danger from any Iraqi Arabic national or religious or from any anarchy could be arised in 

the other Iraqi areas, in order Ankara promote its influence in north Iraq. Turkey is able to 

make Iraqi Kurdistan Region as a buffer zone in any possible anarchy would be arised.5 

The success of the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) in developing strong 

diplomatic and economic ties with Turkey, despite a history of mistrust, is an example of 

                                                 
1 Look at  Map 2 in the appendix. 
2 www.aljarid.com.article. 
3 The Consitution of the Republic of Iraq 2005, Article 112. 
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the influence Iraqi actors could have on the regional stage. The relationship moved from 

being constrained by Turkey’s fears of its own Kurdish separatist movement, to a situation 

in which the Iraqi Kurds have a positive role to play in helping Turkey deal with its own 

Kurdish question.1 

3. Forces of Nationalism 

Since the Turkish independence war (1919-1920), Turkey has been interested in 

Mosul and Kirkuk. The two governorates were within “Turkish map” which was approved 

by “TGNA” in its secret session on January 28, 1920. Atatürk said “Mosul and Kirkuk 

might be restored, when Turkey would become strengthen and the international situation 

suitable”. The Anglo-Iraqi- Turkish treaty in 1926 resolved the Mosul issue after Ankara’s 

recognition in the boundaries between Iraq and Turkey, Mosul and Kirkuk became a part of 

Iraq.2 

On 19th January 1937, the Anatolian Agency published an emphatic denial of the 

rumour (which was presumably fairly widespread in the Arabic world) that Turkey after 

claiming Alexandretta and Antioch would turn to renew its claim to Mosul. On his way to 

Tehran to sign the “Saad Abad Pact”, Dr. Rüştü Aras stopped at Aleppo, and gave a further 

assurance to the Arabs “we have been wrongly accused” he declared, “of being adversaries 

of Arab unity. we are in favour of union and we respect Arab nationalism”. Furthermore, 

his speech ended on the signifcant note, “we intend to contribute to European politics, 

remaining nevertheless at the service of the Orient” The aim of these various declarations 

was clear that Turkey wanted its coming adherence to the Middle East Pact to be 

interpreted in a favourable light by the Arab countries.3 

                                                 
1 Jane Kinninmont, Gareth Stansfield and Omar Sirri, Iraq on the International Stage Foreign Policy and 
National Identity in Transition, The Royal Institute of International Affairs, 2013. London, July 2013, p.2. 
 

ر مصطفى سيف الدين، تركيا وكوردستان العراق " الجاران الحائران"، دار الزمان للطابعة والنشر والتوزيع، بيا 2 

 .157، ص 2009سوريا، 

Bayar Mustafa Saefaldin, Turkey and Iraqi Kurdistan, “the Hesitant neighbours” Dar Al-Zaman for Printing, 

Publishing and Distriputing” Syria, 2009, w 157. 
3 Edward Reginald and Vere Hodge, Turkish Foreign Policy 1918-1948, Ambilly, Geneva, 1950, pp. 101-

102. 

Look at Mustafa. Sıtkı Bilgin ,“Atatürk Döneminde Türkiye’nin Orta Doğu Politikası (1923-1938)”, içinde 

Irak Dosyası, C.I-II, (Der.) A. Ahmetbeyoğlu ve diğerleri ,Istanbul: TATAV, 2003.  

 



 

 46 

 Another issue on this point came about Turkey’s shares from Iraq Petroleum 

Company. Mehmet Yılmazcan Kahramanmaraş TGNA member, asked the Turkish Foreign 

Ministry in 2003 about the Turkish rights in Iraq Petroleum Company according to the 

Lausanne treaty in 1923 and then Ankara treaty in 1926. The response from Turkish MFA 

was on the line that Iraqi Government should pay 500.000 Sterling and %10 per cent of 

share from Iraq Petroleum Company for 25 years1.  

From the Arab side, the enmity towards Turks had grown up since the British 

occupation of Iraq 1914; the British had sent political leaders to the Arab and Gulf areas. 

They justified that War by saying “the war did not relate to the religious”, after the 

occupation of Baghdad on March 11, 1917, the British General “Stanley Maude” issued the 

statement “your citizens had been under the foreign tyrannous rule since Holacao, the 

Turks and Germany were the reason of that”.2 

4. Impacts of Baathist Party Rule 

Since the Baathist party took power on July 17, 1968, Turkey had recognized this 

regime. Iraqi President “Ahmed Hussan Albakir” declared that “Iraq would improve its 

relations with Turkey”. Turkey’s imports for goods and industrial materials had increased 

and this improved its economy. Iraq had oil reservs, there were many projects and 

investements opportunities in the country. Turkey was in need of improving its economy 

and Iraq was good area for that. on September 25, 1968, a transit agreement was signed in 

Ankara to improve and remove the obstacles of the movements of goods and citizens of 

both countries.3 

On June 1, 1972, Iraq nationalised its oil, this policy was welcomed by Turkey. On 

September 19, 1972, Iraqi President “Ahmed Hussan Albakir” visited Turkey, and he 

agreed with Turkish President “Cevdet Suny” to establish oil piplines.4 However, the 
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turning point in Turkish-Iraqi-Arab relations was in 1973. Turkey had supported the Arabs 

in their war against Israel by refusing to use “Incirlik airbase” by the American Planes. It 

allowed the Soviet airplans to cross its space to provide military and logistic assistance to 

the Arab countries.1 

The relations continued in positive, for countering PKK and Kurdish movements.2 

They reached “arrangments” in May 1983 so-called (border security and cooperation) 

which gave both countries permission to engage territories of each other wide 12 km and 

depth 3 km for 72 hours.3 

 During the Iranian-Iraqi war Turkey had maintained its neutralized policy. It had 

good relations with both countries. However, Turkey’s foreign policy towards Iraq had 

changes after 1990 First Gulf War. The Baghdad regime appeared to pose a continued 

security threat to Turkey after the Gulf War. In February 1999, Hussein warned Ankara that 

it would face attack if it continued to allow the USA and British aircraft to launch air sorties 

against Iraq from Turkish territory. In July 2002 the Bush administration urged the Turkish 

authorities to take the Iraqi missile threat seriously and pushed Turkey to deploy surface- 

to-air missile Batteries.4 

As a result,Turkey considered the regime in Iraq as a threat to its national security. 

On February 16, 1991, the Turkish President Turgut Özal referred to Iraq as a threat factor 

to its neighboring country. He would be planned to attack  “Syria, Turkey” after Iran and 
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Kuwait, for this reason Turkey allowed USA and alliances to use Incirlik air base and end 

this “threat”.1 

5. Waters Issue 

The first crisis of water issue happened in 1957 when Turkey informed Iraq of its 

intension to establish Kiban Dam on the Euphrates.2 The crisis was increased in1975, when 

Syria reserved the water in Altabaka Dam, and the Iraqi water amount in Euphrates was 

affected by this step. The two countries were about to engage in war, Saudi Arabia and 

former Soviet Union had played mediation role between them. The second crisis was in 

January 1990, when Turkey interrupted the water flow from 13 January to 13 February to 

fill Atatürk Dam, when the impounding of the Atatürk Dam was interpreted, especially in 

Arab circles, as an act deliberately aimed to deprive its neighbors of water and cause them 

damage. 

The deputy of Iraqi Foreign Minister “Nizar Hamdoun” visited Turkey and asked to 

reduce the period of reserving for 15 days. He also asked that Iraq, Turkey and Syria should 

reach an agreement to organize the use of water in the Euphrates and Tigers. As a result of 

the tension in the relations, Baghdad refused to discuss the security issue on May 5, 1990, 

Turkish deputy Prime Minister “Yildirim Akbulut” visited Iraq to discuss the renewing the 

security arrangements which was signed in 1983. However, Baghdad had refused.3  

While Turkey’s view that water as a natural source, it should be dealt economically 

like oil. Building Ports and any other water projects on its land are full rights that belong to 

it without any consideration of the rights of other countries. Iraq’s policy is that water 

different from oil because there are legal and historical rights regarding the international 

rivers and these were maintained in many international law and agreements.4 
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However, the controvential issues between Iraq and Turkey on water matters are: 

Iraq and Turkey were in disagreement as to how to locate the waters of rivers the Tigris and 

Euphrates. While Baghdad accused Turkey of cutting the level of Iraqi water needs for 

irrigation and other purposes, Turkey simply argued that Iraq got enough water yet misused 

it.The Turkish government insisted that the waters that pass through both countries cannot 

be classified as an “international waters”. Iraq policy held the following views: that such 

waters are international and the riparian states had to come to an international agreement as 

to how share them.1 The sovereignty on the Tigris and Euphrates is not submmited to the 

Turkey, but (Iraq, Turkey and Syria) should share their sovereignty on these rivers. Iraq 

also considers any projects without coordination with other riparian states as a violation of 

international law and customs. It is nessesary to reach an agreement which distributs the 

water resources on the rules equlity. The two rivers are separated, the economic and socials 

needs are been taken in any development of the water projects.2  

However, Iraq was not satisfied with Turkey’s South East Anatolian Project (GAP) 

because that if this project was completed the amount of water that Iraq receives from 

Turkey would decline.3  

The GAP became a controvential issue but not in Iraqi-Turkish relations. However, 

in Turkey itself because of the politically sensitive area in which the GAP is situated, some 

Kurds mentioned that the GAP threatens the water rights of downstream neighbors, Iraq 

and Syria, and they also suggest that rather than developing the South East of Turkey, it 

actually transfers resources (i.e. hydropower) to develop the western part of the country. 

There is a concern that not enough has been done to prepare the population for the 

conversion to water intensive farming or transition a way from cotton which leaches the 

soil. One of the persistent criticisms is that there is no water pricing mechanism that would 

personalize land use. Some Kurdish nationalists accused the project of trying to divide and 
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rule. Literally by crisscrossing the Kurdish homeland with water barriers displacing people 

and flooding cultural landmarks.1  

Other Turkey’s Kurdish say that the roads are primarily defensive in nature 

allowing the government to move troops in the land around the Kurdish area and the dams 

are there to supply western Turkish cities and industries with electricity.2   

  To resolve this problem Turkey proposed a transfer of water from the Tigris to the 

Euphrates with a view to alleviating the water shortage of the latter, yet Iraq rejected this 

proposal.3 

  However, the United Nations convention on “ International Watercourses” in 1997 

mentioned the ( Equitable and Reasonable Utilization) among the states in Non- Novigation 

of  International Watercourses, which was voted by 103 states, (Turkey, China and Brundy) 

were abstioned.4 

   However, Article one of the Iraqi-Turkish friendship and neighboring treaty 1946 

organized the using of water resources and project in the Tigris and Euphrates. Turkey was 

obliged to share exchange and inform Iraq of any project built on the two mentioned 

rivers.5    

The contrary the Turkish view insists that the Tigris and Euphrates rivers that pass 

through both countries cannot be classified as international waters; it signed an agreement 

with Greece and Bulgaria to organise the use of common rivers. The Turkish Bulgarian 

treaty on October 23, 1968, included articles that obliged the two countries to cooperate and 

exchange the information about any projects built on their common rivers in a way that 

does not damage the other. This agreement was considered as a recognation from Turkey 

towards these rivers, as being international, but it refused to sign any agreement with Iraq.6 
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Iraq also activated its strategy on the international level, United Nations, 

international Bank and states which help and support Turkey’s projects. The water problem 

was included in all Arab league meetings. The Arab League issued many resolutions that 

stressed the support of the Iraq’s rights in the Tigris and Euphrates, and recalled the Turkish 

government to reach a final agreement which includes the (Equitable and Reasonable 

Utilization) “through the negotiation, and according to the international law. In addition the 

League had expressed the concern of Arab countries because Turkey established Dams and 

projects without any coordination with Iraq, and called the western countries to stop 

finalizing Turkish projects.1 

B. External 

1. Policies of the West and Impacts of Imperialism and Colonialism 

Previously, Baghdad and Basra formed a single administrative unit ruled from 

Baghdad by the Ottomans; but as a totality, the provinces that constituted Iraq that rather 

awkwardly together. On November 6, 1914, a week after the Ottoman Empire had entered 

World War I on the side of the Central Powers, Indian Expeditionary Force landed at “Fao” 

in the southern province of Ottoman Iraq. By March 1917, however, reinforcements from 

Britain and the transfer of military command to London enabled the British to capture 

Baghdad. In November 1918, a few days after the end of the war, the city of Mosul was 

occupied, and the surrounding province fell into British hands.2 

However, Britain, France, Italy, and Russia had entered into a series of agreements 

under which Anatolia and the Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire were to be divided 

among the Allies. With a number of important modifications, these agreements formed the 

basis of a peace settlement in the Middle East under which France was assigned the areas 

that became Lebanon and Syria, while Britain was assigned the areas that became Iraq, 

Transjordan, and Palestine.3 
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Iraq during the 1930s and 1940s depicted a struggle between various kinds of Arab 

nationalism and a more or less determined, if officially disguised, British imperialism. In 

fact, such accounts are exaggerated or wrong on both fronts. In October 1936, Iraq had the 

dubious distinction of hosting the Middle East’s first military Coup, and the eight Iraqi 

governments that were formed over the next five years were largely dependent on the favor 

of a tightly knit group of army officers known as the Golden Square. In spite of occasional 

claims to radicalism, Iraqi Prime Ministers were generally careful not to fall out with the 

British prior to 1941. Yet, in April of that year, in the midst of World War II, Rashid Ali al-

Gailani’s government refused to honor previous treaty commitments to Britain, a second 

British occupation that lasted until the end of the war.1  

Turkey had not recognized the new regime initially. The Turkish government issued 

instructions to its mission in Baghdad to work according to Britain and USA policy towards 

this revolution. Britain was worried that Algailani government would be neutralized in the 

war and would not break off diplomatic relations with Italy and Germany.2 

For Arabs, the USSR did not pose an immediate threat since they were not 

geographically contiguous to that country. On the contrary, the Soviet Union became an 

important country supporting the Arab issues in international theater. Military and 

economic aid coming from the Soviet Union to the revolutionary Arab countries. The main 

threat for the Arab countries was Israel and the major area of contention was Palestine, 

which had to be resolved before peace was to be established in the Middle East.3 

However, Turkey’s policy was changed. Turkey played a mediation role between 

Iraq and Britain. The Turkish policy was most independent and it was not influenced by the 

British policy which had asked Turkey to make maneuver close to the Iraqi borders, and 

tried to convince Turkey that would restore Mosul, but Turkey refused all offers. Turkey’s 

position was changed later. It gave congratulations to the new regime in Iraq. Turkey was 
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significant to Iraq because it was the communication center with axis states especially 

Germany, and its role in mediation.1 

As diplomatic resolutions to this tension motivated Turkish Foreign Minister to 

suggeste these points: withdrawing the Iraqi forces from Habbaniyah to its camps, stopping 

the military operation between the parties, the British Ambassador in Baghdad should 

present his credentials letter, the British forces should pass  abroad from Basra, and Iraq 

should consent to reasonable increase in the British troops in its camps.2  

However, for Turkey, the Cold War was characterized by the Soviet threat, which 

entailed territorial demands on its eastern region, specifically Kars and Ardahan and 

demands for bases on the Turkish straits. This threat led Turkey to join the Western bloc 

and membership of NATO in 1952. Russians were perceived as the source of threat against 

which Turkey allied with the United States. Turkish-Soviet friendship between “1921-

1945” seems like an anomaly in the centuries long rivalry and the Cold War dynamics very 

much reminded the Turks of the expansionist neighbor from the north.3 

2. Impacts of Arab Nationalism 

Turkish-Arab differences became more manifest with establishment of the Baghdad 

Pact in 1955 by which Turkey and most Arab countries, except Iraq were on different sides.  

The President of Egypt Jamal Abdul Nasser considered Baghdad Pact as the Continuation 

of western colonialism, which purported to further their hegemony in an implicit manner 

opposed to the direct colonialism of the past.4 

However, in January 1955, the Turkish Prime Minister, “Adnan Menderes” tried to 

convince “Syria, Labanon, Jordan and Egypt” to join Baghdad Pact. However, Turkey tried 

to convince the other Arab countries of its redness to support them if they ask it.  In June 
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1955 “Celal Bayar” visited Jordan, he stated that “ if Israel engaged in any war against 

Jordan, Turkey would support Jordan”.1 

           However, Arab countries refused the Pact. Egypt refused to join the Pact for the 

following reasons: Arab countries would become bases for the American, British French 

and Turkish forces, Egypt was suffered from British colonalism before. As a result its 

Prime Minister called Arab Prime Ministers to meet in Cairo on January 16, 1955. Egyptain 

aims were: to isolate the Iraqi government from Arab governments politically, to convine 

other Arab countries not to join the Pact  and supporte the  non-alignment policy.2 

            Egypt refused the alliances policy with major powers and perceived them as 

manifestations of imperialism. Nasser did not believe in the Soviet  threat. Hence, he 

argued that Baghdad Pact was created to prolong Western domination. As for him the Pact 

built to counter the Soviet threat was unrealistic. The American administration supported 

the Baghdad Pact even though it did not become a party to it. The reason for this was the 

negative attitude of Egypt and Saudi Arabia to the Pact and the fact that Eisenhower 

Administration wanted to improve  relations with Nasser. Furthermore,  joining such a Pact 

would lead to demands for extending security measures to Israel, an eventuality Dulles in 

particular was against.3 

The rivalry between Egypt, Syria against Iraq and Turkey could also be seen as the 

competition for regional hegemony. Leadership in the Arab world and in the Middle 

Eastern Region was one of the main objectives of Nasser, whereas, Iraq with a large 

population wanted to enhance its power by aligning with Turkey and the Western powers. 

The moderate Arab states had a different conception of Arab nationalism of Nasser. For the 

latter, Arab unity meant Arab nationalism under the leadership of Egypt. According to King 

Hussein, this was a new kind of imperialism serving Egyptian interests. He believed in a 

different kind of nationalism that was based on the sovereign equality of Arab states.4 
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Syria also opposed to the Pact, it signed a common defence treaty on October 20, 

1955. Its main aim was to contain Baghdad Pact. It had enetered in alliance with Saudia 

Arbia and Egypt, supported neutralised policy and gained political and military assistance 

from the Soviet Union, in addition to the Syrian people who were against any alliance due 

to the experince of the French colonialism.1 

           Iraq also tried to convince Jordan to join Baghdad Pact since the Hashimiat is pro-

Western country. The Jordanian government wanted to join the Pact but many reasons had 

prevented it: the Arab public opinion was against the pact and it happened that many 

demonestrations refused the Pact, Suadia Arabia had given financial support to the 

Jordanian government, in addion to the Egyptian influence which polarised the Arab 

nationalism trends.2 Other parties to the Pact was Saudi Arabia. It was suspicious of the 

Hashemites in Iraq and Jordan who were the traditional rivals of the Saudis during the time 

for the quest of Arabia. For this reason, it was against Baghdad Pact.3  

            However, many Arab countries considered Baghdad Pact for Israel’s benefit. Israel 

had signed treaties with Turkey. It gained international gurrantees for its borders security, 

motivated the western countries to push the Arab countries to Sign peace treaty with Israel. 

In addion the Pact pointed to differences between Arab points of view and Iraq.4 

However, it should be pointed out that the Baghdad Pact was signed between the 

parties as part of the American global strategy of containment and upon American 

encouragement.5 It should be noted that Turkey and Iraq invited other members of the Arab 

League or any country that was interested in regional security for accession.6 

However, Iraq through its membership of Baghdad Pact aimed to: deter any Soviet 

aggression; Nouri Al-Said recognized that Iraq’s economic resources would not able to 

cover its weapons needs and participating in the Pact is good opportunity to gain the 

military assistance from the Western countries. Nouri Al-Said was also from the old 

Turkish school. His culture is Turkish rooted and he tried to be away from the Arab League 

which was under the Egyptian influence. In addition Nouri Al-Said believed that the Arab 
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League is unable to provide for the defense of Arab countries in case of the Third World 

War would happen. 

In 1930 Iraq and Britain signed a treaty, which its expire was of  in 1957, the 

increasing in national feeling should be taken at that time, for this reason Britain recognised 

that signing the Pact would maintain its existence in an acceptance way.1 

3. Impacts of Arab- Israeli Problem 

One of the most challanges which impact on Arab- Turkish relations is the 

relationship between Turkey and Israel. However, Turkey does not want to break off its 

relations with Israel completly. Israel still occupies Arab lands, and threatens Arab national 

security, and refused the recognition of the Plastinian state. Turkey also has its interests and 

conditions to have relations  with Isreal, but this relations should not be view as an obstacle 

element in the developing of Arab –Turkish relations. 

In 1949, Turkey was the first Islamic country that recognition Israel and exchanged 

the diplomtic missions. That was after one week of  the USA recognition of Israel. On 

November 1, 1949, “Ismet Inönü”  stated “ we established political relations with newly 

growing state Israel, we hope that this state becomes a  factor of peace and independence 

in the Near East”. In 1952,Turkey and Israel exchanged the diplomatic representation on 

the level of  Ambassadors.2 

In 1958, Turkey and Israel signed a security treaty. Mossad established an 

intelligence center in Turkey. It provided technical and training assistance to the “MIT”. 

Mossad realized Turkish Position and its relations with Islamic countries in order to 

eliminate the Arab embargo on Israel.3 
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The first official visit by a Turkish Foreign Minister since the establishment of the 

state of Israel in 1949 took place on November 14, 1993. Turkish Foreign Minister Hikmet 

Çetin paid an official visit to Israel.1 

Çetin delayed his visit twice owing to Turkish domestic politics and Arab-Israeli 

conflic. These two postponements of Çetin’s visit demonstrated that the extent to which 

Turkish-Israeli relations can be influenced by the Arab- Israeli conflict.2 

Turkish- Israeli strategic relations were influenced in the 1990s by the following 

rationales: first, following the First Gulf War, the Kurdish insurgency exacerbated Turkey’s 

not only in internal economic conditions but its relations with other states. In order to 

maintain its fight against the PKK, Turkey needed to employ the necessary combating 

equipment that includes various social and political measures which were exposed to harsh 

criticism of the Western World. For instance, as a consequence of their public pressure 

generating from the PKK’s sympathizers’ activities, Germany, Norway and Belgium 

decided to put an end to their arms sale to Turkey in 1995. Turkey particularly had chosen 

Israel because Israel is technologically an advanced country owing to its sophisticated 

weapon production and owing to its assistance to Turkey without putting any reserve or 

attaching human rights to its weapon sales; second, the peace process that began in Madrid 

in 1991 opened up a new foreign policy opportunity for Turkey. This process freed Turkey 

from the difficulty of balancing between Arab countries and Israel.3 Israel reached peace 

agreements with PLO in 1993, and with Jordan 1994.4 

Third, Turkey realizes the influence of Israeli government and lobbies in the USA. 

Turkey has always been well aware of Israel’s strong influence in the international arena. 

Furthermore, Turkey wanted to improve its ties with Israel so as to offset the activities of 

Greek and Armenian lobbying groups through the support of the Jewish lobbies in the 

United States. Fourth, Turkish fear of the potential for proliferation of weapons of mass 

destruction in the region. Fifth, the Turkish military, whose imprints on Turkish foreign 

policy decisions were increasingly felt during those years, was regarded to have had an 
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upper hand in enhancing the relations with Israel. Although civil authorities had gained 

control over the governments, the military through the national Security Council continued 

to control the decision making process on two significant internal problems, Kurdish 

separatism and pro- Islamic government. Indeed, the military increased its influence on the 

foreign policy decision making process, and supported the developments of close ties with 

a strong “state” like Israel in order to be able to perform efficient policies to secure Turkish 

national security. The modernization requirements of the Turkish army also contributed to 

the development of the Turkish – Israeli relations.1 

 Turkish government has always stated that Turkey does not form allaince with 

Israel against Arab World. The Turkish- Israeli relations are for the service of Turkish 

economic, political and military. The word “military” does not mean any foreign aims. 

however, to improve Turkish military capabalities. İn this way, Israel like any other state 

that Turkey has relations with it.2 

Turkey and Israel have concluded military agreements in 1996. The first and most 

important agreement is the military training and co-operation agreement (AEIA) that was 

signed on 23 February 1996. This agreement has included the following points:3 

a) A chieving cooperation on various levels on the basis of the exchange of 

personnel and their expertise. 

b) Exchanging the visits between military academies, unites and camps. 

c) The applicating of training and exercises. 

d) Sending observers to follow up military exercises in the two countries. 

e) Exchanging officials to collect and share information, especially in social 

and    cultural fields that included military history, military museums, and 

military archives. 

f) Exchanging the visits by military naval vessels. 

The training of the Turkish and Israeli air forces in each other’s air space was 

important. Within the scop of the agreement, both sides have agreed to hold air exercises 
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eight time annually, four in each state. İsrael has benefited more from these joint trainings 

as Turkey has larger air space compared to that of Israel. Within this agreement, Israeli 

pilots began to be acquaint with areas or countries bordering Turkey, particularly that are 

hostile to Israel, (Iraq, Iran and Syria).1 

The second agreement is the Defense Industry Cooperation Agreement that was 

signed on 28 August, 1996. This agreement has provided the technology transfer and 

training of technicians and reaserchers. Actually, this was a framework agreement which 

also called for intelligence sharing and holding of regular meetings between the security 

establishments of the two countries for the evaluation of the regional threats. Therefore, it 

was called “strategic dialogue”.2 

From the economic aspects Turkey signed a free trade agreement with Israel in 

1996. When the “JDP” came to power the economic relations between them was 1, 2 

billion, in 2008 reached 3, 6 billion, in 2009 Turkish exports to Israel 1, 5 billions and 

imports 1, 7 billions.3  

The geopolitical scope of the joint Israeli- Turkish military operation was also 

extended to include Lebanon and Syria in order to confront the (so-called) Radical Islamic 

groups. Turkey’s objective is to project military power and influence across the entire ill- 

defined Kurdistan nationalist activity into its territory from acrossing its borders. Israeli 

cooperation places Turkey in an advantageous strategic position when compared to Iraq and 

Iran. However, successive Turkish governments have made it very clear that Turkey will 

only cross the border into its neighbor’s territory if and when its interests are threatened. 

This applies particularly to the Kurdish question.4  

However, Israeli motives could be summarized: first, Israel is as follows country, 

which is surrounded and greatly outnumbered by Arab states. In an atmosphere of growing 

suspicion and distrust of the peace, the establishment of close relations with non- Arab and 

Muslim states was a priority of Israel. It is argued that Turkey might serve as a bridge to 

other Muslim states, second, Israel also believes that closer relations with a state like 

Turkey that has a large military, is west-oriented, and has a majority of Muslim population 
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that this would improve its position in the region and its strategic interests,1 third, security 

concerns of Israel contributed to the development of the strategic relations between the two 

countries. Israel was concerned about Iraq, Iran, and Syrian’s potential to produce weapons 

of mass destruction. The cooperation enabled Israel to fly in Turkish airspace, because 

Israel needs offshore strategic depth to sustain a credible and secure second strike 

capability. That is, in order to deliver preemptive or preventive strikes against ballistic 

missile launching sites, Israel could also take advantage of Turkish space, fourth, the trade 

relations, Israel has financially benefited from the arms and technology transfers sales to 

Turkey. Turkey has served as a huge market for Israeli high- technology products; fifth, 

Israel has attempted to have a firm hand in central Asia through the good offices of Turkey 

since Turkey has taken advantage of common ethnic and cultural ties with the new 

Republics of central Asia. Israel wanted to establish good economic and diplomatic 

relations with these Republics in order to prevent Iranian influences in the region, which 

might enable Iran to have access to nuclear weapons and the technology of central Asian 

Republics.2 

Israel also has realized the Turkish role in  achieving peace and security in the 

region. Ankara plays a role as a mediator of Arab- Israel, or Israel- Palestinian struggle.3 

Israel also can use Turkey to offset the hostile regimes in Iraq, Syria and Iran. Turkey can 

use Israel to stressful international position challenged by culturally aloof Europe.4 

However, the Turkish- Israeli cooperation had impacted on Turkish-Islamic 

relations also on Turkey. At the Tehran Summit of the Organization of the Islamic 

Conference (OIC) in December of 1997. With the support of the host country, Syria and a 

number of other Arab countries at the summit’s plenary session voiced strong criticism 

against Turkey and Turkey’s relations with Israel. Then President of Turkey, Süleyman 

Demirel, found himself having to leave the summit Prematurely.5  

From the prospective of the Arab states, serious concern is voiced over the strong 

Israeli- Turkish strategic ties because such a development may lead to profound Israeli 
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influence in the Middle East and the Arab Gulf. Israel has established through Turkey, a 

window of opportunity and influence over both Iraq and Iran. The latter perceives Turkish – 

Israeli technological and military cooperation threat to its own territorial integrity. İn this 

context, Israel has edged dangerously close to the Iranian border. İn theory, Turkish 

cooperation would greatly facilitate Israeli air strikes on Iran’s non- conventional weapons 

infrastructure. There is also another important dimension, that of the Turkey- Israel- US 

military cooperation, which creates an environment of increasing tension and bitter 

relations between Turkey and Iran. Such tension could adversely affect Gulf security.1 

However, the Arab countries always hope that any development of Arab- Turkish 

relations shoud not be based on the nature of ruling political power  in Turkey based upon 

the interests and the civilization of both parties.2 

However, Turkish-Israeli relations have deteriorated when the Gaza war was started 

in the final days of 2008, which constituted the real turning point in Israeli-Turkish 

relations. Turkish officials perceived Israel’s actions not only as a blow against regional 

peace and stability but also “a show disrespect for Turkey’s peace efforts” referring to 

Turkey’s efforts at mediation between Israel and Syria, which were disrupted by the 

invasion of Gaza.3 

However, the turning point of deterioration of Turkish-Israeli relations was in 

January 2009 the reasons were: a) Israeli military operation against Gaza were 926 

Palestinians were killed and 1417 injured, b) in Davos conference the Prime Minister 

Erdoğan critisized Israeli President “Shimon Peres” by saying “you know well how to kill 

children” and he left the conference.4  

c) In January, 2010, Israel summoned the Turkish Ambassador to protest on Turkish TRT 

T.V which was showing an advertisement how the Israeli armed forces killed the 
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Palestinian children. During his meeting with the Israeli Foreign Minister “ Danyy Ayalon” 

the Turkish Ambassador was sitting on lower chair.1 

d) On May 31, 2010 Israeli forces attacked “Mavi Marma” the flotria which was carrying 

humanitarian assistance to Gaza, in this operation 9 Turkish citizens were killed.2  
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Conclusion 

Iraq’s political idiology was close to the Eastern block since the establishment of 

the Republic in the 1958. Iraq played a vital role in the Middle East, it was considered the 

leader of Arab world by adapting the Palestinian issue in the international forums and 

supporting other Arab issues. However, this policy had been making it to engage in 

competition with Egypt which aimed to play a leading role in the Arab World. 

The President of the Republic was the main character who had the power in foreign 

policy until 2003. In 2003 Iraq’s system changed into the parliamentary. The role of 

President of the Republic after 2003 became honorary and not exercise the real powers.  

The Prime Minister became the most affective person in the foreign policy. 

Furthermore, the role of Parliament should not be neglected in the foreign policy making, 

as a declrataion of war and observation of the government’s foreign policy .   

         Turkish foreign policy was based on the realism thinking. The security issue has 

always been the priority of any Turkish government. Although the Turkish constitution has 

clarified the powers in foreign policy decision, the personality of the President, Prime 

Minister and Foreign Minister has more influential than constitutional rules sometimes. 

Since the ethno-social and cultural ties between Iraqi Turkmens and Turkey, 

Turkey realized that the Turkmens are the counter balance to the Kurdish influence in the 

Kirkuk. The Turkmens role with the Arabs could stop any Kurdish ambition to join Kirkuk 

to the Kurdistan region. 

Turkey’s relations with the Iraqi Kurdistan Region has changed since 2003. 

However, the developments in internal, regional and international environment like the 

war on terrorism and KRG efforts in this war and many Euorpean countries deal with 

KRG as a semi-independent state. 

However, Iraqi Kurdistan Region is significant to Ankara for strategical and 

tactical reasons: politically, Ankara could use Kurdistan as a card against Baghdad in any 

tension which might occur in the relations between the two countries. Iraqi Kurdistan is 

beneficial to Turkey in peace process and countering the PKK. Turkey needs energy 

resources and Iraqi Kurdistan is good environment to provide these needs, Iraqi Kurdistan 

is the gate to the Iraq, and Iraq is good market to Turkey.  
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There are some voices in Turkey which still have claims in Mosul and Kirkuk. In 

Iraq there are also some voices that consider Turkey the power that has ambitions in the 

Mosul and Kirkuk. However, both countries have to leave like these suspisions because 

they could be obstacled of improvement the relations. 

The Baghdad Pact was one of Britain and USA strategy containments of the Soviet 

Union in the Middle East. It had isolated Iraq from the Arab World. Iraq on its side 

considered this Pact a good strategy to deter Soviet’s threats and gain military and political 

assistance from Britain.  For Turkey the Baghdad Pact was a good opprtunity to get 

military assistance and deter soviet’s threats, in addition to promot Turkey’s position in the 

Western community. 

Iraqi-Turkish relations had been improved during the Baathist party. Both countries 

had sharing security dangers like increasing the Kurdish armed movement in both 

countries. 

Water issue will still an obstacle to the Iraqi-Turkish relations. Each country has its 

political, legal and humanitarian justifications; however, this issue should be resolved 

according to the international law, good willingness and mutual interests. 

Turkish-Israeli relations have impacted on Arab-Turkey’s relations. The Arabs 

considered Israel as an occupated entity. They considered Turkish-Israeli military 

cooperation threats their national security. 

However, we studied in this chapter the principles of Iraqi and Turkish foreign 

policy and decision making process in the Iraq and Turkey foreign policy. Moreover, the 

factors that impacted on Iraqi-Turkish relations. In the next chapter the historical 

background of the Iraqi- Turkish relations since the 1920s up to the 1990 will be 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER II 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO THE IRAQI -TURKISH RELATIONS UP TO 

1990 

This chapter discuses the developments of Iraqi–Turkish relations since the 

establishment of Iraq and Turkey in the 1920s.  It also analyses the Impact of Mosul issue 

on Iraqi-Turkish relations during the 1920s, and  the British, and the League of Nations role 

in the settlement of this issue. 

 Furthermore, this chapter deals with relations between the two countries during the 

1930s and signing of the Saad Abad Pact in 1937, and the impact of the Second World War 

on Iraqi- Turkish  relations.  It also explains the affect of political changes in Turkey in 

1950 after the success of the democratic party in the elections and the new course of the 

relations with Iraq was started, in addition to discussing the 1958 developments. Iraq 

witnessed  a revolution which changed its political system from Monarchy into Republican.  

In addition to, this chapter explains Iraqi- Turkish relations during the 1960s and the 

role of the Baathist Party in the improvement of such relations. The 1970 developments in 

the regional and international environments which contributed conducting the relations 

between Arabs and Turkey. In addition to the Turkey’s attitude towards Iran- Iraq war 

during the period 1980-1988. 

 2.1. Iraq, Turkey and the Middle East 1918-1950 

Although some Arabs have been dissatisfied with Ottoman’s rule, they have never 

thought of the separation from the Ottoman Empire. They asked for reforms in the political 

and economic system. During the  period (1908-1918) the relations between the Arabs and 
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Turks were tensified and changed towards the requirement of independence for the Arab 

area within the Ottoman Empire.1  

The Turkification programme applicated by Turkey “Fatat” association has been a 

strong motive for the Arab leaders to show concern in Arab nationalism and independence. 

The national agitation, the imagination and feelings in the Empire which had contained 

many nationalities led to new independence.2 In addittion the policy of “Jamal Basha” 

towards the Arab nationalists and the support, encouragment of the alliance to the Arab to 

revolution against the Ottoman Empire,3 led to the interets of the great powers England, 

France and Russia which motivated them to agree on the “Sykes-Bicot” Pact in May 1916 

to divide the Arab area.4 

Series of letters were exchanged between Alsharif Hussein Emir of Mecca and 

English representative in Egypt Sir “Henry McMahone”. They agreed to declare the 

revolution against the Ottoman Empire. Britain supported the Arab tribes by weapons.5 The 

existence of Faisal in “Sham” was aimed to start the War from there and extend it to other 

Arab areas.6 

In the light of these developments “Jamal Pasha” adopted a number of pre- 

empative policies against the revolution. He sent a delegation to the Arab tribes to convine 

them to support the Ottoman rule and fight against the revolution.7 

Jamal Pasha tried to clarify the real aims of “Sykes-Bicot” Pact. He sent three 

letters: first to King Abdullah Bin Alhussein on January 5, 1917, the second to the Faisal 
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Bin Hussein; the third to Jafar Alaskari on November 26, 1917. These letters referred to the 

Islamic ties between the Arabs and the Ottomans, and the alliance plans to betray the 

Arabs.1 In addition to the alliance plane to put Palestine and Mesopotamia under British 

mandate, and Syria under French rule. Then they would encourage the Jewish Migration to 

the Palestine in order to establish the “Israel state”.2 

After the establishment of the Iraq’s state in 1921, Iraq under Faisal leadership, he 

tried to improve its relations with Turkey. 

In the conduct of a foreign policy, Faisal’s regim sought to formulate a number of 

priorities which were of considerable importance to the existence of the Iraqi state as a 

sovereign and territorially integrated entity in his quest for the establishment over the 

Mosul question.3 

Faisal realized that the settlement of Mosul became a salient question in the Middle 

Eastern politics. The importance of Mosul province to Turkey, British and Iraq is strategic 

and politico-economic terms are very clear indeed.4 Faisal visited Mosul in may 1923, in 

his speech, he stated “ they (the Turks) well know fale this claim is and they know too, that 

there are twice as many Arabs under their rule as there are Turks in Iraq. Truly there are 

Turks in Arbil and in Kirkuk, but have they forgotten that the people in Jazirate Ibin Umar, 

some of the people of Mardin and environs of Urfa are pure Arabs?... iam convinced that 

their claims were only political stratagen and that our neighbours know that Iraq is 

indivisible and that Mosul and its environs does not differ from Baghdad and Basra in its 

religion and nationality. The interest of these territories are interdepent and it is impossible 

for the people of  Mosul to contemplate separation from their brothers....”.5 

However, the Mosul city was significant to Turkey. It was ruled by Ottomans for 

four centuries. This issue took long negotiations during the Lausanne conference which 

began on November 20, 1922 and ended on February 4, 1923. The second phase of the 

conference began on April 23, 1923 and was concluded with the signature of the peace 
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treaty of Lausanne on July 24, 1923. According to this treaty, the Mosul question was left 

to direct negotiations between Turkey, Iraq and Great Britain.1  

As stated in the 3rd Article of the treaty of Lausanne in the event of no agreement 

being reached between the Turkish, Iraq and the Britain governments within nine months, 

the dispute would be referred to the Council of the League of Nations.2 

On August 6, 1924, the dispute was transferred to the League of Nations by the 

British government. On September 30, 1924, the Council of the League established a 

special Commission to gather local opinion on whether people of Mosul wanted to be 

included in Iraq or Turkey. This Commission prepared a report and submitted it to the 

League of Nations on July 16, 1925. According to this report Mosul would be incorporated 

into Iraq.3 

Based on this report on December 16, 1925 the Council of the League of Nations, 

took the decision of leaving territory for Iraq. On March 11, 1926, the Council announced 

that the decision taken on December 16, 1926, was final.4 

Prior to the arrival of the commission of inquiry in june 1924, Faisal reiterated his 

conviction that Mosul consitituted an oraganic part of Iraq, the view was drafted and then 

submitted to the league of commission in the following maner “ I consider that Mosul is to 

Iraq as the head is to the rest of the body, and it is my un shakeable conviction that though 

the question is only one of fixing a boundary between Iraq and Turkey, it is nevertheless 

and in fact the question of Iraq as a whole. Accordinglly, the happiness of misery of four 

millions of human beings is placed in the hands of the members of your honourable 

commission”.5 
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Although the majorıty of populatıon voted to join Iraq; there were also some of 

Arabs, Turkmen and Kurds supporting the idea of joining Turkey. On January 3, 1925, The 

“ Manchester Guardian Journal” mentioned that the people who supported Turkey were two 

groups: first, the former officials in the Ottoman era who lost their jobs in the new regime; 

second, the groups that supported Turkey for political and religous reasons. They were from 

the old generation, and they considered that the Ottomans as symbol of Islamic political 

power.1 

In compliance with Faisal’s “Good Neighbour” policy, Turkey has joind the British 

and Iraqi governments including atripartite treaty in Ankara on June 5, 1926, to confirm the 

brussel line as a frontier line and to strenghten anglo-Iraqi-Turkish  relations interests.2 

However, the brussel line became the borders between Iraq and Turkey as the League of 

Nations had decided and Turkey would take a 10% share from the revenue of Mosul oil for 

25 years.3 

It seems that Britain transferred the Mosul issue to the League of Nation because its 

realization that if the League resolved the Mosul issue by joining it to Turkey there would 

be no problem to Britain promises to the Arab by establishing their independence since the 

resolution issued by the league, and if Mosul joined Iraq that would explain Britain’s 

support to the new Iraqi state.  

Britain supported Iraq in Mosul issue as both countries signed oil an agreement 

including Article that if any oil company was established in Iraq, this would be under the 

British administration and Iraq would get % 20 from the company’s royalities, but Iraq was 

obliged to abandon %20  in 1925 treaty for Britain promised Iraq to support its membership 

in the League of Nations, and refused all Turkish claims in Mosul.4 

However, what is mentioned previously means, that Britain has supported the idea 

of Mosul to be restored to Iraq. It realised the significance of Turkey’s geopolitical location 
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as “abuffer state” in the Middle East after the growing of Soviet ideology. For this reason it 

reached the financial settelment in the oil issue with Turkey.1 

 Turkish claims on Mosul are based on its following points of view: first, Mosul was 

an integral part of Turkey and it was included in Turkish national Pact, second, Mosul and 

its Followers, Kirkuk and Sulaymanyia are mostly populated by Kurds and Turkmen 

(Turks) and the number of Arabs. According to Turkey, the Kurds are not different from 

Turks in terms of race, religion and tradition, third, the Kurds want to live with Turks and 

when the Turkish government was formed, it contained both of them and the Kurdish 

members in the “TGNA” had the same rights, fourth, Turkey believed that there is no legal 

basis for British mandate in Iraq since it was a part of the Ottoman Empire, fifth, Iraq had 

stayed under the Turkish rule since the 16 Century, sixth, Mosul is dependent on Turkey 

economically and  close to it than to Iraq. It means that Turkey is dependent on political, 

ethnical, geographical and historical justifications which reflected its own points of view 

regarding Mosul.2 

The Turkish claims could not stand according to the following legal and historical 

realities: Mosul is one of the oldest homelands that Arabs have lived in with the Assyrians 

in the year 1080 BC. The Assyrians had made Mosul as their Capital. The Arabs called it 

(Mosul) for being the concourse of several routes linking East and West.3 The majority of 

Mosul population voted to join Iraq. Not only Mosul had remained under the Ottoman 

Empire; many states in Asia, Africa and Europe were under that rule. Turkey agreed to get 

%10 from Iraqi oil royalties for 25 years.4  

In 1926 the Anglo-Iraqi- Turkish treaty resolved the Mosul issue for Iraq after 

Ankara’s recognation in the borders between Iraq and Turkey.5 The Turkish government 

had received 500,000 pounds from Iraq as debts since Iraq was under Ottomans.6 
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In order to win the trust of other countries, Turkey had approached for interaction 

especially with neighboring countries.1 For instance, it appointed in 1929 “Tahir Lütfi” as a 

first Turkish Ambassador to Baghdad. 2  

In light of Atatürk’s invitation, the First Faisal King visited Turkey on July 4, 1930.3 

 In December 1930 Faisal instructed the Prime Minister “Nouri Al-Said” to visit Turkey 

who was accompanied by the Minister of Finance. After the mutual visits both countries 

signed re-patriation, trade and residents agreements in January 1932.4 

In October 1936, a crucial turning point occured in the Iraqi policy as a result of the 

first military Coup, a new regime headed by (Baqir Sidqi- Hikmat Sulayman) as being 

Iraqis nationalists orientations assumed the political power. The new ruler emphasized the 

importance of Iraq’s political independence and for its need for socio-economy 

developments which should, perferably, be designed on the basis of Turkish patterns.5 

Sulayman had close relations with non-Arab countries particulary Turkey, and 

became even more embarrasing when the latter sought to settle its perceived national 

interests at the expense of Arab national aspirations. That has been explained as a policy 

with the Turks to express their hostility towards the proposed establishment of the (United 

Arab State) in the fertile crescent.6 

Sulayman government has played a mediation role between Syria and Turkey when 

their relations witnessed tension due to the borders claims. The Turkish Prime Minister 

“Ismet Inönü” asked the Iraqi Prime Minister “Nouri Al-Said” to convine the Syrian 

government to grant  the Rights of Turkmen in Alexanderette.7 

In July 1937 “Iraq, Turkey, Iran and Afghanistan” signed the “Saadabad Pact”.8 

This document obliged the four states to preserve common frontiers, not to interfere in one 
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another’s internal affairs, to commit no aggression against one another territory, and consult 

each other on all matters of common interest.1 The members of the pact wished to extend 

their membership. Iraq insisted that Saudi Arabia also be included in the Pact. However, 

because of the suspicions of King Ibn Saud over the activities of Nouri Al-Said. Saudi 

Arabia has never been asked to participate in the Pact. Despite that Turkey does not share 

borders with Afghanistan, it elected it. Turkey preferred the membership for the countries 

that share their borders, and avoiding provoking the Soviet Union. In fact, Turkey did not 

support the idea of membership of additional Arab countries, since the strategic factor that 

could enable its domination on the pact. On the contrary Turkey called Egypt to the 

membership, even though there were no common borders.2 

This pact was a Turkish project began to start from 1920s onwards as a result of a 

policy aimed ‘to search for security and cooperation with the Turkey’s Balkan neighbors in 

the West and collaboration with Iran, Afghanistan and Arab states in the East. With this 

policy Turkey first wanted to stabilize the geography around herself where she belonged to 

by overcoming political and strategic problems of the region and then to reinforce its 

international stance by undertaking a leadership role in the Middle East.3 

As the documents reveal, the main motivation among the Sadabad Powers was to 

set up a collective security device free from Great Powers intervention. Since the mid-

1920s the states of the Middle East have been caught between the USSR in the North and 

Britain in the South. Because of the pressures from the Great Powers the small states could 

not adopt an independent foreign poicy. Though these states wanted freedom of actions and 

political maneuvers in international relations they were unable to do so alone and they 

might, in their idea, manage to do it by means of collective cooperation.4 

However, the “Saadabad Pact” was to ensure peace and security in the Near East.5 It 

was important for the history of the Middle Eastern politics. The “Saadabad Pact” was the 

first Pact in which the initiative came from the region itself. For Turkey while the Pact 
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increased its international status as Britain began to regard it “a leader of Eastern nations”. 

It was established as a basis for further developments of Iraqi- Turkish relations which led 

to the establishment of the Baghdad Pact almost two decades later. Moreover, the Sadabad 

Pact was used by Turkey as a bargaining counter to show its regional strategic importance 

to Britain and France before and during the discussions related to the Triple Alliance.1 

Although there had been some Western efforts to make the Pact active, President 

Inönü turned down the Anglo- French requests believing that they would not add anything 

to Turkey’s security and could only bear its additional commitments. When Britain and 

France proposed to convert the Sadabad Pact into a military alliance in October 1939 

Turkey thus responded that the Pact had only a consultative function and could not be 

turned into the alliance.2 

On the 12th of January, 1937 “Ismet Inönü” himself gave the first talk in the Arabic 

language in which he stated that “Turkey maintains and will maintain the friendliest 

relations with Iraq, Saudi Arabia and Yemen”.3  

Once “Rashid Ali” had assumed the Premiership on March 31, 1940, the radical 

elements in his groups  advocated the adaption of a neutralist policy, following the swift 

Nazi victories in a number of Euorpean countries. “Rashid Ali” became convinced that 

Germany would win the war and in that it would eventually lose Britain’s influential 

position in the Middle East including Iraq. They threrefore, looked for Axis support as a 

means of obtaining important British concessions with regard to Iraqi demands for the 

emancipation of Syria and Palestine from Mandate.4 

From the point of view of Turkish political officials, their country followed a 

friendly but neutral policy towards the Allies. As back as June 1940, the Turkish Foreign 

Minister “Sarajoğlu” advised the Iraqi delegation in Ankara (Nouri Al-Said, Iraq’s Foreign 

Minister, and Naji Shawkat, the Minister of Justice) to follow a policy of neutrality similar 

to that pursued by Turkey. It did not therefore, encourage Iraq, to begin a rebellion against 

Britain, particularly as Turkey remaind neutral. Turkey in the event of an Anglo- Iraqi Wars 
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could block substantial military supplies, which were likely to be given by Germany to 

Iraq.1 

However, on March 29, 1946, Iraq and Turkey signed a treaty which consisted of 

political articles in which Iraq and Turkey agreed to respect each other’s independence and 

territorial intergrity. It settled their disputes with each other or with third parties in 

accordance with provisions of the UN Charter. Two convensions and six protocols were 

also included in the treaty. Some important provisions of the protocols were: the creation of 

Turkish institute at Baghdad, Turkish broadcasts from Baghdad and Arabic ones from 

Ankara (protocol 3); new telegraph and telephone lines to be created between Ankara and 

Baghdad (protocol 4); Turkey and Iraq to give the other certain port facilities at 

Alexandertta and Basra and each country to give the other most favoured nation treatment 

in respect of customs duties (protocol 5).2 

2.2. Iraqi- Turkish Relations During Democrat Party Period 1950-1960 

Since 1923, the Republican People’s Party (RPP) continued to rule Turkey until 

1950 in a single political party system. After the Second World War, the Turkish political 

system evolued towards a multiparty system affected by a number of internal and external 

factors. Four RPP members of parliament, (Celal Bayar, Fuat Köprülü, R. Koraltan and 

Adnan Menderes), either resigned or were expelled by their party in 1946. They formed a 

new political party called the “Democrat Party” (DP), on January 7, 1946. It surprisingly 

succeded within a short period and could win a large majority in the general elections of 

May 14, 1950, obtaining 416 out of available 487 seats in the TGNA. They managed to 

defeat the RPP despite the continuous respect for its founder Atatürk, and the charisma of 

İnönü, Atatürk's successor. At the end of the elections the RPP transfıred power to DP in an 

orderly manner.3  

The DP’s first chairman “Celal Bayar” was elected as the third President of Turkey 

by the Grand National Assembly of Turkey on May 22, 1950. One of the founders of the 

DP, “Adnan Menderes”, replaced Bayar as the chairman of the party simultaneously. His 

first government obtained the vote of confidence from the Assembly on June 2, 1950. The 
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transfer of the governmental power from the RPP to the DP became known as the “White 

Revolution” (Ak Devrim) for the DP supporters.1  

During the first period of DP government, it was sensitive to the religious feeling of 

the public. In 1950 the DP abolished the 1928 law prohibiting the use of the Arabic form of 

call to prayer. The entire country  immediately dropped the Turkish translation that the 

earlier law had required. The building of Mosques had been increased. In 1949 the RPP had 

agreed to allow religious instruction in schools that parents should be requested for their 

children in writing. The Democrats have altered this to provide religious instruction for all 

Muslim children unless their parents have requested in writing that the children had not 

received.2 

The internal developments in Turkey influenced Iraqi- Turkish relations positively. 

On October 6, 1952, Iraq had changed its mission in Ankara on the level of Ambassador,3 

whereas, Turkey appointed its first Ambassador to Baghdad in 1929.4 The reason that Iraq 

was late to take a step like this was that Iraq had signed a treaty with Britain in 1922,5 

which was approved by the Iraqi council of representatives on June 10, 1924.6 This treaty 

made the a foreign relations under British supervision and authority, which even did not 

allow Iraq to establish diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union until the latter became the 

ally to Britain against the Axis states during the Second World War.7 

 Later on, this treaty was changed in 1930. These treaties had confirmed British 

control of Iraq on the matters of military and foreign relations.8    
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However, Turkey during 1950-1955 had refused the rapprochement between Iraq 

and Syria when both countries aimed to establish Union.1 In 1955 Iraq and Turkey again 

joined in alliance, this time against Soviet Union in (Baghdad Pact).2  

On July 14, 1958, the Monarchy regime was overthrown in revolution,3 which was 

supported by the Soviet Union.4 Iraqi internal environment witnessed two winges of 

political party’s conflict between Nationalists and Communists.5  

The reasons for the revolution could be summarized as follows: Arab Nationality 

ideas, most of leaders of the Arab Nationalist movement supported the Revolutionary 

movements and affected the Iraqi Youth, the disappointments of the rule’s means and the 

Unity ideas. The unity between Egypt and Syria in 1958 increased the Iraqi feelings and 

weakened the Monarchy system that called for Hashemite Union, which they considered 

against the Arab national unity.6 

Following the overthrown of Monarchy in Iraq in 1958, Iraq’s relations with 

Western block had also negatively impacted the Iraqi-Turkish relations. While the 

Republican governments in Iraq tried to improve relations with the Soviet Union, Turkey 

continued to remain  an ally of the west during  the Cold War era.7  

However, the July 1958 revolution indicated a major turning point in Iraqi foreign 

policy. The revolution was welcomed by the Turkish government initially, despite the fact 

that early declarations of the revolutionary government clearly indicated Iraqi government’s 

willingness to follow a neutral policy towards the East and West conflict, which meant 

Iraq’s withdrawal from the Baghdad Pact; natuarlly such policy was a set back to Turkish 

Iraqi collaboration. The Turkish Interior Minister, Naim Gadik, elaborated Turkish views 
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regarding Iraqi revolution on 26 July 1958, when he said “first of all I would like to 

emphasizet the fact that our deepest wish is to maintain harmmonious relations with our 

Iraqi brothers.  This consideration is one of the underlying necessities of the policy of close 

friendship, we are following towards all Arab states”.1    

The Turkish anxious towards political developments in Iraq had led Turkish military 

to move towards the Southern Turkey. Prime Minister “Adnan Manderes” decided to 

interfere in Iraq, because the American pressure Turkey did not take any action.2 

On May 24, 1959 abdulkerim Qasim declared that Iraq would withdraw from the 

Baghdad Pact on February 24, 1960. He stated that“staying in this Pact for system and 

security reasons would make us easily targets and interfere in our foreign affairs, would 

stay friends with the countries which we were established friendship with them”. At the 

same time Iraq informed the Pact members of its withdrawing.3 

It was expected that Iraq would withdraw from the Baghdad Pact for the following 

reasons: the opposition form the majority of Iraqis and political parties, Iraq became pro- 

western country, that means under the Soviet Union’s threat, Iraq became an isolated  

country in the Arab world and non-alignment block, the pact was a gurranttee to Israel’s 

security, and Baghdad Pact did not achieve peace in the Middle East due to the aggression 

on Egypt 1956.4  

 Nevertheless, the relations between Iraq and Turkey had not changed or affected 

more. Turkey sent a delegation to participate in the univerary occasion of the 1958 

revolution.5 

However, Turkish President “Cemal Gürsel” sent the letter of congratulation to the 

Abdulkerim Qasim in 1960 on the vocation of  the second universary of 1958 revolution, 

                                                 
1 Mahboob Alam, Iraqi  Foreign Policy since Revolution, Mital Publications, New Delhi, India, 1994,p.76. 

 .47، ص 1990الراية، بغداد، التركية، مطبعة  -خليل ابراهيم الناصري، التطورات المعاصرة في العلاقات العربية 2 

Khalil Ibrahim Alnasiri, the Modern Developments in Arabic-Turkish Relations Al-Raya Publication, 

Baghdad, 1990,p. 47. 
3 Payman Abdullah Hamad Lak, Türkiye – Irak İlişkileri (1920 – 2010), Yüksek Lisans Tezi, 

Kahramanmaraş Üniversitesi. Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Tarih Bölümü, Nisan 2015, P. 53. 
 

 

، مكتبة مدبولي، 1963شباط  8تموز الى  14د. قحطان احمد سليمان الحمداني، السياسة الخارجية العراقية من  4 

 .422، ص2008القاهرة، 
5 Ramazan Gözen, imparatorluktan küresel aktörlüğe,  Türkiye’ nin Dış Politikası,Palme Yayıncilik, Ankara, 

2009, P. 213. 



 

 78 

Abdulkerim Qasim replied and presented his thanks to Turkey by saying “ Iraqi –Turkish 

relations would improve, Iraqi people  want to work together with Turkish people”.1  

2.3. Turkey, Iraq and the Arab States 1960-1980 

On May 27, 1960, a military Coup Against the government of “Adnan Menderes” 

happened in Turkey,2 and Iraq recognised the new regime in May 31, 1960.3 

However, the improvement of the relations between Qasim and new government in 

Turkey has motivated Iraq to present on April 4, 1960 by its Ambassador to Ankara, Iraq’s 

opposition from joining the Israel to common Eruopean Market. As a result Turkish 

government withdraw its Ambassador from Israel.4 

The relations between Iraq and Turkey could not remain cordial. İraq’s improving 

relations with Soviet Union and its withdrawal from the Baghdad Pact had been matters of 

great concern for Turkey. Thus, in 1961 at the time of the Kurdish armed movement in 

northeren Iraq, tension mounted between the two countries.5 During that period the Iraqi air 

forces was targeting the Kurdish forces in the Turkish Villages on the borders.6 In its 

statement, the Iraqi government accused Turkey and other imperialist powers of supporting 

Kurdish “revolt” in northeren Iraq. During the atmosphere of the war between the two 

countries, Turkey recalled its Ambassador from Iraq in August 1962. Turkish Foreign 

Ministry issued a statement said: “in view of the clearly negative attitude of Iraq shown by 

the statements of the Iraqi government, the organised demonstration and constantly hostile 

attitude of the Iraqi press and radio, in contrast to the dinified behaviour of our 

government the Turkish Ambassador had been ordered to return his country”.7 
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On February 8, 1963 the Baath regime assumed the power and killed Abdulkarim 

Qasim, and established a new government. Many reasons were behined that revolution: 

first, the disorder in Kurdistan areas and the weakness of Qasim, second, the economic 

crisis in the country and the difficulties of oil exporting, third, the arrests of the 

demonistrated students by security forces, fourth, the decreasing of the financial resources 

because the cost of war in the northeren Iraq, fifith, the common wishes beween the KDP 

and Arab nationalists which cooperated with Baath’s party.1 However, the Baathist party 

became one of the most parties that had powers; it got 16 from the total of 18 seats of the 

National Council of Revolutionary Leadership which was running the rule. It has the right 

to appoint the Ministers of Council, issuing the legislations, and the general supervision on 

the Republican affairs.2 However, on November 18, 1963 the President of the Republic 

Abdulsalam Arif succeeded to expel the Baath’s party member for he was not a Baathist.3 

 As a result of these developments, Turkish Prime Minister “Ismet İnönü” had given 

instructions to his Foreign Minister “Feridun Cemal Erkin” to recognize the new 

government. In Ferbruary 1963 the Turkish Ambassador in Baghdad Seyfettin stated that “ 

the Turkish- Iraqi freindship relations are very important” after three days the Turkish 

government recognized the new Iraqi regime.4  

Iraqi-Turkish relations improved during the moderate regime of Arif’s brother. The 

first trade agreement with Turkey was signed on 3 August, 1965. It provided the export of 

Iraqi products such as cement, dates, petroleum to Turkey. Turkey exported to Iraq dried 

fruits, olive oil, cotton and wool products, tools and machines. Furthermore, cooperation 

increased in Februray 1967, when President Arif made a six-day state visit to Turkey. He 

was the first Iraqi President that visited Turkey since the establishment of the Republic in 

1958. A commuinque issued after the visit stated that “the Turkish delegation would visit 

Baghdad within one month to discuss the establishment of the gas project”. The 

communique also mentioned that there had been an agreement on need for talks on water 

resources which confirmed the formation of joint trade committee.5 
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On June 5, 1967, Turkey stated that it would not use NATO military bases against 

Arabs during Israel- Arab war, and it had sent medical and food aids to Arab countires.1 

On June 5, 1968, the second Baathist Party Coup happened. The relations between 

Iraq and Turkey were cooperative and improved.2 During that period, both  countries were 

against Kurdish ambitions of autonomy or independence.3 When the Kurdish leader Mulla 

Mustafa Albarzani addressed Turkish Prime Minister Sülyman Demirel asking for help to 

Kurds and Turkmens from the Iraqi  Baathist regime. After days the reply of Turkish Prime 

Minister was declared through Ankara Radio which reported “Turkish government does not 

address the informal parties”.4 

Turkey also refused the Israeli occupation of Arab lands, and supported the 242 UN 

resolultion which asked the Israeli troops to withdraw from the Arab occupied areas.5 

Furthermore, Turkey did not allow the USA to use the NATO bases in the Arab-Israeli war 

in 1973.6 At the same time, it refused the American request to close its airspace towards the 

Soviet plans  which carried weapons and military equipment to Egypt and Syria.7 

 The turning point in Arab–Turkish relations occured, when Arab countries did not 

support the resolution of the UN General Asemmbly which prevented Turkey from  

interfering in  Cyprus. These events made Turkey to change its foreign policy towards the 

Arab countries.8 

 There were additional reasons  behined the changes of Turkish policy towards Arab 

as the campain against imperialism was led by Turkish redicals and socialists. The public 

opinion motivated the Turkish governmet to refuse Charging the American interests Section 

in Baghdad, when Iraq broke off its diplomatic relations with the United States after the 

1967 war.9 

                                                 

–في العلاقات العربية  pkkالتركية، دور اليهود والتحالفات الدولية والإقليمية و -وليد رضوان، العلاقات العربية د. 1

  .138.ص2006، 1التركية نموذجاً، شركة المطبوعات للتوزيع والنشر، بيروت،ط-التركية،العلاقات السورية
walid Ridwan,Arabian- Turkish  Relations, the Role of Jewish , Regional and International Alliances and 

PKK in Arabian- Turkish, Syrian- Turkish relation as apptern,Beirut,2006.                      
2 Mesut Özcan, Harmonizing Foreign Policy , Turkey, the EU the Middle East, Ashgat, England, 2008,p,130 
3 Mesut Özcan, Harmonizing Foreign Policy , op, cite,p,130. 

 .198-197، ص ص مصدر سبق ذكرهعزيز قادر الصمانجي،  4 

 .138التركية، مصدر سبق ذكره، ص-د .وليد رضوان، العلاقات العربية 5 

 .222، ص مصدر سبق ذكره، 2006-2002محمد ناجي عيسى، السياسة الخارجية التركية تجاه القضايا العربية  6 
 

 .51، ص 1990التركية، مطبعة الراية، بغداد،  -ي العلاقات العربيةخليل ابراهيم الناصري، التطورات المعاصرة ف 7 
 

 .222، مصدر سبق ذكره، ص 2006-2002محمد ناجي عيسى، السياسة الخارجية التركية تجاه القضايا العربية  8  

 .139التركية، مصدر سبق ذكره، ص-د .وليد رضوان، العلاقات العربية 9 



 

 81 

Furthermore, because of the energy crisis and increase of oil prices Turkey needed 

to invest in foreign countires. Arab countries have passed energy crisis with huge financial 

revenues. All these motivated Turkey to naturalize its relations with the Arabs.1 In  addition 

Turkey’s disappointment from the western policy towards the Cyprus issue especially after 

the American embargo on Turkey in 1975.2 

Moreover, Turkish needs of the Arab support as an intorudction to Islamic support. 

There were also two important elements of  Arab Turkish naturalization, the international, 

after the succes of summits of diplomacy between Moscow and Washington which 

decreased the international tension, and the possibility of the conflict. The detorioration of 

the Arabism wing in the Arab homlands, has reactivated the national wing.3 

However, from the bilateral prespectives, Iraqi-Turkish relations also impacted 

positively, on January 2, 1971, Turkish delegation from TAPO visited Baghdad, after four 

days of negotiation, Iraq and Turkey signed a protocol for cooperation in Gas field.4 

The visit of Saddam Hussein to Ankara on February 3, 1977, demonstrated another 

step in consolidating cordial ties between the two countries. In a joint communique issued 

on 4 February 1977, the two sides “expressed satisfaction at the development of bilateral 

relations and underlined their  to strengthen their relations for serving the joint interests of 

the Iraqi and Turkish people”.5 

In the 1980s, the economic relations between Iraq and Turkey were at their peak 

point. Turkey’s positive neutrality policy in which Özal played an important role towards 

Iraq and Iran during the war were succeful in terms of economy and politics.6 

Iraq, for its part found Turkish territory a convenient rout by which oil is exported 

to Mediterranean ports. It has the advantage of bypassing hostile Syria, which often shut 

down Iraqi piplines crossing Syrian territories (and closed them completely since 1982). 
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 Moreover, Iraq percepted to have another option of oil tranportation through 

Turkey to the Mediterranean Sea as an additional stream of that of Syria and Lebanon, 

which was targeted by Israel in October 1973 war.1 It aslo avoid the risk of Iranian attacks 

on Iraq tankers sailing in the Arab Gulf. This mutual dependency led to the construction of 

two piplines, each about 800 miles long, running from Iraq’s northern oil fields of Kirkuk 

to the Turkish Mediterranean coast of Dortyol and Yumurtalik.2 

The first line was completed on January 6, 1976. It was later expanded to carry 

close to 1 million barrels per day (about 45 to 50 million tons annually).3 During his visit to 

Baghdad, the Turkish Prime Minister Turğut Özal, Iraq and Turkey agreed to construct the 

second pipline,4 which was completed in 1987 and has about half that capacity. On the eve 

of Gulf crisis in 1991 Iraq transported %5 of its oil exports through the Turkish piplines. 

Turkey also derived certain benefits from these piplines some royalties, amounting 

to some $250 to $300 million annually from the transportation of oil across Turkish 

territory. Significant revenues were also earned from the services provided to the Iraq along 

the piplines and at the terminals.5 

2.4. Development of Iraqi -Turkish Relations 1980-1990 

Apart from the paramount imperatives of any nations-state- national self 

preservation, maintenance of the integrity of the national territory, and independence, 

Iraqi’s principles of policy objectives in 1980s were : 

- To promote Arab unity of political action and purpose if not the political unification 

of several Arab states. This policy is a prerequiste for broader objectives. 

- To establish Iraq’s leadership in the Eastern Arab world. 
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التركية، في )العرب وتركيا، تحديات الحاضر  -مرتكز اساسي في العلاقات البينية العراقية  عصام الجلبي، النفط1 

 .327، ص 2012ورهانات المستقبل( مجموعة باحثين، المركز العربي للابحاث ودراسة السياسات، الدوحة، 
2 David Kushner, Turkey: Iraq, op, cite,p.206. 
3 David kushner, Turkey: Iraq, op, cite,p.206. 
 

 .133، ص مصدر سبق ذكره ،عصام الجلبي،  4 
5 David kushner, Turkey: Iraq, op, cite,p.206. 



 

 83 

- To neutralize or eliminate the Iranian threat to Iraq and other regimes on the Arab 

side of the Gulf, to maintain cordial relations at least one superpower while 

endeavoring to reduce super powerinflunce in the Gulf.1 

In 1979, the Islamic revolution exporting to the other Middle East countries made 

Turkey worried.2 During Turkish Ambassador’s“ Turgut Tülumen”  meeting in Tehran with 

the Iranian President  “Ayat Allah Khomani”, the lattar criticised “the secular regime in 

Turkey by considering it the reason of fragmantation of Islamic world, he told the Turkish 

Ambassador that he would try to re-unite this world”.3 

On October 12, 1980, Turkey witnessed a military Coup led by Chief of General 

Staff “ Kenan Evren”.4 The military rule from 1980 to1983 increased the state capacity to 

squash the domestic Islamist movements as well as the PKK and to counter the pro-Islamist 

propaganda emanating from Tehran.5 

Turkey had two primary concerns with the Islamic revolution in Iran. One is the 

worry that the latter’s Islamist currents would affect Turkey;  the other concern is that the 

failure of the revolution and the subsequent fragmentation of Iran would lead to the 

establishment of a Kurdish state. It is the threat of Kurdish nationalism and Islamism that 

mostly frightened Ankara. Turkey’s policy towards the Iranian revolution is to prevent 

either of these two threats from “ infecting” the body politics of Turkey. Turkey’s policy is, 

therefore, one of caution.6 

Howevere, during Iran-Iraq war 1980-1988 Turkey called both sides for peace, and 

played a mediation role. Hence, it changed its policy towards “ Positive Neutralism” and 

maintained good relations with Iraq and Iran.7 The economic relations between Iraq and 

Turkey were at their peak point  where Turkey positives neutrality policy in which Özal 

played was successful interms of economic and politics.8 The Trade between the two 

countries rose from less than $1 billion in 1980 to $ 2.5 billion by 1985.9 
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Conclusion 

Mosul issue affected the Iraqi- Turkish relations. After resolving this issue the 

relations between two countries improved. In 1926 Iraq and Turkey signed Ankara 

agreement which  recognized the borders between them. Mosul has strategic signaficance to 

Turkey for these reasons: first, its location which is opposit to the South Eastern Turkey’s 

borders, majority of Turkey’s kurds live there, second, it is rich city in oil resources and 

Turkey suffers from the energy, third, it contains Turkmens who have cultural, historical 

and social ties with Turkey. However, Britain had supported Iraq in Mosul issue since Iraq 

was under British mandate. The importance of Mosul has arisen again after the existence of 

the PKK and ISIS in this area. Turkey’s concern that the Kurds planing to prolong their 

sphares to Syria and then to the Mediterranean Sea. However, Britain role rose in the 

Middle East after the First World War. In 1925 Iraq and Britain agreed to establish oil 

company, %20 of Iraq royallities abanded to Britain, Britain promised Iraq by supporting 

its membership in the League of Nations and prevented Turkey’s claims in Mosul. 

In 1936 Iraq faced a military Coup, the new Iraqi government improved its relations 

with Turkey and played a mediation role between Syria and Turkey when they had seen 

tension on their borders. The developments in their relations continued and both countries 

signed a friendship and neighboring treaty in 1946. The most important issue they agreed to 

organize was the using of water resources and developing the projects in the Tigris and 

Euphrates. Some important provisions of the treaty were: Turkey and Iraq had to give the 

other certain port facilities at Alexandertta and Basra and, each country had to give the 

other most favoured nation treatment in respect of customs duties. 

During the 1950-1960 Iraqi –Turkish relations improved since the democratic Party 

rule was pro- Islamic trends. While Turkey nominated its first ambassador to Baghdad in 

1929, on October 6, 1952, Iraq changed its mission in Ankara on the level of Ambassador 

because Iraq’s foreign relations was under the British supervision and authority until the 

ends of the 1940s. 

On July 14, 1958, Iraqi- Turkish relations faced a set back since the revolutionary 

government withdrew from the Baghdad Pact, and pursued a foreign policy close to the 

Eastern Block, then Turkey recognized the new government. 
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However, since Baathist Party assumed the power in February 1963 its relations 

with Turkey improved for fighting the Kurdish armed movements which arose during that 

period.  

During the 1970s Iraqi-Turkish relations improved, for these reasons: first, Iraq 

started to establish the oil pipline, second, energy crisis and increasing of oil prices, Turkey 

needed to energy resources and investment in the Arab Countries were good environment, 

third, Turkey refused the Israeli occupation of Arab lands, and supported the 242 UN 

resolultion which requested the Israeli troops to withdraw from Arab occupied areas.  

The turning point in Arab–Turkish relations emerged, when Arab countries did not 

support the resolution of the UN General  Assembly which prevented Turkey from 

interfering in the Cyprus. These events made Turkey to change its foreign policy towards 

the Arab countries. 

           Turkey pursued a neutrality policy towards Iran- Iraq war in 1980-1988 for 

economic, security, and political reasons. Thus, Turkey kept its trade relations with Iraq and 

Iran, it did not want to be a part of the conflict between two islamic and neighbouring 

countries, it was also realised that supporting any party would reflect on its internal issue. 

However, we studied in this chapter historical background to the Iraqi- Turkish  

relations since 1918 up to the 1990. In the next chapter Turkey’s policy towards the 

American War on Iraq in 1991 will be discussed. 
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CHAPTER III 

IMPACTS OF THE FIRST GULF WAR 1991 ON IRAQ’S RELATIONS WITH 

TURKEY  

This chapter studies Turkey’s policy towards American War on Iraq in the First 

Gulf War 1991. It also explains the historical, geographical and economical reasons and 

justifications of the First Gulf War in 1991. In addition to the role of the Arab countries in 

the crisis between Iraq and Kuwait, and their attitute after the War. 

It also deals with Turkey’s general attitute towards the First Gulf War, and the 

impacts of that War on the Middle East and Turkey’s economic and security.  

Furthermore,  it explains the role of the United States and Britain in this compaign 

by controlling over the UNSC resolutions. 

3.1. The Reasons of First Gulf War 1991 

1. Historical reason 

Kuwait had been a part of Iraq since 1775. In 1870 Kuwait was an Ottoman 

Municipl followed Basra. “Midhat Pasha” established a new administrative system in 

which Faw, Qurna and Kuwait became followed Basra. Britain tried to put Kuwait under its 

influence by making a secret agreement with Sheik Mubark on January 23, 1899. The Sheik 

got £5000 as an assistance from Britain. The Ottomans discovered this agreement later in 

1900, they protested against Britain because sheik of Kuwait followed the Ottoman system 

and did not have right to negotiate with any state. Britain presented its apology on April 15, 

1900 and recognised the Ottoman soveregnity over Kuwait.1 

                                                 
   In the Arab political literatures, they call Iran- Iraq War 1980-1988 the First Gulf War. 1990 the Second 

Gulf War and 2003 the Third Gulf War. 
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Iraq continued to consider that Kuwait is a part of it during the monarcy period, and 

after the establishment of the Arab Union between Iraq and Jordan on February 14, 1958, 

İraq tried to convince Kuwait to join this Union.1 

In April 1958 Kuwait’s Shiek Abdullah Al-Sabah visited Iraq and discussed with 

Iraq’s Prime Minister Nouri Al-Said Kuwait’s joining the Arab Union, but Al-Sabah 

wanted to take British views before. As a result Nouri Al-Said presented a note to the USA 

and UK which included these points: first, granting Kuwait its independence and joining 

the Arab Union, second, if the first motion did not have taken Iraq-Kuwait borders would 

redraw, Kuwait would be a part of Iraq, third, if the second motion, Iraq in this case would 

have its right to act according to its national interests.2 

On June 19, 1961, the Arab League declared that Kuwait became an independent 

state. Iraq after one week, on June 25, stated by its Prime Minister Abdulkarim Qasim that 

“Kuwait is a part of Iraq; there are no borders between Iraq and Kuwait” 

On February 8, 1963, Iraq faced a military Coup. The tension between Iraq and 

Kuwait  decreased, and the new government recognised Kuwait’s independence in October 

1963. Iraq got 30 million Kuwaiti Dinars as loans.3 

Although Iraq recognised Kuwait. It seemed that all governments in Iraq did not 

convince that Kuwait is an independent state. However, Iraq- Kuwait relations witnessed 

two crises: first, on October 1, 1966, Iraqi military troops had crossed Bubyan island, 

because the negotiation which were concluded beween Iran and Kuwait to drew the water 

boundaries without the participation of Iraq, second crisis, on April 18, 1967, Iraq warrined 

Kuwait and asked it to flow down its flag from Warba and Bubyan islands which are away 

nearly 10 miles from Iraqi borders.4  
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However, the Ottomans lost Kuwait and other Arab areas after the First World War. 

Britain became the power in the Middle East and had redrawn the map of the region 

according to its strategic interests. 

2. Economic Reasons  

Kuwait has huge oil resources e.g in 1960 Kuwait oil production was 80,5 million 

tons. Iraq was about 45 million tons. It means that Iraq has half of Kuwait’s production. At 

the same time Iraq’s oil reserves were 27 billion barrels form %9 of total world reserves, 

Kuwait had 62 billion barrels, %20 of the world researves. Kuwait was supporting %40 of 

British  consumption.1 

At the same time Iran- Iraq war reduced Iraqi economic capabilities. Although, the 

country emerged from the War with greatly enlarged and more potent military arms, there 

were factors that might have caused to misuse its regional and global position like reducing 

oil revenues and growing debts which ultimately increased Iraq’s economic dependence on 

the West and its regional Arab Gulf alliances, the dependence on the other states it was not 

able to break in the War’s aftermath. These new constraints led, in part, to the first Gulf 

war.2 

The “OPEC” agreed in November 1989 to sale $18 per barrel. Saddam Hussein in 

the urgent Arab summit held in Baghdad on 30 May, 1990, addressed his speech to the 

Arab countries to reduce their oil exporting.3  

On August 2 ,1990 ,  Saddam stated that after the war with Iran from 1980-1988, 

Iraq was trying to rebuild its infrastructure. He likened the situation with Kuwait as being 

similar to a quarrel when two individuals fight, the moment that the fight ends, and the two 

parties go to their separate ways. Thereafter, one of the previous disputing parties is 
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bothered by someone else who also wants to fight. Then, there is no choice but to fight 

again.1 

However, Kuwait did not respond to the Iraqi orders, and increased its oil exporting. 

This policy was reflected negativelly on Iraq, and it sailled its oil $11 per barrel and it lost 

from the price of oil approximately $7 billion per a year. At the end of the war as Iraq 

began the rebuilding process In Saddam's opinion, Iraq could not possibly rebuild its 

infrastructure and economy with oil prices at this level. Kuwait was especially at fault 

regarding these low oil prices.2 

Moreover, Saddam stressed that Kuwait stole $2.4 million of oil from Iraqi Rumaila 

oil field. Kuwait denied these accusitions and responded by seeking diplomatic support 

from other Arab states arguing that Iraq had longer record of violations of Kuwait territory.3  

The Bush’s administration showed inability to agree with Saddam’s anger climaxed 

on July 25, 1990, when Hussein informed the Ambassador Cathrine Glaspie that Kuwait 

was  a lackey of United States. Since the Arab League meeting of May 30, 1990 in 

Baghdad, they claimed that Kuwait had waged “economic warfare” against Iraq. On July 

8, Iraq wrote to the Arab league that Kuwait and U.A.E were a part of “imperialist 

Zionism” plan to lower oil prices.4  

The first and perhaps the most important opportunity to resolve the Gulf crisis was 

at Jidda meeting, held under the auspices of the Saudi government on July 31, 1990. 

However, neither the Iraqi nor the Kuwaiti delegation was ready to be flexible enough to 

reach an agreement, as each delegation had been given strict instructions about the 

fundamental demands that they had been ordered to make firmly. The head of the Kuwaiti 

delegation, Sheikh Saad, claimed that he had offered several flexible proposals that might 

be discussed at the Baghdad meeting, but those proposals seemed to the head of the Iraqi 

                                                 

محمد المشاط، كنت سفيرا للعراق في واشنطن" حكاياتي مع صدام في غزو الكويت"، المؤسسة العربية للدراسات  1 

 .99، ص 2008والنشر، بيروت، 
2 Saddam states reasons for Kuwait Invasion, July 21, 2009.                                          

http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/Saddam-states-reasons-for-kuwait-invasion-1.502105 

3 Lester H. Brune, american and the Iraqi crisis 1990-1992, origins and aftermath, Regina Books, California, 

1993,p.51. 
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delegation insignificant to warrant holding another meeting in Baghdad, and he left for 

home when the Iraq Army was ready to march on Kuwait a few hours later.1 

Iraq presented list of orders which were: Kuwait should omit $13 billion of Iraq’s 

debts, Kuwait should rent Bubyan and Warba island to Iraq for 99 years, Kuwait should 

stop stealing Iraqi oil from Rumaila fields and Kuwait should loan Iraq $10 billion for the 

reconstruction Iraq’s infrastracutre.2 

3. Geostrategic Reason 

  Iraq won the 1980-1988 war as  regional power espcially after the normalization of 

Iraqi- American relations. All these were seen by Saddam that the United States would not 

be able to intervene in Iraq-Kuwait borders disputes, while it was busy in East Europe.3 

According to Saddam “Ayatollah Khomeini” and Iran would have occupied the 

entire Arab world, if it had not been for Iraq. As such, Iraq expected the Arab world to 

support them during and after the War. Iraq saw the opposite regarding the support, 

especially from Kuwait.4 

    However, some reasons belonging to Saddam personalitly and perceptions, 

during the period from August 1988 to August 2, 1990, Saddam would discover that the 

wealthy Arab rulers praised his efforts against Iran, but did not recognise as the leader of 

the all Arabs he aspired to become.5 
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However, according to Saddam only Arabs who seemed to welcome his leadership 

after Iran-Iraq War 1980-1988 were the (Palestine liberation orgnization, Jordan, Egypt 

and North Yemen, Tennesia, Algeria, Somalia, Djebuti,Moritania and Morroco).1 He 

believed in particular that King Fahad of Saudia Arabia and Kuwait’s Emir Al-Sabah did 

not appreciate Iraq’s sacrifices in saving them from Iran’s faundamentalist threat.2 

Two events before August 2, 1990, illustrated Hussein’s extreme statements against 

the USA and Bush’s failure to interpret what Saddam intended to do. First, on February 24, 

1990, Saddam told ACC (Arab Cooperation Council) conference that Arab people would 

suffer because the Soviet demise during 1989 made the USA the predominant force in the 

Middle East. To limit USA power, he not only wanted the United States to withdrew all its 

naval vessels from the Arab Gulf  region, but also wanted the wealthy Arab states to 

withdraw all their oil revenes from USA and western European companies and to invest in 

Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.3 

As a result, the Western powers simply feared that if Iraq controlled the oil 

resources of the region, the regional balance of power would likely change to the 

disadvantage of the USA led Western international community.4  

  Iraq faced constraints and limitations (border problems, and limited access to the 

Arab Gulf). İraq’s geographic location in the region imposed special burden on its foreign 

policy. It is bordered by two non- Arab states (Turkey-Iran) and four Arab neighbors (Saudi 

Arabia, Syria, Kuwait and Jordan). This geostrategic environment requires mutiple roles 

and a high degree of sophistication and flexibility to manage. Iraq’s main port, Basra, lies 

seventy miles up the Shatt Al-Arab ( the confluence of the Tigirs and Euphrates) a river it 

must share with Iran. These boundaries have been contested for decades.5 The second port, 

Um Qasir, is situated on Khor Abdullah channel, second Gulf estuary which  Iraq shares 

with kuwait two kuwaiti Islands, (Warba and Bubyan),6 which they Control on the entrance 
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of this channel. A story desire to modify these borders which limit Iraq’s access to the Gulf, 

has been a powerful motive Iraq to incorporate Kuwait in the first Gulf War.1  

However, Kuwaiti -Iraqi tensions then increased sharply in the summer of 2011. In 

early May, Kuwait began constructing a major new $1.1 billion deep-water container port 

(Mubarak Al-Kabir) on Bubiyan Island. This mega-port has been mooted for some time and 

the creation of a ‘world class, multi-model logistics hub that can become a gateway to the 

North’ was a recommendation of the Vision of Kuwait 2030. 

Contracts for the Port were tendered in 2009 and awarded in June 2010 to a joint 

venture between the South Korean Hyundai Engineering and Construction Company Gulf 

States . The commencement of its construction in March 2011 was brought to a head the 

long-simmering issue of Iraq’s access to Gulf waters and reinvigorated the lingering 

resentments (on both sides) listed above. Its geographical proximity to Iraq’s only lines of 

access to open water (although within Kuwaiti territorial waters) was deemed provocative 

by Iraqi policy-makers, who expressed concern for their own efforts to build a major new 

deepwater port at Al-Faw. This was intended to form a cornerstone of Iraq’s economic 

recovery and featured a free trade zone designed to attract much-needed foreign direct 

investment (FDI) to southern Iraq, although it was hampered by domestic political and 

security complications well before the Mubarak Al-Kabir port became a flashpoint.2 

However, what we have mentioned before about the reasons of Gulf War and 

Saddam’s aims to incorporated Kuwait into Iraq and Saddam mistakenly assumed that the 

West would not resist the incorporation of Kuwait into Iraq.3 

3.2. Turkey’s General Attitude Towards the First Gulf War 1991 

Two particular developments tremendously affected the nature of Turkey’s relations 

with Iraq during the first decade rest of Cold War era: first way the dissolution of the Soviet 

Union, whereas the other Turkey’s inclussion in the USA led international coalition that 
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came into being with the sole mission of drawing Iraq out of kuwait Both of these 

developments helped increase Turkey’s power capabities vi-a-vis Iraq.1 

Iraq was no longer seen as constituting a traditional threat to Turkey’s security. 

However, Turkey increasingly became exposed to neo-conventional security challenges 

emanating from Iraq’s national developments.2 

Turkey on August 2, 1990, issued a statement expressing its warrness towards the 

crisis between Iraq and Kuwait, and the reasons that led Iraqi military forces to enter into 

Kuwait, and violated Kuwaiti sovergnity and territorial entegrity. It called Iraq to withdraw 

from Kuwait and respect Kuwait independence.3 

However, the vice President “Taha Yasin Ramadan” told the President “Turgut 

Özal” that “participating any party in this embargo or foreign intervension would be lost, 

we consider the security of Kuwait, Iraq’s security and any intervension in Kuwait would 

be responed by us”. Özal told Ramadan that “ the matter is important because it is not 

concerned to the Kuwait only, beside Kuwait there are Suadia Arabia and Emarites, the 

issue is the Gulf oil”. It seems that Özal meant the West considered the Iraqi existence in 

Kuwait as threat to the American and Western oil interests in the Gulf since Iran’s events in 

1979.4 

The main thrust of traditional Turky’s foreign policy was to maintain a delicate 

balance between “ the requirments of Turkish membership in the western alliance (NATO) 

and those of preserving friendly relations with its neighbors”. An impetus was injected into 

the Turkish regional role, following its involvment in the Gulf War of 1991, and the 

subsequent permission to allow the deployment on its own territory of the Western 

multilateral force “ Provide Comfort”.5 

 Turkey collaborated with the international alliance in that War, and then was 

ordered to be able to protect the Kurds in the north of Iraq from the Saddam regime, Turkey 

cooperated with the USA in the context of “poised hammer” and “operation northern 

watch”. Furthermore, although it undermined the Turkish economy, Turkey obeyed 
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sanctions from the beginning. Unless Turkey’s cooperated with US, it would be too 

difficult to protect Kurds from Saddam’s regime.1 

Turkey supported the UN efforts against Iraq by Operations providing comfort 

which began on July 24th in 1991, and ended on 31th December. This was a humanitarian 

aid operation that aimed at providing assistance to Kurdish refugees fleeing from Saddam 

regime.2  

Cooperation northern watch aimed at enforcing the no fly zone north of the 36th 

parallel. It began on January 1st 1997 and ended on May 1, 2003. İt prevented Iraqi air 

force helicopter and gunship from targeting Kurds.3 

Turkish-Iraqi relations witnessed obviously changed in October 1994. Turkish 

government did not allow the American and Western states planes to use their bases to 

attack Iraq. It seems that Turkish policy aimed to achieve two goals: first, to get 

compensation from USA, western countries and Arab Gulf countries, for its damage during 

the first Gulf War, second, to present acceptable justifications when it would take policy for 

the restoration of economic relations with Iraq within this framework.  

However, during 1990-1994 many Turkish Ministers visited Iraq, and a Protocol for 

Industrial and Trade Cooperation was signed, and a common trade center was established. 

Furthermore, a technical negotiation to reopen the Kirkuk – Yumurtalik line was started.4 

Turkey was tremendously concerned with political status of the Iraqi Kurdish 

groups. It became upset by the fact that the existence of the “no fly zoon” above 30th 

parallel would help Iraq Kurds strengthen their political status.5  

It accepted this operations to overcome the refugees problem and criticisms of the 

western countries. Turkey also did not have any interest in the continuation of the economic 

sanctions against Iraq, since sanctions were also contrary to its interests.6 
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However, Turkey’s policy towards Iraq during the 1990s was based on the 

following points: first, Iraq’s territorial integrity was considered as vitally important for the 

preservation of Turkey’s own security. Despite repressive and authoritarian character of 

Saddam’s regime, Baghdad rule over the whole country was seen as the most important 

break on the separatists and secessionist claims of Kurds. Looking from this angel, Turkey 

hoped that the sanctions on Iraq would be lifted soon and bilateral trades start immediately.1 

3.3. Attitudes of Arab States Towards the First Gulf War 1991 

On July 16, 1990, Iraq submitted a memorandum dated July 15, 1990 to the Arab 

countries in which Iraq accused Kuwait of aggression against Iraq, to which Saddam had 

referred in his speech at the celebration of the twenty-second anniversary of the Baath 

Revolution, and which brought the differences with Kuwait into the open. References to 

American support were made. On July 19 following discussions about American policy in 

embassies in the Middle East, Saddam expressed his doubt abdout American policy “a new 

policy guidance on the Iraq- Kuwait dispute”: first, all disputes should be settled by 

peaceful means, not intimidation and threats of use of force, second, the United States took 

no position on the substance of bilateral issues concerning Iraq and Kuwait. The dispatch 

also stated that the United States was committed to ensure free flow of oil and the 

independence and integrity of the Gulf countries.2 

Before outbreaking of the first Gulf War there were many intiatives from Arab 

leaders. In the meantime, President Mubarak contacted the heads of state of four Arab 

countries, King Fahd of Saudi Arabia, the Amir of Kuwait, the King of Jordan, and the 

ruler of the United Arab Emirates to exchange views as to what should be done to reduce 

tensions. It was decided that their Foreign Ministers should meet in Alexandria on July 22, 

1990. The upshot of the meeting was an agreement to ask President Mubarak to fly to 

Baghdad on July 24 and impressed Saddam Hussein the urgence need to settle his 

country's differences with Kuwait by direct negotiations before a serious crisis might be 

created.3 
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Meanwhile, the Saudi Foreign Minister, Amir Saud Al-Faisal, visited Baghdad on 

July 22 to meet with Saddam Hussein. After a brief conversation, they agreed to propose a 

meeting between Sheik Saad, Kuwait’s Premier, and Izzat Ibrahim Al-Duri, deputy 

President of  the Iraq Revolutionary Command Council—the two highest ranking figures 

next to the heads of state of their countries—to be held in Jidda under the auspices of King 

Fahd in order to settle their differences amicably. At the meeting of the Arab Foreign 

Ministers in Alexandria, to which Amir Saud reported Saddam’s acceptance of the idea of 

an Iraq- Kuwait meeting in Jidda, Mubarak was requested to carry a message to this effect 

in person to Saddam Hussein.1 

On July 24, Mubarak met with Saddam in Baghdad and the Jidda meeting was 

approved. Mubarak’s main concern, however, was about the danger from the concentration 

of an Iraqi force near Kuwait’s borders. Saddam did not deny the fact that military units 

had been moved to southern Iraq. But, it seems, a misunderstanding about the purpose of 

the force had developed between the two Arab leaders. Mubarak understood that Saddam 

had no intention of using force against Kuwait. Saddam maintained that he told Mubarak 

he had no intention of using force while the negotiations at Jidda were underway.2 

At the meeting of the Arab League called by Mubarak on August 10, 1990, a 

resolution in which Iraq was condemned and called upon for immediate withdrawal from 

Kuwait, included the restoration of its legitimate government.3 

At this meeting 12 of 21 League members eventually sent troops to Saudi Arabia, in 

addition to, 55,000 sent by the Gulf states of (Qater, Oman, Bahrain and U.A.E) The largest 

units were by Egypt which sent 40.000 and syria which sent 21,000 it also had armies on 

Iraq’s North West borders. Other Muslim states such as (Pakistan, Senegal and Bangladesh) 

sent troops.4 

However, The 12 states favoring resolution 195 were: Egypt, the six GCC states, 

Syria, Lebanon, Morocco, Somalia, and Djibouti. Three participants voted against Iraq, 

Libya and the PLO (which on the following day changed its vote to one of abstention); 

Algeria and Yemen abstained, and Jordan, Sudan and Mauritania expressed reservations. 

Tunisia had already expressed its position by not attending. Never before in the 46-year 
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history of the Arab League had such a controversial resolution been adopted in the face of 

active or passive opposition by almost half of the member states. Since the early 1980s, 

there had been repeated talk among both Arab officials and intellecturals regarding the 

need for Arab majorities to make operative decisions even when.1 

3.4. Turkey, the Policies of the Qualition Alliances and the USA 

The USA Ambassador in Baghdad Cathrine Glaspie met with Saddam after the 

Iraqi-  kuwaiti dispute became critical. Although she had been in Baghdad for nearly two 

years, Glaspie had never met privately with President Saddam before their session on July 

25, 1990.2 

 Later the reports of Glaspie visit became a controversion, and on July 13, 1991, the 

New York Times and the Los Angeles Times published excerpts from Glaspie’s official 

reports to the State Department and from the July 26 letter which President Bush asked 

Glaspie to communicate to Hussein. These diplomatic excerpts indicated President Bush 

policy of placating Iraq. He did not warn the Iraqi leader about the USA interests in 

protecting stability in the Gulf region, or the need to solve the kuwaiti dispute peacfully.3 

To Hussein’s complaints about kuwaiti’s unwillingness to help Iraq and to observe 

its oil quotas, Glaspie’s response “Saying she had not insufficiant time to answer his 

complaints. She told Hussein that President Bush wanted Iraq’s frendiship and stability in 

the Gulf area, she added that the USA had not defense treaties with kuwait nor any defense 

or security commitments with kuwait but she stated diplomatic measures could best answer 

Saddam’s problems”.4  

Cathrine Glaspie innocently told Hussein“ we have no opinion on the Arab-Arab 

conflicts, like your borders disagreement with kuwait” she was confident that Hussein 

would not invade kuwait or alternatly it would seize a smool amount of disputed land and at 

the very worst he would seize two kuwaiti small islands, as she remarked to New York 

Times.5 
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In her report to washington, Glaspie has observed that she seemed to be sincere; 

recommended that the USA should relax its public criticism of Iraq. Bush’s July 26 

message to Saddam was similarly designed to placate him. Bush said “he wanted a peacful 

solution to Iraq’s problems with kuwait. His concerns about Iraq, he wrote were sent in a 

spirit of freindship and candor”.1 

Cathrine Glaspie “a fourty-eight” year old career diplomat with a wide experience 

of the Arab world, supsequently defended herself in an interview with NewYork Times 

against the charge that she had  failed to read the signals coming from the Iraq’ “ obviosly I 

did not think and nobady else did that the Iraqis were going to take all kuwait”. Every 

Kuwaiti and Saudi, every analyst in the western was wrong too. That does not excuse me, 

but people who now claim that all was clear were not heard from at that time.2 

On the 7 of August the USA President Bush announced in a televised address to the 

nation that 82nd airborne division was being dispatched to Saudi Arabia; it was the start of 

“ Operation Desert Shield” the largest deployment of the American troops overseas since 

the Vietnamese war. Bush also listed his four quiting principles: immediate and 

uncondional withdrawal of all Iraqi forces from kuwait, the restoration of the legitimate 

Kuwaiti government, a reaffirmation of the USA commitments to stabilitly in the Gulf 

region and the American determination to protect the lives of its citizens.3 

On August 9, 1990, hardly a week after the Iraqi conquer over Kuwait, Iraq 

suddenly declared that it had annexed Kuwait to become the nineteenth province of the 

country.4 

As a result of Iraqi conquer of Kuwait between August 2 and November 29, 1990, 

UNSC passed ten resolutions, in addition to resolutions 660 and 661 which had condemed 

the conquest of kuwait and called for economic sanctions. The most crucial ones were 

resolution 665 and 670 which premitted the enforcement of a naval and air  embargo 

against Iraq.5  

                                                 
1 Lester H. Brune, American and the Iraqi Crisis, op, cite,p.52. 
 

2 John Bulloch and Harvey Morris, Saddam’s War, the origins of the kuwait Conflict and the International 

response, Faber and Faber Limited, London, 1991, pp.13-14. 
3 John Bulloch and Harvey Morris, Saddam’s War, op, cite, p.110. 
4 Majid Khadduri, Edmund Gareeb, War in the Gulf 190-1991, op, cite, p. 140. 
5 Lester H. Brune, American and the Iraqi Crisis, op, cite,p.59. 
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 The resolution 662 by which it was declared the “annexation of Kuwait by Iraq. 

has no legal validity”. Iraq was also ordered to “rescind its actions purporting to annex 

Kuwait.”1 

However, Arab countries had long enough time to consider ways and means for 

settling the crisis peacefully. The Security Council met again imposed economic sanctions 

on Iraq under Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter. Despite the attempts of several Arab 

leaders, King Hussein of Jordan and others, who urged settling the crisis as an Arab 

question, the leading permanent members of the Security Council demanded settlement of 

the crisis through the United Nations on the grounds that it was not merely an Arab but 

also an international issue.2 

While the Council's attitude was on the whole friendly to Iraq in its consideration 

of Resolution 660, its attitude in the adoption of  Resolution 661 had completely changed 

four days later. The Council's hostile attitude was shown by the celerity with which it had 

adopted Resolution 661, due to the pressure which the American delegation exercised on 

other delegations.3 

On November 29, 1991 the UN Security Council was quick to pass 678 resolution 

which gave Iraq a final date for Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait on January 15, 1991,4  after  

which the allies could use all necessary means “to force a withdraw”.5 

The United States and Britain were the two principal powers that provided the 

military forces necessary to achieve the objectives of the Gulf war. They were joined by 

France with a considerably small military force, as it did not want to be the only Western 

democracy that did not join the Coalition. Most of the Arab countries dispatched only 

symbolic forces, but the Saudi Army took an active part in the military operations.6 

                                                 
1 Majid Khadduri, Edmund Gareeb, War in the Gulf 190-1991, op, cite, p. 140. 
2 Majid Khadduri, Edmund Gareeb, War in the Gulf 190-1991, op, cite, p. 136. 
3 Majid Khadduri, Edmund Gareeb, War in the Gulf 190-1991, op, cite, p. 137. 
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  www.raialyoum.com.اليوم رأي. 2013 شباط

Faruok Alqadomi, Evedince to the History: the Arabs Concipirisied on Iraq and the President Mubarak has 

played an inducement role in the summit, Raialyoum newspaper 13 February, 2013. 
 

 

5 Lester H. Brune, American and the Iraqi Crisis, op, cite,p.59. 
 

6 Majid Khadduri, Edmund Gareeb, War in the Gulf 190-1991, op, cite, pp.132-133. 
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Moreover, Saudi Arabia, as the host country, extended all the facilities necessary 

for the Coalition force to perform its task from the moment it set feet in the country until 

its departure.1 

3.5. Impacts of the First Gulf War 1991 on Iraqi- Turkish Relations 

On August 5, 1990, one day before the UN resolution to impose embargo on Iraq, 

the vice President “Taha Yasin Ramadan” visited Ankara. He delivered Özal, Saddam 

Hussein’s message that included: first, requesting Turkey to be neutral in this crisis, and not 

to support the UN resolution in imposing the embargo on Iraq. It means that Kirkuk- 

Ceyhan oil pipeline to be open,2 second, Turkey’s recognation in the new established 

government in Kuwait, third, Turkey should not provide protection to the Kuwaiti Emir’s 

family, fourth, if Iraq and Kuwait would be united Turkey should recognise that.3 

 However, on August 6, the UN issued the resolution which imposed embargo on 

Iraq and on August 8, Turkey closed the pipelines.4 

However, the First Gulf War impacted on Turkey from three levels economic, 

security and humanitarian. From a security aspect, Turkey believed that the Iraqi regime 

seemed to pose a continued security threat to Turkey after the First Gulf War, if the regime 

would increase its military capabilities and would threat the South areas in Turkey, this 

might encourage the Iraqi regime to have more strength to isolate Turkey from the 

economic and political interactions in the Gulf region.5 Hence, in February 1999, Hussein 

warrned Ankara that it would face attack if it continued to allow the USA and British 

aircraft to launch air sorties against Iraq from Turkish territories.  

In July 2002 the Bush administration urged the Turkish authorities to take the Iraqi 

missile threat seriously and pushed the Turkey to deploy surface- to-air missile batteries.6 

                                                 
1 Majid Khadduri, Edmund Gareeb, War in the Gulf 190-1991, op, cite, p. 133. 
2 Baskın Orhan, Türk Dış Polilitikasi, Kurtuluş Savaşından bugüne Olgulara, Begeler, Yorumlar, Cilt 11: 

1980 1980-2001,S S. 552-553. 

 .96، ص مصدر سبق ذكرهالتركية  الواقع والمستقبل،  –احمد نوري النعيمي، العلاقات العراقية  3 
4 Baskın Orhan, Türk Dış Polilitikasi, Kurtuluş Savaşından bugüne Olgulara, Begeler, Yorumlar, Cilt 11: 

1980 1980-2001,S S. 552-553. 

 .144، ص مصدر سبق ذكرهالتركية  الواقع والمستقبل،  –احمد نوري النعيمي، العلاقات العراقية  5 
6 Winrow, Turkey: Recalcitrant Ally in (the Iraq war causes and consequences) Rick Fawn and Raymond 

Hinnebusch (eds), Lynne Rienner Publishers, USA, 2006.199. 
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However from an economic aspect some Turkish officials and businessmen had 

been eager to cultivate expanding commercial ties with the Saddam regime and were thus 

opposed to war with Iraq. In autumn 2002, a report released by the Turkey- Iraq business 

council noted that Turkey had lost $100 billions as a consequence of the Gulf War and UN 

economic sanctions against Baghdad. The report added that with another conflict, Turkey 

could incur losses totaling up to $150 billion because of the impact on trade, tourism, and 

oil prices, and because of military costs and other expenses.1 

From a humanitarian perspectives, right after the Gulf War of 1991 refugees’ crisis 

erupted when Saddam launched a military campaign to suppress the Kurdish forces in the 

north of the country, about 500,000 Iraqi Kurds escaped to the Turkish- Iraqi borders.2 

                                                 
1 Winrow, Turkey : Recalcitrant Ally, op, cite, p.200. 
2 Meliha Benli Altunışık, Turkey’s security, op, cite, p.73. 
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Conclusion 

Iraq has its historical, geopolitical and economic justifications of the First Gulf War 

in the 1991. The Iraqi leadership mis-percepted that the USA and Western countries 

reaction would intervine in that war, if Iraq entered Kuwait. Iraq drew its estimations from 

some analyses like: the USA and Soviet Cold War. Some signals that came from the USA 

by referring to resolve the dispute within bilateral relations framework between Iraq and 

Kuwait since both countries are Arab. Iraq also believed that the Soviet Union would 

support its policy towards Kuwait. 

The crisis might be resovled by peaceful means or within the Arab League. 

However, Some Arab states found this crisis as a good opportunity to deter or weaken the 

Iraqi regime which they considered it as a threat to the Arab World through its ambitions. 

In addition to the USA and Britain had great pressure on Arab countries to accept the 

alliance intervention, and their influence on the UNSC resolutions. Iraq and Kuwait were 

not seriously flexible to resolve the crisis by diplomatic means. 

However, Turkey like any other countries could not be away from the American 

pressure since its relations with the USA and membership in the NATO. It joined the 

alliance by closing Kirkuk- Ceyhan piplines after one day of the UNSC resolution which 

imposed the economic embargo on Iraq. It provided logistical assistance to the alliance by 

airbases on its lands. 

Turkey believed that it could get economic aids as a compensation of its support the 

alliance. However, its losses were more than what was expected, this thing led Turkey later 

on to change its policy towards Iraq, especially after the rising of Kurdish ambitions of the 

independence, when Iraq’s government withdrew its institutions from the northern Iraq 

which created political and security vaccum.  

The First Gulf War impacted on Arab- Arab relations by dividing them into four 

camps in the eve of the war: first against the War and the Arab League resolution, Libya 

and the PLO; second, Algeria and Yemen abstained, and the third, Jordan, Sudan and 

Mauritania expressed reservations. Tunisia had not attended, fourth, Egypt and Arab Gulf 

supported it. 
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It has also impacted on the Middle East; the peace process with Israel was started 

since Iraq was considered the country that had always been against Israel and any peaceful 

settlement with it. 

           The War isolated Iraq from the Arab countries, and international community, in 

addition to the economic embargo imposed on Iraq. Iraq started to give compensations to 

the Kuwait and this thing was reflected on the Iraq’s economy. Thus the Iraqi people 

suffered more and faced economic crisis impacted their lives. 

However, we studied in this chapter the reasons of the first Gulf War and its 

political, security and economic impacts of the Middle East, Arab countries and Turkey. 

The next chapter explains the Second Gulf War 2003 and the American occupation of Iraq 

under so-called countering of the WMD. 
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CHAPTER IV 

IMPACTS OF THE SECOND GULF WAR 2003 ON TURKEY AND THE MIDDLE 

EAST 

 This chapter discusses the reasons which led to the American war on Iraq in 2003. 

It analyses the American policy after the September events and its justifications of the War. 

It also deals with the attitude of the international community before and after the war, the 

EU especially, Germany and France policy towards the American War. In addition to, 

discussing the Chinese and Russia’s policy. 

It also tackles Turkish policy and attitude towards the war. Moreover, the policy of 

some Arab countries and their role in supporting the war and other countries that refused it. 

Finally the impact of that war on Turkey, the Arab World and the Middle East will 

be discused. 

4.1. The Political Development Which led to the Outbreak of the Second Gulf War 

When Bush declared the war on Iraq in 2003, he justified his war on the basis of the 

following: first, Iraq is a country that possessed (WMD) and it was aiming to disarmament 

these weapons, second, Saddam Hussein had close ties with some terrorist networks that 

were targeting innocent western people, third, innocent Iraqi civilians were suffering from 

the Iraqi regime and the USA coalition forces would bring (democracy and welfare) to the 

Iraqi people by this war.1 

The major political strategic changes occured as result of  the 9/11 events and we 

can state the following: 

                                                 
1 Cagri Erhan, Reconstruction of Iraq- Major Uncertainties (the Middle East after 9\11) Turkish and Egyptian 

prespectivs, (Nadia Mamoud , Pakinam El-Sarkawy) (eds), Center for Political Research and Studies, 

Cairo,2005.p,133. 
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The United States initiated a four dimensional plans: the first dimension is 

homeland defense through changing internal laws, putting more intelligent units and circles, 

using military forces inside the USA. These are all symptoms of what the United states 

used to call “symptoms of the third world”.1 

The second dimension which is“preemptive strike” is maximizing military actions abroad 

using a term that has been used by Israeli  for quite a long time.2 

In order to legalize this dimension, the USA claims that its security does not lie only 

within its borders and that natural safety of the USA, since its geographical position 

between two Oceans it is no longer a guarantee for security; thus they should start 

defending their security from abroad within countries or group of countries that form a 

threat to the USA and that was how they formulated the preemptive strikes, starting using 

military forces to achieve political objectives. The first stage in implementing this was in 

Afghanistan,while the second stage was in Iraq. Within that context they formulated what 

they called “military warfare” v.a  using military force against less or non-military forces 

anywhere in the world.3 

The third dimension “Distribution Warfare” which was declared by President Bush 

after 9\11 when he stated that the USA intends to fight terrorism for at least 10 years all 

over the world; thus they had to put their strategic concepts into operational ones and from 

operational unites  to be used in different arenas. 

The fourth dimension was the use of the nuclear power doctrine and they started by 

using conventional forces then going directly without any political decision to using nuclear 

power.4 

However, the causes of the American war on Iraq can be summarized in the 

following points: first, since the second half of the 20th century, Iraq has stood out as one 

of the most strategic and prominent regional actors in the wider Middle East, whose 

developments, activities and exploits have always influenced its neighbouring countries. 

                                                 
1 Ahmed  Abdel–Halim, American War on Iraq, Causes Sequences in (the Middle East after 9|11, Turkish 

and Egyptian perspectives) Center for Political Research and Studies, Cairo University, 2005,p.139. 
2 Ahmed  Abdel –Halim, American War on Iraq, op, cite, p.140. 
3 .Ahmed  Abdel –Halim, American War on Iraq, op, cite, p.140. 
4 .Ahmed  Abdel –Halim, American War on Iraq, op, cite, p.140. 
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Iraq has reached its dominant position due to different factors. Combining the second-

largest oil reserves in the world.1  

According to the report issued by American national policy for energy, Iraq has 

about 212 billion barrels oil reserves, Iraqi oil is the best in the quality as USA consumes 

10 million barrels every day and it imports %55 from abroad so the estimate of local 

consumtion will reach 17 million barrels in 2020.2  Iraq has a population of more than 32 

million people, and it has the critical economic and demographic capacity to sustain 

dynamic regional politics, whatever significance and direction they could take, as the 

history of its turbulent international and regional relations has shown. Moreover, Iraq has a 

strategic geopolitical collocation within the region. It lies at the heart of the wider Middle 

East and borders on six different countries which have traditionally manifested conflicting 

and divergent internal and regional ambitions and politics. Iraq has wielded a regional 

influence from cultural and religious perspectives.3  

Second, the exploiting the present international situation the USA being on the top 

of international system to end the problems of the Middle East and to remove all 

entanglements facing the peace process that they perceive.4 

Third, ending the threats of Israeli security that both Iraq and Iran represent and that 

could be achieved by invading Iraq, threatening Syria and Iran, and enforcing regional 

stability according to American and Israeli viewpoint.5 

However, the American war and military operation on Iraq called “Shock and Awe” 

aimed to quickly control Iraq. The declared goal of the USA was the Iraqi regime “Saddam 

Hussein” and “WMD” but the real aim; was to destroy the moral and psychology of Iraqi 

People. Some analysts made a comparison between Bush’s war on Iraq, and, Hitler’s to “ 

Gronica” in the Spanish Pacific region during the Second World War. That Village did not 

                                                 
1 Look at Map 1 in the appendix. 

الحرب الامريكية على ما يسمى الارهاب "الحرب على العراق" التقرير الاستراتيجي، مركز دراسات الشرق  2 

 .24، ص 2003الاوسط، الاردن، الجزء الثاني، 

The American War against so-called “terrorism” “ War against Iraq” the Strategic Report, Middle East 

Studies, Jordan, part 2, 2003, p.24. 

Look at aslo, Mustafa. Sıtkı Bilgin, “Büyük Orta Doğu Projesi Ölü Doğmuş Bir Plandır” içinde Orta Doğu 

Kuşatması: Yeni Dünya Düzeni’nin Orta Doğu Ayağı, (Der.) Atilla Akar, Istanbul: Timaş Yay, 2004.  
 

3 Paolo Maggiolini, Iraq’s Foreign Policy Directions, op, cite, p. 2. 
4 Ahmed  Abdel –Halim, American War on Iraq, op, cite,p.142. 
5 Ahmed  Abdel–Halim, American War on Iraq, op, cite,p.142. 
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have any strategic, or military importance. But it was like Baghdad as a religous and 

cultural center, the attack was to fear the Spanish and destroy their resistance.1 

4.2. The Policies of the West and the Arab States During and after the 2003 War 

On November 8, 2002, after nearly two months of consultation, negotiation, and 

debate, the U.N. Security Council, by a vote of 15, adopted Resolution 1441 in 2002. In 

this resolution, the Council decided to give Iraq which “has been and remains in material 

breach” of U.N. resolutions, a final opportunity to comply with its disarmament 

obligations and to set up “an enhanced inspection regime. It decided that Iraq “shall 

provide a currently accurate, full, and complete declaration of all aspects of its programs 

to develop chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons, ballistic missiles, and other delivery 

systems” by December.2 

 It decided that “false statements or omissions in the declarations submitted” and 

failure by Iraq at any time to comply with, and cooperate fully in the implementation of 

this resolution shall constitute a further material breach and will be reported to the Council 

for assessment.3 

 The Council decided that Iraq “shall provide...immediate, unimpeded, 

unconditional, and unrestricted access to any and all, including underground, areas, 

facilities, buildings, equipment, records, and means of transport which they wish to 

inspect, as well as immediate, unimpeded, unrestricted, and private access to all officials 

and other persons whom UNMOVIC or the IAEA wish to interview. It also directed 

UNMOVIC and IAEA to “report immediately to the Council any interference by Iraq with 

inspection activities, as well as any failure by Iraq to comply with its disarmament 

obligations. In addition, the Council decided that it would convene immediately upon 

receipt of a report relating to Iraqi noncompliance and recalled. In that context, that it had 

                                                 

د عبد الله، المعارك النفسية في حرب العراق في )العدوان على العراق خريطة ازمة ومستقبل امة(، د. د. احمد محم 1 

، 2003مركز البحوث والدراسات السياسية، جامعة القاهرة،  )حسن نافعة، د. نادية محمود مصطفى )محرران

 .324ص
Ahmed Mohammed Abdullah, the Psychological Battle in Iraqi War, in (the Agression on Iraq crisis Map 

and nation future), Hassan Nafaa, Dr. Nadia Mahmood Mustafa (eds), Center for Research and political 

Studies, Cairo University, 2003,p. 324. 

2www.un.org. S/RES/1441 (2002) 
3 Marjorie Ann Browne, the United Nations Security Council – Its role in the Iraq Crisis:  the Brief 

Overview. http://fas.org/man/crs/RS21323.pdf. 

http://fas.org/man/crs/RS21323.pdf
http://fas.org/man/crs/RS21323.pdf


 

 108 

repeatedly warned Iraq that it would face serious consequences as a result of its continued 

violations of its obligations.1 

At the end of January 2003, a journalist asked USA Defense Secretary Donald 

Rumsfeld why Europe was not supporting the USA policy on Iraq?, Rumsfeld’s defiant 

reply sent shockwaves across the Atlantic: “You’re thinking of Europe as Germany and 

France. I don’t. I think that’s old Europe. If you look at the entire NATO Europe today, the 

centre of gravity is shifting to the East and there are a lot of new members. The vast 

numbers of other countries in Europe are not with France and Germany, they’re with the 

United States”.2 

Rumsfeld believed that Europe could be divided into two parts: an ‘Old Europe’ of 

core EU member states which are anti-American and seek to create a European foreign 

policy that could challenge the USA; and a ‘New Europe’ of countries peripheral to the EU 

which have strong links to the USA and NATO. The governments of 18 European 

countries seemed to confirm this division the following week by publishing two letters of 

support for the enforcement of UN Security Council Resolution 1441.3 

Nonetheless, opinion surveys have produced some striking results according to 

EOS Gallup poll taken in January. At first glance, the East Europeans thought that “Iraq 

was much more of a threat to world peace than citizens of the current EU”. In the Union, 

the Greeks were at one end of the spectrum, with a majority thinking Iraq did not represent 

a threat to world peace, followed by the French and Austrians. At the other end of the 

spectrum, the Irish, Italians and Portuguese had a near majority thinking Iraq was a threat, 

and 73 per cent of the British were of that opinion. On closer inspection, four countries are 

the cause of the higher perception of Iraq as a threat in the new members: the Czech 

Republic, Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia. They all showed a greater fear of Iraq than did 

America’s staunchest ally, the United Kingdom. Other countries in the East felt the threat 

less than the British public, but more than the Greeks – in other words, they fell within the 

extremes of view among the EU-15 countries.4 

UK governments favoured a prominent American role in the world and in Europe. 

The current one’s interest in maintaining it certainly influenced British Iraq policy. In the 

                                                 
1Marjorie Ann Browne, the United Nations Security Council, op, cite.  

2 John Springford, ‘Old’ and ‘New’ Europeans united: public attitudes towards the Iraq war and US foreign 

policy, Centre for European, 2003.Reform.www.cer.org.uk. reform Centre. for 
3 John Springford, ‘Old’ and ‘New’ Europeans united, op, cite. for European Reform 
4 EOS-Gallup Europe ‘International crisis survey’, January 2003. 
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first two dimensions of the conflict, diplomatic/political and then military, the UK was 

confirmed as the USA’s most longstanding and important ally. Its history as a former 

global power with a record of intervention was also relevant. Some measure of this was 

retained through the political preparedness and technical capacity to project military force. 

Even if its policy directions were opposed, these countries arguments about ‘decline’ and 

emphasized the UK as an international actor that can act. British diplomacy and military 

upheld a high status during the Iraq crisis, one that impressed that there will be no coherent 

and affective common foreign and security policy without strong British commitment or, 

more likely, co-leadership.1 

France used the UN quite effectively as a political and public relations instrument. 

In the USA administration context, relative moderate Colin Powell, was less prudent. 

While France tried to block Anglo-American action against Saddam Hussein its politicians 

had on other occasions showed little respect “and instead even derision” for UN 

procedures, international law or public opinion elsewhere if it was interpreted as hindering 

French goals. France also had hard financial interests at stake, being along with Russia, the 

biggest creditors to Iraq. In a political battle over oil, Elf-Aquitaine would need strong state 

support against Exxon, Standard Oil, and British Petrolium.2 

On March 10, 2003, President Chirac declared in an interview broadcast live on 

French national television that France would veto the latest draft UN resolution “whatever 

the circumstances”. However, Chirac left open the possibility that France might support, or 

at least abstain on, a different Security Council resolution authorizing military action down 

the road. In the same interview, the French President explained that the situation should a 

arise in which the UN inspectors informed the Security Council that “the progress isn’t 

sufficient”.3 

For Chirac, the veto threat was partially a matter of principle. The Security Council, 

a symbol of France’s continuing relevance on the world political stage, should not rubber-

stamp what he believed would be an illegitimate war. Furthermore, Chirac viewed the veto 

threat as politically expedient. The war was deeply unpopular with European publics and 

French Muslims in particular, and the veto threat might conceivably improve France’s 

standing in the Global South, especially the Arab world. Finally, there was a tactical 

                                                 
1 Stephen Wood, The Iraq War: Five European Roles,  National Europe Centre Paper No. 112, 13 June 2003, 

p.4. 
2 Stephen Wood,  The Iraq War: Five European Roles,  op, cite. p.7. 
3 Stefano Recchia, Did Chirac Say ‘Non’? Revisiting UN Diplomacy on Iraq, 2002-03, Political Scince 

Quarterly, Vol. 130 Issue 4, USA, Dec, 2015.p 644. 
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dimension involved. Chirac and his advisers had concluded that by making the veto threat 

explicit, they could take some pressure off the council’s nonpermanent members, thereby 

making it less likely that Washington and London could achieve a nine-member majority.1 

 La Sabliere, then France’s ambassador to the Security Council, recalls that at the 

end of February, his Chilean and Mexican counterparts had told him, “the Americans are 

saying that you will abstain.” When he sought to reassure them that France would veto the 

draft resolution under discussion, they asked, “well, could you make it public?”.2 

 After 10 March, the adoption of a second resolution with an ultimatum foreseeing 

an automatic authorization of force in case of Iraqi noncompliance was most likely no 

longer feasible. The uncommitted six, with political cover from France, could now more 

openly resist the pressure from Washington and London to vote in favor of such a 

resolution. In this sense, Chirac’s veto threat indeed “changed the game”. However, even 

after Chirac’s veto threat, an alternative approach involving what became known as the 

“benchmarks proposal” would have stood a good chance of breaking the impasse at the 

Security Council. A two-step process would have been necessary for this approach to 

ultimately yield a UN mandate for the use of force: First, the Security Council would have 

had to approve a second resolution containing a list of benchmarks as well as a deadline for 

Iraq’s compliance, second, after the deadline expired and the weapons inspectors issued 

their final report, the Security Council would have had to adopt a further resolution, 

acknowledging Iraq’s failure to comply with the benchmarks and thus authorizing the use 

of force.3 

However, the French refusal of the American War on Iraq was motivated by 

political, cultural and social considerations. There are more than 4 million Arabs who live 

in France, half of them are French citizens, they refused that war and realized that its aim 

to occupate Iraq and control the Middle East.4 

Germany also has joined France by refusing the war. Chancellor Gerhard Schröder 

who had been accuring more foreign policy competences to his office, exercised what 

                                                 
1 Stefano Recchia, Did Chirac Say ‘Non’, op, cite.p. 643. 
2 Stefano Recchia, Did Chirac Say ‘Non’?, op, cite.p. 644. 
3 Stefano Recchia, Did Chirac Say ‘Non’?, op, cite.p. 644. 
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مركز البحوث والدراسات السياسية، جامعة  )ومستقبل امة(، د. حسن نافعة، د. نادية محمود مصطفى )محرران
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many commentators perceived was a rather clumsy ‘diplomacy’. He painted himself into a 

political corner through early categorical statements that Germany would not participate in 

a war against Saddam and would oppose the USA if it did: firstly, on the international 

front, no one had actually demanded from the German government that it made ground 

troops available or take part in any bombing operations, secondly, in the domestic context, 

for nominally SPD or Green voters who opposed German participation, which parties 

would they have voted for otherwise, if the Social Democratic Party and Greens had 

offered some support for military action? The customary post-war German oscillation 

between the USA and France began to look quite comfortable in comparison to the 

emerging scenario. There were other considerations for the government including the fear 

of Germany becoming a terrorist target.1 

Germany has tried to protect the Euopean soveregnity from the American presure. It 

pursued according to its national interests, independent Eourpen policy far a way from the 

USA influence.2 

For Russia if we analyze its policy toward the Middle East under Putin and the 

impact of 9/11 and the war on Iraq on Russian policy, it is first necessary to note that only 

three countries in the region are of primary significance to Moscow, and these are Iran, 

Iraq,  Turkey and Syria after Iraq’s occupation. Iran and Turkey border countries in Central 

Asia, Iran and Transcaucasia (Iran and Turkey) which are seen as the “soft underbelly” of 

the Russian Federation, and Moscow has been quite concerned that Turkish and Iranian 

influence in the two regions could significantly compete with Moscow’s own influence 

there.3 

In seeking to explain Putin’s apparent hardening of policy during the Iraq war, 

there are: several possible explanations: first, with the Duma elections drawing closer, and 

the Russian public strongly against the war, Putin did not wish to leave the issue solely in 

the hands of the opposition communist party, especially since his own party, the United 
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Russia, was running into problems, second, with the Moslem world opposing the war, 

Putin may have felt that a strong anti-war position could keep Russia’s 20 million 

Moslems, many of whom were unhappy with his policy on Checynya, in check. Indeed, 

Putin asserted, “Russia has a community of 20 million Moslems and we cannot but take 

their opinion into account. fully share their concerns”. Finally, with Germany and France 

also strongly opposing the war, Putin may have felt that the newly created Franco-German-

Russian bloc of states could serve as a check on USA unilateralism, and Russian 

opposition to the war would strengthen the prospects of what Yevgeny Primakov, one of 

Putin’s predecessors as Prime Minister, called a multipolar world.1 

Even before the USA attack in March 2003, Russia’s policy toward Iraq was a 

mixed one. Russia first supported and then abstained on a UNSC vote in 1999 establishing 

the UNMOVIC inspection system which was a weaker version of UNSCOM, because the 

Bush administeration was not serious to give time to this commission in order to inspect 

and disarmament Iraq “WMD”. İt exploied the commission to overthrow the Iraqi regim by 

charging Iraq with violating UNSC resolutions.2 

UNSCOM was acussed not only by Iraq; but also by the France, Russia and China 

in aligning to the USA and submited to its pressure by presenting its famous report on Iraq 

in December 1998 which accused Iraq in non cooperation with the commission. As a result 

of this report and developments the USA and Britain found the opportunity to wage attack 

on Iraq in December from 16 until 20, 1998.3 

However, despite UNMOVIC’s weakness, Iraqi President Saddam Hussein 

strongly opposed the agreement and expressed his displeasure at Russia for supporting it.4 

In part, this was due to the fact that the leading forces opposing a USA-British 

attack on Iraq were the French and Germans, and this provided diplomatic cover for 

Moscow, and in part it was due to the fact that the USA kept hoping for Russian support, 

or at least neutrality, during the war, hinting that it would in return respect Russia’s 

economic interests in Iraq. Nonetheless, once Putin publicly sided with French leader 

Jacques Chirac, USA-Russian ties began to deteriorate. The situation was to worsen once 
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the war broke out in late March. Putin, while not being forced to veto a resolution called 

for UNSC support of the war, because the USA decided not to seek such a UN resolution, 

nonetheless it spoke out sharply against the Anglo-USA attack, calling it the most serious 

crisis since the end of the cold war, and asserting that it was “a direct violation of 

international law, and a major political mistake that could cause the International Security 

system to collapse”. Russian-American relations were further hurt by reports that Russia 

had secretly sold military equipment to Iraq, including night vision goggles, anti-tank 

missiles, and devices to interfere with USA GPS positioning systems. In addition, the 

Russian Ambassador to Iraq accused USA forces of shooting at a Russian convoy exiting 

Baghdad.1 

However, Putin inherited three main goals in Iraq from Yeltsin: the first was to 

regain the more than $8 billion dollars owed to Russia by the regime of Saddam Hussein, 

the second was to assist in the pursuit of major Russian business interests in Iraq, 

especially for Moscow’s oil companies and GASPROM, interests that could be developed 

only when the U.N. sanctions regime against Iraq were lifted. In the interim, Putin wanted 

to be assured that Moscow would continue to make millions of dollars through contracts 

awarded by Iraq under the U.N.’s “Oil for Food” program. The third goal was to secure a 

partial or full lifting of the sanctions so Russian firms could begin to work in Iraq.2 

Once the war came to a speedy end, Putin had to rethink his position. With the 

USA occupating Iraq, calling for an end to the sanctions program, and even calling for 

some of Iraq’s debts to be forgiven, Moscow stood to lose billions of dollars. Under these 

circumstances, Putin initially took a tough position, stating that U.N. sanctions should not 

be lifted until it was clear that the threat of WMD had ended.3 

Sponsored UN Security Council Resolution No. 1483. While leaving the United 

States in full control of Iraq – a major Russian concession to the USA– and lifting 

sanctions on Iraq (except for the sale of military equipment) the resolution did have a few 

face-saving elements for Russia. Thus it provided a role for the United Nations in the form 

of a special representative “albeit with ill-defined powers” and noted that the goal of the 

resolution was for the Iraqis to independently decide their own fate and manage their own 

natural resources “thereby holding out hope for Russian oil companies to obtain lucrative 

contracts” Russia also benefitted from the Resolution’s six month extension of the oil-for-
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food program, which gave Moscow hope that it would be able to cash in on a number of 

already signed agreements under the program including one of $700 million for Machinon 

import.1 

Hence, Iraq conflict profoundly influenced relations amongst the present 15 

member states and created a new division between ‘old and new Europe’. The strong 

support of the British government for USA military intervention in Iraq, shared by most of 

the applicant states in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), forced Germany into a new 

pacifist alliance with France.2 

The EU countries realized the USA aims; hence they refused the war for two 

reasons: first, internal and economic, the EU public opinion realized that the USA control’s 

of the oil resources in the world would influence the European political options, Iraq issue 

is not “WMD” only, but oil, if the main aim is to change the non- democratic regimes, the 

question is why Iraq is the first?; Second, regional, EU countries believed that the priority 

in the Middle East is to resolve the Arab-Israel struggle, not waging a new war.3 

However, Chinese attitute was not strong in supporting Iraq as France and 

Germany. It called in February 14, 2003, to provide more time to the inspectors, refused 

the use of force, the problem should be resolved within security council. China did not 

declare to use veto against any resolution. It was the first state that has stopped its flights to 

Kuwait, and reduced its diplomatic staffs in Iraq. This attitute reflects the Chinese 

traditional policy which is based on non-confortation with the USA, in order to protect its 

economic growth which is connected to the American markets.4  

However, the attitude of Arab countries was not serious and clear to stop the war. 

On March 1, 2003, Arab Summit in Sherem Alsheik adopted a resolution which refused 
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any war on Iraq whether under international umbrella or not, and called the Arab states not 

to participate in any war against Iraq.1 

However, what happened was contrary to the summit resolutions. At least five of 

Arab Countries “Saudia Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Bahren, Emerates” opened their lands to 

host and provided logestic assistance to the Anglo-American troops.2 

Kuwait has welcomed the American war on Iraq. It hosted the largist number of the 

Anglo-American troops. It supported USA by paying $200 million annually for storing the 

weapons and military equipment on its land.3 

Qatar also hosted the American troops in Al-Saliya camp which contains 1400 

homes for Anglo-American troops. It developed with USA airbase in Aladid area that 

contains the longest high way in the Middle East and which had the capability to host 120 

planes and 4000 troops.4 

Jordan has recieved 6000 American troops on its borders with Iraq since the first 

week of the war. It also installed pateriot missiles on its lands.5 

Syria refused the American war, though it declared in November 2002 its consent of 

the 1441 Security Council resolution which prolonged the inspection mission. Syria 

realized that it might be the next target to the USA. These developments led to increase the 

tension between Syria and USA. As a result, Bush administration accused Syria of 

developing the chemical weapons. However, Syria could not stay away of American 
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pressure for long; after weeks it closed its borders with Iraq. It started to dialogue with the 

USA.1  

However, the neighboring states had not have any political capability or would stop 

the war, the majority of them refused the use of force against Iraq, but  they agreed to 

present logistic assistance to the USA. Some Arab countries like Qatar and Kuwait hosted 

the Anglo-American troops on their lands. Other Arab states as Jordan and Saudi Arabia 

received special troops for a logistic mission.2 

4.3. The Political and Economic Impacts of the Gulf War on Turkey and the Middle 

East 

In 2002 JD Party assumed the power in Turkey. It pursued many diplomatic 

initiatives as a strategy to resolve the problems in the Middle East. Until the Arab spring 

Turkish image in the Middle East was very attractive due to Turkey pursuit neutral policy. 

However, Turkish foreign policy was dramatically changed from neutralism.3          

  Davutoğlu Said “ Turkish foreign policy analysis towards Arab World should take 

two dimensions: Historical and Geographical, these two dimensions should be taken into 

the consideration when foreign policy details are taken, that means Turkey should develop 

strong relations with Middle East which included West Asia and North Africa, and 

developed relations with Iraq and “Syria”.4  

He also introduced a new concept into Turkish foreign policy ”Zero Enemies” 

guideline towards all its neighbors. This policy was also known as zero problems or “Sifir 

Sorun” approach. Within this concept Davutoğlu sharply challenged the traditional security 

based on Western “Realism” school of the Turkish foreign policy that Nations are driven 

primarily by “interests” and threats posed by enemies.5  
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The vision of JDP Government to the development of the economic relations with 

Arab World can be summarized in the following points: increasing the trade relations 

especially with Turkish neighbors because the common borders facilated the goods 

transformation, establishment of common investments projects whether in Turkey or, Arab 

Countries. This is another policy rapprochement, etablishing the scientific cooperation.1 

Within this context the JDP also aimed at a shift in Iraq policy by putting less emphasis on 

security issues and more emphasis on cooperation rather than conflict.2 

However, there are two reasons of involving the Turkish role in the Middle East : 

first, the collaps of the Arab regional system, after the American war on Iraq in 2003 which 

created a gap in this region, second, Turkish foreign policy was supported by the USA, as 

the balancer to Iran role in the region, third, the Middle East is only the geographical scope 

(Turkey’s neighbors) that Turkey can play a regional role without any clashes with any 

international powers, fourth, the acceptance of Turkish pattern from different Arab sectors, 

fifth, the common heritage, history and culturel between Arabs and Turks.3  

 The Arab countries could be good markets for Turkish goods, the Arab countries 

have energy resources that Turkey need, and Turkish concerning to transfom the energy 

and gas to Europe. This could increase a Turkish strategic position, the security interests, 

playing role in the region, this means participating in the interaction of the regional agenda, 

playing also regional role will be supported by EU to promot the regional peace in this 

area.4 

With reference to Iraq, Ankara’s official position on Iraqi state’s structure is that it 

should be worked out by the Iraqis themselves and that neither Turkey nor any other 

external actor has the right to intervene in the domestic affairs of Iraq. Ankara has, 

nevertheless, made its preferences clear. A federation along ethnic lines would, according 

to Ankara, be very dangerous since it might lead to deepening of ethnic and religious 

divisions and, ultimately, to a break-up of Iraq. As long as it is  not a question of “Ethnic 
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Federalism”, Turkish foreign policy makers have said that they did not oppose a federal 

solution.1 

 Ankara became more open towards the idea of a Federal Iraq after the invasion, 

probably for the fact that some kind of Federal solution seemed to be the only way to keep 

Iraq together as one state. Turkish policy preferences may have been adjusted to fit the 

changing realities, but the Foreign Ministry has, actually , defended the same basic 

principles both before and after the invasion . Iraq’s people have the right to decide 

whatever political system they prefer, even a Federation, was Ankara’s policy prior to the 

invasion as well. Neither before nor after the invasion did plans for decentralization of 

power and the creation of autonomous provinces create much stir in Ankara.2 

The American war on Iraq in 2003 has been also the biggest test of American- 

Turkish relation since the American congress’s reaction which imposed sanctions against 

Turkey, after the Turkish intervention in Cyprus 1974.3  

Before war started Turkey realized that it did not get compensation for its damages 

in the First Gulf War 1991. However, the economic interests were given priority in 

American –Turkish negotiation. The professionality of Turkish negociator was clear by 

manipulatıng all diplomatic tools in order to convince Bush’s administration in Turkish 

rights for compensation. Turkish side had always concentrated on the difficulty of “Turkish 

Grand National Assembly” approval. Turkish Ambassador in Washington mentioned that 

the economic compensation is not a crucial factor to reach an agreement, because %95 of 

Turkish people refuse the American war on Iraq.4  

In January Prime Minister Abdullah  Gul visited ( Egypt-Saudia Arabia-Jordan-

Syria and Iran) then on  the 23 of January, Foreign Minister of the aforementioned 
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countries met in Istanbul. However, they were not able to reach any concret conclusion. 

Eventually, Turkey did not send its troops to Iraq and did not take an active role in the War 

and did not allow American troops to use its territory. Later on, in order not to further 

undermine relations with the USA after the War began, Turkey opened its airfield to USA 

planes.1 

Turkish policymakers treated the Iraqi crisis as a source of instability for the Middle 

East and Turkey’s national security rather than treating it as an opportunity to advance 

Turkey’s national interests. Furthermore, when considered from the perspectives of Turkish 

foreign policy principles, both international/regional positions and domestic public opinions 

were against the USA intervention in Iraq and they ultimately wanted a diplomatic solution. 

The main concern for Turkey during the crisis was to provide stability to the region. As 

well as, protecting its national security.2  

Therefore, Turkey supported diplomatic solutions under the United Nations 

umbrella, but in the case of an inevitable war, Turkey would have followed a foreign policy 

protecting its national and regional security priorities. Within this framework, there were 

two possible scenarios. First the USA-led operation would either succeed or fail. In the first 

case, if the USA was able to carry out its stated goals, the fate of both Turkey and the 

region would be dependent strictly upon USA intentions since its uniqueness in the 

international system, the second case was the failure of the USA-led coalition.3 

 At the beginning Turkey had refused USA demands; since Turkey is a neighbor of 

Iraq and strategic partner of USA in post cold War era. The USA wanted to use Turkish 

territory to attack Iraq from the north and wanted Turkey to take an active role in the crisis. 

The USA was planning to place 62000 USA troops, 255 Warplanes and 65 helicopters in 

Turkey. On the other hand, Turkey’s situation was even more fragile and it was undecided 

and hesitant.4  

The USA offered a lucrative package of some $26 billion in aid (between $4 billion 

and $6 billion in grants and about $20 billion in loans) to sway the Turkish parliament 

without mentioning trade concessions that would allow Turkish textiles easy access to the 
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American market. This package gave Turks pause, but the negotiations broke down over 

the Turkish desire to command its own troops into northern Iraq; the obvious goal of which 

would be to prevent an independent Iraqi Kurdistan. This was not a minor threat, for 

Turkey had already marshaled 20000 troops, supported by Tanks and artillery, on the 

Turkish Iraqi borders.1 

However, Turkish- American relations witnessed transferred period after the visit of 

the American Secretary of state “Colin Paul” to Ankara on April 1, 2003, through: 

American promise prevented the Kurdish control over Kirkuk and Mosul and they would 

stay under the American Administration, countering the PKK through Turkish-American 

cooperation. Establishing” Safe Heaven” if necessary under the condition of Kurdish 

humanitarian cross borders. Turkish would participate in Iraq’s reconstruction 

economically. Establishing Turkish-American committee resolving any problem would 

happen. Presenting $1 billion to Turkey as assistant. In contrast, Turkish military would not 

enter northern Iraq without coordination with the USA. Turkey would support the logistic 

operations by allowing the trucks cross the borders towards the north of Iraq and using the 

Turkish airports for the American crafts.2   

However, Turkey and the USA reached a memorandum which was pushed to the 

TGNA to be approved but the latter refused it for the following reasons: first, the Kurdish 

armaments in Iraq, Turkey refused to supply them with anti air missiles as the USA wanted. 

It was worried that arms might be transferred to the “PKK”, Second, disarmament of Kurds 

after the war, but the USA refused this idea and left it to the position after the war, Third, 

grant the Turkmens the original element with Arabs and Kurds of the new Iraqi 

constitution, Fourth, the Turkish public opinion towards the American behavior, the 

American President Bush had dealt with Foreign and Economic Ministers when he received 

them on February 14, 2003, as they were Ministers in his government by saying “you have 

nothing to do on the American lands, you have to go and pass the memorandum by your 

country’s parliament”, in addition to the American media which described Turkey as it was 

bargaining for money.3 

The motion that gives permission to send Turkish troops to northeren Iraq and allow 

foreign troops was accepted by the Turkish parliament on the 20th of march in 200. 
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However, this step was to late, because the USA used the Kurdistan region to open a new 

front in the north.1 

There were many reasons behind Turkish hesitation to help the USA. This could be 

summed  up in the following: 

Economic: Turkey was damaged in 1991 embargo. It had lost about $100 billions.2 Turkey  

had not been compensated, hence America’s promises were not trustworthy are taking an 

active role in the War will load heavy economical burdens onto Turkey.  

External: supporting that war could cause opposition from Arab countries,3 and Turkey’s 

relations with EU with the same position against the war.4 

Legal: there is no legitimate ground for this War.5 Moreover, Turkey defended a peaceful 

resolution of the problem, demanded Iraq to obey the decision of the UN. If an operation 

was necessary, this should be taken by United Nations Security Council.6  

Internal: the Turkish government was lacking sufficience experience at that time. The 

President “Ahmet Necdet Sezer” was completely against the War because it was not 

supported by the UN. The President himself also was a jurist and was selected President 

while he was the Head of the Turkish constitutional court. He had thus been very sensitive 

towards the principle of law.7  

Furthermore, the overwhelming majority of the Turkish population was against the 

war. % 94 by some estimates, Islamic sensitivities were clearly part of the picture.8 Justice 

and Development Party (JDP) was divided into two wings the supporters of USA war,9 and 

Parliament Speaker Bulan Arginc and more than 100 (JDP) government members  who 

refused the war. In addition, members of the (JDP) recieved messages from “Necmadeen 

Arbakan” warming them from “God Punishment” if they would accept what he descriped “ 

supporting unblievers in fighting against Muslims”.10  

                                                 
1 Idris Bal, Turkey- Relations and Impact of  2003 Iraq War, op, cite.p.135 
2 Winrow, Turkey : Recalcitrant Ally in (the Iraq war causes and consequences), op, cite, p. 200. 
3 Idris Bal, Turkey- Relations and impact of  2003 Iraq War, op, cite.p.138. 

 .73د. لقمان عمر محمود النعيمي، تركيا في الاستراتيجية الامريكية المعاصرة، مصدر سبق ذكره، ص  4 
5 Idris Bal, Turkey- Relations and impact of  2003 Iraq War, op, cite.p.138. 
 

6 Idris Bal, Turkey- Relations and impact of  2003 Iraq War, op, cite.p.135 
7  Idris Bal, Turkey- Relations and impact of  2003 Iraq War, op, cite.p.138. 
 

8 Monte palmer, the Politics of the Middle East, op, cite, p,320. 
9 Look at the table three in the penddixe 
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On the other hand, there was strong opposition from the Republican People Party 

against the March 1 motion1, as well as from other political parties which had no seats in 

the Parliament at the time.2   

However, two main sets of problems need further consideration. First, from the 

perspective of alliance formation and the structure of international system, Turkey’s 

position before the 2003 Iraq war was very critical of the USA demands from the Turkish 

Government to overthrow Saddam Hussein. Therefore, the pressure of the USA as a global 

actor was important the implementation of Turkish foreign policy regarding the Iraq crisis, 

much more than other factors. In this respect, the USA pressure affected Turkey’s 

perception of USA foreign policy towards the 2003 Iraq War, but it has not been 

determinant in the absolute sense. The main point to be emphasized here is that the USA 

cut diametrically Turkey’s alternatives pertaining to the Iraq crisis.3  

On the one hand, most of the studies examine this relationship from the perspective 

of a constant and unchangeable structural relationship between a superpower (USA) and a 

regional power (Turkey), and on the other hand, they analyze Turkey’s foreign policy 

alternatives either as an option to be attached to the superpower or vice versa.4 

However, the relevance of Iraq to Turkey’s interests emanate from a number of 

reasons: 

First, Iraq got its territorial independence after the dissolution of the Ottoman 

Empire. 

Second, the institutional, administrative, and social structures of the modern Iraq have been 

significant to the extent that it was influenced by the ages of the Turkish rule. It is through 

the incorporation of Mosul, Basra and Baghdad governorates into a single entity that 

modern Iraqi state took place at the first instance. Any change of this structure will 

undoubtedly influence Turkey’s interests,5 and might have brought a process of conflict 

near Turkey’s borders. Both scenarios were highly sensitive for Turkey. In this context, 

Turkish foreign policy towards the Iraq crisis was shaped by four multi-dimensional 

                                                                                                                                                    
Abdulhalim Gazali, the New Islamists and Extremist Secularism in Turkey: in the Shadow of Silent 

Revolution, Alshrooq International Library, Cairo, 2007, p. 86.   
1 Look at the Table 3 in the appendix. 
2 Murat Yeşiltaş, Soft Balancing in Turkish Foreign Policy, op, cit,p. 49. 
3 Murat Yeşiltaş, Soft Balancing in Turkish Foreign Policy, op, cite,p. 27. 
4 Murat Yeşiltaş, Soft Balancing in Turkish Foreign Policy, op, cite,p. 27. 
5 Tarık Oğuzlu, Iraq in (Turkey’s neighborhood), op, cit, p.167. 
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alternatives: Turkey’s position regarding the global balance towards the crisis, international 

law and the organizational orientation of Turkey; the foreign policies of regional states and 

regional balance towards the crisis; and the national and domestic decision-making process 

and opposition actors in Turkey. All of these factors affected Turkey’s policy of soft 

balancing against the USA during the decision-making process.1 

Third, Iraq’s population includes substantial number of Kurds and Turkmen, who 

have kinship relations with Turkey’s own people. Such kinship between two populations 

impacts the Turkey’s  luxury of keeping itself immune from Iraq’s internal developments. 

For example any change in the socio-political status of Iraqi Kurds offers Turkey to 

“legitimate” pretext to get “involved” in Iraqi politics. That means that the Iraqi Kurds 

might impact the social political status of Turkey’s Kurdish origin citizens.2  

   Fourth, Iraq’s relevance to Turkey does also emanate from Iraq’s geopolitical 

location. Just as a question that who rules Baghdad impact Turkey’s approach towards Iraq 

in the past,  the question of how the last changes in Iraq geopolitics might now potentially 

affect Turkey’s regional interests. In the Middle East it is equally important that the 

traditional politics of influence in Iraq have now changed following the overhaul of the 

Saddam Regime, regional and international players like some of Arab countries and 

Turkey, Iran and the United states that have radically increased their spheres of influence in 

the region are now critical factors that need to be taken into consideration while 

determining Turkey’s policy towards Iraq. Whether Iraq is going to remain as a unitary 

state or morph into three states or transform into a weak Federal structure, whether Iraq is 

going to become pro-western secular country or turns into a Theocratic state.3  

   Furthermore, Iraq proved to be an important market for Turkish industrial 

products and Turkey became Iraq’s second supplier after Germany. On the eve of War 

Turkish exports amounted to more than $ 1 billion annually. At the same time Turkish 

contractors, technicians and laborers took part in Iraqi development projects.4 In the last 

years Turkey's exports to Iraq in 2013 amounted to $11.9 billion.  

The argument presented by “Daniel Byman”, in an article entitled “ Let Iraq 

Collapse” in support of Iraq’s disintegration can only creat or incite more problems for 

                                                 
1 Murat Yeşiltaş, Soft Balancing in Turkish Foreign Policy,op, cite, p. 35. 
2 Tarık Oğuzlu, Iraq in (Turkey’s neighborhood) op, cite, p.167. 
 

3 Tarık Oğuzlu, Iraq in (Turkey’s neighborhood), op, cite, p.167. 
 

4 Tarık Oğuzlu, Iraq in (Turkey’s neighborhood), op, cite, p.206. 
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everyone. Byman’s reasoning is neither “ desirable” nor, as he claims, a safe idea, because 

the collapse of  Iraq would harm the interests of almost all the concerned internal and 

external parties, including the Middle East, Gulf States and the United States. As for Israel, 

it may be the only party that can, for its own particular interests, capitalize on such a drastic 

development. Even the Kurds and the Iranians will not favor a divided or disintegrated Iraq, 

because of the possible implications for their own interests. Indeed not all Kurds support 

the notion of a secessionist independent Kurkish state, particularly if they can gain (through 

peaceful negotiation means) their own protected, self-acclaimed autonomy within their 

respective regions. As for Iranians, a divided or disintegrated Iraq will lead to spillover 

effects, with yet more ethnic and religious- sectarian conflicts across the Middle East 

region. It is also likely to exacerbate rather than contain the influences of the highly 

volatile, pluralistic internal structure of Iranian politics.1 

Israel percepted that the war on Iraq was for its strategic interests, not just to destroy 

so- called “WMD” or changing the Iraqi regime. According to its strategic view, a new 

Iraqi regime would enter a political settlement as the main factor agreed to host the 

Pelastinian asylums. Lsrael viewed Iraq as a radical state which refused any political 

settlement in the Arab- Israel conflict. Hence, İraq refused the “Anwar Sadat” initiatives 

when he visited Israel and signed peace treaty in 1979. İraq led a campain, which isolated 

Egypt from the Arab world.2 

Israel gained oppotunity to follow its policy of dividing the states in the Middle 

East, especially in the Arab region in order to dominate and drive the region to the anarchy. 

It could be said that September events provided a good oppotunity for Israel to achieve its 

policy fragmentation of countries.3 

Hence, American war on Iraq in 2003 impacted the Arab-Arab relations: first, it 

discovered the problem in the mechanism and institutions of the common Arabic action, 

and its capabilities to maintain Arab states as independent entity, second, it was a very 

                                                 
1 Ahmad Shikara, Iran, Iraq and Turkey: Strategic Impact on Gulf  Security, The Emirates Center for 

Strategic Studies and Research, 2001, p. 13. 

العدوان على العراق خريطة ازمة ومستقبل امة(، د. حسن راقية في )د. عماد جاد، العامل الاسرائيلي في الازمة الع 2 

-174،ص ص 2003مركز البحوث والدراسات السياسية، جامعة القاهرة،  )نافعة، د. نادية محمود مصطفى )محرران

175. 

Emad Jad, the Israeli Factor in the Iraqi Crisis, (crisis Map and nation future), dr. Hassan Nafaa, Dr. Nadia 

Mahmood Mustafa (eds), Center for Research and Political Studies, Cairo University, 2003,pp. 174-175 
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dangerous action breached the rules of international law, third, the war was a starting point 

to target other Arab countries “Syria, Sudan, and Libyia”Syria, Libya and Sudan, fourth, 

the USA followed a policy to change the cutural, religious and social values of the Arab 

countries, fifth, it also impacted the Palestinian issue as Israel engaged its military 

operations and economic embargo against Palestinian people.1   

The American occupation of Iraq in 2003 led the Arab Gulf countries to develop 

regional mechanism. These countries consider Turkey as a factor to balance the Iranian 

influence in the region ecauseb it had a nuclear program, and occupated three Emarates 

islands. In September 2008 the Arab Gulf and Turkey signed a memorandum for a strategic 

partnership in Saudia Arabia.2 
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Conclusion 

The American justifications of the War were not true; the USA occupied Iraq and 

could not find any “WMD”. It seems that its main goals are to implement the project of the 

Wider Middle East, by dividing the states into small ethnic and religious entities, and 

changing the structure of cultural and social values in the Middle East societies to be 

dequite to its trends, since the majority of the people in the region consider the USA as 

main ally to Israel. In addition to, the USA is the main supporter for the dictatorships. It 

also aims to secure Israel because Israel is fear threats from any Arab countries. Israel also 

does not support the rise of any power in the region. 

The 9\11 gave the USA good opportunity to wage its Wars under so-called fighting 

“Terrorism”. Furtheremore, the structure of international system after the end of Cold War 

provided the factors in which the USA being on the top of the system. 

Some of Euorpean countries “France and Germany” recognised that the USA waged 

the war on Iraq to conquer its oil resources. That war did not have any legal rules and they 

did not support any UNSC resolution by refusing the American demands. 

The inspection commissions were weak and either they were under the American 

pressure or they did not deliver their reports to the Security Council neutrality, so their 

mission failed at the end. In addition to, the USA manipulated them to serve its goals. 

The war divided Euorpe into two parts: Germany and France were against the war, 

while East Euorpe supported the war. France was firmly against the war for the economic 

interests in Iraq like Elf-Aquitain Oil Company which was invested in Iraq’s oil fields, in 

addition to the personal relations between President Chirac and Saddam Hussein dated back 

to the 1970s. Furtheremore, France realized that the sensitivity of the war in its internal 

environment was to the fact that it has more than 4 million Arab Musilms, half of them are 

French citizens and they refused the war. 

Russia has also geostrategic and economic interests in Iraq for example Gasprom 

Oil Company has investments in Iraq’s oil fields. It considered that the aim of the American 

war is to contain Russian political and economy sphere in the Middl East. Hence, it 

declared that it would use a veto against any resolution legitimating the war. 
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Chinese policy was not as strong as France and Russia, it called Iraq to implement 

the Security Council resolutions, it did not declare  of using a veto at all. However, China 

was the first country that reduced its diplomatic staff in its mission to Baghdad. It seems 

that China has pursuit pragmatic approach which does not want to be in any confortation 

with the USA, because its economic interests with the USA might be affected. 

  However, the Gulf countries supported the USA war on Iraq by hosting the Anglo-

American troops and providing logistic assistance. Jordan also hosted about 6000 troops on 

its border with Iraq. 

Syria was against the war, it was worried about the fragmentation of Iraq which 

nagetivelly would affect it. It realized that Iraq would not be the end; other countries in the 

region would be targeted by the USA. 

Turkey at first did not support the war, and then it demanded gurrantees from the 

USA, being military or financial assistance. The USA offered packages $26 billion in aid 

from 4-6 in grants and $20 billion in loans. However, the negotiation between Turkey and 

the USA had broken down over Turkish desire to command its own troops into the north of 

Iraq. 

Finally, Turkey refused the war for political, security, economic and legal reasons. 

JDP was new in the power and it had pro-Islamic trends, Turkey was worried that the war 

would lead to the independent Kurdish state, and the security vaccum provided the PKK 

environment to attack on Turkey, Turkey was damaged after 1990 war, it had not got 

compensation, it realized that the war would affect on Turkey’s economy. Furtheremore, 

the war did not have any legal rules. 

However, this war has maken Turkey face the security problems for the security 

vaccum in the area which was under the ISIS and the war provided an opportunity to the 

PKK’s existence, especially on the Iraq and Turkey’s borders. 

The war has discovered the weakness of Arab World to prevente it. As a result, 

other Arab states were targeted by the USA like”Sudan, Lybia, and Syria”. 

Although this war changed Iraq’s regime and brought democracy; Iraq has suffered 

from the security and economic crises and became an environment of the radical terrorist 

movements like Alqaede and ISIS. It also affected the Iraqi socio-ethnic religious structure. 
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However, we studied the impact of the Second Gulf War 2003 on Turkey and the 

Middle East. In the next chapter we will study the developments of the Iraqi-Turkish 

relations during the period 2004-2014. 

 



 

 129 

 

 

 

CHAPTER V 

DEVELOPMENTS OF IRAQI- TURKISH RELATIONS DURING THE PERIOD 

2004-2014 

This chapter explains the transitional relations between Iraq and Turkey after 2004. 

Iraq has seen many political and security developments, two parliament elections were 

conducted, in addition to the  referrandum on the consititution. This period has also 

witnessed many internal and regional developments which have affected the Iraqi-Turkish 

relations. It also focuses on the impact of Arab spring. It also focus on Iraq and Turkey’s 

attitute towards these developments in the Middle East, especially Syrian crisis. 

The most important turning point is the rise of the ISIS in Syira and then in Iraq 

which has resulted to the occupation of Iraq’s cities like Mosul and Al-Anbar. These events 

have reflected on Iraqi- Turkish relations. 

 

5.1. Iraqi- Turkey’s Relations During Transitional Period 2004-2010 

 

In November 2003, Paul Bremer, head of the Coalition Provisional Authority in 

Iraq, persuaded Washington to speed up the transfer of power to representative Iraqi 

bodies, not least as a response to the worsening security situation in the country. Bremer’s 

initial proposals were partly abandoned in the face of opposition on the Iraqi Governing 

Council (IGC). The interim agreement eventually arrived at by the IGC’s membership in 

early March 2004 determined that direct elections which must take place by 31 January 

2005. In early June 2004 the membership of Iraq’s interim government to take over on 1ist 

July was announced.1 

When the USA war on Iraq brokeout in 2003, the situation got almost completely 

out of Turkey’s control. The invasion initially enabled Turkey to fill in the authority gap in 

                                                 
1 Bill Park, Iraq’s Kurds and Turkey: Challenges for USA Policy, Autumn 2004, p. 8. 
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Northern Iraq that it has been suffering since 1991. However, early transfer of authority to 

the Kurds (Arbil government) by the USA in the region created a total disappointment in 

Ankara. The disputes regarding Arbil’s de facto independence, the PKK’s expanding 

existence in the region created an urgent security matter for Turkey. Apart from that, the 

question of the Kirkuk’s status started to occupy Turkey’s foreign policy agenda 

increasingly for the existence of Turkmens in the city. Turkey, that defends in every 

international platform that Kirkuk must remain under the control of Baghdad, clearly 

expressed its undifficulty with Arbil’s de facto control of the city.1 

The USA war 2003 caused important changes in regional balances of the  Middle 

East and created new security challenges for Turkey, such as an increase in Kurdish 

nationalism, an upsurge of violence by the PKK from training camps in Northern Iraq and 

the possible nuclearization of Iran. In particular, the emergence of the Iraqi Kurds as one of 

the most important actors in post-Saddam, obliged the JDP government to revise Turkey’s 

traditional Northern Iraq policy and to create a pragmatic rapprochement between the Iraqi 

Kurds and Ankara on diplomatic and economic grounds.2 

In the summer of 2003, the question of sending Turkish peace keeping troops to Iraq 

began to be discussed. The USA army was in need of reinforcemnts and, as in so many 

other cases, the symbollic –strategic value of Turkey as a muslim country was considered 

useful in advancing the argument that the invasion of Iraq was not a Western occupation. 

For Turkey, this was an opportunity to improve its relations with the USA and to increase 

its chances of having a say over the political and economic restructuring of Iraq by showing 

its willingness to cooperate.3 

Turkey engaged in efforts to change that as it would like to have a role in Iraq so 

that it can prevent developments that it considers harmful to its interests. The use of 

military means to achieve this goal was highly limited after the decision of the Turkish 

TGNA. A second attempt to achieve Turkey’s objective through the use of military power 

came when Turkey and the USA agreed in October 2003 to send approximately 10,000 

                                                 
1
 Nuri Yeşilyurt and Atay Akdevelioğlu, Turkey’s Middle East Policy  under the JDP Rule, the Turkish 

Yearbook of International Relations Vol. 40 ,2009, pp 58-59. 

2 Emel Parlar Dal, The Transformation of Turkey’s Relations with the Middle East: Illusion or Awakening?, 

Turkish Studies , Vol. 13, No. 2, June 2012. P.253. 
3 Meliha Benli Altunışık, Turkey’s Security Culture and Policy towards Iraq, Stratijik Arıştırma Merkezi 

(SAM), Perceptions, spring, Ankara, 2007.p. 82. 
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Turkish troops to Iraq as a Stability Force. The Turkish Grand National Assembly passed a 

motion authorizing the deployment of troops in Iraq.1 

 But as soon as, the decision was taken, the Turkish soldiers were not welcomed in 

Iraq.The Iraqi Governing Council was firmaly against Turkey, or any other neighbouring 

country, and forced the USA to back dawn, sending troops might be faced with this 

reaction. Turkish government declared, “that without any invitation from the Iraqi people, 

it would not send any peacekeepers”. The most vehement objection came from the Iraqi 

Kurds. The KDP leader Barzani even threatened to quit the Governing Council if Turkey 

sent troops.2 The Kurds feared, also, that the Turkish forces would use northern Iraq as a 

military base and a staging ground for operations against them, and as a supply route.3 

Turkish troops were to be deployed in the so-called ‘Sunni Triangle’ where the American 

forces faced the fiercest resistance.4 

The USA preference for a strongly unified Iraq that is administratively rather than 

ethnically Federal is partly rooted in the need to reassure Turkey. Ankara has repeatedly 

sought reassurance concerning Washington’s commitment to Iraq’s territorial integrity—

for example, during the January 2004 visit to Washington of Turkish Prime Minister 

Tayyip Erdoğan and Foreign Minister Abdullah Gul. Concurrently with the Washington 

visit, the USA Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz argued in an interview with 

senior Turkish commentators that “some degree of Federalism or Federation is probably 

going to be inevitable, but that should be based on administrative and geographic lines, 

not on ethnic lines. Our message to the Kurds is your future doesn’t lie in separating 

yourselves from the Iraqis.”5
 

On June 16, 2005, Iraqi delegation headed by “Saad Jassim Al-Hayani” 

Undersecretary of Foreign Minister visited Turkey and discused Borders Gates, prisoners 

and open new consulates.6 In the same year Turkey opened a Consulate General in Mosul 

and appointed Mr. Hüseyin Avni Postsalı as the first Consul General.7  

                                                 
1 Meliha Benli Altunışık, Turkey’s Security Culture and Policy towards Iraq, op, cite, p. 82. 
2 Asa Lundgren, the Unwelcome Neighbor, Turkey’s Kurdish policy, I.B.Tauris. New York, 2007,p.104 
3 Meliha Benli Altunışık, Turkey’s Security Culture and Policy towards Iraq, op, cite, p. 82. 
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6 Irak ve Türkiye  Konsolosluk Görüşmeleri Mutabakat Zaptı (16-17 Haziran 2005 Ankara).Look at appendix 

6. 
7 The Embassy of the Republic of Turkey in Baghdad,  Note No: 282\ 3300\2005 in 6\8\2006.Look at appendix 7. 
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In this sense, Turkey supported the constitution building efforts, Jalal Talabani’s 

Presidency, government agencies and general elections in Iraq. Besides, Istanbul hosted a 

meeting between the representatives of “Sunni” groups and the USA Ambassador to 

Baghdad Zalmay Khalilzad on the eve of December 2005 Iraqi elections. Although the 

meeting did not obtain any concrete results, it showed that Turkey started to contribute to 

state formation process in Iraq through its influence, though limited, on “Sunni” groups. 

Turkey’s another important contribution to the Iraqi central government was the training of 

Iraqi diplomats and officers by supporting the new Iraqi constitution in 2005.1 

Turkey played a mediation role between the “Sunni” and “Shiite” groups to 

encourage them to participate in the constitutional referundom elections which happened on 

June 30, 2005. 

Turkey actively began to rely on diplomatic visits and mediation efforts in Iraq to 

strengthen its influence and ensure Iraqi cooperation for its security concerns in dealing 

with PKK terrorism. For that purpose, high-level visits began between Turkish and Iraqi 

government representatives, intensified diplomatic visits between Turkish and Iraqi 

officials, and Iraqi Kurds continued. Most surprisingly, when the former Kurdish leader, 

Jalal Talabani, was elected as Iraqi President in 2005, the Turkish government recognized 

him as the legitimate ruler of Iraq. Similarly, even though Turkey initially was not willing 

to recognize the Kurdish Regional Government (KRG), when it was finally set up, Turkey 

granted recognition, signalling a significant shift. This recognition meant that Turkish 

foreign policy towards northern Iraq had been completely remodelled.2 

5.2. Iraqi- Turkey’s Relations during First Al-Maliki Government 2006-2010 

On July 7, 2006 Iraqi Foreign Minister “Hoshyar Zebari” visited Ankara and signed 

with his counterpart “Abdullah Gül” a memorandum of cooperation and understanding 

between Iraqi MOFA and Turkish MFA.3 This has renewed again in July 19, 2009 new 

                                                 
1 Nuri Yeşilyurt and Atay Akdevelioğlu, Turkey’s Middle East Policy  under the JDP Rule, op, cite, p. 60. 
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3  The Memorandum  of cooperation between Iraqi MOFA and Turkish MFA 2006. Look at appendix 8. 
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procedures discussed to remove the difficulties which face the moving of citizens of both 

countries on their borders.1 

In 2008, Iraq, Turkey, and the USA signed an agreement to establish a trilateral 

mechanism to combat terrorism. During Zebari’s visit, Turkey and Iraq agreed to establish 

a ‘Command Center’ in Arbil. This command center was just a small bureau and became 

operational in February. However, through this Iraq, Turkey and the USA aimed to 

coordinate their efforts against the PKK with the participation of military and intelligence 

personnel from the three above mentioned countries.2 

In August 2009 two bombings in Baghdad targeted the Ministry of Finance and the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs where 95 people died and around 600 were wounded. The Iraqi 

government blamed former Baathist members residing in Syria, relations between Iraq and 

Syria became tensioned. These attacks could be interpreted in different ways: First of all, 

the reputation of Prime Minister Al-Maliki, who was successful in the elections in the early 

months of that year because of his image as a powerful figure that could bring order and 

security to the country was damaged after these attacks, Second, these attacks on the two 

Ministries made even the heavily guarded ‘Green Zone’ was not secure enough. This fact 

was a serious blow to the image of Al-Maliki who had tried hard to build his reputation 

over the years. Consequently, Al-Maliki argued that the attacks were supported by Syria 

and mentioned that he had information about meetings of Syrian intelligence with the 

former Baathist members and other extremist groups, and he refused the Syrian policy of 

accommodating these people.3 

 

Turkey entered the scene, Foreign Minister Davutoğlu visited Baghdad and 

Damascus to listen to the arguments of both sides and to try to mediate between them. 

Davutoğlu first went to Baghdad, had meetings with the President, Prime Minister and 

Foreign Minister to try to understand their position on the relevant issues. While Iraqi 

officials had given the names of two Baath members and demanded that Damascus hand 

over these people, the Syrian side rejected the allegations. Davutoğlu made it clear that the 

aim of Turkey was to contain the issue and to build trust between the two Capitals.4   
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3 Mesut Özcan, Turkish Foreign Policy towards Iraq in 2009, op, cite.p.124. 
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However, Turkish foreign policy changes since 2007 are remarkable in their scope: 

Firstly, Turkey began to follow a policy of diplomatic engagement, establishing diplomatic 

ties with all parties in Iraq. A radical departure from Turkey’s earlier position came in 

2008 when the Turkish government opened new cource with the Iraqi Kurdistan Regional 

government, Secondly, Turkey actively participated in the reconstruction of Iraq, investing 

heavily in the country and deepening its economic ties, both trade and foreign direct 

investment with Iraq. It became clear that Turkey would play a new political role in Iraq 

for the resolution of conflicts in the post- Saddam era, and at the same time, it used its 

economic and political factors in the postwar reconstruction. This change in Turkish 

foreign policy can be explained: emphasizing the importance of external factors, domestic 

power alterations or changes in Turkey’s immediate neighbourhood.1  

However, one actor in Iraqi politics, was the visit of Muqtada Al-Sadir to Turkey 

on  May 2, 2009. Muqtada Al-Sadir, an important “Shiite” figure in Iraqi politics. In the 

past, Turkey had been criticized because of its focus on first Turkmen only, and then later 

on just Turkmen and “Sunni” groups in its policy towards Iraq. In the last years, Turkey 

established contacts with other actors in Iraq. Ankara now feels free to have contacts with 

actors like Al-Sadir. However, Turkey aimed to gain first-hand information about Iraq 

before the elections there in 2009, strengthening relations with different groups that might 

be influential in the elections, and communicating its expectations and views to several 

actors in Iraq. After his meetings with the President and Prime Minister in Ankara, Al-

Sadir said that he was “happy about the role played by Turkey in the region and was 

awaiting increasing help from Ankara in overcoming the problems in Iraq”. From Al-

Sadir’s point of view, this visit was important in boosting his influence in Iraq before the 

elections, since he was welcomed as an important actor in regional politics.2 

Turkey’s diplomatic engagement with Iraq reached a new level when Turkey’s 

Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan visited Iraq and met with Jalal Talabani, the 

President of Iraq on July 10, 2008. This visit constituted a breakthrough development. The 

Iraqi Prime Minister “Nouri Al-Maliki” and his coounter “Recep Tyyip Erdoğan” they 

singed high level strategic cooperation council. The High Level Cooperation Council, was 

coheaded by the two Prime Ministers. The Council was created to oversee security 

cooperation, economic partnership and cultural dialogue between Turkey and Iraq. An 

                                                 
1 Meltem Müftüler-Baç, Changing Turkish Foreign Policy towards Iraq, op, cite.p. 544. 
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important component of the High Level Cooperation between Turkey and Iraq was the 

deepening of economic relations. Following that visit, the Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri Al-

Maliki visited Turkey and confirmed that Iraq was ready to cooperate with Turkey in its 

fight against PKK terrorism thereby addressing one of the key concerns of Turkish foreign 

policy. 1 

Murat Özçelik, the Turkish ambassador to Iraq, summarized Turkey’s position as 

follows: “Turkey and Iraq decided to develop strategic relations and established 

mechanisms for this, including frequent meetings among high-level officials in every 

field”.2 

Since the increasing activities and the environment of investments in Iraq in 2009 

Turkey opened another Consulate General in Basra.3 And Mr. “Ali Rıze Özcoşkun” was the 

first Turkish Consul General in Basra.4  

In March 2009, Iraqi President Jalal Talabani visited Istanbul to attend the World 

Water Forum and to meet with the Prime Minister Erdoğan. At this meeting, alongside 

security issues, steps to be taken to improve relations between the two neighbours and 

preparations for the visit of Turkish President Gül were discussed.5  

Turkish approach towards Iraq beginning in the autumn of 2007, among the 

reciprocal visits, the most important was Turkish President Gül’s visit to Iraq on March 23, 

2009. This had been the first visit of a Turkish President to Iraq since “Fahri Korutürk” 

visit in 1976. Security matters, the future of Kirkuk, and economic relations were the 

primary topics of discussions. On this visit, Gül met with the Iraqi President, Prime 

Minister, Foreign Minister and Turkmen MPs. There was developments in bilateral 

relations that allowed for Talabani’s visit during his meeting with President Gül, Iraqi 

President Talabani supported the Turkish concerns on security and said “that there were 

two options for the PKK; either laying down their arms or leaving Iraq”. The Iraqi 

President declared that “the Iraqi constitution forbids the existence of armed groups in 
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Iraq; thus, the trilateral commission of Turkey, Iraq and the USA would work together to 

end the existence of the PKK in Iraq”.1 

Another important example of this approach in 2009 was the visit of Ammar Al 

Hakim, head of the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, who replaced his father, Abdelaziz 

Al Hakim, and who died in Tehran on 26 August 2009. Just a few months after taking over 

the leadership, Ammar Al-Hakim visited Turkey in November and met with President Gül 

and Foreign Minister Davutoğlu.2 

Both Gül and Davutoğlu stressed Turkey’s “equal distance from different groups in 

Iraq”, whereas Al- Hakim said “that with its consulates in Mosul and Basra, Turkey had 

opened up to different groups in Iraq and they are respectful of Turkey’s stance on issues 

relating to Arabs and Muslims”. Al- Hakim also visited Jafaris in Turkey, and his visit to 

Ankara was important both for Turkey and for Al Hakim to strengthen their positions 

before the coming elections.3 In 2010 “Mehmet Aydin Selcen” as a Consul General in 

Arbil.4 

5.3. Iraqi- Turkish Relations during second Al-Maliki Government 2010-2014 

 
 

In March 2011, Erdoğan paid a high level diplomatic visit to Iraq in which he 

travelled to Baghdad, Najaf and Arbil. This visit refered to the Turkish desire to 

diplomatically engage with all parties in Iraq, the “Sunnis”, the “Shiite” and the Kurds and 

to treat them all equally. This position had been explicitly clear since the 2005 elections in 

Iraq, which Turkey supported, making efforts to convince all parties to participate, in 

particular, convincing the Sunni Iraqis not to boycott the elections.5  

However, in 2010 Iraqi national elections, the majority of Iraqi “Sunni” political 

groups competed within Iraqiyya, which had a central leadership under the former Prime 

Minister Ayad Allawi. However, Since 2010, Iraqiyya has faced multiple internal and 

external challenges, beginning with Al-Maliki’s contest to form the government despite 
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2 Mesut Özcan, Turkish Foreign Policy Towards Iraq in 2009, op, cite.p.118. 
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Iraqiyya’s numerical victory in the elections. Internally, Allawi had to contend with 

accommodating the various senior figures within Iraqiyya, each of whom had his own 

powerbase. This dynamic made it difficult for Iraqiyya to negotiate under a unified position. 

Iraqiyya’s internal differences made it easy for Al-Maliki to splinter the group and gradually 

phase out Allawi’s role as a coalition leader. Al-Maliki also weakened Iraqiyya by targeting 

for arrest two of its main leaders, Tariq Al-Hashami and Rafia Al-Issawi, who had placed in 

senior government positions in his administration. Al-Maliki internal policies affected Iraq’s 

relations with the Arab countries and with the neibghours, especially, Turkey.1 

In 2011 Iraq had became the second largest market for Turkish exports. At the same 

time, Iraq ranked as the first destination for Turkey’s agricultural goods and food exports 

around 11.7 per cent of Turkish agricultural exports went to Iraq in 2009, bypassing 

Germany’s share. According to Turkish foreign ministry reports, Turkish exports to Iraq in 

2011 could be categorized as ‘iron and steel ($1.06 billion); cereals ($721 million); 

electrical machinery and equipment ($610 million); vegetable and fruits ($479 million) and 

finished products from metals ($457 million).2 

However, the deteroriation of Iraqi-Turkish relations started at the end of 2011 for 

many reasons: Turkey helped Iraqi Kurdistan Regional government for selling the oil 

without the permission of Baghdad government, and the differences in views and policies 

towards Syrian crisis. In August 2012 Turkish Foreign Minister “Ahmed Davutoğlu” visited 

Kirkuk governorate in coordination with  (KRG), and hosted the Iraqi Vice President 

“Tariq Al-Hashimi” who was accused by Iraqi judge.3   

In January 2012 the Turkish government asked the Iraqi government permission to 

open Consulate General In Kirkuk.4 As a result of the deadlock of the relations, Iraq refused 

Turkish order.5 

At the end of 2013 Turkey signed an agreement with “KRG” in establishing the 

pipeline to export oil and gas from northern Iraq to the international markets without the 
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permission of Baghdad government. However, “BOTAŞ” company tried to establish sub- 

Company in northern Iraq, but Baghdad refused that. Although “TPAO” had been working 

in Iraq and gained some tenders in southern Iraqi Gas and patrol fields. Iraq did not exert 

any pressures against Turkey.1 However, during 2012-2013, Iraq was the first country in 

the list of foreign trade among twenty countries.2 It seemed that the economic relations had 

not been damaged.  

Iraqi Kurdistan, in the form of the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), sought 

to establish an independent economic stream of revenue through an oil pipeline to Turkey. 

The flow in this pipeline started in December 2013. The Federal government in Baghdad, 

which asserts that exporting oil is the sole purview of the Federal government, rejected 

these steps.3 

Baghdad attempted to exert pressure on Iraqi Kurdistan by delaying the salaries of 

KRG employees for the month of February 2014, which led Iraqi Kurdistan President 

Masoud Barzani to describe the delays as “a declaration of war against the citizens of 

Kurdistan Region.” Al-Maliki denied the delay, countering that spending its portion of the 

funds it receives from the federal government is the KRG’s responsibility. The dispute was 

seemingly resolved after possible USA government mediation on March 21, 2014 with an 

agreement that permited the export of 100,000 barrels of oil per day with the revenue to be 

deposited with the Federal government. This temporary agreement may have resolved the 

issue, but will prime the political parties involved to posture as extra-nationalist before the 

elections.4 

However, a school of thought has emerged in Turkey which claims that good 

relations with Kurdistan Regional government KRG could benefit Turkish national 

interests. This  argument claims that the KRG is already established. Therefore, getting 

along with KRG is the only variable alternative for Turkey. The JDP government is 

implementing policies that seems to go hand in hand with this school of thought. They 

claim that their effective foreign policy in the region is allows Turkish companies to gain an 
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important foothold on the development projects in Iraq, thus contributing to the Turkish 

economy and eroding Turkish export/import deficit.1 

After the 2014 Iraqi national election, the new Iraqi Prime Minister Haidar Al-

Abadi visited Turkey on December 25, 2014, and the meeting of the High Level Strategic 

Cooperation Council was held.2 In this visit the Foreign Ministers of both countries signed 

an agreement of aspects of cooperation between the Iraqi Foreign Service Institute and 

Turkish Diplomacy Academy.3 However, these developments have not been continued 

because the ISIS rising and occupation Mosul and Alanbar cities. 

5.4. The beginning of Arab Uprising and its Impacts on Iraqi- Turkish Relations 

In 2009 the Arab Human Development Report (AHDR) refered to the growing issue 

of human security within Arab states. Tied to the quality of the services the governments 

have failed to provide anything in the fields of education, health and nutrition and human 

security which are identified by the authors of the report as a pivotal concept in overall state 

security. It was also pointed out that the pursuit of state security without attention to human 

security brought on suboptimal comes for the state and citizen alike. And in the long run, 

the government that pursues state security without investing human security is the 

government that achieves neither. However, this report has sent some signs that Arab 

countrires would face political, economic and security challenges.4 

          Many experts compare the Arab “spring” to the popular revolutions that shook 

communist states in the late eighties and early nineties of the twentieth century. After more 

than five decades of independence from European colonialism, autocratic rulers failed to 

meet the legitimate aspirations of the Arab people. These included political freedom, 

economic prosperity and human dignity. Starting with the Jasmine revolution in Tunisia, 

the shockwave swept through the area and threatened the stability of this oil-rich region 

with repercussions felt internationally.5 
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Tunisia was the first country where the wave of unrest began, in mid- December 

2010. When it became apparent that the police and security forces would not be able to stop 

the quickly spreading street demonstrations, President “Ben Ali” unleashed gangs of 

thoughts and his elite Presidential Guards against the protesters.1 

When the self-immolated Tunisian citizen Mohamed El Bouazizi committed his 

final act of desperate protest on December 17, 2010, he was not aware that he was kicking 

the first domino piece in a long chain of events that is still unfolding today, having claimed 

four among the longest sitting Arab leaders.2 

Social Media as a Powerful tool for Arab Spring. The uprisings in the Arab States 

have in common a wide and effective use of social media to communicate among 

themselves, mobilize their countrymen as well as to reach out to broadcasting channels and 

news media.3 

As a result of Regional Reactions of the Arab Uprising. began its involvement in the 

Libyan crisis, the Arab League has been playing a bigger role in the Arab upheavals, its 

overall homogenenity has decreased and internal divisions have been magnified.  

The reaction of the Arab governments to the Arab springs was not the same. 

Appears to respond to a double-standard approach, which is a reflection of different 

geopolitical dynamics, where the Arab League sided with the populations by supporting a 

foreign military action against Libya and pushed for a further isolation of the Al-Assad 

regime in Syria, a strong endorsement from the Gulf countries for the ideologically‘ closer 

rulers in Bahrain and Yemen should be noted.4 

In both cases, the Arab League efforts were meant to lay the ground for 

international action. However, such a role contrasts with the Gulf Cooperation Council 

(GCC) sending security forces to share up Manama‘s efforts to curb Pearl Square occupants 

and hosting the Yemeni President for treatment while championing an agreement between 

the parties, which ultimately secured a face-saving retreat to President Saleh.5  
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     Indeed, Syria’s link to the Iranian agenda in the region and its dubious meddling 

in the Lebanese internal affairs paved the way for its isolation likewise, the Libyan.1  

As a result of these events, some observers have seen the performance of the Arab 

League as another sign of its irrelevance.2 

Although, it is still early to analyze the full regional consequences of the Arab 

uprisings, some trends have become discernible. Some continuity includes regional 

bipolarity, with rival pre- Arab spring alliances remaining to a large extent intact. The 

Syrian issue became the main issue where the fault lines were consolidated. On the one 

hand, Iran and Hezbollah supported the Al-Assad regime, although Hamas seems to have 

left this Axis. On the other hand, the USA and the “GCC” actively supported the opposition 

in Syria and hoped that the toppling of the regime would limit Iran’s influence in the 

Middle East. In terms of actors in this group, however, there were two changes. First, 

Israel’s position on Syria seemed to be more ambiguous, and Turkey adopted anti-regime 

stance. Furthermore, the sectarian element was also consolidated; Hamas and Turkey’s 

positions on the Syrian issue increased such perceptions. The fallout of the intensification 

of sectarian politics was felt in Iraq and Lebanon.3   

Iran, which has four decades of strategic partnership with Syria and its ally 

Hezbollah in Lebanon, has continued to back Al-Assad regime. The Iranian and Syrian 

governments have shared anti-Western and anti-Israeli positions, and both have been under 

international sanctions. Iran has been worried about the possibility of the establishment of 

a pro-American, pro-Saudi regime in Syria and that its links to Hezbollah in Lebanon 

would be severed after the fall of Al-Assad. Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and Jordan, which are 

“Sunni” and pro-Western, have supported the opposition and do not want Al-Assad to stay 

in power. They see themselves as balancing the rise of Iranian and other “Shiite” 

influences in the region. Saudi Arabia and the Gulf countries see “Iraq” under the control 

of Iran and the “Shiite” camp. Therefore, the Gulf countries would gain an important 

advantage in the regional “Shiite-Sunni” balance by turning Syria’s Shiite-affiliated Alawi 

regime into a “Sunni” one.4 
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Syria has succeded to manipulate the Iranian ambitions in the Arab Gulf, and the 

tension in relations  to gain Iranian support in its current crisis.1 

     Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey’s game seeking to fill that power vacuum, they 

rushed into ―a three-way competition based upon a sustainable race for resources and 

position. Syria is a case in point where this triangular relationship is shaping the future 

security design of the region. The USA seems to be at best only playing a supporting role 

instead of taking the lead. The USA Administration, which has been in a reactive mode thus 

far, seems to be watching a Turkish-Saudi ad hoc coalition designed to contain Iran in Syria 

after Tehran’s success in Iraq and its game in Bahrain. And while it has been unable to 

break the traditional support given by China and Russia to the Iran, the USA is keeping a 

low profile on the humanitarian issues in Gulf countries and not interfering with Turkey’s 

schemes with regards to Syria, even though Turkey’s stance on Syria may trigger an open 

conflict with Iran.2  

Within the regional context, the proposal by the GCC to extend its membership to 

Morocco and Jordan is yet another consequence of the Arab uprising. Indeed, in an 

unexpected step, the Secretary General of the GCC announced the decision of the Council 

to study a candidacy request from the two countries. The ambiguity of the timing, the fields 

of cooperation, and to whom the deal benefits – the two candidates or the GCC – cast 

serious doubt on the viability of such integration, which some experts rushed to qualify as a 

new club of Arab Sunni dynasties‘ against Iranian hegemony and social unrest.3 

Russia has also been an important supporter of Al-Assad, and China went along 

with Russia on this matter. Vladimir Putin has been opposing any possibility of using force 

to topple the Syrian regime. On the Libyan case, “Russia is convinced that it was tricked 

into supporting a resolution to protect civilians, only to see it used as a cover for air strikes 

to get rid of Muammar Gaddafi”. Therefore, Russia vetoed the UN Security Council 

resolutions that implied intervention in Syria. It also has considerable interest in Syria, 

including a military base, and economic and military relations with regime. Russia lost 
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most of its allies in the region and did not want to lose Syria. In addition, Putin has feared 

that if a pro-Saudi regime replaced the Al-Assad regime, Saudi influence would further 

spread and reach Muslims in the North Caucasus, as it happened in Chechnya.1 

The USA position in the region also evolved to some extent. The Obama 

administration’s policy of relying on the USA allies became more pronounced after the 

USA withdrawal from Iraq. However, anti-Iranian positions continue to dominate the USA 

regional policies. Furthermore, particularly the developments in Syria provided an 

opportunity for other major powers, like Russia and China, to get more involved in the 

Middle East, a development with global repercussions. As to competition among regional 

powers, the multilateral distribution of power (both hard and soft power) was the 

characteristic of the pre-Arab Uprising era persisted.2  

However, Iraqi foreign policy towards Syrian crisis was clear about the security 

concerns which impacts its internal environment. Iraq called to resolve Syrian crisis 

through the dialogue among Syrian people without any foreign intervention. It has 

presented in August 2012 a common initiative throughout different points: establishment of 

transitional government that includes “Bashar Al-Assad”, the violence should be stoped by 

all parties, non-interference in Syrian internal affairs, recalling all parties to the national 

dialogue under the supervision of the Arab League, holding the election under the 

international and Arab observation and supporting the efforts of the UN envoy to the Syria.3    

 However, the Syrian uprising is increasingly placing Iraqi decision-makers in an 

uncomfortable position. This is partially due to Iraq’s divergent interest from Iran’s position 

of supporting Al-Assad government, owing to the possibility of over-spilling violence 

within its territory that may destabilize its internal affairs. In parallel, Baghdad’s 

contradictory approach to the Syrian crisis is damaging Iraq’s relations with Saudi Arabia 

and Turkey.4 

Iraq lacks a strategy on the conflict in Syria. This is partly a reflection of its severe 

internal and competing external pressures. It is also because of its limited capacity to 
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implement a policy, since the conflict is largely outside its control. Iraq’s internal divisions 

complicate its ability to act as an effective mediator or facilitate a dialogue. Its stated 

policy is to support dialogue and a negotiated political solution, while opposing sanctions 

and militarization of the opposition. Meanwhile, however, Iraqi militants are involved on 

both sides of the Syrian conflict. There are accusations that the authorities have allowed 

fighters (as Kata’ib Hezbollah and Asaib Al-Haq) to enter Syria in support of the Al-Assad 

regime, and that “Sunni” tribes have facilitated the entry of fighters in support of the 

opposition, while the KRG has acknowledged that it has trained and supported Kurdish 

opposition groups.1 

However, as Iraq’s formal attitude, it has not supported any Syrian groups, because 

Iraq realizes that increasing the violence in Syrian crisis will impact Iraq’s socio-economy 

and its political environment. Iraq has called all parts to the dialogue and resolving the 

crisis by peaceful means. 
 

However, the Arab uprisings which also caught Ankara by surprise– have 

complicated Turkey’s approach to the Middle East. Nevertheless, Turkey has been 

supportive of the transformation process in the region, wishing it would result in the 

establishment of relatively democratic regimes, which would eventually lead to greater 

peace and stability. Besides seeking stability in the region, Turkey has actively pursued to 

expand its regional influence. To this end, Turkey has increasingly relied on new tools of 

soft power such as trade, economic integration, and conflict resolution. The use of soft 

power to promote Turkish interests in the region is a direct result of Turkey’s 

democratization process and recent economic growth. These are the indicators of the 

Europeanization of Turkish foreign policy, as the EU frequently uses its soft power as a 

foreign policy tool.2 

However, during the JDP government, Turkish foreign policy changed its view from 

realism to idealism theory. For instance for many decades, Turkey saw Syria as an enemy, 

but the relations witnessed dramatical changes when the two countries agreed on October 
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13, 2009 , to diminish the visa, the responsibility of both countries had removed the 

obstacles boundaries as a symbolic message of visa free regime.1 

On April 2012 the Foreign Minister Ahmed Davutoğlu in describes Turkey’s role in 

the Middle East even during the chaos of the Arab spring as follows“Turkey leads the 

winds of change in the Middle East and will continue this way in the future- Turkey is 

regarded not only as a fraternal country in the Middle East but it also considered as 

initiator of new ideas”.2 

Turkish foreign policy towards the Syrian crisis changed according to the political, 

security and humanitarian situations. Initially, Turkish policy was to try to convince 

“Bashar Al-Assad” to respond to the protests with the necessary reforms. Yet as the regime 

continued to brutally suppress the uprising, Turkey’s policy gradually shifted to the support 

of the opposition. From the summer of 2011, Turkey became very active in supporting one 

of the opposition groups, the Syrian National Council “SNC”. The SNC organized several 

meetings in Turkey and worked closely with Ankara. Similarly the so- called Free Syrian 

Army, an armed opposition group composed of the defectors from the Syrian Armed 

Forces, had its main base in Turkish territory. Both Prime Minster Erdoğan and Foreign 

Minister Davutoğlu were very critical of the Syrian regime and openly called for a regime 

change.3 

In contrast to its initial hesitance and unwillingness to join the international 

consensus to stop Muammar Gaddafi in the Libyan crisis, Ankara condemned Bashar Al- 

Assad regime’s actions against reform aspirations of opposition groups with an aggressive 

tone. The crisis broke out between Ankara and Damascus after the attacks on Turkish 

diplomatic missions in Damascus and the Syrian cities of Aleppo and Latakia by supporters 

of Al-Assad, who expressed anger at Turkey’s decision to support the Arab League’s 

decision to suspend Syria.4 

Syrian crisis was the main point in Iraqi- Turkish relations, Erdogan who developed 

several years ago close strategic relation with “Bashar Al-Assad”, dramatically changed his 

attitude when Bashar adopted harsh measures, involving mass killings against the rebels 

and innocent non- combatants. Turkey also did a good deal to castigate Bashar’s highly 
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aggressive behavior, extended humanitarian assistance to many thousands of Syrian 

refugees, and provided various facilities for Syrian armed rebel groups. Turkey's major aim 

is to depose “Bashar Al-Assad” and his regime not only for humanitarian reasons but also 

for national strategic interest. The goal here is to help establish a “Sunni” Muslim 

democratic government distant from the Shiite Iranian orbit, and to contain Iran’s regional 

advances.1   

The Iraqi- Turkish relations have been also damaged after the Arab uprising. The 

events that started in Tunisia and then spread to the rest of Arab world have already 

affected regional politics, especially with the start of an uprising in Syria in March 2011. 

Within this regional environment, Turkey faced opportunities and challenges. 

Despite increasing problems, compared to other regional powers, Turkey still seemed to 

sustain its soft power in the region. Its support for opposition movements seemed to pay off 

these movements which were successful in coming to power. However, the Syrian crisis 

loomed large as presenting significant challenges as well. In addition to the dangers of a 

civil war next door, there was also the possibility that the events could drag Turkey into a 

protracted conflict.2  

As such, the Arab Uprisings have presented a serious challenge to Turkey’s “zero 

problems with neighbors” policy. Turkey which had developed close relations with the 

regional countries in the pre-Arab Uprising period, now faced the difficulty of adjusting the 

new realities. Eventually the JDP government made the decision to support the Uprising. 

The government argued that there was no contradiction in Turkish foreign policy in the 

region and that Turkey was pursuing a principle foreign policy and Turkey’s national 

interests. Thus, Turkey once again tried to locate itself differently from other regional 

powers.3 

    However, the principles of Turkish foreign policy towards Arab Uprising could 

be summarized in the following points: the respect of people will and their wishes in 

changes, democracy and liberty, maintaining of the security and independence of the states 

and the changes should happen peacefully, refusing any foreign intervention in the Arab 

states to avoid of any fragmentation, presenting the support and assistant to the internal 

                                                 
1 Moshe Ma’os, the Arab Spring and the new Geostrategic environment in the Middle East, Insight Turkey, 

Vol. 14, No. 4, 2012, pp.18-19. 
2 Özlem Tür, Turkey-Syria  Relations, op, cite,p. 188. 
3 Özlem Tür, Turkey-Syria  Relations, op, cite,p. 188. 
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exchange a according to specific situation of each state, maintaining Turkish nation 

interests like investments and Turkish citizens, moving through the international legitimacy 

and United Nations Resolutions, the Turkish role should be concentrated on the 

humanitarian mission, and respecting the specialty and situation of each state and its 

foreign relations and Turkish interests with it.1 

However, diverging responses to the Arab uprisings and a sense on both sides that 

the other party is becoming more motivated by sectarian impulses have led relations to 

sour. Turkey’s involvement in Syria in particular has prompted Iraqi government officials 

to accuse it of a “Neo-Ottoman’ policy” and raised their suspicion that it is trying to set up a 

de facto protectorate in Iraqi Kurdistan or even has designs on Mosul. Turkey’s strong 

relations with Iraqi Kurdistan are further emphasized by the ongoing development of a 

bilateral oil pipeline from Iraqi Kurdistan into Turkey against the wishes of the Baghdad 

government. This will allow the KRG to export energy directly to Turkey without the 

revenues going through the central government’s exchequer. Turkey’s foreign policy has 

been controversial within the country itself and was one of the issues cited by opposition 

activists during a wave of domestic protests in June 2013. This raises questions about 

whether the Turkish government may seek to moderate its regional position somewhat in 

response.  

As the Syrian internal war continued, refugees poured into neighboring countries, 

including Turkey, and hundreds of civilians died daily. Moreover, Syria became an area of  

geopolitical rivalry. Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and Jordan worked for regime change 

and supported the opposition; whereas Iran, Russia, Iraq and Lebanon supported Assad. 

With international support along with considerable domestic support, Al-Assad has been 

able to hang on, perpetuating the crisis.  

                                                 

در، تحولات السياسة الخارجية التركية في عهد حزب العدالة والتنمية، في )العرب وتركيا، تحديات محمد عبد القا 1 

 .588، ص 2012الحاضر ورهانات المستقبل( مجموعة باحثين، المركز العربي للابحاث ودراسة السياسات، الدوحة، 
Muhammed Abdulqadir “et al”,  the Turkish Foreign Policy Transforming  in JDP Era , in (The Arabs and 

Turkey, challenged of the present and Reckonings of the Futures), Arab Center for Research and Policy 

Studies, Aldoha, 2012,P. 588. 
2 Jane Kinninmont, Gareth Stansfield and Omar Sirri, Iraq on the International Stage Foreign Policy and 

National Identity in Transition, The Royal Institute of International Affairs, 2013. London, July 2013, p. 39. 
3 Fahrettin Sumer, Turkey’s Changing Foreign Policy and the Arab Spring, op, cite, P. 21 
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5.5. The Impacts of ISIS on Iraqi -Turkish Relations 

The ISIS rose in April 2013 when “Abu Bakir Al-Baghdadi” the Head of this  

terrorist organization declared the establishment so-called Islamic State (known as ISIS or 

ISIL, or by its Arabic acronym, Daesh) Islamic State of Iraq and Syria. Some of Al-Nusra 

Front “the official branch of Alqaida in Syria” members joined the ISIS.1 

In order to make sense of the so-called “ISIS” and its sudden territorial conquests in 

Iraq and Syria, it is important to place the organization within the broader global “jihadist” 

movement. By tracing ISIS’s social origins and comparing it with the first two jihadist 

waves of the 1980s and 1990s, it is an extent of continuity and change, and account for the 

group’s notorious savagery.2 

Although ISIS is an extension of the global “jihadist” movement in its ideology and 

worldview, some of its social origins are rooted in a specific Iraqi context, and, to a lesser 

extent, in the Syrian war that has raged for almost four years. While Al-Qaeda’s central 

organization emerged from an alliance between ultraconservative Saudi Salafism and 

radical Egyptian Islamism, ISIS was born of an unholy union between an Iraq-based Al-

Qaeda offshoot and some of Iraqi fundamentalists, which has proved a lethal combination.3 

Unlike its transnational, borderless parent organization, ISIS has found a heaven in 

the heart of the Levant. It has done so by exploiting the chaos in Syria and the sectarian, 

exclusionary policies of former Iraqi Prime Minister “Nouri Kamal Al-Maliki”.4 

The key to weakening ISIS lies in working closely with local “Sunni” communities 

that it has co-opted a bottom-up approach that requires considerable material and 

ideological investment. The most affective means to degrade “ISIS” is to dismantle its 

social base by winning over the hearts and minds of local communities. This is easier said 

                                                 
 He is an Iraqi citizen, His full name is (Ibrahim Awad Ibrahim) he has two nick name (abu Awad and abu 

Dua), in 2013 the United States declared 10 million Dollars for anyone who kills or help to a rrest Al-

Baghdadi. Look at:   Muhammed Aloosh, ISIS and its Sisters (from Alqaeda to the Islamic State), Riad El-

Rayyes Books, Lebanon, 2015, p. 161. 
، ص 2015محمد علوش، داعش واخواتها ) من القاعدة الى الدولة الاسلامية( رياض الريس للكتاب والنشر، لبنان،  1

134. 
Muhammed Aloosh, ISIS and its Sisters (from Alqaeda to the Islamic State), Riad El-Rayyes Books, 

Lebanon, 2015, p. 134. 
2 Fawaz  A. Gerges, ISIS and the Third Wave of Jihadism, Current History, No, 340, Landon,  December 

2014, p. 339. 
3 Fawaz  A. Gerges, ISIS and the Third Wave of Jihadism, op, cit, p. 339. 
4 Fawaz  A. Gerges, ISIS and the Third Wave of Jihadism, op,cit, p. 340. 
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than done, given the gravity of the crisis in the heart of the Arab world. The jury is still out 

on whether the Iraqi Prime Minister, “Haider Al- Abadi”, will be able to appeal to 

mistrustful “Sunnis” and reconcile warring communities. Rebuilding trust takes hard work 

and time, both of which play to ISIS’s advantage.1 

However, as it was mentioned, for a long time Turkey has not played an effective 

role towards the regional developments. It was busy to find the solution of its internal 

problems. The non- peace and independence in the region affects negatively Turkish 

internal affairs. However the regional independence became the priority of Turkish foreign 

policy.2 One means of Turkish foreign policy during the JDP government was the use of 

soft power, Turkey as military states was changed to economy as priority of its policy.3 

There were accusations against Turkey, that Turkey has not supported KRG against 

“ISIS”. In 1997, there were two competation powers Turkey and Iran which tried to 

increase their political, military and economic pressure on Kurdistan area. The 

memorandum was reached in Ankara with the attendance of the USA, and UK. It has fire-

seized between the two parties PUK and PDK. Turkey maintained military existence and 

Special Forces in Amadiya, Sirdadiz and other areas. In an interview with official from 

KRG, he explained his opinion on Turkish assistance “These forces are not important now 

they did not move against “ISIS” when became near to Arbil. There is intension in 

Kurdistan parliament to issue legislation that there is no need for these forces but this 

should be agreed on by the President of the Kurdistan Region or for political reasons this 

issue will not be discussed in the near future at least”. There are 1350 Turkish registered 

companies and 30.000 Turkish registered citizens’ in the Kurdistan. Kurdistan is 

economically important for Turkey. It is a good market for Turkey’s goods and connected 

socially with Turkey. Iraqi Kurdish could be factors to reach peace process in Turkey. 

According to Dr. Abdulsalam Rashid, Turkey claimed that it is unable to supported 

Iraqi Kurdistan against (ISIS) since 49 Turkish hostages taken by “ISIS”. After their release 

Turkey supported Kurdistan by training 1500 Peshmerga in Sulymaniye and Dyana. Kurds 

                                                 
1 Fawaz  A. Gerges, ISIS and the Third Wave of Jihadism, op, cit, p. 343. 
2 Tarik Oğuzlu, Komuşlarla Sıfır Sorun Politikası, Kavraması bir analiz: Ortadoğuanaliz, Haziran Cit 4. Sayı 

42.2012. S.9. 
3 Tarik Oğuzlu, Komuşlarla Sıfır Sorun Politikası, Kavraması bir analiz: Ortadoğuanaliz, Haziran Cit 4. Sayı 

42.2012. S. 12. 
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look at crossing 250 Peshmerga from Turkish lands towards “Ayno Alarab” and carrying 

Kurdistan flag is an important development towards by Turkey’s policy Kurdish issue.1  

On  August 18, 2015 the resigned Iraqi Vice President Nouri Al-Maliki accused 

Turkey of supporting “ISIS” and Turkish interference in Iraqi internal affairs since its 

relations with the Iraqi Kurdistan government.  

On the other hand Ankara considered Al-Maliki among those responsible for the fall 

of Mosul.  Turkey summoned the Iraqi Ambassador to Ankara to the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs to convey that the expressions concerning Turkey’s Consul General in Mosul who 

was taken hostage by the “ISIS” in the report prepared by the Defense and Security 

Committee of the Iraqi Council or representatives and adopted in the Council’s session of 

17 August are unacceptable and Turkey strongly protests them.2 

The turning point in the relations reached a critical situation when Turkey entered 

Iraqi territory on 3th December 2015 with 150 troops and about 20 Tanks installed in 

Bashiqa near Mosul. Iraq recalled Turkish Ambassador to Baghdad and handed over 

protest, furthermore, asked Turkey to withdraw urgently. In addition, Iraq filed a complain 

to UN Security Council. Turkey justified its step in protecting the Turkish trainers in 

Bashiqa.3 

 Turkey justified this movement by saying that the PKK increased its threates to 

Turkish security, there is “ISIL” and Iraqi military forces have no capability to “fight” it, 

there is agreement between Turkey and KRG and government of Mosul. While the Iraqi 

govenment clarified its position by: there is no agreement with KRG and this step had 

happened without coordination with it.4 The Iraqi Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued a 

statement “considered the entry of  the Turkish forces into the Iraqi territory without the 

knowledge of the Iraqi Central Government  as a breach and violation for Iraq’s 

sovereignty also a surpass on the basis of good-neighbourliness and mutual respect, as Iraq 

                                                 
1 Abdulsalam Rashid Ismail. Head of Turkish Department. Prime Ministry, Foreign Relations Office,KRG, 

an interview by the author on 31\03\2015 at 11:30 A.M. 
2http://www.mfa.gov.tr/qa_21_-18-august-2015_-statement-of-the-spokesperson-of-the-ministry-of-foreign-

affairs_-tanju-bilgiç_-in-response-to-a-question-regarding-some-statements-by-mr_-al_maliki_-the-former-

prime-minister-of-Iraq.en.mfa 
3 http://www.mofa.gov.iq/en/news/-20151205101432 

 .2016شباط  4التركية، وزارة الخارجية، –السفير هشام العلوي، محاضرة عن العلاقات العراقية  4 
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considers the presence of any military force inside its territories, without the knowledge of 

the Central Government in Baghdad, as a hostile act”.1  

 In the Light of this breach, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs summoned up the 

Turkish Ambassador and gave him a note of protest in this regard. It asked the Turkish side 

to withdraw its military forces from the Iraqi territory. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs also 

declares moving towards the international community to halt the Turkey's violation of the 

Iraqi sovereignty and its lack of respect for the Iraqi borders.2 

It seems that Turkish goal is to pursue the PKK who were in Singer and to prevent 

them to wage any operation towards Turkish territories, had also, to prevent the Kurds to 

prolong their influence area from Singer to Syria. 

                                                 
1 http://www.mofa.gov.iq/en/news/-20151205101432 
2 http://www.mofa.gov.iq/en/news/-20151205101432 
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Conclusion 

Turkey tried to improve its relations with the USA after 2003. The relations were 

damaged since Turkey’s refusal to take part in the 2003 War. Thus TGNA passed a motion 

to send peace keeping approximetly 1oooo Turkish troops were be deployed in the area so-

called “Sunni Triangle” where the USA forces faced resistance. It seems that the USA 

objetives were: first, decrease the resistance there, since Turkey is a Muslim “Sunni” 

country, its troops might not be targeted, second, this step would be welcomed by Arab 

countries that they criticized the USA strategy in Iraq which increased the Iranian influence 

in the region.  

However, many Iraqis, especially the Kurds refused any foreign troops. They 

considered it as breach of the sovereignty. The Kurds feared that Turkish troops would be 

an obstacle towards their aspiration of independence in the future. 

Turkey encouraged the Iraqi “Sunnis” to take part in the 2005-2006 elections, the 

majority of them had boycotted the political process in Iraq since the American existence 

troops. Turkey has also pursued opened policy towards Iraqi KRG, it has received many 

Kurdish officials. At the same time many official visits were paid by Turkish officials to the 

Kurdistan region.  

Iraq, Turkey and the USA agreed in 2008 to establish “Commend Center” in Arbil 

for fighting terrorism. 

Turkey realized the importance of other factors in Iraq. Turkey’s policy before was 

concentrated on Turkmen only. However, the developments in its policy opened new lines 

with other factors as Muqtada Al-Sadir and Ammar Al-Hakim. This policy will improve the 

relations not on the official levels, but also on the social and religious once, since both 

countries have similar socio-ethnnic structure. 

Turkey realized the importance of Iraq’s reconstruction on its economy, thus it 

increased its economic activities and investments. The turning point was on July 10, 2008 

when the two countries singed a high level strategic cooperation council. The Council was 

created to oversee security cooperation, economic partnership and cultural dialogue 

between Turkey and Iraq. An important component of the High Level Cooperation between 

Turkey and Iraq was aimd at enhancing economic relations. However in 2011 the economic 
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relations reached $11 billon. However the most important development was in 2010, 

Turkey had a role to form Aliraqyya list under the Head of Ayyad Alawi. 

 After 2012 Iraqi-Turkih relations witnessed some tensions for these reasons: first, 

Turkey hosted Iraqi vice President “Tariq Al-Hashimi” who was accused by the Iraqi judge.   

Second, Turkey supported Iraqi Kurdistan government for exporting its oil without 

any permission from Baghdad, third, in August 2012 Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet 

Davuğtoğlu visited Kirkuk through Iraqi Kurdistan Region, Baghdad protested towards this 

action because the sensitivity of Kirkuk city, fourth, in 2013 Turkey and KRG signed 

agreement to establish piplines in order to export oil from northen Iraq to the international 

markets, fifth, the  rises of ISIS and its conquest of two Iraqi cities Mosul and Al-Anbar, 

some Iraqi officials have accused “Turkey” by helping the Syrian oppositon fighters or 

foreigners to participate in the war against Syrian regime, some of them whom they crossed 

into the Iraq and supported ISIS. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 

Iraq and Turkey have common historical, cultural heritage and share a vast amount 

of economic and political interests. However, their relations have not been free from 

strategic and security setbacks. From a political aspect the respect for sovereignty and 

national integrity and non-interference in internal affairs is the key stone for the 

development of the diplomatic relations between the two countries. Although politicians, 

media and public figures could make negative explanations against each others’ interests 

for domestic reasons, these should not be taken into account without knowing official and 

formal statements made by Iraqi MOFA and Turkish MFA.  

 From the economic aspect, Turkey’s need for oil, gas and other energy resources 

can easily be supplied by Iraq, a country which has a vast amount of energy resources. Iraq 

needs to export its oil to the world markets and Turkey is to be a good corridor for that and 

this will be beneficial for Ankara as well. Iraq is a good country for Turkish companies as 

the majority of them work in Iraq in construction, infrastructure, and other fields. The trade 

relations during the last years reached more than $11 billion. On the one hand Iraq’s 

location could be a bridge for Turkey if she wanted to extend its trade to Arab Gulf 

Countries. On the other hand Turkey has occupied a location which contains a corridor for 

Iraq to Europe. Iraq also has huge gas reserves, and during the 1980s there were attempts to 

cooperate in this field, but the 1980-1988 war prevented this and affected many other 

projects. However, Iraq and Turkey can collaborate in reviving these previous projects. Any 

cooperation and improvement in this respect will provide for the two countries to play a 

significant role in regional and international energy politics. Bearing in mind that the 

European countries are depended on the Russian gas and they have a deteriorated 

relationship with Russia over the issues related to Ukraine and Syrian crises, the 

collaboration between Iraq and Turkey on energy field will increase their importance vis a 

vis Europe.  

 From the security aspect, there is a common interest to fight the terrorist groups 

which they use the violence, targeting the civilians and the integrity of both countries. This 
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could be reached through the coordination, cooperation and the exchange of the 

information, since Iraq has possessed adequate information regarding the structure and 

places of the terrorist groups.  However, what is happening in one country affects the other 

definitely. Turkish national security has been threatened after the ISIS occupation of Mosul 

on June 10, 2014. The PKK exploited the political and security vacuum and increased its 

existence there. All these developments have created an opportunity for security 

cooperation between Ankara and Baghdad to fight common enemy which is targeting their 

national security. 

The problem of the water could be an obstacle to develop the relations, since it 

became the issue of public opinion in Iraq. The decrease of water amount affected the 

agriculture from north of Iraq to the south. This problem could be resolved according to 

international and bilateral agreements and the principles of good neighborhood which grant 

the waters rights of both countries. In addition to, Turkey could have good opportunity to 

invest and develop Iraq’s water and irrigation projects.   

The JDP government have opened new source of relations with Arab and 

neighboring countries, that was designed according to the zero problem policy which can 

be called as idealism in practice. It might be success in early period within limited scope. 

However, the events in the Middle East later forced Turkey to adopt realist thinking in its 

foreign policy, especially after the ISIS and PKK terrorist attacks against Turkey were 

increased.  

In many aspects, the results of the First Gulf War in 1991 were not good for Turkey.  

Ankara realized that Turkish policies during 1991 had badly affected her economy in return 

she did not get any compensation for its damage. From a political standpoint, the Kurdistan 

Region formed and became a semi- independent state. In addition to the humanitarian crisis 

after the war, many Kurdish refugees flow to Turkey. Taking good lectures from these 

events, Ankara had been against the American war of 2003 as she was worried about what 

would happen after the change of Iraqi regime and its implications over the future of Iraqi 

Kurdistan.  

Furthermore, Turkey recognized that the war was not legal and it was not supported 

by European countries and the United Nations. On March 1, 2003 “TGNA” refused to 

approve the war on Iraq and this Turkish rightful and justly decision had deep and wider 

positive impacts not only in Iraq but also in the entire Arab World. It positively affected 
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Iraqi-Turkish relations and Turkey’s relations with the Middle East countries. Turkey has 

also long considered Turkmens as an essential element to reinforce Iraqi-Turkish relations 

whereas Iraq saw them as important group to achieve political balance with Kurds in 

northern Iraq. The developments of Turkey- Iraqi Kurdistan relations especially in the 

economic aspect are not huge as some Arabic, English and Turkish sources referred.  At 

about % 20 per cent of Turkish trade goes with KRG and the rest of 80 percent of Turkish 

trade materials goes to the other Iraqi governorates. However this thing could be changed in 

the future if both countries come to an agreement to open new gates within the Mosul 

borders, if Baghdad and Ankara continue to stick on the grand strategy for limiting Kurdish 

political and economic designs. 

The improvements on the relations between Iraq and Turkey will contribute to the 

spread of peace throughout the Middle East. It should be noted that the respect of 

sovereignty and national integrity and non- interference in the internal affairs have always 

been the keystone for the development of relations between the two countries, since this 

will be for their strategic, political and economic interests. Iraq should occupy a central 

place for the development of Turkey’s foreign policy towards Iraqi Kurdistan. Since this 

region is under the control of constitutional structure of Iraq any political developments 

towards this region requires for the collaboration of central Iraqi Government. Last but not 

least, Iraq and Turkey have historical, cultural, and social common ties. The encouragement 

of organizations of civil society, authors, arts and educational cooperation could be 

additional factors to further develop the relations between the countries. 
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