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ABSTRACT

Mitigating Anti-Americanism in Turkey through Publi ¢ Diplomacy

Watson, Forrest
Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Ersel Aydinli

June 2007

Record-high anti-Americanism in Turkey goes deépan the ongoing Iraq War. The
build-up to and aftermath of the U.S. invasion afrkey’'s neighbor ignited pre-
existing sensitivities in Turkey due to its pasiatiens with America and its own
identity issues and fears. Turkey views the U.Soubh the lenses of 1) an
exaggerated view of American agency coupled witstmst and 2) a reactionary
phobia about threats to undermine the Turkish Riepubeen through theses lenses,
anti-Americanism is driven by a perception that Aicee is supporting 1) Kurdish
self-determination, which will lead to the eventdedmemberment of Turkey and 2)
political Islam as a part of its broader plan foidifle East politics, which threatens to
erode Turkey’s secular state.

Because anti-Americanism is mostly based on detiogerceptions caused by the
lenses, public diplomacy is an effective tool tehbuld be utilized by the U.S. to
bring about understanding with the Turkish publicthe politically-rooted anti-
Americanism in Turkey continues, it will solidifjnio a view of the U.S. as a
threatening power, squandering Turks’ natural éfbecfor Americans.

U.S. public diplomacy for Turkey can be improved Wiashington and the U.S.
Embassy in Ankara by acting from an understandinty@ uniqueness of Turkey and
the reasons that drive its anti-AmericanidReinvigorated public diplomacy offers
hope for strengthening a relationship that is im Itlest interests of both Turkey and
America.

Keywords: anti-Americanism, public diplomacy, U.S.Embassy, U.S.-Turkey
relations, Turkish identity, Kurdish issue, political Islam



OZET

Tarkiye’'deki Amerika Kar sitli ginin Kamu Diplomasisi ile Azaltilmasi

Watson, Forrest
Uluslararasiliskiler Bolimii
Tez Dangmani: Dog. Dr. Ersel Aydinli
Haziran 2007

Tarkiye’de Amerikan kantligininsimdiye kadarki en yiksek seviyeye ¢cikmasigun,
an lIrak'ta devam eden sawva dsinda, daha derin sebepleri vardir. Kasu Irak’in
isgaline giden sure¢ vesgalin kendisi, Turkiye’nin hassas okglwu konular
baglaminda, dlke icinde rahatsizlik yaragom. Tarkiye'nin  adi gecen
“hassasiyetleri” eskiden beri mevcut olan ve ABD ilesHilerinin tarihsel arka plani
ve kendi kimlik kaygilarietrafinda olgmustur. Turkiye, ABD hakkinda iki ayri
“mercek’ten bakarak hikim vermektedir: 1) ABD’nicivgnilmez bir tlke oldgu
kanaatiyle beraber gicunin ve nufuzunun fazleaartilmas: 2) Turkiye
Cumbhuriyeti'nin “bir takim gucler” tarafindan altmkazilmakta oldguna dair sire
giden fobi. Bu merceklerden glan goruntide, Amerikan katli g iki algi etrafinda
yurimektedir: 1) ABD’nin Kurtlerin kendi kendileritydnetmesi fikrine desge ve bu
yondeki siyasetinin Tirkiye'yi parcalayaga?) Siyasalislam’'in, Amerika’nin Orta
Dogu icin tasarladil “blyuk plani”’nin bir parcasi olgu ve Turkiye'de laik devleti
tehdit ettgi.

Amerikan kagithiginin bglica nedenleri, bahsedilen iki mercekten edinil&sile ya
da hatali bilgilere dayall kanaatleldugundan, kamu diplomasisi, ABD’nin ve Turk
kamuoyu’'nun ayni dizleme gelip, birbirini anlamasaglamada etkili bir ara¢ olarak
kullaniimalidir. Eger Turkiye’de politik bir durg olarak benimsenemmerikan
karsitligl su anki gibi devam ederse, ABD'nin tehditkar bir gal@rak algilanmasi
kesinlesecek ve Turklerin, Amerikalilara @al olarak duyduklar yakirgi ortadan
kaldiracaktir.

ABD'nin Turkiye'de yurutecgi kamu diplomasisinin etkinki, Washington'dan ve
ABD’nin Ankara elciligi aracilgiyla, ancakTurkiye’nin bir benzerinin olmagi
hesap edilerek ve Turkiye'deki Amerikan &drginin amillerinin anlailmasi
kosullari altinda geltirilebilir. Canli bir sekilde yuritilecek kamu diplomasisi,
Tarkiye ve Amerika’'nin ¢ikarlarina en ¢ok uyaninykuvvetli ve yakin ilgkileri vaat
etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Amerika kar sith g1, kamu diplomasisi, ABD Buyikelciligi,
ABD-Tiirkiye ili skileri, Turk kimli gi, Kiirt meselesi, siyasaislam
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

It was reading a Joseph Nye article with highkgbtf his ideas about soft
power that | was first drawn to the topic of U.Sibic diplomacy* | was struck by
the statistics he cited of a fraction of one peraérihe amount the U.S. spends on its
military being invested in its public diplomacy eiffs. Although | always considered
myself to be a supporter of a strong military, thiisparity in allocation of resources
grabbed my intentionAfter reading Nye'sSoft Powet and living in Turkey,
surrounded by rising anti-Americanism, | was drawrstudy what the United States
can do through soft power to salvage the situatioitne Middle East. The powerful
U.S. military has seemed helpless to restore ardigre tumultuous region.

The U.S. is currently struggling to find its way low to use its power for
positive results rather than stirring more troutblan it can solve. With its power to
influence every region of the world, the U.S. sldopay attention to the concerns of
the people it is influencing. Although the U.S. slib not act based on anti-
Americanism, it must seriously evaluate the costboilt-up resistance to its

leadership.

! Joseph S. Nye, Jr. “The Decline of American Sofver,” Foreign Affairs(May/June 2004).
2 Joseph S. Nye, JBoft Power: The Means to Success in World Polftiesv York: Public Affairs,
2004).



| feel | have something to write on the subjeateaese | have lived the last two
years in Turkey as a nonprofessional practitioriggublic diplomacy in representing
my country. Living in the dorm, spending every dgayong Turks, still working to
learn their language, | believe | have an importeamtage point of Turkish-American
relations. | have experienced the shattering erestypes about Americans, just as |
have spent time drinkingay being blasted with reasons, sometimes thought-
provoking, sometimes mostly vented anger, about rdéesons why America is
resented.

At times | despair about the magnitude of ali@ratbetween Turks and
America’s involvement in the world. But most okthime, in the context of personal
friendships, | have tremendous hope that we wanilasi things for the world. The
ignorance about Turkey among my American friendbahe is comparable to the
level of distorted perceptions that | feel Turksvdabout America. As an American
living in Turkey | believe | have been a bridge leiveg both ignorance and
misunderstanding to decrease, at least in my ldrsighere of influence in America
and Turkey.

| am thankful to be an American, just as | am Kfalnfor Turkey to have been
my home. It bothers me when Americans try to distaihemselves from America, as
if they are completely detached. It also doessatisfy me for Turks to say that they
like Americans, but dislike the policy. Althoughvhs born into America by no choice
of my own, | feel as an American | have responiibtb represent my country and
not pass responsibility to politicians. | set auth the intention of my thesis being
solution oriented on what the United States catodmprove its relations in Turkey,

and to stay away from empty criticism.



| believe that a close relationship with Americéusdamentally in the interest
of Turkey. | am not one to speak to whether Turisegight about its neighbors still
hoping to divide Turkey, but | can say with greahiction that America has no such
desires and would like nothing more than for Turte@pe a thriving country living up
to the ideals of its founding father.

Although I try to make a strong case for the inbt@oce of public diplomacy, |
know that public diplomacy alone is not enoughdmtrong relationship between the
U.S. and Turkey. Consistent policies and commoeré&sts need to be in place.
However, | believe that relationships and undeditap bolstered by public

diplomacy can play a critical part in mitigatingtieAmericanism in Turkey.

I.1 Research Question

The original research question | set out to answas, “How can public
diplomacy, when accompanied by substantive adjustmipolicies and style based
on more sincere understanding and humble leadershgble the United States to win
the peacewith Turkey?” This came out of a belief that the Unitethtes needs to
reevaluate what must be done to turn the tidesireiations with the Middle East. It is
clear that military power and coercion alone wilit tbe enough to win the peace in
the region.

The diversity within the Middle East merits casedsts to better understand
the current predicament faced by the United StaBegginally intending to do a
sweeping study of the Middle East, my advisor enaged me to focus in more detail
on a case study of one countkyving in Turkey, the choice was not a difficult @n
Over the last year | discovered the remarkable deptd complexity of the way

Turkey sees the world and its interaction with th&. If the U.S. cannot win the



support of moderate, Westward-leaning, and itsticachl ally, Turkey, it will not be
successful in winning the peace in the region.

As | dug into my research | discovered that pubimlomacy by itself is a vast
topic, and therefore only touched on the policied atyle of the U.S. | also stayed
focused on the U.S. trying to lower anti-Americamis Turkey.This turned out to be
an ample challenge, without expanding to winning pleace throughout the region

with Turkey.

[.2 Structure

Public diplomacy is defined in chapter two as tigevernment’'s process of
communicating with foreign publics in an attempbting about understanding for its
nation’s ideas and ideals, its institutions andwel as well as its national goals and
current policies® This definition is placed in the context of tradital diplomacy,
emphasizing how public diplomacy reaches out teifpr publics, whereas traditional
diplomacy is primarily government-to-governmentenaiction. It is argued public
diplomacy has taken on increasing importance dubdcerosion of the state-centric
system and the democratization of technologiesisfoty of the public diplomacy in
America is developed, from its origins during th@Nd Wars to the hope it provides
in the ideological battle after September 11, trgdhe theme of public diplomacy’s
importance being recognized only in the face obmpeting ideology.

In chapter three, | make the theoretical contrdsubf an anti-Americanism
framework, by which the anti-Americanism of diffatecountries can be categorized

based on the root causes and intensity. The feudlqs the framework presents a way

% Hans N.Tuch,Communicating With the World: U.S. Public Diploma&@yerseagNew York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1990), 3.



of thinking to analyze the deeper roots of anti-Aicgnism in a country. The reasons
for and intensity of anti-Americanism are influeddgy the lenses of 1) what America
is viewed to be and 2) what the beholder itselAisti-Americanism varies so widely
because the actions of the United States are bemugh different glasses.

The lenses of the glasses are the topics of ctgafuer and five, which are a
case study analysis of anti-Americanism in Turkéye framework of chapter three is
used to classify the Political strand of anti-Ameanism and America increasingly
being viewed as a Threatening Power. The probleamtfAmericanism goes deeper
than the Irag War and cursory assessments of redsoresentment of America. The
politically based reasons for Turkey’'s resentmehtAmerica begin with the lens
based on what America is viewed to be. Chapter flmeuses on the exaggerated view
of American power and untrustworthiness based dmseory of Turkish-American
relations since the end of the Second World War.

Chapter five begins with the second lens of thesga based on what Turkey
itself is. Its Ottoman past, “Sevres phobia,” arehsitivity to its secular and
homogeneous identity have created a reactionarlgighio Turkey that influences the
way it views American behavior. The two lenses esebined to explain the two
biggest drivers of anti-Americanism in Turkey: feduU.S. support for a Kurdish state
and U.S. presenting a danger to secularism by bggolitical Islam as a part of its
bigger plan for the region. The chapter concludel an evaluation of how Turkey's
move towards its view of America as a threatenioger is based mostly on distorted
perceptions.

Chapter six assesses the shortcomings of U.S.pdigiomacy, both at the
State Department level and on the ground from tlest gn Turkey. These

shortcomings come, in part, from not understandimggdepth and reasons for anti-



Americanism in Turkey and from a failure to evesatrpublic diplomacy drastically
different based on the country.

The final chapter offers recommendations for puldiplomacy in Turkey
based on the type of anti-Americanism in Turkey, uslerstanding of the forces
driving it, and critical analysis of current shamgings in public diplomacy. The
chapter ends with conclusions about the findingthisf thesis and recommendations

for future areas of study.

[.3 Sources

My research has made extensive use of primary aoonslary sources, both
in English and Turkish. My primary sources includeewspaper articles from the
American and Turkish media; statements, congreabkiproceedings, speeches, and
documents from especially U.S. government websitggynational, local and my
own survey and opinion polls; abundant personariuiews with Turkish academics
and journalists, as well as with U.S. Diplomats] amany personal conversations and
observations that came from living among Turks. $@rondary sources, | relied on
books about Turkish history and society and U.$lodnacy; journal articles about
Turkish identity and Turkish-American relations;dastrategy reports about the

current state of U.S. public diplomacy.



CHAPTER Il

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

II.1 Public Diplomacy Defined

Public diplomacy is the promotion of national irstrby informing, engaging,
and influencing foreign publicsPublic diplomacy includes government-sponsored
cultural, educational and informational programszen exchanges, and broadcasting
that promote the national interest of a countrythéligh this succinct definition will
provide a useful handle for the discussion of mubdiplomacy in this paper, it is
important to put this definition in the contexttbe changing and debated discipline
of public diplomacy.

Hans Tuch’s definition of public diplomacy in hi®40 bookCommunicating
with the Worldhas become foundational in the subject. Accordmduch, public
diplomacy is the “government’s process of commuimcgwith foreign publics in an
attempt to bring about understanding for its nasiodeas and ideals, its institutions

and culture, as well as its national goals andectirpolicies.? Each of the carefully

! Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy for the Arabdakuslim World,Changing Minds Winning
Peace: A New Strategic Direction for U.S. Publipbbimacy in the Arab & Muslim World&dward P.
Djerejian, Chairman, (Washington, D.C., Octobe?2003), 13.

2 Hans N. TuchCommunicating With the World: U.S. Public Diploma@yerseas(New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1990), 3.



selected elements in Tuch’s definition is helpfulframing the discussion of this
subject.

The opening phrase of Tuch’'s definition of publigpldmacy, the
“‘government’s process of communicating,” includéseé important words. First,
“government” eliminates the inclusion of non-govasantal elements, included by
Edward Gullion in the “founding” definition of publdiplomacy, which appeared in
the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy cataloguel965. Gullion articulated
public diplomacy as:

The role of the press and other media in internati@ffairs, cultivation by

governments of public opinion, the non-governmeiritdraction of private

groups and interests in one country with thosenaftlzer, and the impact of

these transnational processes on the formulatigrolaéy and the conduct of

foreign affairs®
Gullion’s definition gives the impression that pigldiplomacy can be done by media,
private groups, and the government. Public diplomhas since tended to be
narrowed from non-governmental efforts, partly heseathis does not fit within the
normal parameters of diplomacy, which is performmd governmentsHowever,
Gullion’s definition is helpful in expanding the g of public diplomacy beyond
direct government program#é government should have vision as to how private
initiatives can be drawn into its public diplomapertoire. Therefore, the public
diplomacy studied in this thesis will include wltla¢ government does directly and its
efforts to spark private efforts, but will not vard into the entire breadth of non-
governmental interaction between societies. Pubptomacy encompasses what the
government can do to influence foreign publics.

Tuch’'s use of the phrase “process of communicatimdicidates the

understanding that public diplomacy is a processentiean a “quick fix” program. It

% Quoted in Tuch, 8.



takes a sustained effort and is not accomplishedr®ylarge marketing campaign.
This acknowledges the long-term element of pubipiogdnacy. Many scholars and

practitioners view public diplomacy in a more liedt sense. Former Ambassador
Robert Miller refers to public diplomacy as speeghpress conferences, press
releases, discussion groups, public statements)rardicasting.

U.S. diplomacy resorts to the public media in aigm country when aiming

to correct a misrepresentation of an official positby the host government or

its media; to convey the U.S. position positivaly,greater detail, and to a

wider audience; or to gain publicity for a U.S.iactthat benefits the local

government and/or people.
This explanation makes public diplomacy sound aisi#f primarily public media and
used in an embassy only to address a specificgmobl promote a particular policy.
Public diplomacy is not about the use of media ok&nalone, but also includes
cultural, educational and informational progranswell as citizen exchanges. These
should be pulled together in a long-term process tinanscends dealing with
problematic issues.

“‘Communicating” is also an important element of lpuhdiplomacy that
contradicts those who see it as one-way broadcpstintelling. In order to truly
communicate, the message received needs to bedeoedi In the communication
process, a sender “encodes” the information thatdexoded” by the receiver.
“Noise” can interfere with the message sent andréiceiver’s ability to decode is a
factor. “Once a message has been physically redeive still has to be
comprehended—and comprehension is a matter of pggy) not mechanics”

Communication is not the mechanical process of dwasting, but considering the

psychology and worldview of the receiver. Commutinga across cultures is

* Robert Hopkins MillerJnside an Embassy: The Political Role of Diplomaitsoad (Washington,

D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, 1992), 54. Millernvggl as the U.S. Ambassador to the Ivory Coast and
Malaysia.

® Raymond CoherNegotiating Across Cultures: Communication Obstatelnternational

Diplomacy (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute ofd&eBress, 199120.



especially challenging. “In the area of diplomatiegotiation the potential for
dissonance inherent in intercultural communicatibnds its most sustained
expression® One of the best ways to ensure that a messagbeeasreceived is to
listen to what is communicated back. Communicatiorough two-way dialogue
promotes better understanding.

Tuch clarifies that the target of public diplomasy“foreign publics.” This
emphasizes the distinction from public affairs, ethis the process of a government
communicating with its own public in order to gaia support for policies. Public
diplomacy is limited to the communication witbreign publics. However, in practice
there has not always been such a clear break dvad itaused Americans to fear that
the government is exceeding the influence it shtnalde on domestic opinioiThe
word “public” also helps distinguish public diplomafrom traditional diplomacy,
which is mainly concerned with government-to-goveemt interaction. Public
diplomacy is specifically government-to-foreign fialinteraction’

The last phrase of Tuch’s definition is “understagdfor its nation’s ideas
and ideals, its institutions and culture, as wadll i national goals and current
policies.” Public diplomacy is about improvingnderstandingather than influencing
or manipulating. Senator J.W. Fulbright phrasedhis way: “The fundamental
requirement for a world community of good neighbmrghat all different peoples
achieve a broader and deeper mutual understanfliegch other® In keeping with
Fulbright’'s vision, Tuch mentions many areas in chhia foreign public’s
understanding can be increased, namely not jusigiompolicies Public diplomacy is

not to be a “quick fix” to rally support for a poyi in times of crisis, but rather an

® Cohen, 22.

"Tuch, 3.

8 J.W. Fulbright, foreword t@he Fourth Dimension of Foreign Policy: Educatiomald Cultural
Affairs, by Philip H. Coombs (New York: Harper & Row, 196&.

10



ongoing process to foster understanding aboutdkienis ideas, institutions, cultures,
goals, and policiesThis emphasis on understanding exceeds the naetigesving
perspective through which public diplomacy hasrofteen seen.

Public diplomacy, the focus of this paper, is hegterstood within the context
of diplomacy; both the similarities with and digtirons from traditional diplomacy

illuminate the definition of public diplomacy.

I1.2 The Context of Traditional Diplomacy

Traditional diplomacy is more generally the coctdof relations among
nations. Diplomacy has also been defined with aphersis on communication such
as the dialogue between independent statethe “the communication system of the
international society™ Within these definitions public diplomacy has ampbrtant
place because it is about communication to forgigblics, beyond the scope of
traditional diplomacy.

Diplomacy has been around as long as independditicgloentities have
existed. “Diplomacy, in short, exists whenever fthare boundaries for identity and
those boundaries of identity are crosséd.To discuss the need for diplomacy is to
go back to the basics of states and the interratisystem. States are created to
protect and promote the interests of those who filvem. These states are said to be
in a system because what one state does directlpdimectly affects the others.
Foreign policy is the substance of a state’s mteati with other powers and the

purposes it hopes to achieve by these relatioasesSt

® Adam WatsonDiplomacy: The Dialogue Between Stafiiew York: Routledge, 1982), 11.

19 A. James, “Diplomacy and International Societyriternational Relation$(6) (1980):931-948.
quoted in Christer J6nsson and Martin Hall, “Comination: An Essential Aspect of Diplomacy,”
International Studies Perspectivé®)03), 4, 196.

1 C. M. Constantinoupn the Way to DiplomadiMinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996)
113, quoted in Jonsson and Hall, 196.
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cannot function in a vacuum of isolation, with eadmmunity considering

only how to manage its internal affaifSach state is obliged, by the very

desire to control its own destiny as far as possibd take account of the
neighbors who impinge on its interests and thosesafitizens™>

Due to the nature of independent states, they llifferent identities and
interests. Because the states cannot functiorolatisn, these different interests rub
against one another. “Relations between states) thase closest to each other in
culture and temperament, are at once competitidecaoperative*® Diplomacy is
the process of dialogue and negotiation by whiettestin a system conduct their
relations and pursue their purposes short ofar.

At the core of diplomacy is the need for statescémnmunicate with one
another®®> As most people discover in relationships of anydkicommunication is
vital to avoid conflict as much as possible and kvthrough the contention that
inevitably still occurs. So too with states. Diplatic relations “furnishes a secure
channel of face-to-face communications with decisitakers and a direct means of
influencing them... Diplomatic exchanges reduce tkelihood of miscalculation by
both sides* Miscalculation and misunderstanding, likely evenciose relations
between people of the same culture, can happetoalleasily in the interaction
between widely differing states. “Communicationtasdiplomacy as blood is to the

human body. Whenever communication ceases, the toithyernational politics, the

process of diplomacy, is dead, and the resultdkent conflict or atrophy® Ongoing

2\Watson, 14.

13 Chas. W. Freeman, JArts of Power: Statecraft and Diplomaashington D.C.: United States
Institute of Peace Press, 1997), 9.

1 Watson, 11.

> Watson, 13.

'® Freeman, 95.

17 V. D. TranCommunication and Diplomacy in a Changing WqiNsbrwood, NJ: Ablex, 1987),
guoted in Jonsson and Hall, 195-210.
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communication helps prevent the unnecessary esgalat violence.“In the absence
of diplomatic discourse, confrontation is left &ke its mindless coursé®

Diplomacy is the first way a country deals with grexceived threat to national
security. “The diplomatic establishment, not thditary establishment, is the first line
of defense ™ Diplomacy is cheaper than war in dollars and livésis obvious that
in this Atomic Age diplomacy is cheaper than figlgti for the cost of a world war in
one day is far greater than that of the entireatlijgtic service for one yeaf™
Although not perfect, diplomacy is preferable tarwa

Diplomats are the actors that facilitate the dialdpetween nations:/The
task of diplomats is the nonviolent advancementhefpolitical, economic, cultural,
and military interests of their state and peopfeDiplomats take the foreign policy
objectives of their state and attempt to commuei@atd persuade the country they
visit to act in these interests. A government wantde sure the diplomat clearly
grasps the purpose and intended results of a mesbagthe manner in which to
communicate the message is the skill of the diptdfa

A diplomat’s position is like that of a lawyer, wémjob is to make a client’s
case appear better in court or negotiations, régmsdf the lawyer's own opinion.
The lawyer must promote the interests of his clanbest he can within the limits of
the law. It is also the lawyer’s duty to counsed tlient on how best to achieve his
interests. The same is true of the diplorfiatn diplomacy, as in the practice of law,
there can be a reputation of and tendency towapdicity. Stalin is said to have

quipped, “a diplomat’s words have no relation téicas—otherwise what kind of

'8 Freeman, 123.

¥ Thomas A. BaileyThe Art of Diplomacy: The American Experietfisew York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1968), 71.

2 Bailey, 148.

%L Freeman, 4.

22 Freeman, 100.

% Freeman, 115.
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diplomacy is it?Sincere diplomacy is no more possible than dry watewooden
iron.”?* Despite there being some wisdom in such obsentiat its core, diplomacy
is about a search for compromise, understandirdypartually acceptable solutions.

Diplomacy has typically been carried out in privdietween high level
representatives, whether diplomats or foreign rrieis. Peter Marshall distinguishes
between “Old” and “New” diplomacy. “The ‘Old Diploacy’ was ‘political,’
esoteric, elitist, and far from the madding crotiDiplomats have traditionally been
confidential messengers between soverefgrs. Byzantine and Renaissance times
diplomacy was characterized by secret and confileocommunicatiorf” However,
the debate about whether diplomatic communicatidroulsl extend beyond
government officials to the public has taken platalifferent points in historyFor
example, in Ancient Greece, diplomatic envoys wexpected to debate in public.
Throughout the 2Dcentury the public nature of diplomacy again taokortance.

The official function of diplomacy is indispensabin the international
system. “States establish diplomatic relations tanage official interactions with
national government$® However, as the international system has changedtbe
years, so too must the tools of diplomacy in ordepreserve it as a better way of
resolving differences between countries than warce&SWorld War II, changes have
taken place to necessitate diplomacy expanding rizkytbe private and official

interaction of diplomats.

24 peter MarshallPositive DiplomacyNew York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997), 8.
% Marshall, 9.

% Freeman, 99.

27 J6nsson and Hall, 203.

8 Freeman, 94.
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[1.3 Why Is Public Diplomacy Needed?

Public diplomacy is taking on greater importanceng before September 11
sparked many Americans beginning to slowly recogyrize dire need for public
diplomacy, there were already many factors neassjt adjustment in the way that
diplomacy is approached. Changes in the conduicttefational relations in the 90
century caused public diplomacy to become an imgtispble part of foreign affairs.
In 1998 the Center for Strategic and Internatiddldies (CSIS) initiated a study
entitled Reinventing Diplomacy in the Information AQe A 63-person Advisory
Panel, focusing on the information revolution ah@ expanding participation of
publics in international relations, argued thatptdmacy must become increasingly
public to serve the national interest.”

The overarching reason for the increased importafiqeublic diplomacy is
the erosion of the state-centric system. Althougttes are still the primary actors,
they are no longer the only ones, nor are theyotilg ones with enough power to
influence the international system. Peter Marstedirs to the changes as a series of
“invasions” of the political foregrountf. These invasions challenge the traditional
diplomacy of government-to-government interactisrhich was well suited for a
world dominated by powerful states that monopolizealver. States controlled
resources, communication, and weapofise preeminence of the governing elites
was once accepted in more places around the ghamerdingly, for a state to have
its way when its interests rubbed against thosaramfther state, it was generally
sufficient to work through traditional diplomati©@nnels. This has changed due to

the proliferation of actors, more competition oitras, and a democratizing world.

29 Center for Strategic and International Studies|8J,Reinventing Diplomacy in the Information Age
(1998). http://mww.csis.org/ics/dia/.
% Marshall, 10.
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[1.3.1 Rise of Non-State Actors

The first factor to cause the erosion of the statatric system and render
public diplomacy more important is the proliferatiof actors in the international
system. In centuries past a few dominant coloniavgys monopolized most of the
power. The influx of the number of states, tranemal organizations, non-
governmental organizations, multinational corparati, and other non-sate actors left
traditional government-to-government diplomacy ffisient for the international
relations of a country. As the number of statesesthe World Wars has increased, so
has the number of voices with their own interestthe international systerBefore,
if the United States had interests in Nigeria, theye part of the established relations
with Britain. But after gaining its independenceli®60, Nigeria had its own voice
based on its culture, preferences, and view ofmbid. The U.S. needs to care more
about the opinions that Nigerians have than whew tiere ruled by BritainA more
complicated system means a greater need to geindumobilize support for a state’s
interests. In a family, for example, before kidsneoalong a husband and wife can
more readily discuss and come to an agreement @mewtb go for a vacatiormut
when a few kids enter the picture, each with tle&n opinions and preferences, the
parents need to consider exciting the kids in otdedo something in particular. A
father may do well to talk directly to the childreabhout how much fun it would be to
go to a sports match, especially if the mothepmsaking to them about another plan.
Diplomacy has had to be broadened to foster newtioes with many more
independent states, altering the diplomatic lanusad a few powers sending private

government delegations primarily to each other.
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While the proliferation of states has required exjea diplomatic efforts, the
rise in importance of non-state actors has espgcalallenged the traditional
government-to-government role of diplomacy. “A mrajtactor is the erosive
influence of non-governmental activities on trasfil sovereign prerogatived-”
Transnational organizations like the United Nati@nsEuropean Union have to be
considered in addition to the states that compbsér tparts. Non-governmental
organizations influence public opinions and a vasnber of causes. Multinational
corporations likewise cross national borders andirtlpractices influence the
international community. “Whereas the fear in tH&/0s was that multinationals
would become an arm of government, the concerniadiat they are disconnecting
from their home countries’ national interests, nmgvjobs, evading taxes, and eroding
economic sovereignty in the proced§Nultinationals are among the non-state actors
that erode the dominance of states and rendetitnaali diplomacy inadequate.

Another non-state actor garnering great attentererrorist organizations.
While states can support terrorism, it emanatest find foremost from non-state
actors®® One of the sources of terrorism was the radicaligs that formed on the
fringes of several religions towards the end of 288 century.The tens of thousands
of Muslims who went to fight against the Soviet wgation of Afghanistan has
formed the foundation of the Al Qaeda’s vast nekwor loosely affiliated cells
scattered throughout perhaps 60 countfids.a review of articles about the terrorist
organization, Byman cites that Al-Qaeda draws andhpport of 6 million radicals

worldwide but what makes precise humbers elusivsimultaneously a small core

3L wilson P. DizardDigital Diplomacy: U.S. Foreign Policy in the Inimation AggWestport,
Connecticut: Praeger, 2002),186.

% Matthews, 56.

33 Shibley Telhami,The Stakes: America in the Middle Ea@oulder, Colorado: Westview Press,
2002), 70.

*Joseph S. Nye, JBoft Power: The Means to Success in World Poltitsy York: Public Affairs,
2004), 22-23.
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group and a broader network linking various Islargiwups and cause®"Working
with states to combat terrorism is not enough tange the hearts of those who feel
greater allegiance to a cause than their stateal®ecof the transnational nature of
Islamist ideology and other terrorist groups, tiiadial diplomacy is not enough to
deal with the issue. A wider audience needs toiteetty addressed as the number of

entities increases—whether states, multinationgdarations, or terrorist networks.

[1.3.2 Competition over ldeas

The ideological struggles engulfing the world sindéorld War Il have
required democracies to enter the battle of idddeas are toughThey cannot be
killed with bayonets or bomb3.hey skip across international borders or billowing
oceans. They can be successfully combated only héttter ideas* Fascism,
communism, liberal democracy, and Islamism are améme ideas that have
transcended state power. The recognition of ndgefmi public diplomacy in the
U.S. was sparked by combating the ideas of fastisfine ideological clash with
communism during the Cold War brought public diptmy front and center in
American foreign affairsCoombs wrote at the height of the Cold War, “Thghty
charged compound of people, ideas, and knowledgeedsby the new technologies
and the ideological contest, has unleashed humiaasdfar more powerful in their
impact on societies and governments than the fofroeiclear energy® The U.S. felt
the need to go directly to the people to make tee @bout a specific ideologihe
ubiquitous term “hearts and minds” associated ithlic diplomacy became famous

by President Johnson’s use of it during the VietiVdar. In 1965 he proclaimed, “So

% Daniel L Byman, “Al-Qaeda as an Adversary: Do Wederstand Our Enemy®orld Politics(Oct.
2003): 149.

% Bailey, 207.

¥ Tuch, 14.

% Coombs, 13.
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we must be ready to fight in Viet-Nam, but theralite victory will depend upon the
hearts and the minds of the people who actually diut there ¥ President Johnson
recognized an ideological battlefield.

Traditional diplomatic effort with a country thahpresses one ideology on a
people is not enough to rally the public to chanlylast recently ideological
opposition from the Al-Qaeda brand of Islamism lwasised reassertion of the
importance of the discipline: “Public diplomacy éssential. So far, al-Qaeda is
winning the battle of ideas: its concept of defeagihad is gaining credence, as is its
credo that the United States is at the root ofMiuslim world’s problems* Public

diplomacy is vital in the competition of ideas.

11.3.3 Democratizing World

Another reason for the rise in importance of puldiplomacy is that more
people around the world do not accept the rightadew elites to make all the
decisions to guide the country. Both the numbetdehocracies in the word and the
amount of democratic involvement have increasedesiworld War Il. In Peter
Marshall's terms, the “New Diplomacy” which flouned around the time of World
War | is “populist rather than elitist. It is a retof intense public interest and debate.
The auditorium is as important as the stajePartly due to more men and women
having the chance for education, people are demgnuliore accountability by the
government.Writing more than four decades ago, Coombs recegnthis trend.

“Millions of ordinary people who once accepted gowveents as a superior authority

*president Lyndon B. Johnson, "Remarks at a DinneetMg of the Texas Electric Cooperatives,
Inc." (speechMay 4, 1965), http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws#xghp?pid=26942

“0Byman, 162.

* Marshall, 10.
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to be paid and obeyed have now caught the radatedmthat governments are meant
not merely to rule but to servé®”

Accordingly, more people around the world are hgvinsay in what their
governments do. “Given today’'s hyper-communicativilemocratizing world,
successful foreign policy cannot be made in sebseta tight group of trusted
confidants.”® There are times that a government may want to cprfgpl strategic
reasons, but is unable to do so because of thecpbltost. Democracy makes public
diplomacy more applicable because the power angideemaking of a country are
diffused. “To understand and to affect decision imgkn a democracy, diplomats
must range broadly through parliamentary and pestyidors, into newsrooms and
interest group offices and beyond the capital tifyFor a country to have influence
abroad it needs to present its case increasinghetpeople and not only the powerful

decision makers of the foreign country.

11.3.4 Facilitators of Democratization

In addition to proliferation of actors, more compeh over ideas, and a
democratic population, the technological advanceer orecent decades have
facilitated many additional changes that break ddlwa state-centric system, thus
making public diplomacy a vital part of interactiovith the world. The changing
facilitators could generally be referred to as “denmatizing technology,” making
technology more accessible to more peoflke facilitators of democratization:
communication technology, transportation, and waapbave increased the impact a

few people can have on those far away, people-dpipeinteraction, access to

2 Coombs, 13.

“3patricia H. Kushlis and Patricia Lee Sharpe, “Rubliplomacy Matters More Than EveFbreign
Service Journa{Oct. 2006): 30.

“4 Casimir A. Yost and Mary Locke, “America’s DiplotsaAbroad Are More Necessary Than Ever,”
International Herald TribungJuly 16, 1997. http://www.iht.com/articles/1997/06/edyost.t.php
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information through non-governmental channels, theel of competition for
allegiance, and the speed at which informationeiisaand is expected.

“The most powerful engine of change in the relatieeline of states and the
rise of non-state actors is the computer and telewonications revolution?® Before,
the time and cost of international communicatiors wehibitive, but now it can be
done effortlessly by more of the world’s populati@omputers and the Internet are
becoming cheaper, and more accessible to the conp@@on.Before, a computer
filled an entire room and could only be financedabgovernment. Now, many people
in the world own a personal computer and more ttean percent of the world’s
population can access the InterffefThe changes in technology have challenged
traditional diplomacy but also provided new oppuoities to reach out to more of the
world.

The communications revolution makes instantane@akange of information
possible, disregarding national borders, and shrgnkhe world. It is no longer just
the foreign ministries and governments that knovatwk happening across a border
or an ocean. “In this world of instantaneous infation, traditional diplomacy
struggles to sustain its relevandé.'Whereas before governments could mostly
interact with each other and communicate selegtit@ltheir publics, the public now
has almost instantaneous access to what is goirtgronghout the world. “Nations
once connected by foreign ministries and tradezsnamw linked through millions of

individuals by fiber optics, satellite, wirelessdacable in a complex network without

%5 Jessica T. Matthews, “Power ShifEbreign Affairs(Jan/Feb 1997): 51.

* There are many sources citing this approximaienage of Internet accesdmong the sources is the
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, November 2006.
http://www.gatesfoundation.org/GlobalDevelopmendi@ILibraries/Announcements/Announce-
061130.htm

47 “Reinventing Diplomacy in the Information Age,” 8.
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central control.*® When first introduced in 1915, a three-minute phoall from New
York to San Francisco cost more than $20 or thevatgnt of 90 hours of labor for
the average wage earrféThe same call can now be made for free by someithe
access to a computer.

The evolution of information and communicationshi@alogy, which has only

just begun, will probably heavily favor non-statiges, including those not

yet envisaged, over states. The new technologiesueage noninstitutional,
shifting networks over the fixed bureaucratic hiehées that are the hallmark
of the single-voiced sovereign stafe.
The growth in communication technology is a faattir of change that makes public
diplomacy increasingly necessary.

Transportation is another facilitator that rendewsblic diplomacy more
pertinent than ever. Partly due to limits in tramation, diplomacy of the past
typically involved elite representatives of goveemnts being sent to another country.
The transportation available drastically limite@ tieasibility of what could be done.
When a diplomatic contingent took weeks or montid great expense to travel to a
location, it had to be done sparinglin terms of both the volume and speed of goods
and passenger transport the achievements of théwascenturies have completely
outclassed the painfully acquired gains of the whafl previous recorded history*”
Such a vast revolution in transportation has dralyi altered the ability of distant
peoples to be in contact with each othow businessmen, tourists, and other
common citizens can crisscross the world with rdsaiale speedThis facilitates far
more non-governmental interaction between peoplespecially pertinent here are

the new techniques of transportation and communitatvhich have shrunk the

globe, making close neighbors of formerly dark drsfant continents and quickening

“8 “Reinventing Diplomacy in the Information Age,” 8.

*9W. Michael Cox and Richard Alm, “Time Well Spefite Declining Real Cost of Living in
America,” 21, quoted in “Reinventing Diplomacy etInformation Age,” 15.

0 Matthews, 66.

*1 Philip Bagwell,The Transport Revolution from 17@0ondon: B.T. Batsford, 1974), 11.
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the circulation of provocative ideas and knowlettgeughout the world> This was

in 1964. While the shrinking globe and provocative ideas arechallenge to
governments, they also provide an incrediypgortunityto strengthen relationships
between states that did not exist in the formaltmgs between diplomatic emissaries
in centuries past.

Another facilitator that has fostered the needrfon-state actors to be taken
seriously is the “democratization of weapons.” Asthwcommunication and
transportation, powerful weapons used to be mornmgublby statesRecent years
have made it obvious that weapons of mass desiruatie now accessible to people
with a few hundred dollarsState-centric systems made the use of weapons more
predictable.Most obviously, the Cold War, despite the unpreogste danger of
thousands of nuclear weapons, maintained a levptetfictability that was managed
through tense diplomatic relations between statéswever, in today’s world a
handful of common people can kill hundreds in alenevent.This facilitates the
need to give non-state actors more attention.

These facilitators combine to enable a small nunalbgreople to have a large
impact on people far away. Because states no loegeatrol communication,
transportation, and weapons of mass destructiothag once did, maintaining
relationships with just states is no longer suéinti Although states remain the
primary actors in the system, the awful terroristsan recent years emphasize that
states do not control the flow of information andapons. The tragedy of September
11 is a terrifying example of how much power a $mamber of people can have.
Communication utilized for planning, transportatimn training, access to a foreign

country, and even the weapons show how today'shtdogy can be used in tragic

52 Coombs, 12.

23



ways.The London bombers in July 2005 were able to mas@poens to kill hundreds
and carry out the entire operation for less tha0®,pounds® States no longer
monopolize the use of force. The more power wieldgedommon people, the more

they need to be taken into account.

11.3.5 Impact of Facilitators of Democracy

The technological advances of communication andspartation have
increased the amount of people-to-people contactrar the world. People can form
their opinion of a country based on non-governmenannels like an on-line
friendship with someone across an océfith the touch of a few keys an email about
one’s impressions of a country can be sent to dieanpeople around the worlthis
undermines the dominance of government-to-goverhmighomacy.However, new
communication capabilities can create opportunifesinteraction with a foreign
public, even avoiding the filters of an unfriendipvernment. A government can
sponsor a music group to come and play in anotbantcy to help break down
stereotypes. Two students from different partdhefworld can be brought together in
an Internet chat-room to discuss common global eorsc With accessible
transportation, citizens can travel and build adaustanding between peoples. Every
person that goes abroad becomes a representativie of her country. Diplomacy
that ignores person-to-person contact will beconeeeiasingly irrelevant and will be
squandering a great opportunity.

In addition to greater person-to-person contaat, phblic also has greater
access to information through the radio, Interraetd satellite television. “Even

remote populations have increasing opportunitiegoton their own views of the

%3 House of Commons, “Report of the Official Accofithe Bombings in London ord"@uly 2005.”
(London, May 11, 2006), 23.
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United States directly, without the need to filseich information through the official
media of local governments—or of the U.S. governnighBecause the public can
now get more information from non-government sosirgovernment-to-government
diplomacy is not enough to have a voice in thermfation that is shaping the minds.
With little government control and a vast amounirdgbérmation from many sources
the chance for misperception is grdatis in a country’s interest to enter into that
conversation and have a voice in the opinions dhatbeing formed about it. This is
highlighted by the French expressioles'absents ont toujours trthose absent are
always wrong” If the truth is not available, ideas will be formdzhsed on
misinformation and distorted perceptions. As thethiaf today grow up connected to
the Internet, public diplomacy is only going toniease in importance. Official visits
to other countries or formal correspondence betwgmrernments is not enough to
win the support of the public.

Facilitated by the rise of communication technolodlyere is also more
competition for the hearts and minds of the publi¢ithout the monopoly of
information by states, more actors can competedople’s allegiance.

Widely accessible and affordable technology haskdiro governments’

monopoly on the collection and management of lamgeunts of information

and deprived governments of the deference theyyedjdecause of it. In
every sphere of activity, instantaneous accessftwrmation and the ability to
put it to use multiplies the number of players whatter and reduces the
number who command great authorty.
This competition makes it necessary for states espaond. The most pressing
challenge is from Al-Qaed&Al-Qaeda the organization has increasingly become

indistinguishable from the media phenomendnSome have argued that Osama Bin

Laden, even hiding in a cave, is out-communicatifegUnited States. “Once again he

> Miller, 55.
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has beaten America at an American game: publiconipty. He may be sitting

®8 Bin Laden is able to reach

powerlessly in a cave, but his image is as scagvas
distant regions with his message. He is able loentce, convince, motivate, and spur
to action great amounts of peopliea country does not reach out to its own people,
they do not just remain uniformed or ambivaldnstead, there is active competition
for their allegiance. As long as non-state actath their own—sometimes violent—
ambitions are competing for allegiance, states st An article in theNew York
Timeslast year illuminated the “increasingly sophistéch network of contributors
and discussion leaders helping to wage Al Qaedatfiebfor Muslim hearts and
minds.” This competition must drive public diplomacy foraait is not acceptable
to let Bin Laden dominate the media while governtaemlk in private amongst
themselves. All the while, publics are making tragcisions less based on what the
government releases to them about the summits batatates and more through the
ideas released in videos and discussed on@ogernments need to vigorously enter
the on-line dialogue and compete for the heartsnainds of the public.

In addition to the competition that forces statesnter into public diplomacy,
the communications revolution has also raised thge@ation of instant
communication. The public expects to have instafbrmation as events unfold.
Ideas travel at remarkable speeds. Accordinglyegoments need to make efforts to
supply information at this fast pace before opisiane formed based on others telling
the story.This presents a real challenge to governments.f@meer U.S. Secretary of
State explained his concern, “Will the speed atcWwhive communicate drive out

thought? | worry about that a lot. Instant answiersstant problems can get you into

*8 John Tierney, “Osama’s Spin LessorBje New York Timesate Edition, East Coast, A. 23, Sep.
12, 2006.

*¥Hassan M. Fattah, “Growing Unarmed Battalion ire@@Army is Using Internet to Get the
Message Out,New York Timed.ate Edition, East Coast, A.6, Sep. 30, 2006.
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a hell of a lot of trouble® Although there is still a place for governmentsreising
caution, diplomats nevertheless have to be abbd#pt in order to remain relevant.
The traditional reluctance of diplomats to charggecifically in regard to technology,

is emphasized throughout Wilson Dizar@gyital Diplomacy “Until recently, they
shared a belief that theirs was an elite profesaimhthat its practitioners could rely
primarily on their personal skill$®* The speed of communication has necessitated
change.

In summary, there are abundant interconnected meafwr the increasing
applicability of public diplomacy. The number anghés of actors in the international
system have challenged the state-centric systemri$l in democracy has bolstered
the significance of the public. The days of goveentrmonopoly of information have
faded into the past. In a more globalized worldhwaiccess to new technologies,
publics seek understanding without the filters @¢@&nment. “The traditional concept
that foreign affairs are a self-contained, somewbeabndite, specialty, which can be
hived off from the rest of public business and heddseparately from it, will no
longer stand up to critical examinatiotf.Although states are absolutely still relevant,
the public has to be given more consideration thawas afforded previously.
Common people now have the means to influence mifidtigreat harm to people
outside their bordersTherefore the United States has slowly expandearizkyhe

boundaries of traditional diplomacy in responsthtochanging world.

89“The FSO Who did it All,”Foreign Service JourngDune 1998): 32, quoted in Dizard, 99.
61 ~;

Dizard, 99.
%2 Marshall, 23.

27



1.4 History of Public Diplomacy in the United States

The practice of diplomacy has had to develop siheesarly days of America.
The drastically different situation is magnified President Thomas Jefferson’s
famous letter to Secretary of State James Madistiedeginning of the focentury:
“We have not heard from our ambassador in Parigworyears. If we do not hear
from him by the end of this year, let us write hirtetter.®?

The relatively recent history of public diplomagy the United States began
with the outbreak of the World Wars and the U.Eing a more active role in the
world. President Woodrow Wilson created the Coneritbn Public Information
during World War | to influence American public apn to support the war and
inform the world about U.S. intentiofi5In the words of George Creel, the influential
journalist tasked with spearheading the effort, “iMeght prejudice, indifference, and
disaffection at home and we fought ignorance andefmod abroad® It is
noteworthy the extent to which this one committessvinvolved with influencing
public at both home and abrodthe degree of separation between these spheres was
a debate in the ensuing decades. Creel emphasized light for the minds of the
public had been sparked by the Germans.

It was in this recognition of Public Opinion as ajor force that the Great

War differed most essentially from all previous ftiats. The trial of strength

was not only between massed bodies of armed mednbdiween opposed

ideals, and moral verdicts took on all the valuenlitary decisions. Other
wars went no deeper than the physical aspectsGeuamnanKultur raised
issues that had to be fought out in the heartava@nds of people as well as on
the actual firing-line®®

While debatable whether World War | was unique wming beyond the

physical aspects of war to fight for the hearts amdds of people, this quotation

83 Quoted in Yost and Locke.

® Tuch, 14.

% George CreeHow We Advertised Ameri¢hlew York: Harper & Brothers, 1920), 4.
http://www.historytools.org/sources/creel.html.

% Creel, 3.
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identifies the reasons why public diplomacy islstilought to be vital today.
Reflecting back on the motivation of the Committeat came to be associated with
his name, Creel asserted a belief that the Unitate$ needed only to present the
facts to bring the lies to light.

Every possible expedient was employed to breakutiitrahe barrage of lies
that kept the people of the Central Powers in desknand delusion; we
sought the friendship and support of the neutraiona by continuous
presentation of facts. We did not call it propagarfdr that word, in German
hands, had come to be associated with deceit amdption. Our effort was
educational and informative throughout, for we tsadh confidence in our
case as to feel that no other argument was needad the simple,
straightforward presentation of facts.

Despite the high rhetoric, the American public &whgress were suspicious
of the government spreading propaganda in the®US.government-run news
service and influencing Hollywood to make movieswimg America in a positive
light were among the efforts that many felt wenydyel education and information.
This early foray during a time of conflict was cklic abolished with the end of the
war. Nevertheless, the Creel Committee set an itapbprecedent for a belief that
education and information were vital in a globdtlesover ideas.

It was not until the rise of the Nazi cultural off@ve in Latin America that the
cultural dimension of foreign relations was recagai as an important tool of the
government? In 1938, President Roosevelt created a Divisio€wltural Relations

in the State Department “for the purpose of enagintapand strengthening cultural

relations and intellectual cooperation between tleited States and other

57 Creel, 4.
8 Nye, 102.
% Coombs, 23.
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countries.”’ This effort included exchanges of students and gssirs, book
translations, libraries and cultural broadcaSts.

President Roosevelt also established the Offia&aftime Information (OWI)
during World War 11.The OWI set up a vast campaign to disseminate nmd@on
throughout the world. Underlying the distinctiontween the Division of Cultural
Relations and the OWI was a debate between twaappesOn the one side, there
were advocates of the culture and education progthat would have a trickle-down
effect on relations between statd$iey argued for a long-term approach that must
have continuity and be free of manipulation of miation. On the other side was a
“tough-minded” group more comfortable with propagiamg through media or
movies that promised more “bang for the buck” ia short-ternd?

The end of World War Il brought sharp oppositionctmtinuing any kind of
foreign information business in peace time.

It is hard now to recall how utterly unenthusiasiideed downright hostile,

the American people and Congress then were todhgigea of government

being in the foreign information business in peacetPsychological warfare,
like mass killing, had been accepted as a necessityar; but the “dirty
business of propaganda,” as it was called, hadlam®epn peacetime... There
was fear, too, that propaganda machinery in govemtnmands might be
turned to manipulating public opinion in our owruotry.”

Indeed, in 1945 the OWI was abolished.
However, the outbreak of the Cold War and the neagconstruct Germany,

Japan, and Australia made the continuation of thHeu@l and education programs

important. In 1946 Congress approved the so-cdfgibright Amendment, named

"O«Cultural Programs at the Department of State 0538 the Present,” U.S. Department of State,
Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, NovemBé, 2000.
http://www.state.gov/r/'whconf/001124 bkgd_eca.html

" Coombs, 26.

2 Nye, 103.

3 Coombs, 28.
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after its primary sponsor, Senator J. William Figlbt of Arkansas. The horrors of
World War Il motivated Senator Fulbright to develaprogram that would increase
mutual understanding in the world. The fundameid@h of the Fulbright Act was to
channel funds from the sale of surplus militaryipment into scholarships, “literally
swords into plowshares of the mind.This was the forerunner to the still existing
Fulbright Program and many other exchange progrdrhs. flourishing programs
were given large credit in the successful recorsitn and friendships that developed
with Germany and Japafor example, between 1949 and 1954 over ten thdusan
Germans came to the U.S. on official visHs.

Many Congressmen came home from experiences abftadWorld War |l
“shocked and angered by the calculated misreprasens of the United States they
had encountered and deeply concerned by the evidekt of understanding of
American society and motives, even among gooddgéhThis provided an impetus
for the United States Information and Education Att1948. Better known as the
Smith-Mundt Act, this was the key law in legitirng what would become known as
public diplomacy. The Smith-Mundt Act was “an act to promote the drett
understanding of the United States among the psafjléhe world and to strengthen
cooperative international relation§."This act authorized a world-wide information
campaign and money to fund a broad educationalasgsh program to complement
the Fulbright Program.

The Smith-Mundt Act was also important in addregsome of the ongoing
debates about public diplomacy. It helped sharpdyirdyuish between information

and education activitiesThe information side, described with such terms as

" Richard T. Arndt and David Lee Rubin, edghge Fulbright Difference, 1948-19¢Rlew Brunswick,
New Jersey: Transaction Publishers, 1993), 14.

®Tuch, 16.

5 Coombs, 30.

" Quoted in Tuch, 17.
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“propaganda” or “public relations,” would be separdrom efforts at “mutual
understanding” in the educational programs. ThetlsMundt Act also encouraged
the maximum use of private facilities whenever theuld be used instead of federal
agencies?

The importance of these fledgling programs’ atiBgi was realized as the
Cold War began. President Truman’s “Campaign otirgpeech in 1950 remains
monumental in the recognition given to public dipkxy in the U.S.

The cause of freedom is being challenged througth@utvorld by the
forces of imperialistic communisnThis is a struggle, above all else, for the
minds of man.Propaganda is one of the most powerful weapons the
communists have in this struggleDeceit, distortion, and lies are
systematically used by them as a matter of delibgyalicy. This propaganda
can be overcome by truth—plain, simple, unvarnistreath—presented by
newspapers, radio, and other sources that the @éwist...

Our task is to present the truth to millions of pleowho are
uninformed or misinformed or unconvinced. Our testo reach them in their
daily lives, as they work and learn. We must betalegenious, and diligent
in reaching peoples of other countries, whateveir ttducational and cultural
backgrounds may be. Our task is to show them tlesidbm is the way to
economic and social advancement, the way to palilndependence, the way
to strength, happiness, and peace.

This task is not separate and distinct from othements of our
foreign policy. It is a necessary part of all we @oing to build a peaceful
world. It is as important as armed strength or eown aid. The Marshall
plan, military aid, point 4—these and other progsaiepend for their success
on the understanding and support of our own cifzand those of other
countries.

We must make ourselves known as we really are—s@anmunist
propaganda pictures us. We must pool our efforth wiose of other free
peoples in a sustained, intensified program to ptenthe cause of freedom
against the propaganda of slavery. We must maksetua&s heard round the
world in a great campaign of truff.

Some of the same themes from the Creel Committe®&/@fld War | are
evident, such as the “unvarnished truth” triumphowger propaganda. The Smith-

Mundt Act led to the establishment of the U.S. infation Agency (USIA) as a

8 Coombs, 31.
President Harry S. TrumatGampaign of Truth,{Address on Foreign Policy at a luncheon of the
American Society of Newspaper Editors, Washing®@.., April 20, 1950).
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separate agency in 1953. President Eisenhowerathdéng USIA “to submit evidence
to peoples of other nations by means of commumicagchniques that the objectives
and policies of the United States are in harmonyhvand will advance their
legitimate aspirations for freedom, progress, aeacp.° The Fulbright-Hays Act of
1961 was also instrumental legislation for the tardtion of the cultural side of
public diplomacy and it created the structure unabich international cultural and
exchange programs are still organized. The Burdaiducational and Cultural
Affairs set policy and ran the exchange and presems programs. The USIA
implemented these programs overseas. The Advisomndittee on the Arts would
continue in culture and arts exchanfes.

The United States utilized all of these progranrsuphout the Cold War to
keep friends and build bridges to people behind Itbe Curtain. Although the
reasons for the eventugérestroikaand end of the Cold War are complex, in the end
public opinion was for chandé.The appeal of capitalism and freedom overtook the
life imposed by the Soviets. “Working smart, woidimdirectly and by example as
much as exhortation in Iron Curtain countries, th&. was able to influence and
strengthen the resolve of people seeking demo@adythe corresponding freedom of
speech, thought and religioff'The public diplomacy effort of the U.S. came wif
understanding that the Cold War (as Creel procldisi@out World War 1) was not
going to be won with only military might, but insdruggle of ideas. The economic
and cultural attraction of the United States helgedtribute to triumph over the

Soviet Union.

8 president Dwight EisenhowePublic Papers of the United States—Dwight D. Eissver,
(Statement, The White House, Oct. 28, 1953), Officthe Federal Register, quoted in Tuch, 21.
8L«Cultural Programs at the Department of State 0538 the Present,” November 24, 2000.

8 Marshall, 126.

8 Kushlis and Sharpe, 31.
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With the immediacy of threats emanating from theldC&Var, public
diplomacy became limited in the minds of Americdansmeeting the immediate
national security objectives. In the National SegubDirective 77 (NSDD-77) of
1983, public diplomacy is defined as “those actiohthe U.S. government designed
to generate support for our national security dbjes.”® The Special Planning
Group established by NSDD-77 was responsible faueng that “a wide-ranging
program of effective initiatives is developed amdplemented to support national
security policy, objectives and decisions.” White Reagan administration supported
a wide range of public diplomacy activities, thegres limited to increasing support
abroad for the U.S. national security policies abgectives. The long-term benefits
of cultural and education programs again lost vasieghe immediacy of the conflict
favored short-term results.

It naturally followed, then, that the end of thel@€\War, with the ideological
battle seemingly won, brought diminished investmantpublic diplomacy. This
continued the clear trend of recognizing the nead 6r at least committing the
resources to, public diplomacy only in the faceafflict. Whenever there was peace,
the U.S. flagged in its desire to have active mputiplomacy. With the collapse of the
Soviet Union, the public diplomacy resources depetbover decades atrophied and
even the value of a public diplomacy profession higbly disputedsStill, there were
those who tried to voice the danger of cutting ahphtic efforts. Casimir A. Yost,
Director of the Institute for the Study of Diplonyaat Georgetown University, wrote
in 1997,

The United States is, in the process, using up vamadunts to national

security capital, in the form of influence and tiegilt up over decades in
countries all over the worldBy cutting its diplomatic representation and its

8 National Security Decision Directivellational Security Directive 77 (NSDD-77), The \WhHouse
(Washington, D.C., Jan. 14, 1983) http://www.fagliop/offdocs/nsdd/nsdd-077.htm.
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aid and information programs around the world, Viagon risks

contributing to a diminution in U.S. global influem at a time when U.S.

global interests and dependencies are expafiding.

However, there were not enough advocates of the dd:@inuing to invest in
its long-term relations abroatVith the demise of the threat from communism, the
United States was more interested in cutting itgleti than investing in international
diplomacy. Between 1989 and 1999, the budget of the U.S. nméition Agency
decreased by ten percent, before finally beingelthto the State Department in
1999% At the ceremony commemorating the consolidatiorthef State Department
and the USIA on October 1, 1999, then-SecretaiStafe Madeleine Albright told the
employees of USIA:

| am honored to welcome you as co-architects indlmg a vigorous and

farsighted American foreign policy witpublic diplomacyat its core—a policy

that will lead our nation and the world into a nem, where information will
matter greatly and freedom even mbfte.
Although the consolidation of the USIA was donehwihe expressed intention of
bringing public diplomacy closer to foreign polidgvelopment, many see it as the
devaluation of public diplomacy. An article in tRereign Service Journargues that
“contrary to the expectations of the policymakefvabolished the U.S. Information

Agency in a fit of hubris and parsimony,” publigbtimacy is as vitally important as

evers®

I1.5 Public Diplomacy as a Hope:Post-September 11

As the debris from the attacks of September 11120&s slowly cleaned up,

Americans were left contemplating the nature artérexof the challenge to the U.S.

8 Yost and Locke, July 16, 1997.

8 Nye, 104. When adjusted for inflation.

87 Madeleine Albright, “The Importance of Public Dophacy to American Foreign PolicyJ.S.
Department of State Dispatch, (Oct. 1999, Vol.I$8ue 8).

8 Kushlis and Sharpe, 27.
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The terrorist attacks again pulled Americans frdmairt tendency to devalue public
diplomacy in the absence of conflict. “Only afteepfember 2001 did Americans
rediscover the importance of investing in the stents of soft power, and even then
inadequately ®

The primary response to September 11 was a dealaedn terror° long on
the use of hard power and short on soft power. Bhsh administration’s2002
National Security Strategyeclares, “To defeat this threat we must make tisvery
tool in our arsenal—military power, better homelatiefenses, law enforcement,

intelligence, and vigorous efforts to cut off teisd financing.®*

Diplomacy or public
diplomacy are noticeably missing in the ways toedéeterrorism and are only given
scant mention throughout the seminal document.Il&e is failing to win the peace
in the Middle East by, in part, focusing too muah military intervention and not
enough on building bridges to the people. One pmepb of public diplomacy
observed, “The Pentagon has 16 times as much fgridmpublic diplomacy as the
State Department, and we wonder why the rest oivibréd often thinks that we try to
lead with the barrel of a guri®

Instead of September 11 being seized as an opjigrtonconsolidate global
support against common threats to humanity, thporese of a war on terror, and

especially the unilateral action in Iraq, have édelinprecedented anti-Americanism.

The United States has found itself heavily crigcizand with few frienddt seems

8 Nye, 105.

% The Bush administration’s “Global War on Terrorjsmith many variations of the exact title, will
be standardized as “war on terror” except for tifferént ways it appears in quotations.

! The White House2002 National Security Strategy of the United StafeAmerica
http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.pdf

2 Timothy E. Wirth, President, United Nations Foutinia “Public Diplomacy and Communications,”
(Ambassador Walter H. Annenberg Symposium at Usitienf Southern California, Los Angeles,
March 22, 2005).
http://www.unfoundation.org/files/pdf/2005/Publicidlbmacy Communications_ TEW.pdf
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that reservoirs of appreciation for the United &tatave dried up. The U.S. needs a
sustained effort to reach out to foreign publicd @olster its reserves of friendship
and goodwill.

Just as military might is not adequate to win theage, traditional
government-to-government interaction will also hetenough to turn the tide of anti-
Americanism.n the Middle East, the heart of the ideologicdtlbait seems the U.S.
is losing the fight for hearts and minds of peo@letter public diplomacy offers hope
as a way to increase the understanding of Amefiba.U.S. must bolster its public
diplomacy in order to deal with the current chaljes, sustain relationships, and
prepare for the future. Senator Fulbright's words1P64 offer more hope to the
United States winning the peace than a “surgefaofs.

Foreign policy cannot be based on military postamd diplomatic activities

alone in today’s worldThe shape of the world a generation from now well b

influenced far more by how well we communicate ¥h&ies of our society to
others than by our military or diplomatic superips?*

% Richard Arndt, “Rebuilding America’s Cultural Dighacy,” Foreign Service JournglOct 2006):
42.
 Fulbright quoted in Coombs, ix.
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CHAPTER IlI

ANTI-AMERICANISM FRAMEWORK

[11.1 Introduction

While anti-Americanism is on the rise, it is nohew phenomenon. Since its
inception, America has been the source of both hamed resentment for people
around the worldThe entrance of the U.S. into world affairs in 2@ century and
its eventual emergence as the world’s lone supegpbwought it both admiration and
criticism. The reasons and intensity varying from country tountry, anti-
Americanism has surfaced as a significant concarthie U.S. in the post-September
11 world. The event that moved the world with sythgato empathize with a
wounded America initiated a period of growing rassmt of the same country.

"Nous sommes tous Américdings famously declared by the editor-in-chief
of the French newspapdre Mondetwo days after September 11. “We are all
Americans.” This article is an example of idenafion with America, which is a
product of the world, a “melting pot” of people,ofts, cultures, and values. While
America reflects the rest of the world, it also eleps its own culture and in turn

influences other countries. “Americanization” ispeofoundly interactive process
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between America and all parts of the wdrl@his Americanization can prompt
resentment, as can the other ways that Americaitsspewer to influence the world.
The diversity of anti-Americanism is as diversettas views of Americd,which can
at the same time be the object of one’s dreamstaémbodiment of one’s greatest

hatreds.

[11.2 Anti-Americanism Defined

Although at first-glance the term seems to be egfflanatory, anti-
Americanism encompasses a widely varying phenomemba introduction to the
forum held about anti-Americanism organized by Almeerican Historical Reviena
major historical journal in the United States, sgihis way: “It is clear from many
different sources that anti-Americanism aroundwogld is at an all-time high...anti-
Americanism is hardly new. Nor is it simpl&.Increasing, old, and complex are
appropriate adjectives to introduce anti-Americamis

A simplistic definition of anti-Americanism from wéh to begin is an attitude
of resentment and dislike for American politicsooitture. Katzenstein and Keohane
define anti-Americanism as “a psychological tengetachold negative views of the
United States and of American society in genet&aul Hollander, in his 1992 book
Anti-Americanism writes a possible definition as “An unfocused aladgely
irrational, often visceral aversion towards the tgdiStates, its government, domestic
institutions, foreign policies, prevailing valuesiture, and people’’He argues that if

there was not some irrationality associated witimat one would be interested in the

! Peter J. Katzenstein and Robert O. KeohéAeti-Americanisms, Policy Review(Oct/Nov. 2006).
2 peter J. Katzenstein and Robert O. Keohane, ‘édsi:Americanisms” in World PoliticgIthaca,
New York: Cornell University Press, 2007), 3.

3 “Historical Perspectives on Anti-Americanismiinerican Historical Review)ctober 2006.

* Katzenstein and Keoharig\nti-Americanisms” in World Politics12.

® Paul HollanderAnti-Americanism: Critiques at Home and Abroad, 39®90(New York: Oxford
University Press, 1992), 334-335.
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phenomenon. “Since Nazism is universally perceaggelf-evidently evil, nobody is
seeking a better understanding of anti-Nazi semtimén the post-World-War I
period.”

Accordingly, anti-Americanism is something deegeart disagreement with
the U.S. over policies. Alfred Grosser, writingthre same influential French journal
Le Monde points out that one need not be labeled “anti-Acae’ for opposing U.S.
foreign policy, nor an “anti-Semite” or “anti-Ziastl' for taking Israeli government
policy to task! Anti-Americanism, therefore, relates to an atitudr bias that
develops against America. Resentment of policiesyelver, can harden into a bias
against America. For example, during the yearshef Yietham War some would
claim to be against the war but not necessariliyAamierican. This is captured by one
non-American author’s personal anecdote. “I remendeenonstrating in Paris and in
Washington... against the Vietham War. | never felti-American at the time. In
fact, | rarely felt so close to America as whennggin a ramshackle old school bus to
the Capitol with my American friend$.

Many scholars have also made efforts to demystify-Americanism.lIt is
obvious to most that while there may be an ovehiag: definition, there are sub-
divisions within the phenomenoRhillipe Roger’s distinguishing between the cultura
and political strands of Anti-Americanism is reme&tive of many scholars’
recognition that not all people dislike America tbe same reasons

It always applies selectively, never extending total rejection of both forms

of Americanism: the cultural and the political. Bhwe can have either of two
separate outcomes: One anti-Americanism rejectsralitrends that are seen

® Hollander Anti-Americanism335.

" Alfred Grosser, “Les hors-la-loi” (“The outlaws')e Monde Selection HebdomadaiRaris, April
26, 2003, 8, quoted in Robert Kroes, “European -Amtiericanism: What'sNew?” Journal of
American History93 (Sept. 2006): 8.

®Phillipe Roger, “Global Anti-Americanism and thessens of the ‘French ExceptionThe Journal
of American History(Sept. 2006 )http://www.historycooperative.org/journals/jah/98agjer.html
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as typically American, while it admires America’'sopess, idealism, and

optimism. The other anti-Americanism rejects an Aoan political creed

that, for all its missionary zeal, is perceivedieperialist and oppressive,
while it admires American culture, from its hightarto its pop varietieS.

Other authors convey a similar concept in the misibn between America
being disliked for what it primarilys or for what itdoes Katzenstein and Keohane
astutely point out that anti-Americanism fluctuates much to be simply about what
Americais.*® Juan Cole entitled his article for tAenerican Historical ReviewAnti-
Americanism: It's the Policies.” After a lengthy auation of anti-Americanism
throughout the world, Cole concluded his articlghis way:“What is indisputable is
that the sentiments are not generated by a clash lmasic values. It's the foreign

al

policy, stupid.”” Roger also points to the policies as the reasparf-Americanism.

All polls confirm what seems obvious: America’s igeaabroad has been

rapidly deteriorating in direct connection with alipy seen as (check one or

more): ill motivated, politically naive, hazardoigs the region and the rest of

the world, not to speak of illegitimate in the epésnternational law?
In addition to asserting policies are the causedHerrising anger towards the U.S., he
articulates what many accept as given: that anteAecanism is about foreign policy
blunders and not about something deeper. “Althcwggative attitudes have spiked in
recent years, world opinion is not intrinsicallytiasdmerican.™?

However, there is also support that anti-Americanisas its roots in what
Americais. Paul Hollander wrote in 1992, “Anti-Americanisrashless to do with the
policies and actions of the United States and mwotie what the United States is or

what it stands for* Is it possible that one of the foremost works atti-a

Americanism could be out of date in the post-Sepwmnil world? Markovitz is one

° Roger.

19 Katzenstein and Keohanknti-Americanisms in World Politic8.

1 Juan Cole, “Anti-Americanism: It's the Policiegyierican Historical Review11 (Oct. 2006)
http://www.historycooperative.org/journals/ahr/l4/tole.html.

2 Roger.

13 Steven Kull, “It's Lonely at the TopForeign Policy(July/Aug 2005): 36-37.

* Hollander Anti-Americanism337.
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scholar who emphasizes that anti-Americanism, adtlen Europe, is still caused by
what it is:

Negative sentiments and views have been driven omdy—or even

primarily—by what the United States does, but ratthye an animus against

what Europeans have believed that America is. Whigepolitics, style, and
discourse of the Bush terms—and of President Busla gperson—have
undoubtedly exacerbated aAtinerican sentiment among Europeans and
fostered a heretofore unmatched degree of unitydmat elite and mass
opinion in Europe, they are nabt-Americanism’s cause.

The next section proposes an explanation of amedcanism, taking into
consideration the many frameworks and distinctithred have been made about the
phenomenon, including the differences between mikind policy and what America
is versus what itdoes The framework that follows is a starting pointr fanti-

Americanism to be thoughtfully evaluated based oth lthe varying rootausesand

thelevelof anti-Americanism among a respective people anty.

[11.3 Anti-Americanism Framework

The framework | have developed begins with an etadn of the differing
root causes for anti-Americanism throughout theldvagklthough the reasons for anti-
Americanism vary, the three primary strands co@ddsmed Cultural, Economic, and
Political. After a summary of the elements of theniework, each will be addressed
in detail.

The Cultural strand of anti-Americanism is basedAonerica being seen as
the leader and main culprit of the negative culttrends coming from globalization.

The spread of McDonald’s, Hollywood, or sex symlanks frequently cited sources of

5 Andrei S. Markovits, “Western Europe's America Iitem,” Chronicle of Higher EducatignVol.
53, Issue 20 (January 19, 2007). This essay wastediérom his bookJncouth Nation: Why Europe
Dislikes America(Princeton University Press, 2007).
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resentmentAs the negative cultural trends associated withtwkraericais spread
throughout the world, anti-Americanism rises.

The Economic strand of anti-Americanism comes fthose who resent what
Americadoesin relation to economic dominance in the woAanerica is viewed by
these groups as economically imperialist, bothtenforced spread of neo-liberal
capitalism and unjust pursuit of natural resourc€gpitalism failing to cause
improvement in a country can be a source of bi#gsn as can American
unwillingness to come to the aid of countries ted help economically.

The Political strand originates from what Amera@esin its meddling in the
politics of other countries and the harmful usehafd power. America is a “loose
cannon,” using its military might in unilateral amdesponsible ways. Exemplified
most recently by the Iraq War, America’s overthnogviof regimes and supporting
corrupt dictators are long-lasting sources of amiericanism. The view of the Bush
administration specifically, with its cowboy styéad macho arrogance, is resented.
Perceived one-sided support for Israel is one @htlost commonly cited examples of
this reason for anti-Americanism.

The three-circle Venn diagram in Figure 1 highlggthe predominant theme
of each spheréOne of the strengths of the Venn diagram is showlregoverlap of

reasons for anti-Americanism.
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Figure 1:
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The next step of the framework is based on thegmtion that while the root
causes differ, so do the levels of resentment laaddrresponding view of the United
States. Other frameworks do not typically includgthbof these conceptdany
authors give reasons for anti-Americanism or pdroap of America, but few try to
combine them. The three representative grades tfAarericanism are Benign
Hegemon, Disruptive Force, and Threatening PoMeis is shown visually in Figure
2. While countries could be placed in one categtmg, cylinder shows a vertical
continuum between the three categories within whicluntry could be placed.

Composing the Benign Hegemon level are those thattlae least anti-
American.They see the U.S. as not ill-intending, just unawas it pursues its own
interests. Like the proverbial 800-pound gorillee U.S. does not realize the extent of
its power and influencdt is looking out for its own self-interest andmgly because
of negligence and lack of awareness, causing harothiers. According to this view,

America can be accommodated and hopefully evennbeca more responsible

member of the global community.
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The Disruptive Force category is the middle levakeve the U.S. is viewed as
an irresponsible actor. The behavior of the UnB¢akes needs to be corrected or the
situation will get worseThe U.S. is perceived to be generally uncooperadive
stirring up trouble for the world. More disorderdabloodshed will come if the U.S.
does not correct its behavior.

The Threatening Power category is composed of tivase believe that
America is an immediate threat and danger to thddwdhe most radical among
these anti-Americans believe that the U.S. intéad®nquer the world. People in this
category view the U.S. as more than a general gnoldnd a direct threat to their

interests.

Figure 2:
Levels of
Anti-Americanism

Threatening Power

Disruptive Force

Benign Hegemon

These three categories are on a continuum, buttieesior groups of people
could be placed generally into one of the grodjss can be depicted visually by the
three-circle Venn diagram in Figure 1 becoming ¢hdenensional and the height

showing where a country fits on this scalee combination of the two could then be
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used to formulate the perception of America andstihength of and general reasons
for anti-Americanism in a particular country. Haygiprovided an overview of the
framework, the next sections explore each of tlemehts of this framework in

greater detail.

[11.3.1 Cultural Anti-Americanism

The first major root of anti-Americanism is Cultur@his is the resentment of
American culture and the spread of the accordinglyative cultural trends to the rest
of the world.These are connected because typically a resentrhevitat America is
perceived to be is it at the core of the dislikeAafierican culture’s dissemination in
the world.If American culture was totally admired, then ifgesad would tend to be
seen as a good thingowever, many dislike America for what it is, ammgitefore the
negative influence it is having on the world. “heteyes of its enemies, [America] is
condemnable not only for what it does but for wihad. Whatever it does, whether it
intervenes on the international stage or remaiasstelred within its frontiers, it's in
the wrong.*®

America is seen as the leader and main culprit lobadization. The
globalization backlash, or the aversion to modgrmitanifests itself in resentment to
the U.S. The spread of Big-Macs, American-made s®wnd television shows, the
sex-industry, and the spread of English can albdn&rces of resentmerReople see
these and other trends invading their own cultaresthe United States is the easiest
party to blame. Homogenization associated with UrBass culture is an

accompanying danger for some that can bring hatred.

®pascal Bruckner, “The Paradoxes of Anti-Americanishissent(Summer 2006): 10.
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At the root of the cultural strand of anti-Americem is the underlying
theoretical claim that there is something fundamgntvrong with America. “Anti-
Americanism rests on the singular idea that somgtlassociated with the United
States, at the core of American life, is deeplymgrand threatening to the rest of the
world.”*” The theoretical accusations are abundant andsgiveut there are themes
that run through the writings of the philosopharsaal of America.

America began as a place of inspiration and hopeTl®mas More, in his
work Utopia released in 1516, followed by John Locke, Jeangtlex Rousseau and
others, viewed America as free from history andhject of hope compared to the
shortcomings of their societié$However, the utopian view of America faded as it
became a reality. By the early™ @entury, after the failure of the French Revolatio
the United States was the only society based omrdightenment conception of
nature. After romantics were proved wrong when the Unitddt€s survived and
prospered, they changed tactics to say that Ansrazntinued existence was at the
cost of everything deep and profoulidthey argued that with no hope of sustaining a
genuine culture, there was only a dull materialignflattening of the soul, a loss of
depth, mathematization and mechanization of liteyaom for quality, and an empty
and superficial world are among the criticisms cltéal to the United States by
philosophers over the ensuing ye&rsThis theoretical anti-Americanism spreads

from Western European intellectuals to influendeeds in the world*

17 James Ceaser, “The Philosophical Origins of amtieficanism in Europe,” ilnderstanding Anti-
Americanismed. Paul Hollander (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2004)487

18 For a useful introduction to the theoretioaiins of anti-Americanism in Europe see David M.
Kennedy, “Imagining America: The Promise and PefriBoundlessness,” IAnti-Americanisms in
World Politics ed. Peter J Katzenstein and Robert O. Keohamacgdt New York: Cornell University
Press, 2007), especially 43-45.

9 Ceaser, 51.

2 Ceaser, 54-55.

ZAdel Darwish, “Anti-Americanism in the Arab Langualyledia,”Middle East Review of
International Affairs7 (Dec 2003).
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The ideological differences between Europe and Agaerontinue to today.
Robert Kagan convincingly argues a “great philoscgihschism has opened within
the West” since the end of the Cold WWarHe claims “it is precisely the question of
legitimacy that divides Americans and Europeansyednot the legitimacy of each
other’s political institutions, perhaps, but thgitenacy of their respective visions of
world order.” According to Kagan, the divide ovead was more about principles
than policies. Although there also political reaséor European anti-Americanism, it
has deeper cultural roots out of an objection tatwkmericais.

The theoretical reasons for anti-Americanism uneedn opinion that a
negative predisposition to everything American givge negative view to specific
outcomes or policies. Phillipe Roger writes, “a lglly negative reading of
everything American constantly preempts isolatedlyaes in specific fields and
circumstances?® This is in contrast to Rob Kroes’ argument thai-Americanism
proceeds from specific areas of disagreement tgetaframeworks of rejection.
“Entire repertoires of stereotyped Americas cancbrjured up to account for any
contemporary transatlantic disagreemefts.”

Katzenstein and Keohane use the term “polyvaletweéfer to the American
symbols that mean different things to differenteadDifferent people may dislike or
admire the same characteristic of American lifeer€hs:

an alleged loss of purity and authenticity for Epgans at the hands of a

threatening and unwelcome intruder who—to makeematvorse—exhibits a

flaring cultural inferiority. America is resentedrfeverything and its opposite:

It is at once too prurient and too puritanical; &dibist, yet also too egalitarian;

too chaotic, but also too rigid; too secular and teligious; too radical and
too conservative. Again, damned if you do, dammgdu don’t?

22 Robert Kagan, “America’s Crisis of Legitimacysoreign Affairs(March/April 2004).
% Roger.

# Kroes, 6.

% Markovitz.
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America is diverse enough that it is possible feergone to find characteristics to
resent.

Europe is the clearest example of where anti-Amaergim has cultural roots.
America is disliked based on what it is in compamigo how Europeans perceive
themselves. One scholar writes about America beieged as “retrograde” based on
moral, social, and cultural comparisons, all of ethfit in the cultural category. He
describes the European logic for the cultural basklwess as “America the
commodified, Europe the refined; America the prodiad prurient, Europe the savvy
and wise.® The following quotation provides insight into hothe concept
“American” is used in European countries.

In German, the terms “Amerikaniesierung” (Ameriaation) and

“amerikanische Verhéaltnisse” or “amerikanische Begdingen” (American

conditions) almost invariably refer to something @ice negative and

threatening—something to be avoided...In Britain, ‘&moanisation” and

“American-style” also have an almost exclusivelygaig/e connotation—

often with the adjective “creeping” as a telling aifeer in front: the creeping

Americanization of the car’s feel for the road, that of guns fueled by

creeping Americanization through violent films, ttreeping Americanization

of the growing girth of British novels, the creepiAmericanization of British
sport?’
Especially interesting are the concerns of theidriabout the “American” cultural
trends in as varying areas as guns, films, noaeld sports.

The prototypical case of cultural anti-Americanisan France.“It is this
cultural anti-Americanism that has remained the tmpsonounced among the
manifestations of French anti-Americanism, pensgstat a time even when its

political roots atrophied®® Frenchman Pascal Bruckner provides a remarkaligida

assessment of the roots of anti-Americanism irhbise country.

26 Markovitz.
2 Markovitz.
2 Hollander Anti-Americanism384.
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Here is the problem of France: it has always liwedvalry with the United
States. They are the only two nations imbued whbk tessianism of
universalism. Even though Paris and Washington mexer gone to war, a
bellicose coexistence characterizes our countredations, all the more since,
by its successes, Anglo-Saxon civilization eclipsednch civilization. It's
not an exaggeration to write that France todaynimgr away from its
neighbors, looks toward America, the only objectitefresentment. France
hates America because it looks too much like ity @m miniature: the same
fatuousness, the same certainty of excellence natar the same mix of
moralizing and cynicismAs Dominique de Villepin has often put it, our
country’s principal title to glory lies in its resance to America, its ability to
underline its weaknesses, to put a stick in itskeppto denounce it always
and everywheré’

Bruckner continues about how the French media wemeshed by the language used

in a speech in France by Secretary of State CoadrnéeRiceHe writes that it
reminded the French that we have forgotten the agessf our revolution of
1789. America embodies the democratic inheritahe¢ Wwe have repressed.
We despise it for having grown great as we’ve dishiad, but above all we
despise it for defending, sometimes in brutal andrigglsome fashion, those
values that we’ve buried.

France provides the quintessential example of antcpuhat dislikes America for

what itis. The next two strands address the resentments [ignf@r what America

does

[11.3.2 Economic Anti-Americanism

The second root cause of anti-Americanism is Ecoaorfhis can be
resentment of economic imperialism, imposition apitalism, insufficient help in
financial crises, or the disregard for the envirenmin pursuit of economic gain.
There are also those who feel they are the “losémns’global capitalism and

consequently resent the U.S.

2 Bruckner, 12.
30 Bruckner, 13.
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Economic imperialism is a large reason for anti-Aicanism in parts of the
world. The U.S. is seen to be exploiting others as a @l@ower, seeking to expand
its economic empire. One author writes of the tengldoward the economic roots of
anti-Americanism in the Third World.

Third Worldism is that mix of socialism and antiperialism which blames

the West, especially America, and the local eltdsch work with it for the

shortcomings in the developing countries, offer@gsion of a more equitable
and prosperous society once the evil West is fotoempen its death grip on
the countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin Amerita.

Such thinking comes from a combination of blame erohomic grievances.

The spread of capitalism is also a source of resgm®tmerica. “Frequently
anti-Americanism is a form of anticapitalism, wh@we United States is thought to be
a repository of social injustice as the major st nation in the world and defender
of other capitalist nations’® This has its source in Marxist anti-capitalism. étina
was a place upon which Marxists, like other thesrisould place their hopes of how
history would unfold.Friedrich Engels wrote with excitement in 1886 thhé
working class had passed through the two “stagesinly ten month&® “Where no
medieval ruins bar the way* As for other theorists that saw great promise in
America, David Kennedy writes that “something cdefitly predicted and eagerly
anticipated had not come to pass in the UniteceStap the disappointment and even

embitterment of those who had expecteditMarxists were eventually let down by

Americans not behaving in the way that Marxist tiyelmad optimistically dreamed.

3 patrick Clawson, “The Paradox of Anti-Americanigmiran,” MEDIA, Middle East Review of
International Affairs(March 2004): 20.

%2 Holland, Anti-Americanism339.

3 One scholar summarizes the stages of the workiss ecnovement development according to Engels
as “the mass trade union movement acting on anmadtsrale and the independent labor party, also on
a national scale. Usually there is a lengthy pebetiveen both of these.” J.R Johnson,"In the
American Tradition,"New InternationalNov. 1943):306-309. http://www.marxists.org/axeijames-
clr/works/1943/11/american-tradition.htm

% Engels in Kennedy, 48.

% Sombart in Kennedy, 49.
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The fact that America has been the place of umedldreams is one reason for a
tendency towards anti-Americanism.

The Marxists’ hope in America was replaced by acgetion that America
was now the global capitalist project that “comeellall nations, on pain of
extinction, to adopt the bourgeois mode of proauct! The U.S. therefore came to
represent the worst of capitalism.

In American thinking, there is no& priori objection to straightforward

economic exploitation. Anti-American Marxists liRkbam Chomsky believe,

of course, that that is the essence of the probdem,it calls into question the

‘system’ on which the U.S., like most modern sdeitfunctions’

Africa and Latin America are among the places whbeseconomic reasons
are the biggest cause of anti-Americanism. “Justsicter: here is a country that
attracts immigrants from everywhere, and has noteseded in getting Africa to take
off economically. It is surely responsible for theeven economic records of its
hemispheric neighbors® Greg Grandin highlights the economic grievancekatin
America throughout his article on the history ofigkmericanism in the Americas.

In the early twentieth century, criticism of the itéal States, sharpened

through Marxist theory, gained political momentunithwthe growth of

communist, socialist, and nationalist political s, and connected both with
domestic guerrilla insurgencies and internatiohatisvements... corporations

and banks steadily replaced gunboats as the maint @a;md symbol of U.S.

39

power:

He explains that Latin America does not have aohysof outright rejecting the

American culture. “Since the early nineteenth cantlatin American elites had

shared with their North American counterparts theaithat ‘America’ represented a

% Marx and Englels in Kennedy, 50.

3" Roger Kaplan, “Americanism, Un-Americanism, Antin&ricanism,"Human Rights Review
(April-June 2003): 70.

% Kaplan, 70.

39 Greg GrandinThe Blood of Guatemala: A History of Race and Nafurham, N.C.: Duke
University Press, 2000American Historical Revieyl049.
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renovating world force distinct from archaic Eurdf® It is primarily economics,
rather than resentment of culture, that is the motanti-Americanism in Latin
America. “There is an almost general belief in hafimerica today that the United
States has siphoned off the wealth which could hed¢o the Southern Hemisphere’s

development. They are rich becauswe are poor;we are poor becausthey are

I’iCh.’" 41

A wave of anti-Americanism that did not exist ireth990s has swept over all

segments of society in Latin America.

Many Latin American governments woke up from a deelmng experiment
with neoliberal prescriptions and realized they evaot better off than they
had been before—many in fact, were much worse. \Wigh United States
suddenly absorbed in its War on Terror, countrige lArgentina, Peru,
Uruguay and Brazil were left alone to recover frpoorly managed reforms
that had left them staggering under a huge delok, Ig@wing unemployment
and an even more unequal distribution of incothe.

Economic issues dominate the assessment of antriéanéesm in Latin America.

The U.S. refusal to halt billions of dollars irrfasubsidies on the one hand,
while it speaks of free trade on the other, is w@dvas hypocritical throughout the
region®®

A recent survey by consulting firm Research Inteamal found that a
majority of Latin Americans believe U.S. brands exeloiting people and the
environment. A third of those surveyed believed .lt&@mpanies were ‘big,
evil empires with lots of money.” The survey, based 850 interviews of
upscale consumers, found that young people were fikety than not to have
negative attitudes toward U.S. braifds.

0 Grandin, 1043.

“ Rangel, 1977, 175, quoted in Hollander, 356.

2 Marcelo Ballvé, “A New Wave of AntAmericanism,"NACLA Report on the Americas
(May/Jun2005): 38.

“Ballvé, 38.

*4“Latin America: Icon Down,EIU Business Latin Americhlovember 29, 2004. Article cites
Research International study, “Being American - Fature of USA Brands,” October 2004, quoted in
Ballvé, 40.
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The economic meltdown has paved the way for Hugav€h of Venezuela’s high
profile defiance of America.

Argentina may be the strongest example of anti-Acaeism caused by
economic reasons within the regidWashington refused to bail out Argentina as the
country sank into default, forcing millions of Amgines into poverty*® Blame was
placed on the U.S. for not doing enough to assigfeAtina and even for having
conspired against it. During the peak of Argensnéhancial implosion, “weekly
newsmagazines and cable talk programs spun outrsgemn which the United States
had co-conspired to sink Argentina economicallyipgthe way for U.S. investors to

46

acquire massive landholdings in the Pampas andg&ata™ Argentina is an

example of anti-Americanism with economic roots.

[11.3.3 Political Anti-Americanism

The third and final grouping of root causes fori-#hericanism is Political.
This is the resentment of America for primarily pslitical and military actions,
including resentment of American use of hard povpenceived arrogance in the
world, support of Israel, unilateralism and dismelgéor international law, and past
support for dictators and meddling in other cowstraffairs.

Especially in America’s response after Septemberndd the Iraqg War, the
resentment of U.S. force is cause for anti-Ameigranthroughout the world.
America is viewed as the culprit for killing andobbshed in Irag, and is threatening
to use its military might again with Iran. The nuentof military campaigns causes
some to resent America for being too militaris@thers bemoan the disproportionate

size of the U.S. military. The overwhelming U.Sclaar arsenal and record as the

*> Ballvé, 37.
6 “Economic Crisis Spurs AngerWashington PosMay 19, 2002, A20, quoted in Ballvé, 38.
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only country to have used nuclear weapons are camplace in anti-American
rhetoric. The coercive nature of American foreign relationsausing a backlash in
most places around the world.

A second source of resentment towards the U.Shanpblitical sphere is its
arrogant styleThis has become especially pronounced under thb Badiiinistration
since September 11. Fareed Zakaria has frequemitienvon the arrogance of the
Bush administration. “This strange combination obgance and incompetence has
not only destroyed the hopes for a new Irag. It g the much broader effect of
turning the United States into an internationallamtin the eyes of much of the
world.”” The arrogance makes the situation all the worsshB rhetoric that “You
are either with us or against us” in the war omatehas caused resentmenhe rest
of the world does not accept America’s campaigfgobd versus evil.”

The U.S. support of Israel is among the most-citedt causes of anti-
Americanism in parts of the world-he opening line to Katzenstein and Keohane’s
article “Anti-Americanisms” emphasizes the impadt tbe Israeli issue on anti-
Americanism.“Arab reactions to American support for Israel ia recent conflict
with Hezbollah have put anti-Americanism in the digees once again® Barry
Rubin argues that “There is an attempt to reduc&rakrican policy to a single issue:
the U.S. support for IsraetThis is the main reference point for a widely hietdief
that the U.S. is anti-Arab.

A fourth reason for anti-Americanism from the pohil sphere is the
unilateralism and disregard for international latirilbuted to America, especially
prominent since the start of the Iraq WRhillipe Sands’ vehement attack against the

U.S. inLawless Worlds a clear exampléie writes in the preface, “With the election

“" Fareed Zakaria, “The Price of ArroganchigwsweekMay 17, 2004.
“8 Katzenstein and Keohane, “Anti-Americanisms.”
““Barry Rubin, “The Real Roots of Arab anti-Americsmi” Foreign Affairs(Nov/Dec 2002).
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of George W. Bush in November 2002, a U.S. admatisin took office that was
outspoken in its determination to challenge glatdés. Soon it turned into a full-
scale assault, a war on law.”In the conclusion, Sands chastises America and
especially the Bush administration “that behavethaagh international law does not
matter, that has withdrawn from international agreets with impunity, and that is
willing to bully other states which seek to promatgiatives such as the ICC and the

Kyoto Protocol.®*

This statement shed light on how objection towh®. in one area
fuels broader resentmert.seems that Sands will view anything that Ameicees
with suspicion.

Lastly, America’s past support for dictators orineg change, whether all true
or not, continue to fuel anti-Americanism in margunotries throughout the world.
Hollander lists military interventions in Cuba, ti®™minican Republic, Grenada,
Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, and Panama and tBeNlarines landing in twenty
Caribbean countries between 1905 and 1965 as eganplatin America alone of
sources of resentmetit.

China is an example of a country that has politicabts for its anti-
Americanism. According to the observations of anéke writer,

The media continues to characterize the UnitedeStas an irresponsible

hyper-power that regularly interferes in other does’ internal affairs. The

word ‘hegemon’ has become synonymous with the dritates in the press,
as the maintenance of social stability (i.e., nanderatization) has become
synonymous with economic progress.

In 2006, 79 percent of Chinese were reported to@eledge a liking for Americans,

compared to 59 percent believing that the UnitedeStseeks to contain China and 56

*0 phillipe Sandsl.awless World: American and the Making and Breakih@lobal Rules from FDR'’s
Atalantic Charter to George W. Bush’s lllegal Watew York: Viking, 2005), xii.

*L Sands, 204.

*2 Hollander Anti-Americanism355.

*Ying Ma, “The Hate That Won't Go Away: Anti-Amerinsm in China, Telos(Summer 2006): 158.
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percent that the United States is China’s competit@his is evidence of political,

rather than cultural, roots of anti-AmericanisnChina.

[11.3.4 Overlap within the Framework

One of the strengths of this new framework is therlap it accounts for in the
Venn diagram in Figure I'here are several issues that of course do nogétly in
one of the main sphereBhere is no assertion that there are three mutealtjusive
reasons for anti-Americanism, but rather that thexgestrands that help clarify the
main roots.

The environmental reasons for anti-Americanism areexample of overlap
primarily between the Cultural and Economic sphefeserica is seen as willing to
disregard the environment in pursuit of its unkatdleconomic ambitionsThe
American image at home of irresponsibly driving édugas-guzzling SUVs is also
hated by criticsThe U.S. unwillingness to sign the Kyoto Proto®lperhaps the
most notorious environmental shame, which combamemomic motivation and even
the perceived American unilateralism and arrogari¢ke Political sphere.

There is also overlap between Economic and Paljtes both are primarily
based on resentment with America about whdbés These involve accusations that
the United States is only motivated by self-interése one word “oil” is a common
reply as to why one resents American actions iq lmad the Middle East. This
overlaps the two categories because many peoplie agdoth economic exploitation
and the use of hard power to secure morekmibnomic and political resentment are

often interconnected, such as in Grandin’s mentdnboth as causes of anti-

**Cheng Gang, “Majority of Chinese Optimistic aboiricAmerican Relations,Global TimesMarch
17, 2006, quoted in Ma, 156.
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Americanism in Latin America. “Over the course wfot centuries, it has not been
clashing universalisms that served as the primawit fline between the two
Americas, but how the expansion of the United Staielitical and economic power
fractured a shared sense of exceptionaliSm.”

The combination of Cultural and Political has towdth where exceptionalism
meets American foreign polici{there is resentment for America considering itg|f
be a “city on a hill” and having the “right” type democracyAs these filter into
foreign policy it can cause embitterment. An exasmpl America’s war on terror and
“evil.” This combines resentment for both what Amerscand what idoes

There are also lines of thinking that all threetlod spheres share, such as
hypocrisy, imperialism, and anti-institutionalisnAmerica can be viewed as
hypocritical within any of the spheres. It speak$éree markets, but then has policies
to protect itself that are viewed as detrimentalthie world. The U.S. advocates
democracy and personal liberty, but critics lookt$ohypocritical support of corrupt
regimes and tortured prisoners at Abu GhrAimerica can also be viewed as imperial
in any of these areas, whether in culture, econatamination, or control by force.
The U.S. unwillingness to join institutions suchthe International Criminal Court
and Kyoto Protocol, and undermining of the Uniteatibihs, has backlash in all of the
primary areas of anti-Americanism.

It is also typical for America to be held respotesitor all of the ills related to
one or more of the spheres. If the resentmentssdan political roots, it would be
normal for America to be seen as the culprit deast influencer of all of the political

problems in the country. The same is true for tleucal and economic reasons.

%5 Grandin, 1065.
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[11.4 Benign, Disruptive, Threatening

While the Cultural, Economic, and Political straraate the predominant roots
for anti-Americanism, there is still the questiohtbe nature of the United States.
What is the degree to which a country or group ebgte resents AmericaPhe
reasons for anti-Americanism are inadequate forprehending the strength of anti-
Americanism within a countryTwo countries may resent America for the cultural
trends entering their countries because of gloaatin. However, how negatively one
views America will influence the overall picture ahti-Americanism. Similarly, in
the political realm America’s perceived unilatesali may be criticized in different
places around the world, but it matters whetheountry sees the U.S. as benign or

threatening in its unilateralism.

[11.4.1 Benign Hegemon

The first level, “Benign Hegemon,” is a term takesm Francois Heisbourg.
In a 1999 article, Heisbourg explains this as ohdoar perceptions of the U.S.
abroad. Heisbourg describes one vision of the BsS Benign Hegemon, “basically
attempting to focus on what it sees as its owniraffavith no malign intentions>®
The U.S. is acknowledged by this group to be a imege the predominant power in
the international system, as it is unparalleled nmlitary force, information
technology, brand-name, and cultural penetratAwcording to this perception, the
U.S. is basically trying to focus on its own aff&ibut with such size and power it is

very difficult for the U.S. to carry out its bussgewithout interfering in the affairs of

*Francois Heisbourg, “American Hegemony: Perceptidriae US Abroad,Survival41 (Winter
1999-2000): 9.
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others. The adjectives Heisbourg uses are “Stratiger than brutal; candid and
possibly naive, rather than sly or crafty/.”

Although a lot has changed since 1999, this remainslevant category for
describing the mildest form of anti-Americanism.sKore Mahbubani, formerly
Singapore’s Ambassador to the United Nations, gavesoughtful analysis of anti-
Americanism in his 2005 bodkeyond the Age of Innocerm@éMahbubani essentially
argues that America is a Benign Hegemon. While syhgiic because of the
opportunities he feels he was given by Americaatgeies that America is not aware
of its considerable power and influence on the oéshe world. Since the end of the
Cold War, America has focused on its own interégtshe detriment of the small
global village that it has helped create. He makeglausible case that America
unintentionally causes turbulence in the world beeaof the incredible power it
holds. “The other 6 billion citizens who are affattstrongly, perhaps even more
strongly, by decisions made in Washington have eams of influencing>

The Benign Hegemon picture of America is intentlynenild. For some, as
perhaps with Mahbubani, it may not even be anti-Aca@ism.However, it describes
the frustration with America, without hatred or fed bad intentionsin this grade,
America could be disliked for McDonald’s taking ton one’s hometown and driving
out the small traditional shops, but not faulted ifdentionally trying to ruin one’s
culture.Economically, a country could wish that America chdre with all of its vast
economic resources to help it recover from an egonocrisis. America’s
unilateralism may be disliked, but seen to be gatints own self-defense, rather than
intentionally trying to harm the world or disregardernational law.Those who see

the nature of America as a benign hegemon canbstitinti-American in holding an

" Heisbourg, 9.
%8 Kishore MahbubanBeyond the Age of Innocen@éew York: Public Affairs, 2005).
*¥ Mahbubani, 161.
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attitude of resentment and dislike for Americanitprd or culture. In this view, the
U.S. is not a danger to the world, but only an gu@werful country that needs to be
accommodated and maneuvered.

An analogy in a school setting could be a studeat is extraordinarily rich
and irresponsible in how he handles his moiksy/causes all sorts of problems in the
school because he parks his car illegally and do¢sare about paying the parking
tickets.He has money to buy all the latest fashions anal lsds’e expensive food for
lunch ordered in each da&lthough he does not care much about the influemckis
peers, the families of other students are bothbyetheir children wanting to spend
their limited money on the latest fashions andtthditional bag lunch being looked
upon disparaginglySome people think he should give money to helprathelents
who could use assistance. The teachers hear thplaats, but the student is not
really a direct harm to anyon&here are many students that dislike him and the
amount of influence he has, but he has to be acamtated. After all, he has a lot of

money.

[11.4.2 Disruptive Force

A second view of the U.S is as a “Disruptive Fdrcehis degree of anti-
Americanism sees the U.S. as a force that neels tlisciplined and slowed down or
the situation will get worse. The U.S. is viewed uagooperative and stirring up
trouble. It is looking out for its own interestsdawilling to trample the well-being of
the world to achieve its own objectivesmerica’s ignorance about the rest of the
world and lack of historical perspective are cagsinto make great blunder8y
trying to impose capitalism on everyone, the UsScausing harm to many countries

and even disrupting the world econoriiyne U.S. has a history of intervening in the
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affairs of other governments in Latin America ahe Middle East and is causing
continued problems by not changing this behavlor.undermining international
institutions and being too reliant on military pawad unilateral action, the U.S. is
harming the international system.

In the school analogy, this degree of anti-Amemsa is like the most
disruptive student in the cladde is uncooperative with the teachers that aragryo
keep the class under control, always fancying hlimse exception to what the
teachers wishie also throws objects around the rodiany of the students feel like
his immaturity is already disturbing them and tiidte continues more problems are
going to be cause@&ome teachers have noticed that he is influencihgrestudents
to be more violent and bully some of their peéts.always seems to be getting into
the business of otheralthough he does not seem, at his core, to be gbesbn, he
is absolutely a negative influence and needs tdibeplined before someone gets

their eye poked out with a pencil or the situati@eomes unmanageable.

[11.4.3 Threatening Power

“Threatening Power” is the third and highest degoéeanti-Americanism.
Countries or peoples in this group see Americarasleand immediate danger to their
culture or nation. The U.S. is perceived to haventions to overtake other cultures
and dominate countries, if not the world. Amerisan imperial power that already is
ruling the world and is not satisfied. This classifion includes and even exceeds
Heisbourg’s most extreme category of Rogue Statenséumultuous years after he
penned his perceptions of the U.S. abroad.

Similarly, Katzenstein and Keohane’s Radical anti&icanism fits within

the Threatening Power classificatidrey write that this anti-Americanism
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is built around the belief that America’s identifs reflected in the economic

power and political power relations and institutibpractices of the United

States, ensures that its actions will be hostilaécfurtherance of good values,

practices, and institutions elsewhere in the woHdr progress towards a

better world to take place, the U.S. economy andegp will have to be

transformed, either from within or withotft.

Although this is a helpful classification that is iagreement with the
framework of this chapter, its shortcoming is aspraption that all radical anti-
Americanism is similar. | contend that for assegsimow to deal with anti-
Americanism it is helpful to know whether the roat® more cultural, economic, or
political. Katzenstein and Keohane combine themngingathat it is about “America’s
identity, as reflected in the economic power anditipal power relations and
institutional practices of the United States.” Hee® this is too general for America
to focus its efforts to mitigate such anti-Amerisan. The Threatening Power degree,
as with the other levels of anti-Americanism, carblased on any of the three general
root causes or a combination of them.

To complete the school analogy, this third groepcpives the United States
as a student who has sent a bomb threat to thelsatiministration. Such a student
is a real and immediate threat to all of the sttsl@mthe schoolThis student is not
just a disturbance, butl@ona fidedanger to everyone involvedhere is almost no
hope to bring such a student back into the syskenneeds to be expelled from the
school.Sadly, there is something fundamentally wrong whtis student’s character.
This power-hungry student is not content to fitwith his peers. Both what this
student is and does is a threat to the whole ififaecschool. Disciplinary actions are
not enough to stop such a student; he needs tadieally changed or eliminated

from the systemWhether he will destroy the school first or note thatred of this

student is increasing all the while.

80 Katzenstein and Keohangnti-Americanisms in World Politic83.
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[11.5 Outside Influences

The framework explained the three primary straofisationale that people
have for their resentment of America. However, éhare also mixes of other factors
influencing anti-Americanism that fall outside difetrational, even if not altogether
accurate, reasons. These are represented as oties facting on the respective
attitudes of anti-Americanism. Such influences thatbeyond what Americe or
doesare strong factors in the second dimension of dgrak of anti-Americanism in
a country. Paul Hollander makes a clear distinchetween the rational response
against American misdeeds and the irrational ppedition to America.

A proper understanding of anti-Americanism can obly achieved by

balancing two apparently incompatible perspectivds) that anti-

Americanism is a direct and rational response ¢oevident misdeeds of the

US abroad and its shortcomings and inequities aheho(b) that anti-

Americanism is a largely groundless, irrational dsposition (similar to

racism, sexism, and anti-Semitism) expressing lgeeoted scapegoating

impulse®

Many scholars have also argued that anti-Americartigs less to do with
what Americais or does and more to do with the beholder. Katzensteineeohane
have pointed out that anti-Americanism is compédabecause it can be just as much
a reflection of the people that hate America ds #@bout any problems of America.
“The phenomenon is too broad and diverse, reflgdtie attitudes of America-haters
as much as the America they hateThese outside factors that have little to do with
America itself could be categorized as: the mamifioth of local forces, uniting

around anti-Americanism, scapegoating, a lack aleustanding, and America as

“Mr. Big.”

®1 paul Hollander, Ed., abstratinderstanding Anti-Americanism: Its Origins and bpat Home and
Abroad Future Surveyp7:4 (April 2005).
%2 Katzenstein and Keohari#\nti-Americanisms.”
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Anti-Americanism can be specifically promoted bye thocal elites and
governmentsPatrick Clawson and Barry Rubin have argued in mamlylications
that the real roots of Arab anti-Americanism aremanipulation by local forces.
“Contrary to beliefs and assertions that U.S. pedicare responsible for Middle
Eastern anti-Americanism, local forces have proahdaten the service of particular
political goals.®* The commentary on conspiracy theories in the Biities in 1990
is an example of how such thinking has long exiséed not just in the Arab world:
“It probably hasn’t occurred to many Americans tia¢ United States might be
contemplating an invasion of the Philippines...corepes involving the United
States are a staple of this city’s political cuttft* Anti-Americanism is also
encouraged at high levels in China. “When it conteanti-Americanism in China,
the Chinese government, above all, molds its ei8zethinking through state
indoctrination.®®

Anti-Americanism can become a unifying mechanismn éountries and
groups throughout the worldSome scholars have even cited anti-Americanism in
Europe as an example. “Fundamentally, the Europeavs about America have little
to do with the real America but much to do with &ve.”® The author argues that
antrAmericanism is being utilized as something arourmdctv a common European
identity can be built. “Far from harming Europe atslinterests, anthmericanism
has helped Europeans gain respect, affection, anastimportant—political clout in

the rest of the world® The same is said specifically about FrarfGe. that end, anti-

8 patrick Clawson and Barry Rubin, “Anti-Americanismthe Middle East.” IUnderstanding Anti-
Americanismed. Paul Hollander (Chicago: Ivan R. Dec, 2002%-134.
% Berlow, 1990, 19, quoteid Hollander Anti-Americanism337-338.
65
Ma, 157.
% Markovitz.
8" Markovitz.
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Americanism in France is a machine for producingsemsus, the only means of
reconciling all of its political and intellectuarilies.”®®

Scapegoating is another reason for anti-Americanidollander writes that
anti-Americanism “appears to be born out of a sgapeng impulse fueled by a wide
variety of frustrations and grievances; as suchhas much in common with
chauvinistic nationalism that seeks to bolsteremile self-esteem by the denigration
of other nations®® Mary Eberstadt, in an article focused on the tenge find
scapegoats both in the U.S. and the world afteteBdper 11, includes America as
one of the popular scapegodisie writes that some have made an

industry of scapegoating in the U.S. All have theasons, and the overriding

reason is an obvious one. There is something dérphan about the desire to

find all the things scapegoats can provide: a \léedgear one’s anxieties and

outrages, a target that won'’t hit back, a welconsrattion from the real

thing.”
Anti-Americanism can become a mechanism for blddaery Rubin is one prominent
scholar who challenges the idea that America hésdaagainst Arabs and argues
Arab anti-Americanism has more to do with scapdggat

For years now, anti-Americanism has served as ansneé last resort by

which failed political systems and movements in ta&ldle East try to

improve their standinglhe United States is blamed for much that is batien

Arab world, and it is used as an excuse for palitasnd social oppression and

economic stagnatioff.

Misunderstanding based on a presumption of undwlistg also contributes to
anti-Americanism. Heisbourg makes a useful contidiouin explaining why the
perceptions of the U.S. can vary so much and whyuIs. can be hard to figure out

for foreign publics. The diversity of the U.S. gowment and“an exceptionally

vibrant, diverse and powerful civil society” makemArica a difficult place to

% Bruckner, 12.

% Hollander Anti-Americanism335.

9 Mary Eberstadt:The Scapegoats Among Us?blicy Reviewl40 (Dec2006/Jan2007): 25-46.
" Rubin, “The Real Roots of Arab anti-Americanism.”
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understand? He makes an astute observation that foreign peccepof the U.S. are
all too often based on the belief that one knowast about the U.S., but on the reality
of ignorance. The result “is such that it is ab #asy for outsiders to think that they
know more about the U.S. than they actually HoThis leads to dangerous
perceptions and simplifications about American w@t intentions, and foreign
policy.

Another reason for anti-Americanism is the “MrgBargument explained by
Katzenstein and Keohane, among othérsthis view it is no accident that American
power is at its zenith while American standing tista nadir.”’* Although this plays
into the cultural, economic, and political rootsamiti-Americanism, it is also another
factor in anti-Americanism. James Ceaser holdstlietiominant strategic position of
the United States is a “natural” source of anti-Aicanism’> He argues that former
great powers like the Romans, Greeks, and GredhiBrivere naturally disliked.
Hollander’s first reason given for the rise of afithericanism is that the fall of
Soviet communism and elimination of the second gageer has led to the opinion
that as the only global force around the world, th8. can be held responsible for
many cultural, economic, and political probleglthough superpowers can handle

the position differently, the position lends itstfresentment.

[11.6 Iceberg Analogy

To this point, my framework has been an efforshed light on the overall

causes and variations of anti-Americanism in theldvorhe fundamental roots of

2 Heisbourg, 6-7.

3 Heisbourg, 7.

" Katzenstein and Keohane, “Anti-Americanisms.”

S Ceaser, 47-48.

8 paul Hollander, edUnderstandingAnti-Americanism: Its Origins and Impact at Hani€hicago:
Ivan R. Dee, 2004), 16.

67



anti-Americanism, the varying intensities, and tentributing outside forces all
provide a framework through which to view anti-Amganism.

However, these more general explanations stillndb reveal the extent of
deeper and unique reasons for the differing lewdlsanti-Americanism among
countriesIn order for the United States to effectively de&h anti-Americanism in a
particular country, it is helpful to have a genesahse of the reasons, but also to look
deeperOne of the important features of anti-Americanisrnthiat the reasons for it are
deeper than normally recognized.

A familiar analogy to help visualize the concepthat of an iceberg, a large
section of freshwater ice that has broken off flaglacier or ice shelf and is floating
on the open sea. Because of the lower densityeoptite water ice compared to the
sea water, typically only one ninth of the volumkeam iceberg is above water.
Icebergs are a well-known danger to ships becatifgeecunpredictable shape of the
iceberg under watéf. The iceberg has therefore become an analogy faplalgm
actually being much deeper or more complex than wghinmediately visible on the
surface of an issue.

Although policies may be the spark of renewed Antiericanism, past
sensitivities and suspicions are almost always drapon. If this were not the case,
the level of anti-Americanism would be more similarcountries examined. There
are many reasons why the anti-Americanism in Turikkegot the same as in Iran,
although both border Iraq. To really deal with aatnericanism in a country, it is
vital for the roots to be sought out and not sditilethe simplistic explanations to
which everyone points. The final part of the framekvpresents an analogy that can

be applied to understanding anti-Americanism imdigular country.

" Wikipedia, Online Encyclopedia.
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[11.7 Glasses Analogy

Each country has its own lenses through whichatiseAmerican behavior.
The two lenses of the metaphorical glasses couldeleribed as 1) what America is
viewed to be based on the country’s past relatwitis it, and 2) what the beholder
itself is. The combination of these lenses influences howuatcy views America in
the world. This is related to the argument from Robert Jendkssic work,
Perception and Misperception in International Pigks that there is a strong tendency
for actors to see what they expect to see anddaming information to pre-existing
images’® What America is doing is real, in countless in&ional connections and
actions. However, the extent to which each of tlotioas is perceived as a
misjudgment, threat, or perhaps even positive @mfae, varies from country to
country.

The left lens is based primarily on the past ref&hip or interaction between
the two countriesThis directly influences the way that the curreehévior of the
U.S. is seenA very strong relationship where America was ahfait ally will tend to
give a country more of a positive view of Americactions than a country that has
felt manipulated and marginalized at the expensd&.&. interestsAlmost every
country has some past interaction with the Unit&ateS, and this influences how it
perceives the current actions. A trusting friend give the benefit of the doubt to the
suspicious actions of his friend, while the persdro has felt harmed by the same
behavior in the past will assume the worBhe actions can be the same, but be
viewed differently based upon the history of thiatienship.Likewise, America is

viewed by countries through the left lens of thetdmy of interaction.

8 Robert JervisPerception and Misperception in International Piakt(Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1976), 117.
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The right lens of the glasses is about what thatiqodar countryis: this
includes the history of the country, its identiéyyd the current political issues within
it. This connects to Katzenstein and Keohane’s rmeqi that anti-Americanism can
say as much about the beholder as it does abouti¢ar&

Anti-Americanism can be simply described as a neggbredisposition or
bias towards the United States. Therefore, thesgasnalogy appropriately shows
how the U.S., when viewed through certain lensas, lze viewed with a negative

predisposition.

[11.8 Conclusion

This chapter has presented a framework for bettenpcehending anti-
Americanism. Without an appropriate evaluationj-americanism could be rejected
as a totally irrational phenomenon or as an obvreastion to the wrongs of the U.S.
Neither one of these is helpful to clearly identifie influences at work, and what can
be changed.

This chapter has argued that the basic roots fiorAamnericanism are Cultural,
Economic, or Political in nature. The Cultural reseent of America is grounded in
what America is and the spread of its culture tbeotparts of the worldThe
economic and political roots have to do with thégxes and what America does.

The second contribution of this framework is tolesage the degree to which
America is resented country can exist somewhere along a continuumenteiving
America as a Benign Hegemon, Disruptive Force,loedtening Power. These levels

of anti-Americanism in a country are influencedayariety of forces outside of the

® Katzenstein and Keohane, “Anti-Americanisms.”
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United States, including manipulation of local fes¢c unity around America as the
“other,” scapegoating, a lack of understanding, Angrica as the lone superpower.

However, there is still more than meets the eyd,tarunderstand the iceberg
of anti-Americanism in most countries, the glasseslogy should be used to analyze
how a country views Americ&he lenses of the glasses are the past relatiomsthip
the U.S. and what the beholder itself is. This vaioa country’s place in the
framework to be explored and understood. It is Wwoiting that anti-Americanism is
not identical throughout a given country, althotlgére are similarities that make this
one appropriate unit of analysis. This thesis ergdothe diversity of anti-
Americanism by country, but the framework could &gplied just as easily to
segments of society.

The next chapter applies this framework to the aafsdurkey, a country
where anti-Americanism is extremely higBy understanding the reasons for the
problem of anti-Americanism in Turkey, the U.S. camrk toward appropriate

solutions.
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CHAPTER IV

ANTI-AMERICANISM IN TURKEY: WHAT AMERICA IS VIEWED TO BE

V.1 Introduction

The 2003 decision by the Turkish Grand NationaleAsisly not to cooperate
with the U.S. war against Iraq is the clearest afirthe lack of solidarity in the
Turkish-American relationship. The differing coursé action leaves a lingering
division between the traditional allies. This evémtreased the complexity of the
invasion of Iraq and the overall outlook on the MalEast for the U.S., for whom the
boiling war in Irag is only one of the problems\neg. Likewise, fears about rising
Kurdish clout in northern Iraq continue to grow fourkey, now restrained from
entering the region after not joining the initialm&rican offensive. Strong public
opinion against the U.S. declaring war on Irag festered into growing anti-
Americanism. This is becoming a problem in itselfid one that will make other
problems more difficult to solve.

As a traditional ally to the U.S. and a democratmuntry, Turkey is an
intriguing and significant case in which to explahe concept of anti-Americanism.

Anti-Americanism in Turkey is among the highesttie world® At the crossroads of

! Turkey’s favorability toward the United Stateglie lowest among the fifteen countries surveyed in
the Pew Research Center’s widely cited poll. Peselech Center, “America’s Image Slips, But Allies
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Europe and Asia, Turkey has a unique blend of factofluencing its view of
America. At the same time, America and Turkey havastory of positive relations
that should be an asset. Turkey is therefore anatieg case study on how anti-
Americanism has become so higiWith a majority Muslim population, Turkey
garners special importance for the United Statatsipost-September 11 perspective
of the world. According to Chris Fitzgerald, Depubyrector of Press and Public
Diplomacy for Europe in the U.S. State Departmé&ntkey has a high profile in the
public diplomacy efforts of the United States doeits special characteristics and
geopolitical importancé.

This chapter analyzes anti-Americanism in Turkeyaasase study to build
toward how the United States can improve its pubijglomacy based on better
understanding. This chapter utilizes the anti-Acerism framework set forth in
chapter three to categorize anti-Americanism ink&yrand then delves deeper into
Turkey’'s own mix of reasons for resentmed. case study of the rift in the
relationship between Turkey and the U.S. providegyht into anti-Americanism and
illuminates one of the problems confronting the .Uirs the Middle East and the
world. The chapter will begin with the statistidsosiing the current levels of anti-

Americanism and why it is a problem that must lk@mteseriously.

IV.1.1 Statistics of Anti-Americanism

The opinion polls in Turkey make it abundantly clethat Turks are
disenchanted with America. According to the Pewh@ldAttitudes Projectthose in

Turkey having a favorable opinion of the U.S. dregfrom 23 percent in 2005 to an

Share U.S. Concerns Over Iran, Hamas,” June 13%.200
http://pewglobal.org/reports/display.php?ReportIB22

2 Chris Fitzgerald (Deputy Director of Press andIRubiplomacy for Europe), phone interview with
the author, May 17, 2007, U.S. State Department.
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abysmal 12 percent in 2006, even lower than th@dSent in 2003.Rather than
decreasing, it seems that anti-Americanism is asirg. Only three Turks in one
hundred have a favorable or somewhat favorable weRresident BushTurks are
not only turned off to the U.S. government; in 2@0§cant 17 percent of Turks held a
favorable opinion of Americans. An in-country pdalbnducted by Consensus
ResearcH in 2005 found that anti-Americanism in Turkey hisn to 82 percentA
poll conducted in Istanbul in 2003 reported that@®dcent of Turks do not think
America is a good and trustworthy ally and 74 petdkat it is looking out only for
its own interest§.

Turkish-American relations may have never been evthian they are toddy.

Poll after poll of public opinion paints an ominquisture of Turks’ view of America.

IV.1.2 Why Anti-Americanism is a Problem

Is the anti-Americanism that shows up in pollslsealdetriment to the United
States? Perhaps there is going to be a naturamdbliiow of anti-Americanism with
which America does not need to concern itself. Kastein and Keohane assert that
“it is difficult to identify big problems for Amecan foreign policy created by anti-
Americanism.® International columnist Bruce Stokes argues thatkdy is a

testament to the contrafyThe two primary reasons that anti-Americanism eratare

® Pew Research Center, 2006.

* Konsensiis Argirma, (Konsensus Research Consultancy) http://www.conseosm.tr/

® Reported in “Amerikan Karthginin Sebebi Bush Politikasiyenisafak March 8, 2005.

® Marmara Universitesi,itak Saval Siirecinde Tiirk Halkinin ABD’ye Ba” March 1- June 1,
2003, http://fef.marmara.edu.tr/Sosyoloji/ABD.htm.

" This is mentioned by such scholars as Ali Karaossga, professor of international relations at
Bilkent University, who has observed Turkish-Amaraelations for many years. Ali L.
Karaosmanglu, “Amerika Neden Onemli.” UluslararaBiskiler ve Stratejik Aratirmalar Merkezi.
September 19, 2005.

8 peter J. Katzenstein and Robert O. Keohane “Antericanisms, Policy Review(Oct.-Nov. 2006).
° Bruce Stokes, “Does Anti-Americanism MatterRational Journal(Aug. 12, 2006): 50.
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the example of the 2003 decision and the longen ferpact it will have if the anti-
Americanism becomes deeply ingrained.

In the build-up to the Irag War in 2003, the UnitSthtes desired Turkish
support for a “Northern Front” in the invasiomhe resolution which would have
allowed tens of thousands of U.S. troops to bedaseTurkish solil failed before the
Turkish Grand National Assembly on March 1, 2008.rBany accounts, the strong
public opinion to the contrary from almost all semts of society influenced the
government decision. An overwhelming 83 percenfofks opposed allowing the
U.S. and its allies to use its bases in war acogrth the Pew Global Attitudes survey
in late 2002° “Turkish public opinion was clearly opposed to UiBervention, and
a wide range of Turkish elites, including the ségurstablishment, were ambivalent,
at best, regarding U.S. policy” Reports by such organizations as the Strategic
Studies Institute recognized the pressure on th&ishu government not align too
closely with the U.S., due to the strong oppositiynthe public-* Stokes holds that
the decision cannot be removed from its domestidipwopinion context: “At the
time of their decision, Turkish politicians and itaity leaders were undoubtedly
aware that fewer than one in six of their fellonuntytymen called themselves pro-
American.®® Cengiz Candar, an influential Turkish journaligtesializing in the
Middle East, wrote that the decision was “The piadif the corporate Turkish entity,
ranging from the moderately Islamic ruling party the arch-secularist main

opposition party in the parliament, from the presidto the powerful military, from

19 pew Research Center, “What the World Thinks in2@¢w Global Publics View: Their Lives,
Their Countries, The World, America,” (Dec 2002),
http://pewglobal.org/reports/display.php?ReportIB51

M an O. Lesser, “Turkey and the United States: Amatof a Strategic Relationship.” the Future of
Turkish Foreign Policyed. Lenore G. Martin and Dimitris Keridis, (Candge, Massachusetts: The
MIT Press, 2004), 86.

12 Andrew W. Terrill, “Strategic Effects of the Coiufl with Iraq: The Middle East, North Africa, and
Turkey.” Strategic Studies Institute, Carlisle, Rgylvania.March 2003.

13 Stokes, 51.
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the influential judiciary to the mainstream media¥Vriting in 2001, Kemal Kirci
observed that in regard to force against Iraq, liputpinion plays a very important
role and there is a great reluctance among Tudesiision makers to be seen as a tool
of US policy in the region™®

A journalist forZaman one of the leading conservative newspapers, drgue
an editorial that the Turkish government does nattvwto be identified with America
when its image is so negative throughout the retfi@ameron Brown explains that
in a decision that came down to “going againstwiie of the vast majority of the
population or saying no to the United States,” tmvernment tried to diffuse
responsibility for the decisiol. This is not to imply that Turkey’s decision wased
on anti-Americanism. Turkey has reason to avoighaasion from its territory based
on its foreign policy priorities. Nevertheless,andecision that came down to three
votes in the Turkish Grand National AssemBlyhe willingness or unwillingness to
trust and follow the lead of the United States $igaificance. Public opinion factored
into the government’s decision.

Philip Robins writes how the public opinion haditenally been a secondary
player in the making of foreign policy in Turkeyyming from the Ottoman tradition
that people exist to serve the state rather tharsthte existing to serve the people.
Accordingly, Turkey's political culture is charaoteed by foreign policymaking

being dominated by the elites. An example is thg tiat Turgut Ozal was able to

14 Cengiz Candar, “Turkish Foreign Policy and the \&fadraq,” inThe Future of Turkish Foreign
Policy, ed. Lenore G. Martin and Dimitris Keridis, (Carndge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 2004),
54,

15 Kemal Kirisci, “Turkey and the United States: Ambivalent Adljein U.S. Allies in a Changing
World, eds., Barry Rubin and Thomas Keaney, (LondomlEfzass Publishers, 2001), 129.

18 Ali H. Aslan, “Daha Sglam Kopruler Kurmak Gerekir,Zaman,May 14, 2007.

" Cameron S. Brown, “Turkey in the Gulf Wars of 1981d 2003, Turkish StudiegMarch 2007):
103.

18 James E. Kapsis. “The Failure of U.S.-Turkish Rfar Negotiations: An Overconfident United
States, Political Mismanagement, and a Conflictélitavly,” MERIA (September 2006).
Warhttp://meria.idc.ac.il/journal/2006/issue3/jvb3a3.html
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carry the day in Turkey supporting the U.S. in fhist Gulf War.*® Ozal took a
gamble to join the coalition in 1991, with only p@rcent of the population behind
him, according to one poll at the time, expectiadé rewarded by members of the
Western alliance for his suppdft“Despite wide public endorsement of neutrality,
President Ozal almost single-handedly led Turketo imn alliance with the
coalition.”! This has been typical in Turkey, where the publigews rarely appear
to have had much influence on either policymakerghe policy-making process.
The result has been the U.S. focusing on governeilées in its efforts to influence
Turkey. However, there is indication that this is changiRgbins acknowledges that
public opinion has been growing in importance sitee1990<>

Ali Karaosmanglu, professor of international relations, also aguhat the
publics are now involved more than ever before, ingak difficult for issues between
the U.S. and Turkey to be approached caffilfhis requires the U.S. to relate
directly to foreign publics and build understandife changing dynamics mean that
a working relationship with the government will ¢ enoughMaking a deal with
Turkish elites behind closed doors did not accoshpivhat the U.S. wanted in 2003.
If Turks and others in the region have a predispossgative attitude, it will make it
increasingly difficult for America to lead in thattire

Beyond the example of the Irag War, if anti-Amenisa is not dealt with
now it will harden into something worse. Nasuhi Gdin a political columnist for the

Star newspaper, pointed out that if the anti-Americanisemains high for several

19 philip Robins Suits and Uniforms: Turkish Foreign Policy since tbold War(London: Hurst &
Company, 2003), 17.

2 Donald Kirk, “Any Takers?,National ReviewApril 15, 1991.

% Brown, 88.

2 Robins, 91.

% Robins, 92.

4 Karaosmanglu.
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more years, a generation will be raised with tlisllof anti-American atmospherg.
He says that the more anti-Americanism rises, ss dbe sympathy for Iran. More
generally, “No government in today’s Turkey wouiskrits popularity by going along
with pro-American policy suggestion& The longer anti-Americanism persists, the

more difficult it will be for America and Turkey work together.

IV.1.3 Anti-Americanism in Turkey Overview

Based on the framework in chapter three, anti-Acagmism in Turkey is
grounded in political reason$he lead-up to the Iraq War and its aftermath eghit
pre-existing sensitivities in Turkey due to its tpadations with American and its own
identity issues and fears. Contrary to the emoticesctions evident in public opinion
polls, anti-Americanism has not yet become a widksmp dislike of Americans or
their culture, but a resentment of American poticibat are viewed as a threat to
Turkish interests.

While this is true, the reasons for anti-Americamiin Turkey are deeper than
the general rejection of the legitimacy of the Ik&qr and the ensuing instability. The
ongoing war and accompanying issues are seen fthrthe lenses of Turkey’s
lingering mistrust of America as an ally and theeicurities over the threats to the
Turkish Republic. More specifically, these lensexdme 1) an inflated view of
American agency coupled with 2) mistrust and atreaary phobia about threats to
undermine the Republic. Anti-Americanism is prinhatiased on a perception that
America’s actions in the Irag War are against Tahkinterests in supporting Kurdish

self-determination that will lead to the eventuasndemberment of Turkey and,

% Nasuhi Giingér (columnist in ti&tar newspaper), interview with the author, April 2802, Ankara.
% M. Hakan Yavuz and Nihat Ali Ozcan, “The Kurdishi€gtion and Turkey’s Justice and
Development Party,Middle East PolicySpring 2006), 116.

78



secondly, supporting the AKP and political Islamaagart of its broader plan for
Middle East politics, which threatens to erode Bytk secularist state.

The resulting anti-Americanism is mostly based distorted perceptions
caused by the lenses, which leads to an exaggeretedof American involvement
and conspiracy theories not grounded in realityesehhave caused the Iraq War and
the “Hood Event” to be seen in the worst light poles leading to a deepening belief

that America is a Threatening Power, accordindnéospectrum of the last chapter.

IV.1.4 The Common View

Living in Turkey since the Irag War, it would beasy to think that anti-
Americanism began in Turkey after America’s deaisio invade Turkey’s neighbor.
Indeed, a full 70 percent of Turks believe Amergcwar in Irag made the world a
more dangerous place, compared to just eight pereka think removing Saddam
Hussein made the world safer. The Turks’ negatieg/\of the Iraq war is evidenced
by the 60 percent of Turks that believe the U.Sranq is a threat to world peace, the
highest among any of the 15 countries polled by.P&na point of comparison, only
16 percent believed Iran and 6 percent North Kooelae a danger to world peate.
The headline of a 2005 article in the conservatesi Safak newspaper proclaims
“Bush politics is the reason for Anti-Americanisnibdth reflecting and fueling the
public sentiment®

As a way to get a feel for the reasons for antieficanism, | conducted a

survey.With no pretense that it is scientific or represtine of all Turkey, | thought

%" pew Research Center, “America’s Image in the Wdtiddings from the Pew Global Attitudes
Project,” (March 14, 2007) http://pewglobal.org/aoemtary/display.php?AnalysisiD=1019

2 «Amerikan Kasithginin Sebebi Bush Politikasiy'eniSafak March 8, 2005. It is noteworthy how
the polling evidence cited in the article providesevidence for the headline. Every question died
political question and nothing specific about BuBht the conclusion is drawn that anti-Americanism
is due to the policies of the Bush administration.
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it would be useful to get the pulse of studentscokding to a one-page questionnaire
completed by 127 university students in Ankara, tthye three issues that influence
anti-Americanism in Turkey are the Iraqg War, U.Gpport for Kurds, and President
Bush.The responses are shown belé&rom the list of ten choices, respondents were

asked to select the top thrée.

Which of the Views/Issues Influence
Anti-Americanism in Turkey?
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This same general attitude is held by both Turlkisd American specialists.
Banu Eliglr wrote that the perception of the U.§:"Burkey’s most trustworthy and
dependable ally in the West” changed in March 2@88n the United States invaded
Iraq>° In a 2005 hearing before a subcommittee of the ElmfsRepresentatives,

Soner Caaptay, Director of the Turkish Research Programthe Washington

% This is a compilation of responses from 127 METHd 8ilkent students who answered the last
guestion according to the instructions and highé&dttheir top three responses to the question. (See
Appendix 1)

39 Banu Eligiir, “Turkish-American Relations since #@03 Iragi War: A Troubled Partnership,”
Middle East BrieMMay (2006).
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Institute for Near East Policy, explained anti-Amanism in this way: “Regarding
resentment in Turkey toward the United States btk news is that it is widespread.
The good news is that it is not deep-root&cHe believes that it is quickly reversible
if the proper policy steps are takéasimilar sentiment was stated even more clearly
by Ambassador Daniel Fried before the same subctisenin March of 2007.
“Turkish anti-Americanism is broad, but it is, inroview, shallow.?? He asserts that
“It would be easily reversed if circumstances swh the PKK situation were
changed.” Perhaps both wanted to paint a positictine to the U.S. Congress, but
the U.S. government needs to have an accuratesssaipt a hopeful one.

While this common view of Turkish anti-Americanismay be in part true, it
does not provide an accurate enough understanditige oots of anti-Americanism
in Turkey, which go deeper than the recent policyrag. Henri Barkey of Lehigh
University, a regularly consulted expert on Turkagfairs, offers a more sophisticated
evaluation of the anti-Americanism in Turkey by tmd forth two seemingly
contradictory statement¥=irst is, | actually think that the current malkaisr United
States-Turkish relations is temporary in nature..t'Haad, | also do believe that anti-
Americanism in Turkey is actually much deeper thanthink it is.”®® Although he
too is hopeful anti-Americanism may drop to its-pnag War levels, Barkey holds
that it will remain “problematic over the long tefmhile anti-Americanism has
reached remarkably high levels in the aftermatitheflrag War, the phenomenon is
more complicated than opposition to recent Ameripalicies. To understand the

dynamics of anti-Americanism in Turkey, the U.Sed®to look below the surface.

31Soner Caaptay, “The State of U.S.-Turkey Relations,” Hegrlirefore the Subcommittee on Europe
and Emerging Threats (Washington, D.C. May 11, 2085.

32 Daniel Fried, “U.S. Turkish Relations and the @Gdvajies Ahead,” Hearing of the Europe
Subcommittee of the House Foreign Affairs Commifi@ashington, D.C., March 15, 2007).

% Henri J. Barkey, “The State of U.S.-Turkey Rela$ig Hearing before the Subcommittee on Europe
and Emerging Threats (Washington, D.C. May 11, 2005.

81



IV.1.5 Anti-American Iceberg in Turkey

It is evident to most observers that the U.S.-Turkadationship wrecked on
the iceberg of the Irag War, both in the lead-ughs March 1 decision, and the way
that the conflict continues to be handldd.looking at the unprecedented levels of
anti-Americanism in Turkey it is easy to see thgéwblock of ice floating atop the
water upon which the relationship continues to &ghled. However, in the analogy of
an iceberg, as explained in the last chapter, whaisible above water is only a
fraction of the predicamenthe U.S. policies in Irag are only the most obselea
part of what has caused wreckage in relations. Thakish anti-Americanism is
among the highest in the world is indication of tbeberg phenomenoitven the
predictions far before the Iraq War that such aflainwould be detrimental to
relations is indication of preexisting issiés.

However, a more careful analysis of statistics shgveater complexity in the
anti-Americanism® The 52 percent favorable opinion of the U.S. tefeptember
11 is not an overwhelming majorityn other words, nearly half of Turks before
September 11 did not have a favorable view of th®.,thallenging the commonly
held notion that anti-Americanism originated frolne traq War. There was plenty of
lingering apprehension toward the U.S. in placeauye drop in the favorability of
America in 2002 is evidence that America’s reactionSeptember 11 was viewed

negatively even before U.S. troops were on thergton Irag.lt appears that the lead

3 Just one example of how damaging U.S. policy tdwamorthern Iraq would be is Kggi, Rubin and
Kearney, 128-129.

% pew Global Attitudes Report 2007. In 1999/2000pBecent of Turks had a favorable opinion of the
U.S. This dropped to 30 percent in the 2002 Pevb&@lattitudes poll and even further to 15 percent i
2003.After a slight rebound to 30 percent in 2004, theofable rating dropped to 23 percent in 2004
and to a new low of 12 percent in 2006.
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up to and the beginning of the war disenchanted evere Turkslt also stands out
that the lowest ratings were reached in 2006.

In a survey | performed at Bilkent University anddidlle East Technical
University (METU) campuses in Ankara, when askeecsjrally about whether anti-
Americanism in Turkey began after the Iraq War, wbtwo-thirds of Bilkent

Students and 85 percent of METU students saidtthat not>®

IV.1.6 Anti-Americanism in Turkey is Political

To begin the evaluation of anti-Americanism in aumy, the underlying
reason should be identifieBased on the anti-Americanism framework explaimed i
the last chapter, Turkey fits into the Politicatasid of anti-Americanism. Soner
Cagaptay explains that the Iraqg War was primarily ocesible for “reviving dormant
political forces and anti-Americanism’"Underneath the inflammatory event of the
Irag War is an anti-Americanism rooted in the Radit In the iceberg analogy, the
whole iceberg is composed of Political reasShalthough some are the recent and
visible ones, while others are below the surfaggi-Americanism in Turkey is not
significantly influenced on cultural or economiasens. Duygu Sezer, professor of
international relations, stressed that Turks hawataral tendency to like Americans.
She says that no one in Turkey is saying “I dak# lyou.” Instead, Turks are saying,

“We don't like your policy.®

% Results from an unscientific opinion poll fromeeys with 168 Bilkent Students and 51 METU
students, May 2007. See Appendix 1.

37 Soner Caaptay, “Where Goes the U.S.- Turkish Relationshid®idle East QuarterlyFall 2004):
45.

% This has already been qualified in chapter theéecourse it a simplification, but it helps idegtthe
main reasons for anti-Americanism.

39 Duygu Sezer (professor of international relatidifsent University), interview with the author,
May 20, 2007.
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Another finding from the survey | conducted amongg lsocial science
students at Bilkent University was a widespreadebahat anti-Americanism in
Turkey is based on political, rather than cultuwaleconomic reasons. Seventy-five
percent of students cited “Political” as the ontynmmber one basic reason for anti-
Americanism in Turkey?

The politically rooted anti-Americanism is influeset by its past relations with
America. Philip Robins wrote in the introduction to his syuof Turkey. “There is
also a need to consider the experiences, ideasyands which help to condition
perceptions* Turkey is not simply a predictable and generic geategic allyThe
way Turkey perceives its foreign policy, Americaadathe world are shaped by a

unique mix of factors.

IV.2 The Left Lens: The Past Relationship of U.S.@d Turkey

U.S. actions in Iraq are widely resented, in atheos of the world and even in
America. However, each country views these evehtsugh a different pair of
glasses, as described in the last chapter. Whatiéanis doing is real, but how this is
perceived varies from country to country. The lefts of the glasses, the topic of the
remainder of this chapter, is about what Amerigamsich is based primarily on the
past relationship or interaction between the twantoes. The right lens of the
glasses, addressed in the following chapter, isitalbat Turkey itself is.

The strategic relationship between Turkey and Araebegan out of the
common fear of the Soviet Union after World Warriarked by the arrival of the

American warship USSMissouri to Istanbul in 1946. The Turkish reaction was

“0What is the basic reason for Anti-Americanism irkey? (Circle the most important.the others
are important, rank all three from 1-3, with 1 lgethe most important)

__Economic__ Cultural__Political (See Appendix 1).

*!Robins, 4.
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“ecstatic. To the man in the street at last wagitda proof that Turkey did not stand
alone...The Turkish press hailed the United Statethesdefender of peace, right,
justice, progress, and prosperify."Turkey became a beneficiary of America’s
Truman Doctrine in 1947 and the Marshall Plan a yat@r to contain the spread of
communism. “Conceived in the cold war, born in tdomtext of the U.S. policy of
containment, the postwar collaboration of Turkey #me United States once seemed
a model of international cooperatioff. The fledgling relationship was strengthened
by Turkey sending a significant contingent to fighthe Korean War alongside the
U.S.-led UN forces. Turkey's formal acceptance ifN&TO in 1952 was the
crowning moment in the countries enjoying a clobBarece throughout the 1950s.
Turks greeted the joining of NATO with rejoiciigTurkey provided critical military
base locations of great geo-strategic importancehto U.S. In return, Turkey
benefited from extensive military and economic dithe period from 1947 to the

early 1960s was one of almost full convergencemidAcan and Turkish policie$>

IV.2.1 Roots of Mistrust

However, damaging episodes over the next coupleddsc still cloud the
relationship between the countri@$he U.S. decision in 1962 to remove the Jupiter
missiles from Turkey without any notification to Rara following the Cuban missile
crisis was perceived as U.S. willingness to tusrbiick on Turkey when it served its

interests® One author wrote that there was “more than a difiret Turkey-for-Cuba

2 George S. HarrjsTroubled Alliance: Turkish-American Problems iistdrical Perspective, 1945-
1971 (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institude Public Policy Research, 1972).

*3 Harris, 3.

* Harris, 44.

“5 Dankwart A. RustowTurkey: America’s Forgotten AlfNew York: Council on Foreign Relations
Press, 1989), 95.

“® . Vali quoted in Kirjci, 120.
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trade.®” The realization of the apparent asymmetrical matof the relationship
disturbed Turkish elitesin 1964 President Johnson sent the infamous |eier
associated with his name, warning Turkey not to Us®. arms against Cyprul.
military action incited the involvement of the Setd, Turkey should not expect the
U.S. to come to its aidJohnson’s letter amounted to threatening Ameridaiskish
ally with the common Soviet enemylhe feeling of betrayal in Turkey was
widespread® A third notorious event for Turkey occurred a dixdater, when
Turkey’s military intervened with force in the Jul@74 coup in Cypruslhe action
was widely condemned by the international commuaitgt the U.S. imposed an arms
embargo against Turkey. “If the Johnson letter ghibe Turkish establishment, the
events of 1974 confirmed that there were limitavtach Turkey could rely on her
superpower ally*® These events are felt decades ldf€he punitive aspect of the
sanction fed Turkish anti-Americanism, and instilfeelings of suspicion towards the
United States on the part of Turkish decision-msiteat still reverberate today””
During the 1960s and 1970s there was a leftist-Aamigricanism popular
among young people. According to Nihat Ali OzcarnT@BB University, one of the
roots of anti-Americanism today is the anti-Amenisan from the leftist, pro-Soviet
socialists in the 1960s and 1970sDuring this time there were new American
military bases opened in Turkey and there was tessnt over the presence of U.S.

soldiers within Turkey’'s borders. Journalist MeK@yatasi also acknowledged the

" William Hale, quoted in Robins, 130.

“8 Rustow, 95.

*° Robins, 132.

" Nur Bilge Criss, “Turkish Perceptions of the Unit8tates,” in David Farber ed\fhat They Think of
Us: International Perceptions of the United Stadgse 9/11(Princeton University Press, 2007), 54.
*L Nihat Ali O®zcan (professor, TOBB University), imew with the author, April 17, 2007, Ankara.
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historical roots of one of the anti-American camngs.describes them as coming from
the leftist culture and against American imperial’8

Although these harmful events were weathered, theki3h-American
relationship emerged from the Cold War scarréde Cuban Missile Crisis, for
example, “left a deep imprint on Turkish-Americatations... it gave concrete form

to creeping suspicions that the fate of the NAT@e=almight not be inextricably

| 53 14

linked after all.™ Turkey has viewed the U.S. as an unreliable orbigaient™" ally
because of the critical times the “U.S. has eithded to deliver or has shown itself
willing to trade its Turkish assets in favour ofrs® greater rewarc?® There is fear
that the U.S. could withdraw support when Turkeydse it most. Robins writes
directly, “this perception of the United States @s ally that waxes and wanes
overlays what for many in Turkey is an instinctiaeti-Americanism.*® Journalists
still frequently refer to the Johnson Letter asihgvgreat influence on Turkish
American relation§’ The “imprint” and “perception” left from the histp of the
relationship are what make the left lens of thessgga through which Turkey views the
U.S. today.

Despite predictions by some that Turkey would lidsestrategic importance
after the end of the Cold War, it remained an ingodrally of the U.S. with the many
conflicts that sprang up in the regions around @yrlAlthough Turkey joined the

U.S. and the international community in taking @ctagainst Iraq in 1991, many feel

they were not compensated for the losses incur@uk foreign correspondent

2 Meri¢ Kéyatasl, “ABD Kagithg1,” Aksam, February 21, 2005.

3 Harris, 93.

> Kiri sci.

°° Robins, 129.

*® Robins, 129.

" An example is M. Ali Kglali, “ ‘Cuval'in révarsl,” Radikal January 14, 2006. Ttguval Olayiis
compared in significance to the Johnson Letterctvihie mentions at the beginning and end of his
article as having great impact and a cornerstotieeimelations between countries.
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reported in April 1991 that since Ozal’s decisiort'shut off Irag’s dual oil pipeline
over Turkish soil right after Saddam Hussein seésfdrces into Kuwait on August 2,
Turkey has lost at least six billion dollars indeg®® Most Turks look back on the
first Gulf War with resentment, seeing the econologses the crisis caused and the
refugee crisis of nearly half a million Iragi Kurdlsoding into southeast Turkey.
“Turks remain convinced that they were forced t@rban excessive share of the
financial burden that resulted from the w&.Duygu Sezer is one scholar who
maintains that Ozal made the right decision to jiie U.S. alliance against Iraqi
aggression, despite the lack of compensatiofurkey’s cooperation with the U.S.
and the West helped solidify its geo-strategic inguace at the end of the Cold War.
Nevertheless, the memories of the first Gulf Wawuldohave influence on the way
Turks perceived a future war against Iraqg.

The relations between the countries remained waekidiooughout the rest of
the 1990s as Ankara and Washington’s strategicast® remained similar more often
than notFor example, Ankara was a strong advocate of NA®Qicuing when there
was talk of it dissolving at the end of the Cold M high point of relations was in
President Clinton’s visit to Turkey in November 99%ttracting Turks with his
skilled style® It is remarkable how much Clinton’s visit to Tuykis mentioned by
Turks of all ages, often-times cited as an exartié anti-Americanism did not exist
before the Irag War. Nur Bilge Criss, professorirgérnational relations, refers to

Clinton’s visit and the standing ovation he recdive the Turkish parliament as a

8 Kirk, 21.

%9 James E. Kapsis, “From Desert StornMetal Storm How Iraq Has Spoiled US-Turkish Relations,”
Current History(November 2005): 382. The quotation is also giesliin chapter six.

% Brown, 96.

®1 Duygu Sezer, interview with the author, May 20020

%2 Stephen Kinzer, “Clinton’s Visit in Turkey May HeBpeed Up ReformThe New York Times
November 21, 1999.
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positive high in relations between the countrieesithe end of the Cold W& The
relationship between the two capitals has contimedbut with a suspecting eye to
the reliability of the U.S. as an ally.

Turkey has long considered the U.S. an untrustwally with a propensity to
act only in its own best interest. The Jupiter itesissue, Johnson Letter, and arms
embargo remain as examples where the U.S. has btesved as willing to
compromise its relations with Turkey when it seritssown interest. In addition to
the unreliability, there is a related view of asyetrg in the relationship, where the
U.S. does not adequately consider and compensaténdmncial losses that Turkey
incurs, as in the first Gulf War. Mistrust has buip historically in the relationship
between the countries. This has become part dietieethrough which Turkey views

its current interaction with the United States.

IV.2.2. America the “All-Knowing” and “All-Powerful ”

The other factor tainting the lens is a feelingekioa is an omnipotent and all-
powerful force that can accomplish everything itntga America is believed to be a
huge influence on everything Turkey does. Wheroésdnot act in Turkey’s favor, it
is seen as part of a bigger plan.

Turkey has a tendency to attribute great power iafidence to the United
States.Aykan Erdemir, a sociology professor at Middle E&@sthnical University,
says that despite the heterogeneity of Turkey,yewer gives enormous agency to the
United State§? He explains a widespread tendency to credit Araeniith a type of

omnipotence, where it can see all, hear all, arsl drormous power. America is

63 H

Criss, 57.
6 Aykan Erdemir (Deputy Dean of the graduate sclodsbcial sciences at Middle East Technical
University), interview with the author, May 21, ZQnkara.
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accordingly held responsible for much of what haygpeegatively in Turkey and the
world. Harris wrote about the “American factor,” where thé. is perceived to be an
important influencer in Turkey’s internal affaffs.

A tendency to attach enormous weight to the actofrike U.S. is also evident
through the events discussed abd¥eesident Johnson'’s letter, for example is made
into a larger-than-life symbol of American intemtgo Nur Bilge Criss explains that
the importance of the letter has been blown ouprobortion. She maintains that
Turkey would have had trouble taking military aatiat that time anyway, but it is
built into a huge act of power by the Americdhdhe same tendency to point the
finger at U.S. involvement is evident in beliefattthe U.S. put its support behind the
military coups of the past or that the U.S. is laglan opposing political party.

It is noticeable upon examining this case that $wkpect a lot of America
and sees issues from the perspective of their @NrirderestsOf course, the same
could probably be said about any other courttiarris explained the belief that while
the U.S. can negatively influence Turkey, it alss lthe power to help, “resting as it
does on the notion that a superpower can and indl the means to accomplish its
desires®’

Turks feel they have enough problems and do not WenU.S. to create any
more. However, Turks also believe that America ties power to help relieve
Turkey’s problems, and expect it to do Honot, Turks feels that America is not a
reliable ally. In this sense, the power of America can becomenaibitor in its

relations.Hasan Cemal wrote that the faults of the U.S. ardeat, especially the

% Harris, 128.

% Nur Bilge Criss (professor of international reteis, Bilkent University), interview with the author
May 15, 2007, Ankara.

®" Harris, 210.
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Bush administration’s two years of inaction in deglwith the PKK issué® Turkey
does not expect Italy, for example, to be able dlvesits Kurdish problem and
eliminate the PKK.America touches every place on the globe eitheectiyr or
indirectly through the influence of its foreign moks. While Turks would not
necessarily expect Italy to do other than whanhigs interest, Turks, along with the
rest of the world, want America to attend to ited®

The Cyprus crisis of the 1960s, with noticeableafhals to the current Turkish
desire for U.S. to deal with the PKK issue, exefigdi expectation of U.S.
involvement. “Many Turks had an exaggerated notbwhat could be done toward
solving the Cyprus problem if Washington would onhrow its weight into the
balance.®® Another remarkable parallel to the current isstithe PKK is mentioned
later by Harris that in 1964 the main complaintiagiithe U.S. was that it was
permitting the build-up of Greek Cypriot forces bgunseling peaceful means and
discouraging the use of Turkish military forCe.

Donald Kirk provided a clear example of how American be held
responsible for domestic events. He relates anamgehwith Turgut Ozal about why
Turkey had not started a modernization effort sao@zal reportedly said that it is
because of a lack of support from the U.S., whiehbbklieved was limited by the
Greek lobby! The United States’ taking action (or lack therasfis used to explain
away Turkey’s failure to begin a modernization dffo

The United States created this picture partlyfitgglit built up a strong image
to counter Soviet influence in countries like TurkeThe Bush administration

contributes to this all-powerful image that it @mit alone. The mission statement of

® Hasan Cemal, “Tiirkiye, Amerika, dostluk sdianlk!,” Milliyet, Feb 20, 2005.
% Harris, 111.

" Harris, 112.

" Kirk, 22.
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the State Department (not the Department of Defgnlsas a bold unilateral
statement.

We will strive to strengthen traditional alliancasd build new relationships to

achieve a peace that brings security, wlien necessary, we will act alone to

face the challenges, provide assistance, and sieé&zepportunities of this era

U.S. leadership is essential for promoting thisovisbut others must share the

responsibility’” (emphasis added)

For international relations it would be better tbe brash unilateral phrase to be
eliminated from the mission statement.

This overview of Turkish-American relations througfe last six decades
shows the long-standing issues in the relationsaip the factors clouding and
constituting the left lens of Turkey's metaphorigghssesThese influence the way
Turkey has viewed American behavior in recent exdriterefore, as the War in Iraq
is continuing, and touches on other sensitive s$oeTurkey, it is not surprising that

distrust of America would sky-rocket in 2008is to the basis of the sensitive issues

that we now turn.

"2«“Mission,” U.S. State Department, http://www.stgtev/s/d/rm/rls/dosstrat/2004/23503.htm.
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CHAPTER V

ANTI-AMERICANISM IN TURKEY: WHAT TURKEY IS

While the left lens is the past relationship betw#ee countries, the right lens
of the metaphorical glasses has to do with whak@wspecifically is. This includes
Turkey’s history, identity, fears, and current go. In contrast to the left lens,
America has very little or no influence on the tigens, even though the lens
significantly influences the way Turkey sees thatéthStates. In the case of Turkey,
this will be addressed in terms of Turkey’s histanyd fears related to its identity

struggle, which in turn shapes the current politics

V.1 Historical Reasons Based on Turkey’s Past

One essential element in assessing a country’'sAamgiricanism is its past.
Every country did not begin at the same time wittlean slate. To the contrary, each
nation has an individual story and past that infeeshow it views the world’he case
study of Turkey presents an obvious example of Hmwveight of its history is still

felt today. “Makers of Turkey’'s foreign policy continue to shoer the burden of
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their Ottoman past” Although history’s heavy influence on Turkey coul
addressed at length, just two examples will bergiviehow Turkey’s past impacts the
way it interacts with the world and, more specificawith the U.S.

One of the aspects of Turkey’'s past that affectisday is the greatness of the
Ottoman Empire, which stretched from the Middle tBasCentral Eastern Europe.
According to VeyselSimsek, Ph.D. candidate of Ottoman History at Bilkent
University, Ottoman history is an important parttbeé Turkish national identity.
From primary school to high school Turkish histasytaught almost exclusively,
including mainly Ottoman, War of National Liberatioand earlier Republican
history? Simsek explains a belief deep in Turkish minds: “We @meght that we are
heirs to war winners, law givers and order givérsAtcording to policy analyst
Cengiz Candar, Turkey carries the legacy of theor®d#n Empire. The swift
transformation of the Ottoman Empire to a natiatestleeply influences the outlook
of Turks today’. | have personally felt how much Turks are awaréhefr ancestor’s
greatness, a sentiment | have experienced everdeut$ my many friends doing
graduate work in Ottoman historyThe first time | grasped the widespread
identification was in a TOMERclassroom in Ankara, the state capital establithed
solidify a break with the Ottoman Empire. | wasitad to the TOMER class as a
guest English speaker by a young Turkish teachee. advanced English class was

composed of government employees in their thirtied forties.In the midst of a

! Feroz Ahmad, “The Historical Background of Turk&fForeign Policy.” ifThe Future of Turkish
Foreign Policy ed. Lenore G. Martin and Dimitris Keridis, (Cardge, Massachusetts: The MIT
Press, 2004), 9.

2 VeyselSimsek (Ph.D. candidate in Ottoman History, Bilkent bnsity), Interview with the author,
May 20, 2007.

% salih OzbararTarih ve (Fretimi (Istanbul: Cem Yayinevi, 1992), 112-114.

* For an evaluation of the presentation of Ottomésidtly in Turkish schoolbooks and the intended
influence on Turkish youth, see Ozbaran, 116-122.

® Cengiz Candar, “Turkish Foreign Policy and the \&fairag,” inThe Future of Turkish Foreign
Policy, ed. Lenore G. Martin and Dimitris Keridis, (Carndge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 2004),
55.

® TOMER is one of the longest established languaegeting instiutes in Turkey.
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lively discussion about their views of America, teacher commented that if they are
honest they all are proud of the greatness of ti@n@n Empire. It was memorable to
hear this from a young woman who graduated fromigeusity in Ankara and to see

every head nodding in agreement in a class fudtate employees.

In an interview with Nihat Ali Ozcan, a former aynofficer and current
academic with a focus on anti-Americanism in thekigh military, he talked at
length about the influence of the Ottoman past orkd@y today and how Turks desire
to be loyal to a powerful state that watches otent. He explained that because of
its imperial tradition, Turks respect the powerfdsition of America and do not
naturally resent it for being an empire. In the TERIclassroom, | was surprised by
the number of students who, although without hasitacalling America an empire
that rules the world, said that they would do thens if they had the opportunity.
There is a sense of jealousy of America that briegpect, but also sensitivity that
can lead to anti-Americanism.

An example of this sensitivity is that Turks shithve a pride about their past
greatness, and are angered by references to Twtieypeing the “sick man of
Europe,” the tag placed on the ailing Ottoman Emjirthe 18 century.There was a
volatile reaction in Turkey to Robert Pollock’s Zfrticle in thewall Street Journal
titted “The Sick Man of Europe—Agairt”Pollock scathingly writes, “Much of
Atatirk’s legacy risks being lost, and there wdyétany of the old Ottoman grandeur
left, either. Turkey could easily become just aeotBecond-rate country: small-
minded, paranoid, marginal and—how could it be otiee?—friendless in America

and unwelcome in Europe.” With such strong and demmg language, it is no

" Nihat Ali Ozcan, interview with the author, Apii, 2007.
8 Robert Pollock, “The Sick Man of Europe — Agaififie Wall Street JournaCommentary,.Feb 16,
2005,.
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wonder that the article prompted such strong reasfi To taunt Turkey with being
“‘lust another second rate country” understandalalysfthe embers of its past

greatness.

V.2 Sevres Phobia

Another historical influence on the way that preésdmy Turkey sees the
world is the “Sevres Phobia.” The infamous Sevresafly, signed in 1920 by the
victors of World War | and representatives of th#o®an sultan, carved up the
remaining Ottoman provinces, including an indepahd&menia in the east and a
referendum for an independent Kurdistan in the lemagt.Although the treaty never
came into force because of the successful Natid'eal of Liberation, “the map of
‘Anatolia according to Sevres’ remained in the gagéschoolbooks as a symbol of
hostile intentions on the last piece of land leftTurks.™® The Turkish Republic
continues on with the fear that it is surrounded dblgers who want to take its
territory, as was tried in the past. “An integralripof the Turkish political culture is
the conviction that the outside world is conspirittg weaken and carve up the

country.™*

This fear contributes to the rising nationalisnthivi Turkey. A common
phrase that resonates with nationalistsTidrk’iin Turk’ten baka dostu yoktur(“A
Turk has no friend but a Turk”). Turkey’'s dealing#th foreign powers, the U.S.
included, are seen through this lens. For examplghe mainstream newspaper

Radikal ismet Berkan wrote that “The most important thingehis [that we have a

blind and] unshakable belief that the foreignengehaeen acting and will act secretly,

° An example of the many strong reactions by therolists of almost every newspaper Turkey is,
Yildirm Turker, “Amerika kagiti misiniz?”"Radikal Feb. 21, 2005.

12 Muimtaz Soysal, “The Future of Turkish Foreign Byli in The Future of Turkish Foreign Policy

ed. Lenore G. Martin and Dimitris Keridis, (Camlg& Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 2004), 41.
M Kirisci, 126.
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insidiously and by not telling the whole truttf. The Sevres Phobia is an example of a
pervasive phenomenon where “expectations or perabets represent standing
estimates of what the world is like and, therefafeywhat the person is likely to be
confronted with.*3

The prevalence of this attitude toward the U.S. atiwéer foreign powers is
supported by polling data such as the “Transattahtends 2005” patf launched by
the German Marshall Fund of the United StateSuat Kinikli@glu analyzed the
implications about Turkey in thBurkish Daily News

Transatlantic Trends 2005 also asked Turks whay thenk about other
countries on a scale from zero to 100, with 100 mmgpa very warm,
favorable feeling and zero indicating a very cahdl ainfavorable feeling. As
was the case last year, Turks are cold toward¥Jthied States (28), cooler,
in fact, among nine European countries also incuttethe survey. Turks
have become unfavorable towards France (29). Vghigort for Russia (24),
China (46) and Iran (36) have increased a litterall these figures are rather
low and are not even above the “neutral” 50. The &) maintains the
highest warmth degree (50), but analyzing the Blrkigures and comparing
them with the other 10 countries polled it becomgsarent that Turks are not
particularly warm to any other nation. Turks felelnee and isolated....Indeed,
Turks are only particularly warm towards themselviagks gave 82 degrees
to Turkey. These figures seem to confirm our fam@madationist dictum,
“There is no friend to a Turk but a Turk®”

Another poll conducted by Son&esearch revealed that 22 percent of the Turkish
public cannot find a single country close to Turkéyrhe highest countries were

Germany, at just under 10 percent, and Americaparéent.

2ismet Berkan, “Kurban kiiltirinden kurtulmadan olth&adikal Feb. 20 2005. “Burada en énemli
sey, yabancilaringierini gizlice, sinsice ve aslinda kimseye ggiggamamini sdylemeden
yaptiklarina/ yapacaklarinagkin sarsiimaz inancimiz.”

'3 Jervis, 145.

14 «“Transatlantic Trends, Key Findings 2005,” Gernvarshall Fund, See Page 7, Chart 3 for Turkish
feelings towards the United States.

http://www.compagnia.torino.it/english/comunicazipdf/ GMF%20Trends%202005.pdf

1> German Marshall Fund of the United States httpvifugmfus.org/about/office.cfm?city=ankara

16 Suat Kinikliglu, “Trends, Turks and the Politics of Identificatiofiirkish Daily News

September 13, 2005.

" SonarArastirma, “Toplum Tercihleri Argtirmasi- March 2003.” http://www.sonararastirma.¢om
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V.3 Turkish Identity

In addition to the historical influences on thghti lens, there is also the all-
encompassing issue of identity and the accompanigacs within a country. How
Turkey views itself and the threats to this idgnititfluence the way it sees the world.
Katzenstein and Keohane maintain that anti-Ameisrartranslating into very active
anti-Americanism is dependent on the extent to wiimerica is fearet If there is
a fear of U.S. actions, anti-Americanism will inase. Based on this premise, the
especially high anti-Americanism in Turkey coul@rst from deep fears within its
populace about the negative effects that U.S. pofiay have on the Turkish
Republic.

As discussed earlier, there are deep-seated dbarg threats to break up the
Turkish RepublicPartly grounded in the Sevres phobia, the sameyegafear was
left by Atatiirk™® An example is in his monumental “Address to Turkigbuth” on
October 20, 1927. The majority of the speech isotsV to imploring the young
people to always be on their guard to defend Thrkislependence and the Turkish
Republic. He warns about outside forces and “schefhdut also that “More
distressing and more grievous than all these, tidsehold and exercise the power
within the country may have fallen into gross erfolunder, and even treasdfi.”
Atatilrk’s fear seems to be that there will alwagstitiose who have a design to break
apart the Turkish Republic, both from the outsidet also possibly from traitors
within. With perceived threats such as this embdddeTurkish identity, it is vital to
try to understand how fear acts as a source offangricanism in Turkey in order to

help mitigate anti-American sentiments.

18 Katzenstein and Keohane, 34.

9 Mustafa Kemal was given the name Atatiirk, meatfiaidner of the Turks” in 1934,
2 Mustafa Kemal, “Address to Turkish Youth,” Octolagr, 1927.
http://www.turkishlanguage.co.uk/hitap.htm
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Another key component of understanding anti-Angrsm is Kemalism.
Kemalism is not an easily defined concept, andoalgihn any depth of the topic is
beyond the scope of this thesis, a basic underisigimebuld go a long way in helping
American policy makers appreciate the way its pedicare perceived by a Turkish
Republic that is still saturated with its founddggacy’* Kemalism was named after
Mustafa Kemal (later honored with the name Atatithk¢ hero that led Turkey in its
National War of Liberation and galvanized a Repuldlom the remains of the
Ottoman Empire.

People had to be given a new collective identityg they had to be persuaded

to accept it. The Kemalist revolution had to establish simultarshp the

Republic of Turkey, the Turkish people as a nateomj the Turk as a citizen

with an identity different from being a Muslim sebj of the sultaf?

The official twin identities rigidly laid down byhe Kemalist state were secularism
and Turkish nationalist

Kemalism gradually became more of a conservatieelogy out of a desire to
protect what it has achievéd“Especially for Turkey’s politically powerful militry,
Kemalism represents a defensive political reactigainst the perceived enemies of
the secular Turkish republic: Kurdish nationalismdapolitical Islam.*® The
principles that guided Kemal's efforts to establiste modern Turkish Republic
gradually became an obstacle to Turkey becomingenummocratic because the

country’s elites preferred an authoritarian intetation rather than a liberal

democratic oné®

2L For an enjoyable analysis of Kemalism, see: Kar&lide, “Turkish Identity: National vs. State
Identity in Turkey and Implications for U.S.-Turk&elations,” M.A. thesis, Bilkent University, June
2007. See especially chapters three and four.

2 Kramer, 5.

% Robins, 31 and Yavuz and Ozcan, 116.

24 Omer Tapinar, “The Anatomy of Anti-Americanism in Turkeylhe Brookings Institute, July 2005,
5.

% Taspinar, 5.

% Kramer, 1.
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V.4 Political Islam and the Kurdish Issue

In his article, “The Anatomy of Anti-Americanism iTurkey,” OmerTagpinar,
co-Director of the Brookings Project on Turkey, weg that the root of anti-
Americanism has to do with the tensions over Tukkeyvn identity. “At its roots,
Turkey's current wave of distrust of the United t8sais a Kemalist identity
problem.?’ Taspinar describes “twin threats” of Kurdish and Isiamissent against
Kemalism.?® Heinz Kramer, in his bool Changing Turkeyoes into more detail
about these two challenges to the Kemalist state.

What is less-often realized in the West is thatk&yris also undergoing
extraordinary internal changeAs a side effect of the international changes,
important developments such as the uneasy relatatis Kurds or the
advance of politicized Islam that have long beemthm offing but have been
restrained by the repercussion of bipolar inteamati relations on Turkish
domestic politics could break through.

These internal issues in a changing environmenigi® the way Turkey views the

world and the U.S.

V.4.1 Political Islam

The first prominent fear of the Turkish Repubiicce the time of Atatlrk is of
political Islam. Metin Heper, professor of politicecience at Bilkent University,
refers to the issue of political Islam in Turkeyths “presumed efforts on the part of
the government to bring back a state based on Isi%matiirk sought to separate

Islam from the state and break with the “backwasdhef the religious Ottoman

2 Taspinar, 5.

BTaspinar, 5.

2 Kramer, XII-XIII.

30 Metin Heper, “The Justice and Development Pari@avernment and the Military in Turkey,”
Turkish Studieg¢June 2005): 219.
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state. Secularism, or the divorce of public affaingluding law and education, from
religion, was one of the indisputable parts of Kksma>* and it is still staunchly
defended by the State in Turkéy.he republican principle, the national and social
homogeneity of the Turkish nation, and the secalaracter of the republic were
givens that could not be openly debated or evestmmed by any political group?
After the fall of the Ottoman Empire, there waseaitory populated “by a whole
collection of ethnic minorities, bound together yotly a shared Muslim faitt*®
Although Islam was an important unifier of the Tigtkidentity, it also needed to be
kept in check. Turkey adopted the French, or Jagcabodel of secularism where the
state controls the majority religidf.

Islam remains a very important part of the soadlric of Turkey, and is still
viewed as a potential threat to the secular stat®ew Global Attitudes survey
release in July 2005 revealed that among those ashesider themselves Muslim in
Turkey, a plurality of 43 percent consider themssha Muslim before a national
citizen® Sixty-two percent of respondents in the same susaéd that Islam plays a
large role in the politics of Turkey, a significainicrease from 41 percent in 2002,
although 50 percent compared to 39 percent sayttisaed bad thing. Political Islam is
still feared, exemplified by the strong oppositiorthe appointment of Abdullah Gul
as president in the spring of 2007.

The intentions of the AK party, elected in 2002, continue to be hotly

contestedScholars such as Metin Heper believed that the AKyphad passed the

31 Binnaz Toprak, “Islam and Democracy in TurkeViirkish Studieg¢June 2005): 168.

% Kramer, 8.

% Robins, 125.

% Toprak, 170.

% pew Global Attitudes Projecislamic Extremism: Common Concern for Muslim ané#tern
Publics,” July 2005http://pewglobal.org/reports/display.php?PagelD=813

% The Justice and Development Party (JDP) will berred to by the more familiar Turkish name,
Adalet ve Kalkinma PartigAK Parti/AKP), http://www.akparti.org.tr/index2@asp.
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“litmus test of acting rationally and responsibty politics as well as keeping their
distance from Islam® ihsan D4, professor of international relations at MiddiasE
Technical University, wrote that the AKP is bestsciébed as a “post-lIslamic
movement” and can hardly be called Islamist “withikeeral, democratic and pro-
western orientation and political agenda.”

However, there are vehement responses regardiriglémeic intentions of the
AKP. Michael Rubin, editor ofMiddle East Quarterly makes an impassioned
argument about the Islamist AKP’s erosion of seculstitutions, asserting it intends
to appoint “Islamists” to control all Turkish ofés and attract “Green Money” from
Saudi Arabia>®

In the post-September Ehvironment, with fears and accusations of a war
against Islam, the U.S. was eager to hold up Tudseg model of a democratic and
Muslim country. Tgpinar explains why this was not welcome in Turkespecially
by the government elite: “Turkey is a secular rdjgulWWe do not sympathize with
religion-based illustrations that contradict thisncept.*® Cazaptay similarly states
that highlighting the rise of the AKP as proof thafrkey is a democracy has
alienated Turkey’'s secular elites because theyitsa® a strategy by Washington to
undermine Turkey's secular ord€r.More generally, Tg@inar argues, that U.S.
support for “moderate Islam” in the Middle East affirmation of Turkey as a model
within it has been perceived as support for Islaithiw Turkey. Many Turks are

concerned that Washington’s true aim is to “Islgfhifurkey and that Washington is

3" Heper, 221.

¥ jhsan D4, “Transformation of Islamic Political Identity ifurkey: Rethinking the West and
Westernization, Turkish StudiegMarch 2005): 30, 34.

39 Michael Rubin/Will Turkey have an Islamic PresidentAE| Middle East OutlogkFebruary 2,
2007.

“OTaspinar, 9.

1 Casaptay, 52.
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guilty for political Islam’s rise to powéf. For example, Ali Aslan oZamanexplains
that the United States makes Ankara’s political backaucratic elite uncomfortable
by holding up Turkey as a model Muslim couritty.

America has made mistakes that do not help theematt April of 2004, then-
Secretary of State Colin Powell “Ignited a smak$torm when he referred to Turkey
in a speech as a model ‘Islamic Republf¢.’Such instances fan suspicions over
whether Washington has a close connection with @Mmister Tayyip Erdgan and
the AK Party.Under Secretary Hughes may have fueled similargpdi@ns in her
comments that, though made in good faith, drewnatte in the Turkish media.
Radikalreported Hughes saying “President Bush especiaiyt@d me to meet with
the religious leaders” during her visit to Turkey2005, and attracted attention to it
with the subheading “Bush’un 6zel igieor “Bush’s special wish.**

In Turkish mainstream media it is normal to heagedasons that the U.S. is
supportive of the AK PartyA recent example is a Gungor Uras editorial in the
mainstream newspapbfilliyet. He says that the bottom line is, “The AKP lieghe
hearts of Americans'® He argues that because American decision makertsking
their information from a limited number of peopléavall support the AK Party,
Americans believe that without the AK Party, thenid be no democracy. He closes
his article with an anecdote about a cleaning latyp went to the demonstration in
Istanbul to advocate the preservation of a secstiate. “| am, thanks to God, a

Muslim, but | don’t want to live in a Muslim stateln his article, Uras strongly

2 Tulin Daloglu, “Sentiment and Skepticism; Do Turks Really Frilnge United States?The
Washington Timeslune 20, 2006.

3 Ali H. Aslan, “Daha sglam képriiler kurmak gerekirZaman May 14, 2007.

*4 Kapsis, “From Desert Storm Metal Storny’ 380.

5 “Bush’un imajcisi ‘kadinsokunda,”Radikal September 29, 2005.

6 Giingdr Uras‘Amerikalilar secimlerle bizden fazla ilgileniyorililliyet, May 13, 2007. “Yazinin
sonunda yazagam bginda yazayim, Amerikalilarin gdénlinde AKP yatiyor.”
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presents the case that the AK party, or politiskr, is a danger to the Republic, and
is supported by the United States.

There is also a tendency for Turks to interprettrastatements made by the
U.S. as intended to be in support of the AK Pa#y. example is a headline in
Radikal “Strong American Support for AKP'* The article is based on Secretary
Rice’s statement that the U.S. supports democnachurkey, however the headline

makes it appear to be a given that the U.S. suppiogtAK Party.

V.4.2 The Kurdish Issue

The second of the twin fears is about the Kurdésiie, a fear that is grounded
in the problem of ethnic minorities and the Turkigtentity from before the
establishment of the Turkish Republic. The assertibethnic-nationalist minorities
was used to justify the dismantling of the Ottontampire marked by the Sevres
Treaty, which was detailed above. “At Sevres, theonities issue emerged as being
at the very heart of the existential challengehe aspirations of the new Turkish
nationalist movement® The Sevres Treaty was officially replaced by tg23
Lausanne Treaty that recognized only the existafioeligious minorities."Under
Lausanne, then, ethnic minorities among the Mugopulation of Turkey, notably
the Kurds and Arabs, were left without any spesiatus or recognitior’® The
Republic identity became based on Turkishness laadxistence of different ethnic
groups was simply denied.

The Kurdish issue has been so closely monitoredhbystate because the

Turkish national identity was based on the assemioa common Turkish ancestry.

“T«“AKP'ye ABD'den giiclii destek geldi,Radikal May 12, 2007.
*® Robins, 125.

* Robins, 125.

0 Kramer, 5, 40.
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“Predominant is how to resolve the official stateetine of the ‘one and indivisible
nation and state’ with the undeniable existenc&0aio 12 million persons of different
ethnic origin and cultural background>"The issue remains extremely sensitive,
even as the laws have been slightly loosened. ['th@i1990s, mentioning the words
“Kurd” or “Kurdish” in public was generally regardes breaking a tabod®’

It is through this lens that Turkey views anythth@t happens in support of
Kurds. “In a way, both the domestic and foreigniges of Turkey have been
hostages to the Kurdish problem for the past 2%sy&a The assertion of a separate
Kurdish ethnicity is a challenge to the Turkishntity. It evokes fears of population
and territory being seized from Turkey, as happengti Sevres. According to
Tagpinar, almost everyone in Turkey thinks that Wagtan supports a Kurdish state
in Iraq, either intentionally, or that its policiesll eventually have this resuif. The
problem is exaggerated by reporting of Kurdishestants that confirm all fearBor
example, Kadir Konuksever, media coordinator at Bhgarbakir mayor’s office,
stated that “the Kurdish people have tremendougagimy for America, as they think
it is helping the Kurds in Northern Iraq to build independent Kurdistari™ The
Kurdish identity problem exemplifies how the Iracga¥\caused such a spike in anti-
Americanism by touching on deeper issues. “The empment of Iragi Kurds—and
their quest for autonomy—in the wake of the 2003 weopened old wounds in
Turkey.”®
Related to the identity challenge, there is alser@torial threat acutely felt by

Turks. “The Kurds of Turkey have demands that rafigen full secession to

*1 Quoted in Kramer, 39.

2 Kramer, 37.

>3 Yavuz and Ozcan, 103.

* Taspinar, 10.

5 Tulin Dalaglu, “Turkey’s Kurdish Problem; Washington must oppdahe PKK,The Washington
Times August 16, 2005.

% Casaptay, 46.
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federalism, and the recognition of individual righas Turkish citizens® Nasuhi
Gungor ofStar newspaper says that an equation has formed ingdsapinds that if
an independent Kurdish state is formed in northtag it will lead to the
dismemberment of Turkey, and it will happen wiimerican support®

The most visible facet of this issue is over theKPithe separatist Kurdish
terrorist organization. Semilliz wrote the same in thBurkish Daily News“Most
Turks, whether civilian or military, seriously belie today that the PKK is actually

"9 Academics have made

being harbored by the American military in northénaq.
the same observation. “Many Turks believe thatUWiméed States is supporting the
formation of an independent Kurdistan in northeragl with future irredentist
aspirations in Turkish territory, and are thus gsine PKK against Ankar&” Tulin
Daloglu wrote that “Anti-Americanism in Turkey is relatemore to America’s
inaction against the PKK than the legality or remsg behind the Irag Waf*

These Turkish perceptions of America courting matketslam and Kurds, the
sources of the twin fears of the Turkish Republioze insight into why anti-
Americanism has spiked since September 11 andrgeWar.The twin fears are
viewed as challenges to nationalism and sovereidmhping to explain why Turkey
fits primarily within the Political sphere of thentaAmericanism framework
presented in the last chapter. It is logical tlsal arkish fears of America threatening
these two areas increases, anti-Americanism wilreiase. “The principle of

nationalism is more precisely defined as the irmldiiity of the Turkish state’s

territory and nation® It is through this lens that America’s supportbimth Kurds

" Yavuz and Ozcan, 102.

8 Nasuhi Giing6r§tarGazetg Interview with the author, April 25, 2007, BatgAnkara.

%9 Semihidiz, “Anti-Americanism in Turkey, Turkish Daily NewsFeb. 2005, quoted in Eligiir, 2.
% yavuz and Ozcan, 116.

¢! Daloglu, August 16, 2005.

%2 Kramer, 9.
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and political Islam is suspected and viewed ageathto the national identity in the

Kemalist state.

V.5. Current view of the U.S. through these lenses

It is through these glasses that Turkey viewsctitanges that have taken place
since September 11. Prior to September 11, theaeship between Turkey and the
U.S. was not a clean slate upon which anti-Amerstanwas formed. Instead,
decades of Turkey’s suspicions of an asymmetriiahae and fears and sensitivities
related to its own identity influenced how the bebeaof the U.S. would be perceived

by Turks.

V.5.1 Iraqg War through the Glasses

The Irag War, which has been viewed negatively ughout the world, has
been especially problematic for Turkish-U.S. relas because of the lenses through
which Turkey views the events. This is not to ildale the Turkish perspective, or
the problems of the Irag Watr, just to acknowledu# the extent of the trauma in the
relationship has to do with what Turkey is and plast, and not merely an objective
examination of the event. Upon close analysiss gvident that the Irag War was a
trigger to suppressed sensitivities. Aykan Erdemisociology professor at Middle
East Technical University, explained that the Vdgr provided a platform and strong
rationale for the heterogeneous latent and supgdessiti-Americanism to be

expressed®

8 Aykan Erdemir (Deputy Dean of the graduate scldsbcial sciences, Middle East Technical
University), interview with the author, May 21, ZQnkara.

107



The main opposition and fear came over the theedestabilize the precarious
Kurdish issue. There was fear that support forutfe. war effort could trigger either
religious fundamentalism or Kurdish separatférthe concerns detailed earlier in the
discussion of the right lens of the glasses. Th®. blas worked more closely with
Kurds in the restructuring efforf$,and has discouraged Turkish involvement due to
the instability that could be caused in northergJra region of relative peat&With
the passing of time the fears and suspicions halegrown in Turkey, shown by the
highest anti-Americanism since September 11 in 2006

Leftist anti-American feelings of the 1970s havesoabeen triggered by the
Irag War. “The 2003 war awakened leftist anti-Amanism among intellectuals and
the academic and media elite, many of whom hatedimwith extremist left, anti-
American movements in the 19708.Nihat Ali Ozcan, with his expertise on anti-
Americanism in the Turkish military, explained thlyauth influenced by the Marxism
of the 1960s and 1970s are the two and three-stiaergls todayAlthough their
ideology was transformed as they reached the hagksr of the military, the anti-
Americanism feelings in the military today draw the anti-American sentiments of
decades pa$t. According to Baskin Oran, an influential retiredlifical science
professor at Ankara University, the same anti-Agariconcepts are being used from
40 years ago. The “No to the USA” signs displayddtre recent Republican
demonstrations create a bridge between today anghribtestor's youth when such

sentiments were the fashion of the day.

% Kibaroglu, 253.

% Kibaroglu, 251.

% «“Tyrkey and War in Iraq: Avoiding Past Patternd/adlation,” Human Rights Watch Briefing
Paper, New York, March 2003.

%" pew Research Center, June 13, 2006.

% Cazaptay, 47.

% Nihat Ali Ozcan, interview with the author, Apfi, 2007.

0 Baskin Oran, “Cumhuriyet Mitingleri ve anti-empaligm.” http://www.baskinoran.com/
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From the eyes of many Turks every death in Irathésfault of Americans.
Although most of the deaths are Iraqgis killing athraqgis, the United States is seen to
have brought the instability that causes deathls dag.VeyselSimsek suggested that
there has been a discourse that has become preesalegcially during the Irag war

n

that “It was all quiet in Ottoman times. Everyonasihappy.” This is a way that the

Irag War is seen through the lens of the Ottomast. pa

V.5.2*Hood Event,” July 4, 2003

A lamentable event that was particularly upsettm@urks took place on July
4, 2003, when Americans mistakenly detained a gafupurkish Special Forces that
was operating in northern Ird§The Turkish military personnel were led away with
hoods over their heads, and thus it became knowheasCuval Olay1” or “Hood
Event.” The soldiers were interrogated by the UnSitary and released a few days
later after the protest of Turkey. Some of the itlere obscure and the accounts of
what happened can vary. Some sources maintaithiadturkish Special Forces were
planning to assassinate a Kurdish leader in northergq’® U.S. Representative
Wexler referred to the event as “American detent@ma humiliation of Turkish
troops in Sulaymania’®

Many say that this event became a low point in BlMAmerican relations

and sharpened anti-Americanism in Turkey. “Thateskthe perception that America,

" VeyselSimsek, interview with the author, May 20, 2007.

"2 Kibaroglu, 255.

3 Harry Dinella and John Sitilides, “Repairing TisfiAmerican RelationsThe Washington Times
July 29, 2003.

" Robert Wexler, U.S. Representative, “Rep. Wexlem@ents on the state of U.S.-Turkish
Relations,”US Fed NewsHearing before the House International Relati®ascommittee on Europe.
May 11, 2005.
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Turkey’s close NATO ally, chose the Kurds over Thekish Republic.”™ As with the
discussion of the Iraq War, the Hood Event becanspexific trigger of Turkish
sensitivities (such as support for Kurds). The éwsas the basis for the popular
Turkish film Kurtlar Vadisi (“Valley of the Wolves”)Irak released in 2006, and an
ongoing successful television series, in whichdpening scene depicts the incident.
Retired military officer Nihat Ali Ozcan told meahthis was the breaking point in
the Turkish military’s view of AmericaSince this event, anyone who says the U.S. is
a good ally is viewed as an outc&st.

Esra Cuhadar Gurkaynak, faculty member of the ipalilscience department
of Bilkent University, explains that the Hood Evewas a blow to Turkey’s national
pride and did a lot to crumble the self-image ofkBy.”” She says it can foster a type
of anxiety that makes Turks feel disrespected. Mehw¥himaz of the conservative
weekly news journalAksiyon expressed a belief that the Johnson Letter of 1964
opened a deep wound in the relations between TwakdyAmericd® He argues that
the Hood Event deepens this already existing wolfmidhaz argues that words and
concepts can take on either negative or positive meeanings that remain in the
consciousness of people. In his evaluation, “cuvliod) has become the most
contemporary negative termin the same vein, M. Ali Klali disagreed with
Ambassador Wilson’s assertion that the “Hood Evestiistory. Instead, he argues,
that like the Johnson Letter, it has become a cstoee in the relations between the

two countries? It is remarkable to see how frequently the Johnsetter is

" Tulin Dalgglu, “Sentiment and Skepticism; Do Turks Really Frilne United States?The
Washington Timeslune 20, 2006.

S Nihat Ali Ozcan, interview with the author, Apfi, 2007.

" Esra Cuhadar Giirkaynak (political science profiesitkent University), Interview with the author,
May 21, 2007.

8 Mehmet Yilmaz, “Cuval,’Aksiyon July 3, 2006.

M. Ali Kislali, “ ‘Cuval'in révarg,” Radikal January 14, 2006. “ ‘Cuval olayI’nin yarttetkilerin
‘tarih’ olmadigini, giindeme yeniden gelen bu olay da gostermektddhnson Mektubu’ gibi iki tlke
ili skilerinde, Batililarin deyimiyle; bir ddnemegstala ‘cuval olayr’ olmgtur.”
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referenced, serving as a strong example of how ipagés in the relations between

countries can influence how current events are.seen

V.5.3 America viewed as a Threatening Power

This leads to an evaluation of the degree of anmieAcanism in Turkey as
based on the second part of the framework from telhdapree What is the nature of
America as viewed by Turks? The three represemtagrades of anti-Americanism
are Benign Hegemon, Disruptive Force, and ThreateRower. Unfortunately, the
trend in Turkey is towards viewing the U.S. as aeakening Power, where America
is an immediate threat and danger to the world.

According to the poll I conducted among social scee students at Bilkent
University, by far the most common response was tthe U.S. was a Threatening
Power. For clarity, | put the categories on a sp@ct with an additional category on
either side: “Good Influence” and “Source of AlliEVEleven percent of the Bilkent
students indicated that America is the “Source bfEil.” Added to the 45 percent
who identified America as a “Threatening Power,”renthan half of the respondents
view America as an immediate threat or worse. Témilts are shown graphically

below.
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What is your attitude about America in the World?

11% 3%

@ Good Influence
m Benign Hegemon
O Disruptive Force

O Threatening Power
25%

45% m Source of all Evil

Among 51 students interviewed at Middle East TecdnUniversity, the
response was even stronger, with 54 percent cansidéhe U.S. a Threatening
Power and almost one third a Source of All Evilm&re 15 percent considered the
United States a disruptive force or beffer.

Influential journalists such as Hasan Cemal arduse tlespite the need for
criticism of the U.S., “America is not Turkey’s eng, but a country that is a close
friend and ally.®® However, a student studying American culture atcdt#@pe
University in Ankara told me that almost everyone talks to in Turkey hates
America and thinks that any evil comes from Ameffcalihat Ali Ozcan described
the mood as, “You know you need America, but on dtieer hand you hate it*
Despite such a range of comments from all oversghectrum of opinion, | believe
that Turks primarily see America as a Disruptivedeo although there is a tendency
to make strong statements about the threateningenat Americalf the relationship

between the Turkey and U.S. is not improved, theason will change from strong

8 The same survey questions were answered by 5érstudt Middle East Technical University on
May 21, 2005.

8 Hasan Cemal, Ciinkii Amerika, Tirrkiye'nin diimani dgil, dost ve miittefik bir tilke,Milliyet, Feb
20, 2005.

82 Serkan Ta(Hacettepe University), interview with the authapril 17, 2007, Ankara.

8 Nihat Ali Ozcan, interview with the author, Apii¥, 2007.
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rhetoric and a desire to communicate oppositiopols about anti-Americanism and
cement into an actual belief that America needsetgtopped immediately as a threat

to Turkey.

V.6 Real Grievances or Distorted Perceptions?

Is the problem of anti-Americanism in Turkey basemre on genuine
grievances or distorted perceptions? This quessoaf central importance in the
assessment of what can be done to mitigate antir&em@sm through public
diplomacy.If the grievances are real, the U.S. needs tortaggublic diplomacy to a
defense of the policies along with damage controthee negative reactions to them.
However, to the extent that there are distorteccg@ions and misunderstandings,
there is greater hope that increased public dipbymeould play a vital role in
mitigating the anti-Americanism and paving the Vi@ya strengthened partnership.

Jervis’ Perception and Misperception in International Picktis a seminal
work on the idea of perceptions, but it is also sbherce of much criticism. Many
scholars object to the idea of “misperception” hseahow one sees the world is a
perception, and a perception cannot be wfnguse the term “distorted perception”
to clarify that | am not attempting to make a judgnhon whether or not a perception
is wrong. | agree with Jervis that instead of ssisgy right and wrong, “often it will
be more fruitful to ask why people differed and hthey came to see the world as
they did.”® The purpose of the glasses analogy is not whétt&ractions are right or
wrong, but that there are distorted perception&roérica. One example detailed later

is the film “Valley of the Wolves,” which influensethe perception of Americans as

8 Esra Cuhadar Giirkaynak and Lerna Yanik, facultynbers of the political science department of
Bilkent University, in conversation with the authay 21 and June 7, 2007.
% Jervis, 29.
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long-haired, muscle-bound soldiers who kill peoatea whim. | believe this is a
distorted perception.

| have found that anti-Americanism is based moredmtorted perceptions
than real grievance3urks are not without legitimate basis for beingh@@rned, but
the level of anti-Americanism is out of proportiovith the actual character and
behavior of America. “It is as much the myth as teality that frays the bond
between the United States and Turk&iirote Harris in 1972Girkaynak explained
that while there are structural factors, a lothe ainti-Americanism in Turkey has to
do with misunderstanding and subjectivifyAlthough many of the issues have been
addressed in preceding sections, this sectionghlight the ways in which distorted

perceptions and unsubstantiated fears are drivioly mmpant anti-Americanism.

V.6.1 Real Grievances

It is important to note first, however, that antin@ricanism is not based solely
on distorted perceptions. In this regard, YeniSafak article saying that Americans
should ask themselves, “What are the mistakes wmthave made for anti-
Americanism to have grown so higfi%holds true. The Iraq War, the Hood Event,
the concern about Kurds gaining power in northeag lunder the protection of the
U.S., and the feeling of asymmetry in the alliameer the preceding decades are
among the valid grounds for disenchantment with Acae The U.S. must take these
issues seriously and understand how they damadesyarview of America. These
are the real grievances that cannot be dismissé@tioW going into detail about each,

a strong example is about the issue of the Kurdstla® PKK actions from across the

8 Harris, 210.
87 Esra Cuhadar Giirkaynak, interview with the autMay 21, 2007.
8 «Amerikan kasitli g1 sebebi Bush politikasiYeniSafak March 8, 2005.
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border in northern Iragrhese are the words of General Joseph Ralstonatpegoy
countering the PKK, before the U.S. Congressionatesmmittee in March 2007.

Mr. Chairman, if | could put this in the U.S. coxttehow would the American

public feel if there was a terrorist group that ggtoperations 10 miles inside

Mexico, came across the border and blew up hateRhoenix, Arizona and

then went back into MexicoAnd if we complained to the Mexican

government and nothing was done about it, what dvthd American people
demand?hat’s the situation we have in Turkey today.

General Ralston’s analogy thoughtfully explains whgre is anger towards
America for fostering this type of situation. Anwans would never tolerate another
country’s protection of terrorists that are attackits people and accordingly need to
realize the ways that it exacerbates resentment Trorks. However, as stated above,

the deeper issues that are fanning the flamesrohgr anti-Americanism stem

mainly from irrational fears and misunderstandings.

V.6.2 Distorted Perceptions of the U.S.

The level of conspiracy theories and lack of ustderding about America

cause distorted perceptions of the United States.

V.6.2.1 Conspiracy Theories

Conspiracy theories are a part of anti-Americanidmt is surprisingly
widespread:The Iraq war re-ignited a tendency among Turkistidts to find U.S.-
led conspiracies everywher®”A U.S. diplomat commented on the phenomenon,

“Just like sex sells, anti-Americanism sells rigiaw. Unfortunately, it's nothing to

8 General Joseph Ralston, “U.S. Turkish Relatiormstha Challenges Ahead,” Hearing of the Europe
Subcommittee of the House Foreign Affairs Commifi&ashington, D.C., March 15, 2007).
http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/rm/81761.htm

0 Casaptay, 47.
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laugh at, because it's damaging to both Americaional interest and to Turkish
national interests * Ekrem Dumanli, Editor in Chief &aman;is in agreement about
how conspiracy theories sell and earn a proft irk@y He explains specifically how
much unsubtantiated issues can destroy Turkish-#&arerelations:

If the intention is to destroy the bridges betwéen countries, it is not too

difficult to find a speculative issue. We are swepto provocative

information. False information, exaggerated opisigorovocative statements,
harsh articles, angering images, inflammatory pir@iphs... In difficult days
like these, a historical responsibility falls oretehoulders of the [politicians]
and the pres¥.

This is a way in which the Turkish government idaatlt in not taking more
leadership to mitigate anti-Americanism. While thisesis is focused on what
America must do, Turks also have an important tolplay. In the short-term it may
be easier to ride the popularity of anti-Americamidut elites need to have the vision
to recognize that America has and will continueb&éoan important ally to Turkey.
Especially in an area like conspiracy theories,k$uin influential positions can
quietly express that these do not help anyone dwad Turkey needs to take
responsibility for its own future. Dumanli’s senénts in the article quoted above are
not the norm. It will serve both countries well tine future for a few influential
politicians, academics, or newspaper columnistgdoagainst the tide and speak
against the absurdity of some claims.

A well known example of the anti-Americanism in Key based on
conspiracy theory is the best-selling noMtal Firtina (“Metal Storm”). The basic

plot is that in 2007, after a clash with Turkishrdes in northern Iraq, U.S. troops

stage a surprise attack against Turkey. “The For#gnistry and General Staff are

1 Yigal Schleifer, “Sure it's fiction. But many Tusksee fact in anti-US novelThe Christian Science
Monitor, February 15, 2005. http://www.csmonitor.com/2023/5/p01s04-woeu.html

2 Ekrem Dumanli, “Amerika diinanlginin Tirkiye'ye, Tirkiye dimanlginin Amerika’ya faydasi
yok,” Zaman,Feb. 21, 2005.

116



reading it keenly,” Murat Yetkin, a columnist fohe Turkish daily newspaper
Radikal recently wrote. “All cabinet members also hav&ityasemin Congar also
criticizes how counselors employed by the stateoeale conspiracy theories to the
statesmen and medialn the same article she outlines many of the absanspiracy
theories that underlie rational Turks’ thoughts whédmerica. Karaosmagtu is
critical of the intellectual laziness and suspisi@f Turkish journalists>

Another example of conspiracy based anti-Americanis the television
series “Valley of the Wolves,” in which fiction biaiwith reality.Ali Unal began his
Zamaneditorial in June 2003 with two paragraphs of ilétam the serieS® He even
makes reference to the Sevres Treaty and how Aaand Europe have ambitions to
divide Turkey. Although he is not directly saying helieves the same, by citing
extensively from a series based on fictional calaspi theories, the line between
reality and fiction is blurredlf series like “Valley of the Wolves” were not take
seriously, it is unlikely a journalist would devade much attention to it in order to
draw in his readers. M. Ali Klali of Radikalposes the question of whether events are

marketed to assuage the Turkish nation’s brokedepfi

V.6.2.2 Misunderstanding the Diversity in America

Another area of misunderstanding is about therdityeand democratic nature
of America.Turks do not understand the role of Congress awitl society in U.S.
foreign policy making. “Often, Turkish officials doot understand that the U.S.

executive branch cannot always influence Congrdsgjslation on foreign policy

% gchleifer.

° Yasemin Congar, “ABD'yi elgirmek, kendimizi kandirmak Milliyet, Feb 21, 2005.
% Karaosmanglu.

% Ali Unal, “Amerikan kasithg mi?,” Zaman June 2, 2003.

¥ Kislall, January 14, 2006.
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and that non-governmental organizations can exiedteve pressure on the executive
branch concerning arms transfers and human righfBurkey is not as familiar with
the disputes between the executive and the legisl&t contributing to the lack of
understanding of the checks and balances in theridamegovernment.

There is a tendency for Turks to think that theypk more about America
than they actually ddNur Bilge Criss, reflected this sentiment: “Americathe least
understood country...Turks, including journalistsinkhthat they know America
well.” %0 She explained how hard pressed she is to findgany Turkish academic
articles written about Americ# remarkable personal anecdote related to this came
from a survey filled out by an undergraduate irdional relations student who
marked that he considers himself anti-Americantha section with six “yes/no”
guestions, the students left the other five quastiblank, but checked that, yes, “I
know a lot about AmericaFe did not know or care enough to answer questikas
whether America has historically been an unreliatie of Turkey, but he does know
that he is anti-American and knows a lot about AozeiOverall, two out of three
Bilkent students polled said that they knew a hmwet America:®*

The influence of ethnic lobbies is an area of dpeonisunderstanding. An
example of the role of ethnic group influence on ekitan foreign policy toward
Turkey was the arms embargo in 1974. This was atamee where Congress had
influence over the executive branch, which wouldehareferred to act in favor of
Turkey. Then-Secretary of State Henry Kissingesrgity opposed the initiative to cut

military assistance to Turkey and faulted the GréeRkerican lobby for harming

98 Kiri sci, 130.

% Rustow, 85.

190 Nur Bilge Criss (professor of international redeus, Bilkent University), interview with the author
May 15, 2007.

191 Opinion poll conducted among 168 Bilkent studektay 2007.
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American interest§? In his analysis of this case, Paul Watanabe, ntiyrd®irector
of the Institute for Asian American Studies at Unsity of Massachusetts, Boston,
illuminated the tension that exists between wig@adn the international arena and
preserving a democratic domestic order that allguesticipation from many
sourcesX® He argues that the “potent and narrow-minded Greakrican lobby was
able to cow his congressional opponents into supgpthe arms embargo at the
expense of the national intereSt*However,Watanabe concludes his analysis of the
politics of the Turkish arms embargo case with filéowing words, “In the final
analysis, no matter how impressive the organizatiostrengths of the Greek
American community might have been, they would have been sufficient to
compensate for weak arguments and unreliable irgbom.” Ethnic groups are a very
real factor in the making of American foreign pgli®Vhile it is popular to berate the
executive, and specifically the Bush administra@rthe present time, the power of
ethnic groups and Congress should be understasdNatanabe points out, ethnic
lobbies are not just evil interest groups, buteathart of a democracy at work. As a
nation of immigrants, ethnic interest groups areatural part of politics and the
forming of foreign policy.

The freedom of press within America also can foetentment toward
America. In a conversation with Ben Ball, Assist&hiltural Affairs Officer at the
U.S. Embassy in Ankar&> about the issue of America’s disproportionatetiefice
on the rest of the world, he gave me the exampthebutrage caused by an article in

the Armed Forces Journak little known and unofficial journal. In July @6 Ralph

192 Rustow, 99.

193 \watanabe, 23.

1% \watanabe, 156.

195 Ben Ball (Assistant Public Affairs Officer), inidew with the author, November 30, 2006. U.S.
Embassy, Ankara.
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Peters wrote an article “Blood borders: How a bektiddle East would look;®
complete with a suggested map of more just bordaduding a gigantic “Free
Kurdistan.” Peters writes, “The boundaries projected in thesregrompanying this
article redress the wrongs suffered by the moshifsignt ‘cheated’ population
groups, such as the Kurds, Baluch and Arab Shia.explicitly writes about

the long-suffering Kurds of Turkey, who have endudecades of violent

military oppression and a decades-long demotiomitmuntain Turks’; in an

effort to eradicate their identity. While the KusHiplight at Ankara’s hands

has eased somewhat over the past decade, thesieprescently intensified

again and the eastern fifth of Turkey should bevei# as occupied territory.
The Armed Forces Journais not an official publication of the U.S. Goverem,
although no Turk would know that or even necesgamire.A journal seeming to
represent the U.S. military suggests a “Free Ktadisthat would rival the size of
Turkey.When Peters wrote his article complete with a nhap ¢confirms the core fear
of Turks, he did not consider that his article andp will be front page news on
leading newspapers in Turkephis is a telling example of the difficulty for Amea
to control the way that it is seen abro&len if the government is legitimately
understanding of Turkey’s concerns and carefuhenressage it communicates, the
freedom of the press is not going to charif@s creates a challenge for the United
States, which has a high value of the freedom efgress, when coupled with a
foreign public that does not appreciate the divgis opinions.

Ismet Berkan criticized the Turkish media in thepoese to the Robert

Pollock’s “Sick Man of Europe” article mentionedrkex. He says that instead of

action, the media is expending effort to respond & taking the article more

1%%Ralph Peters, “Blood borders: How a better MiddéestEvould look,"Armed Forces JourndDuly
2006). http://lwww.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/083%99.
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seriously than it deservé¥. The disproportionate response of the Turkish media
elicited by Pollock’s article hints at a lack ofderstanding about the diversity of

American opinion (or lack thereof) about Turkey.

V.6.2.3 Misunderstanding over U.S. threat to secutesm

In addition to the distorted perceptions aboutlinded States itself, there is a
great deal of unjustified worry over America’s imwement with the Kurds and
political Islam. The perceived U.S. danger to Tyrken these issues seems
surmountable by better understanding and commuaicat

It is a misunderstanding for Turks to think tha¢ td.S. wants to see Islam
take a larger role in Turkey. In an interview pshi&d inMilliyet, U.S. Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State Matthew Bryza wasdsk®ut the claims that the U.S.
supports moderate Islam in Turkey. “It's an absoliaict that America cannot have a
policy about Islam*® The U.S. continues to verbalize such sentimentsfétiaon
deaf ears in Turkey. The United States wisheseaolsekey continue to mature into a
democratic country that upholds its constitutidhis was stated most recently by the
U.S. in response to the opposition to Abdullah &@ppointment as president. “We
hope and expect that the Turks will work out thpsktical issues in their own way,
in a way that’s consistent with their secular deraog and constitutional provisions,”
said U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Daniel Fflédhe same sentiments are
evident in the American media, such as in a re@éashington Posarticle trying to

explain the drama over the Turkish president in $speing of 2007. “A casual

197 Berkan, Feb. 20, 2005.

1% jpek Yezdani, “Bryza: Ordu Anayasa’dan yetki aliydvilliyet, May 13, 2007“ABD’nin
kesiinlikleislamla ilgili herhangi bir politikasi olmaz.”

199 paniel Fried, “U.S. urges Turkey to heed constitutdemocracy, Reuters April 28, 2007.
http://today.reuters.com/news/articlenews.aspx2tiggNews&storyid=2007-04-
28T1209117_01_L28174830_RTRUKOC_0_US-TURKEY-PRES\DBEJSA.xml
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observer might also expect that because the Tugtstestors are enemies of Islamic
extremism, they are friends of the United Statest $. The secularists here are if
anything more hostile to the West than the ARP.Berlinski’s article is based on
communicating to Americans that the AK Party is nslamist. For all of the
negatives of Robert Pollock’s article, it is nehetess contradictory to the notion that
America is supporting political Islam through therrent government. “And at the
2002 election, the increasingly corrupt mainstreparties that had championed
Turkish-American ties self-destructed, leaving awan that was filled by the subtle
yet insidious Islamism of the Justice and Developn{AK) Party.** Even though
Berlinski and Pollock have different views of th& Aarty (just like many Turks),
they are the same in arguing that the U.S. shoaléupport political Islam. The U.S.
probably has the same fear as secular interedtgitirkey about an overtly Islamic
government coming to power in Turkejhe U.S. has enough problems caused by
Islamic regimes and does not want to risk Turkegob@ng another. An editorial in
the conservative newspapémanmade the same case:

As anyone who knows Washington even a little bituldosee, the U.S.

administration does not consider Turkey a reputhlied by Islam, has never

wanted it to become one, and will never do so. Whyuld they let Islam rule

the country anyway, when they have been strugdgbnglecades to secularize

Turkey hand-in-hand with other Western countri&s?

There is a distorted perception that the UnitedeStatrongly supports the AK
Party. It has been normal to see headlines about U.S.osuppthe AK Party based
on statements that the U.S. supports democracynadking such statements about
democracy, the United States is not venturing beéyahat respected Turks have

written. One example is Atattrk. Ambassador Wilsecently replied to a question on

the “Ask the Ambassador” page of the U.S. Embasalysite about anti-Americanism

10 Claire Berlinski, “In Turkey, a Looming Battle avislam,” The Washington Pastay 6, 2007.
1 poliock, Feb. 16, 2005.
12 Ali H. Aslan, “Without a Civilization Between Tw8ivilizations,” Zaman April 5, 2004.
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in light of a clip of Atatirk speaking on Turkishaferican relation$™® The
Ambassador wrote, “The words expressed by Atattirthe clip are still true today:
the high value we place on democracy is the tielihmals the Turkish people and the
American people together, and this gives us a gtrhoasis for going forward.”
Another more contemporary example is Metin Hepdro wrote in 2005 about the
cooperative relationship between the AKP and thigary. He gives the example of
chief of general staff Ozkok’s response to a jolishabout AKP’s victory in the
November 2002 electionSWe have made elections in accordance with demiacrat
rules...The results reflect our people’s preferenfmsywhich | have respectHe later
cites him as saying that they follow the constitnél procedure$* While the events
surrounding the parliament vote for Abdullah Gudahe military’s statement in
April 2007 have challenged Heper’s optimism, it ethieless seems an overreaction
to criticize the United States for making similaatements to the military about

supporting democracy and the constitutional praeess

V.6.2.4 Misunderstanding of U.S. intentions regaraig Kurds

The U.S. can also do more to communicate sharedests with Turks over
the Kurdish issueThere is hope that the U.S. could help increaseautiterstanding
about what is in its national interests in regasdanh independent Kurdish state.
Distrust that the U.S. is threatening Turkey's iterial integrity is “not based on

145

rational foundations.™ The chaos in the region that would result from ad&h

state is not in the interests of the U.S.

113 Ambassador Ross Wilson, “Ask the Ambassador,” I20§7.
http://turkey.usembassy.gov/ask_the ambassador.html

4 Heper, 216.

MoTaspinar, 10.
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The U.S. views the Kurds’ effort to establish thewn state as a destabilizing
factor that will worsen the current situation iradr Washington fears a
possible turmoil in a quiet region like Northermdrdue to the unrestrained
nationalism expressed by the Kurds and Kirkuk; défee, it does not
welcome the idea of an independent Kurdish gtate.
Turks need to understand that although the warhleayrong, it is reasonable that the
U.S. is working with Kurds and is not going to piiize military action against the

PKK while in over its head in other parts of Iraqg.

V.7 Conclusion

All of these issues are also viewed with a tengeoward distrust that will
take time to overcomelhe nature of anti-Americanism is that it biases thay
people see Americaln this sense, the problem is not going to be fiedti
immediately. But with sustained commitment to foster understagdand with
consistency in its policies, America can gain gw@against the expansion of anti-
Americanism. The next chapters set out to exploaetjral solutions in how America

can correct the problem of anti-Americanism.

18 Taspinar, 10.
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CHAPTER VI

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY IN TURKEY

VI.1 Introduction

Despite a great amount of well-intending effortitigmericanism is at
sustained high levels that are detrimental to BiHédmerican relations and to the
U.S. leadership in the region. The U.S. State Oepart acknowledges the current
state of affairs in Turkey: “But much work remaimgth anti-Americanism remaining
at a historic high among the Turkish publftdri an interview with Ben Ball, Assistant
Cultural Affairs Officer at the U.S. Embassy in Aamk, | tried to suggest there might
be room for improvement in public diplomackle cut me off, saying, “Public
diplomacy is being done wronou don’t have to be so generodsBeneath the
positive press releases and many great programdydatiom line is that U.S. public
diplomacy is failing to amend Turkish-American tedas.

Ball was very honest about the shortcomings in iputiplomacy in Turkey.
In his evaluation, there are three parties at fah#it combine to make anti-

Americanism worse: Washington, the U.S. MissionTiarkey, and the Turkish

! Daniel Fried, “U.S.-Turkish Relations and the Q#wages Ahead,” Hearing of the Europe
Subcommittee of the House Foreign Affairs Commitiéashington, D.C., March 15, 2007).
http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/rm/81761.htm

2 Ben Ball (Assistant Public Affairs Officer), intéew with the author, May 7, 2007. U.S. Embassy,
Ankara.
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government Ball explained that the three of these combina itlamaging way for
anti-Americanism to be ineffectively dealt with Furkey. The previous chapter
addressed the reasons for Turkish anti-Americaraeth the faults of Turkey in the
issue.However, the focus of this thesis is about what Ac@ewhat must do. Rather
than rationalize or blame, America needs to foqu&®part in lowering the rampant
anti-Americanism. The two American culprits for deguately mitigating anti-
Americanism need to be analyzed.

Public diplomacy plays a vital role in amelioratiagti-Americanism. Soner
Cagaptay, an influential Turkish scholar, remarkabdynments that even if the U.S.
policies are in favor of Turkey, “there will betlé improvement unless the U.S.
government improves its public diplomacyDespite the bleak picture, there is hope
that people are not well informed and could be icopd by more communication.
Journalist Nasuhi Gungor said that if the man andtreet is asked why he does not
like America he will say because it is imperiafiséAfter the first answer there will
not be specific arguments. He was straightforwhad the average person is dogmatic
without being informed or knowing detailSingor believes that communication can
make a difference in reaching the average Turk.

The remainder of the thesis builds on the analgsts understanding of anti-
Americanism in Turkey. Public diplomacy in Turkegads to first and foremost be
based on understanding the way Turks view Amemchthe world. “Both to interpret

others’ behavior and to design one’s own behavorttat others will draw the

% For the purpose of analysis, a distinction is maeteveen 1) “Washington,” or the U.S. State
Department and 2) the “post,” or the U.S. MissioTurkey (also “Mission” throughout the thesis).
* Soner Caaptay, “Where Goes the U.S.-Turkish Relationshigiidle East QuarterlyFall 2004):
51.

® Nasuhi Giingér (journalisStar Gazete}iinterview with the author, April 25, 2007. Balgankara.
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desrired conclusions from it, the actor must trgée the world the way the other sees
it.”®

This chapter is focused on what America needs tdetter through public
diplomacy to turn the tide of anti-Americanism imrkey. Part one evaluates the
public diplomacy efforts of the U.S. DepartmentStéte since September 11, 2001.
The second part is about the transfer of Washirg@ffiorts to the “post” in Turkey.
Part three narrows to the positive efforts but ninetess shortcomings of public
diplomacy on the ground in TurkeYy.aim to present a critical evaluation of U.S.
public diplomacy as it looks from the ground in Key. In the final chapter,
recommendations will be made based on a more decuraderstanding of anti-
Americanism in Turkey and the analysis presentdfisichapter. The current state of
public diplomacy in Turkey is best approached framoverview of American public

diplomacy since September 11.

VI.2 Washington & Public Diplomacy

There are multiple ways in which Washington is biame for the anti-
Americanism around the world and particularly inrkay. Although the last chapter
argued that anti-Americanism is about more thaemnepolicy, the policies certainly
are a large factor. But beyond policy formatione tlack of successful public

diplomacy is also at fault for anti-Americanismuteshing’

® Jervis, 409.

" Chapter two detailed the essence of diplomacychvisi about communication in the international
system. Instead of recommendations about poleygbal of this thesis is to focus on how public
diplomacy can be done better.
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VI.2.1 New Mission, Post-September 11

September 11 was the decisive event shaping tleggfopolicy of the Bush
administration. President Bush declared three days after the attat®ur
responsibility to history is already clear: to aeswhese attacks and rid the world of

evil.”®

This quotation appears in the seminal 20G&tional Security StrategiNSS
document. The introduction to the 200&Sof the United States reveals the ongoing
importance of September 11 in the outlook of whHakdtens national security.
“America is at war. This is a wartime national s&gyustrategy required by the grave
challenge we face—the rise of terrorism fueled byaggressive ideology of hatred
and murder, fully revealed to the American peopleSeptember 11, 2001.tn the
view of the Bush administratiorthe grave challenge is terrorism fueled by this
ideology of hatred and threat emanating from atamiti IslamismThis is revealed in
the “Overview of America’'dNational Security Strategywhich attributes the threat to
“the perversion of a proud religiolis content may be different from the ideologies of
the last century, but its means are similatolerance, murder, terror, enslavement,
and repression*® An example of the clear continuity in policy sinBeptember 11 is
the obvious way in which the 20085Sonly serves to complement the defining 2002
NSS The corresponding sections from 2002 are incluatetie top of each chapter of
the 2006 document.

In the aftermath of September 11, The United Stdies committed an

incredible amount of its vast resources outsidé&soborders for proactive security.

8 President George W. Bush, (Address, National @agheWashington, D.C., September 14, 2001)
The White House2002 National Security Strategy of the United StatieAmericab.
http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.pdf

° The White House, 2008ational Security Strategy of the United State8rogrica “Introduction,”
http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss/2006/intro.html

12 2006NSS “Overview of America’sNational Security Strategy
http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss/2006/sectionllhtm
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The thinking still goes, “Our best defense is adjotfense.*! This is revealing of the
Bush administration’s conviction that it is not gdate to sit back, but the fight must
be taken to the enemy.

The Bush administration’s eyes are fixed on thisedh which in turn
influences the priorities of its agenda. Due to fingus on radical Islamic terrorism,
the State Department’s view of anti-Americanisnpiisnarily one of an Arab brand
promoted by the Islamist terrorists. Washington ssespecially strong anti-
Americanism in the Arab World.

So where does the Secretary of State spend theitpabher time in 20077

It's got to be the Middle East... we've got this sfaanti-Americanism in the

Arab world...I would say if you had to choose onet pérthe world where our
vital interests were most engaged, it's the Midekest'

VI.2.2 Public Diplomacy as a part of the War on Teror

The United States has slowly recognized that peacaot be won by military
prowessA battle must be waged for the hearts and mindseople. Washington has
returned to the need to bolster its public diploynefforts, as it had in the Cold War.
The acknowledgement of the importance of publiclaimcy has increased
significantly in the 2006NSScompared to the 200RISS which had almost no
mention of diplomacy. The 200®ISS refers to, “Continuing to reorient the
Department of State towards transformational diglogpwhich promotes effective
democracy and responsible sovereigrifyThe 2006 document also stresses the
importance of:

Strengthening our public diplomacy, so that we adw® the policies and

values of the United States in a clear, accurate, @ersuasive way to a
watching and listening world. This includes actywetngaging foreign

1 2002NSS
12R. Nicholas Burns, Under Secretary for Politic#fiais, “Remarks at the National Conference of
Editorial Writers.” (Washington, D.C., April 2, 28Dhttp://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2007/82900.htm
¥ 2006NSS
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audiences, expanding educational opportunitiesAfaericans to learn about
foreign languages and cultures and for foreignestteland scholars to study
in the United States; empowering the voices of @tizen ambassadors as
well as those foreigners who share our commitmentat safer, more

compassionate world; enlisting the support of thgape sector; increasing
our channels for dialogue with Muslim leaders aiitens; and confronting

propaganda quickly, before myths and distortionsethane to take root in the

hearts and minds of people across the wirld.

The language of public diplomacy found its way itite national security priorities of
the Bush administration. According to the State @#apent website, diplomacy,
development, and defense are the three underlyidgirgerdependent components
that anchor the PresidentSS"™ This is a huge jump in the recognition of the
importance of public diplomacy in four years’ time.

The primary responsibility for this engagement leé tvorld falls to the U.S.
Department of State. Its mission statement is tedi® a more secure, democratic,
and prosperous world for the benefit of the Amarigeeople and the international
community.™® According to the longer document developing thet&SDepartment’s
mission, “American diplomacy in the 2Xentury is based on fundamental beliefs:
our freedom is best protected by ensuring thatrethee free; our prosperity depends
on the prosperity of others; and our security selim a global effort to secure the
rights of all.”*” With the belief that its security is linked to therld, America has
recommitted itself to the vast undertaking of enggdghe world.

Public diplomacy is integrally linked to and hdgvinfluenced by the Bush

administration’s war on terror.

142006NSS.

15 “Mission,” U.S. State Department. http://www.stgtev/s/d/rm/rls/dosstrat/2004/23503.htm.
16 “Mission Statement,U.S. Department of State.
http://www.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/dosstrat/2004/23503

" “Mission Statement,” U.S. Department of State.
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VI.2.3 Karen Hughes, Leading the War of Ideas

Karen Hughes’s appointment by President Bush asUttder Secretary of
Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, announced imfgh of 2005, was big news in
Washington.“Though the impact of Hughes’s reemergence in Waghn would be
largely lost on her new foreign audience, herehia tapital it has set tongues
buzzing.™® By all accounts, Hughes is one of Bush’s closdstsars, dating back to
his years as governor in Texas. Her high profilgpoaptment was seen as an
expression of Bush’s seriousness in public diplgméEor the first time since the
9/11 terrorist attacks put public diplomacy back twe State Department radar,
America’s front lines of public relations have alwgaced, and serious, political
leader.™® The position had been open for a year after shiimts by advertising
executive Charlotte Beers and Margaret Tutwilleithwery little evidence of
progress?’

It was clear from the outset how much Hughes’ ampjpoent was focused on
another facet of defeating the enemy that camefult@iew on September 11. At the
swearing-in ceremony of Hughes in September 20@s5sidkent Bush proclaimed:

We’'re in a war on terror. We are still at war. Atedsucceed in this war, we

must effectively explain our policies and fundana¢nalues to people around

the world. This is an incredibly important missiddnd so I've asked one of

America’s most talented communicators to take if'on

It is remarkable how much significance fighting therrorists is given at the

appointment of Hughes, revealing the main missgsigaed to her:

'8 | inda Feldman, “Can Karen Hughes help US imagead,”Christian Science MonitpMarch 16,
2005.

9 Shawn Zeller, “Damage Control: Karen Hughes Ddgg Foreign Service JournglOct. 2006):19.
L ucy Jones, “Karen Hughes' ‘Listening Tour’ and Aftermath,” Washington Report on Middle East
Affairs (Dec. 2005): 25.

% president George W. Bush. “President Honors AngsissKaren Hughes at Swearing-In
Ceremony. http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/0%8R2009.html
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We're on a hunt for the terrorists. We are strikihgm in foreign lands before

they can hurt our citizens again. Yet we know tha war will not be won by

force of arms alone. We must defeat the terronstshe battlefield, and we

must also defeat them in the battle of id&as.

Hughes’ background is television news reportin@allas/Fort Worth, Texas.
She became Bush’'s communications guru, overseeimgiwo election wins as
governor of Texas, then as presid&rhe continued to be one of Bush’s most trusted
advisors after he won the presidentlf. Karl Rove, the other pillar of Bush’s
political brain trust, aims more at promoting a ®envative agenda, Hughes is the one
known for nudging the president back toward theteei* She served for 18 months
as Counselor to the President in the White Housk raanaged the White House
Offices of Communications, Media Affairs, Speeching and Press Secretdry.

Hughes has been tasked by President Bush withnigaefiorts to promote
America’s values and confront ideological supportterrorism around the worlé’
She actually oversees three bureaus at the DepdrtofeState: Educational and
Cultural Affairs, International Information Programand Public Affairs, in addition
to participating in foreign policy development aetState Department. No one has
any illusions about this being an easy tdslghes said that on the morning of her
appointment the Vice President told her, “Karen, sopdolencesYou just took the
hardest job in government’

Along with this high-profile appointment to headbtic diplomacy efforts,

Washington has increased the amount of resourddagities’ disposalOn April 19,

2007, Hughes testified before a House committee:

22 Karen Hughes, “President Honors Ambassador Kareghkls at Swearing-In Ceremony.”
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/0%82009.html

% Jones, 24.

** Feldman, March 16, 2005.

% U.S. Department of State Websitétp://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/biog/53692.htm

% U.S. Department of State Website.

27 Elaine Shannon and Jay Carney, “10 Question foei&iughes, Time February 20, 2006.
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Because our efforts against terrorism are more #hanilitary or intelligence
matter, but also an ideological struggle, we ardngsyou to fund urgent
public diplomacy programs in this year's war orrdersupplemental request,
and to support increases for vital programs in2008 budget reque&t.
The President’s 2008 budget request provides feetprimary line-items related to
public diplomacy, which are included in the war terror. The first is $669 million
proposed for the Broadcasting Board of Governorsugport radio, television, and
Internet broadcasting worldwide. The second is $#8ion for education and
cultural exchanges. Finally, there is “$359 millifor the public diplomacy to foster
mutual understanding between the United States aher countries and combat
violent extremism, particularly in the Muslim worl&® The Bush administration’s
2008 Budget Fact Sheets also specifically mentioWdnning the war of ideas:
Promoting democracy and countering violent extremihrough improving the
world’s understanding of the United States and owmg our understanding of the
world is a critical component of the Global War Berror.”*° The specific mention of
the Muslim world and the funding coming under theddet for the war on terror
leave no doubt about what drives Washington’s vaéywublic diplomacy initiatives.

In her first months after beginning her term ory 229, 2005, Under Secretary
Hughes outlined three “strategic imperatives” instatement before the House
International Relations Committee on November 10052 The same priorities of
contributing to the war on terror are evident tlyloout.

All my efforts are guided by three strategic impees. First, that America

must offer a positive vision of hope and opportymd people throughout the

world, a vision rooted in our enduring commitmemfreedom...

Our second strategic imperative is to isolate andrgmalize violent

extremists, and undermine their efforts to expteligion to rationalize their
acts of terror. We must work to amplify a clear sagge from people of every

% Karen Hughes:Testimony before the House Committee on Approjuiat, Subcommittee on State,
Foreign Operations, and Related Prograrnagashington, DC. April 19, 2007.

29 Bush Administration, 2008 Budgétttp://www.whitehouse.gov/infocus/budget/BudgetFoapdf
302008 Budget.
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nationality and faith: That no injustice, no wronge- matter how

legitimate—can ever justify the murder of innocents

Our third strategic imperative is to foster a seas&ommon interests and
common values between Americans and people ofrdiffecountries, cultures
and faiths across our world. We share so much. IBe¢bp world over want

education and better lives for our children, peaerywhere want to live in
security, we all want jobs and economic opporturfity

In addition to the three “strategic imperatives,idhes said she would be
guided by four “strategic pillars” that she calsuf “E’S”: engagement, exchanges,

education and empowerment.

We need to engage more vigorously. We cannot expsmple to give a fair
hearing to our ideas if we don’t advocate them. Aesearch shows, when
people know that America is partnering with theavgrnments to improve
their lives, it makes a difference in how they khabout us.

The second “E” is exchanges. People who have theramity to come here

learn for themselves that Americans are generaarsl-\Wworking people who

value faith and family...Our exchange programs aspoading to the new

realities of the post-911 world, reaching out tical new participants such

as clerics and community leaders. We need to makexchange programs
even more strategic, attracting teachers, jourtsali®uth leaders and others
who have the ability to influence a wide circle. Wint more American

young people to study and travel abroad.

The third pillar is education — for we know eduoatis the path to upward
mobility and greater opportunity — for boys andsggiAmericans must educate
ourselves to be better citizens of our world —resg different languages and
learning more about other countries and cultures...
The final “E” is empowerment — people cannot giiaiahearing to our ideas
if they are unable to consider them. We will take ide of those who
advocate greater participation for all, includingmen.
Again, the importance of the defining Septembeetdnt is evident, especially in the
focus of the “exchanges” being based on “adaptiripé¢ new realities of the post-911

world, reaching out to critical new participantsclsuas clerics and community

leaders.”

31 Karen Hughes:America's Dialogue with the World,” Statement befohe House International
Relations Committee (Washington, D.C. November2005).
http://www.state.gov/r/us/2005/56926.htm
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In order to accomplish the goals of public diplomadughes set forth many
ambitious goalsOne was to make changes in Washington, includicgnamitment to
reinvigorating the interagency procesBublic diplomacy needs to be more
coordinated between the many government agencagdbch on foreign relations.
She aimed to provide leadership to make effortseni@rmonized and strategic. To
increase the awareness for a unified strategy, hetse placed a deputy assistant
secretary for public diplomacy in each of the St&tepartment’s six regional
bureaus”? Addressing the need for a unified message, Huphsssaid, “As | travel
the world, people almost everywhere tell me, ‘yulan’t speak as one government.
You speak as a bunch of different governmentsWith the strong support and
attention of President Bush, she is taking steghémge this.

As a second goal, Hughes intended to more fullggrdte policy and public
diplomacy. Because Hughes has the ear of PresiBesh, many have high
expectations that she will be able to influenceqgyoWwith the perspective of public
diplomacy. This causes concern for others who dovamt foreign opinion to greatly
influence American policies. In traditional diploaoya as described in chapter two,
diplomats take the foreign policy objectives ofitlstate and attempt to communicate
and persuade foreign governments to act in thewrests.Public diplomacy is
largely the same, but using different tools to hetareign publics. However, public
diplomacy is accordingly more sensitive to publgnion. While the consequence of
foreign policy to the opinion of foreign publics eds to be communicated to
Washington, if this becomes too influential in figrepolicy formulation, it could run

counter to American interests. In the way that fuliplomacy is considered in

32 7eller, 24.
33 zeller, 25.

135



policy formulation, Hughes intends to find a bettatance than she believes currently
exists.

For the third goal, she set out “to reinvigoratélpudiplomacy as a vibrant,
vital career path* She spoke of the importance of the Foreign Sewstiaf>°

| will do all | can to support and empower them hwitrategic and policy

guidance and the training and tools they need iy caut their mission on the

front lines of diplomacy. | intend to serve as #dvocate for a reinvigorated
public diplomacy community in the State Departnint.

Since the folding of the public diplomacy focuse®&IA into the State
Department in 1999, as described in chapter twe Fitreign Service staff has yet to
feel fully integrated or valued. Former U.S. Senaod President of the United
Nations Foundation Timothy Wirth remarked in 2005,

The Department is still dominated by an old dipltimaulture in which real

men do not do public diplomacy—or human rights, emvironment or

refugees. Real men do politics and maybe economifshich] makes it
harder for public diplomacy to be rewarded in theeer servicé’

There was positive feedback for Hughes in Wasbimgt the first days. “I
think she’s doing far better than her predecess8rsaid Shibley Telhami, professor
at the University of Maryland and an expert on khiddle East. In a short time she
was able to quickly implement some positive progga@®ne was a “rapid response

center” that produces a daily one-page summary ltdtwews outlets are saying

about American policies from monitoring newspaplgrpings, television programs,

3 Hughes, “The Mission of Public Diplomacy,” July,Z005.

% The U.S. State Department is comprised mainlyefi) Civil Service, who support the foreign
policy mission in positions in the U.S., and 2) Bareign Service, which is the main diplomatic arfim
the U.S. government overse#igithin the Foreign Service, there are Foreign Serdfficers and
Foreign Service Specialists. http://www.careertesgav/ In 2005 there were more than 11,000 Foreign
Service employees representing the U.S. overseamared to 8,000 Civil Service employees, mostly
serving in Washington, D.C. http://www.state.gqvéki/rls/dos/46732.htm

% Hughes, “The Mission of Public Diplomacy,” July,Z005.

3" Timothy E. Wirth, President, United Nations Foutioia “Public Diplomacy and Communications.”
Ambassador Walter H. Annenberg Symposium at Unityeo$ Southern California, Los Angeles,
March 22, 2005.

3 Telhami in Steven R. Wiesman, “Bush ConfidantedBihatest Role to be Uphill BattleThe New
York TimesDec 26, 2005.
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and the InternefThis report is intended to assist senior governméitials to know
how policies are interpreted overseas and howlkataout them.

Another noteworthy change has been Hughes’ desinate ambassadors and
public affairs people out talking more to the pablncluding more interviews in the
critical languagesHughes herself has even appeared on Al Jazeeratisam not
done by her predecessors based on the rationdldltdazeera is hostile to the U.S.
Hughes has said, “We have to be out thé/e. may not like everything they report.
They may be putting out misinformatiofhey may incite violencéBut we have to be
out there.” She has freed ambassadors to talktijitecthe media without permission
from the State Department, as was previously requilWe are trying to change the
entire culture of the State DepartmetitHughes told the Associate Press. After 20
months at the helm of U.S. public diplomacy, she w&hle to report many concrete
improvements, such as a record number of 591,0@&kst and exchange visas being
issued, the participation in education and exchamggrams growing in the last three
years from 27,000 to 39,000, and the American piesen Arab media increasing by

30 percent?®

VI.3 Transfer of State to the Field in Turkey

Washington’s recognition of the value of public Idipacy has clearly
increased. However, the transfer of Washingtonisvigorated efforts to the ground
level has not been entirely smooth. Turkey is aangde of a country where a
disconnect is felt between what is done in Wasbimgnd what works on the field.

Under Secretary Hughes began her position witht gngaectation and the support of

39

Zeller, 23.
“0Karen Hughes, “Testimony before the House Committe Appropriations, Subcommittee on State,
Foreign Operations, and Related Programs,” WastvimdC. April 19, 2007.
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the Bush administration behind hehlthough armed with her three “strategic
imperatives” and four “strategic pillars” to go veathe war of ideas, the difficulty of

seeing results on the field became quickly evident.

VI.3.1. Hughes’ Listening Tour Harshly Ciriticized

Under Secretary Hughes’ first mission was a “lisigntour” in September
2005 that took her to Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and &yrhe next month she visited
Indonesia and Malaysia. Many felt that it exposed lack of experience in foreign
affairs. “She has little foreign policy experience and hedgstrian, at times vapid,
responses to questions raised by people in EgguidiSArabia and Turkey showed
she knew precious little about the region’s soc@ncerns and political
preoccupations®™ One American commentator described the visit withfollowing
analogy:

Let's say some Muslim leader wanted to improve Aozs image of Islam.

It's doubtful that he would send as his emissamwyaanan in a black chador

who has spent no time in the United States, posdess knowledge of our

history or movies or pop music and spoke no Endfish

She drew harsh criticism from many in the Middles&as well. One columnist
in Arab Newswrote, “Thanks, Karen, message master, communitatguru and
undersecretary of state for public diploma¥¢gu came to our part of the world to aim
at the public’s hearts, and you ended up hittirig the stomach®®

One long-time American officer with ten tours owsas said, “She started out

not just badly, but horrifyingly, shockingly, embassingly badly.** Many felt that

*1 Fawak Tuzi, “Of Mission and Missionarie#\tab NewsOct 5, 2005. Reprinted Washington
Report on Middle East Affair®ec. 2005.

“2 Fred Kaplan quoted in Jones.

**Tuzi, Dec. 2005.

* Zeller, 19.
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her listening tour confirmed that she was in over head. Others were more
optimistic, knowing her previous success in comptetasks.

On the leg of the trip to Turkey, Hughes intendedrteet with a group of
women in Ankara, as well as the Foreign Ministegnm religious leaders at the
Topkap! Palace in Istanbul, and other governmeaddes. Even before her arrival,
there were strong words that foreshadowed thecdlffi of her taskHughes wanted
to meet with important women around the capital &atk about the position of
women and women'’s rightsThe twenty Turkish women who were invited, based on
their studies on women'’s rights, replied, “Let'saliss George W. Bush’s policies on
Iraq and women as welf” The KA-DER Ankara branch announced that they would
organize a meeting in which Hughes could parti@phatt that they were opposed to
any restrictions on the topics for discussion. KE®made a statement that “Karen
Hughes defines her contacts as a ‘listening’ opmity. Let her listen to us but let her
answer our criticisms as well. We also want to ulsscthe US policy on Iraq and US
President Bush’s policies on women. We do not wilaaimeeting to be perceived as a
USA-NGO embrace.” Surely this is not what Karen kegyhad in mind.

The high profile visit was intended to be a positistart to Washington
improving relations with the Muslim world. “Hughesrived in Turkey with more
than 20 US journalists in tow, explaining to hestsothat part of the goal of her tour
was to bring back images of the region to the Aozaripeople, who were on the
whole ignorant of the geography and the peopladj\n the region® It not helpful

for nearly every article to refer to Hughes as g Bush’s “image guru” and how

**Siileyman Kurt, “Bush'un imaj parlaticisina ‘lrajai gérigelim' cevabi,” (“Let's Talk in Iraq' Bush's
Image Maker RespondedZaman September 28, 2005.

“6 “Karen Hughes hits Turkey on third stop of Mid@ast tour for US image supporturriyet,
September 29, 2005. KAD-ER, is an important natidde Turkish women’s organization.
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she is sent by Bush to save his destroyed iiagkere was minimal decent Turkish
press from Hughes’s visit to Turkey, with lukewahmadlines such as, “America is
taking the pulse.This article had a picture of Hughes appearingriokdtea and a
caption that said she was shopping in the coveaeddr of Istanbuf® However, most
of the reporting about Hughes'’s time in Turkey \@hsut the anger communicated by

the women with whom she met in Ankara.

VI.3.2 View of Turkey from Washington

Even Hughes’ agenda on her listening tour exeneglithe focus on reaching
out to the Muslims who could be pulled into theibdb the radical Islamic terrorists.
Turkey is included in the same trip as Egypt anddbArabia.There is evidence that
Turkey is grouped in with Washington priorities reach out to the Muslim world,
with frequent references to the “Islamic majorityuatry” and even an occasional
high profile slip-up of an “Islamic country.” Thecleoes are still heard from former
Secretary of State Colin Powell explaining,

There will be an Islamic Republic in Iraq just likeher Islamic Republics

such as Turkey and Pakistan...There is no reasgrisiddm cannot be together

with democracy. Turkey is an Islamic country, whypul there not be a

democracy just like there is in Turkey at the saime *°
The comments are revealing of the State Departmgnttexisting mindset that
Turkey is the region’s example for how democraay Blam can coexist.

As a predominantly Muslim country, Turkey is viewdsy the Bush

administration as a prime candidate for a stratedfic in its war on terror. In her

“"Two examples from September 28, 2005 are “Hallkdkiler' yetmiyor,"Radikal and Siileyman
Kurt, “Bush'un imaj parlaticisina 'lIrak'i da géelim' cevabi,”Zaman

“8 Serkan Demirtg “ABD nabiz yokluyor,”Radikal September 30, 2005.

*9 Colin Powell,“New U.N. Iraq Resolution Likely by July 1, Powedlls German TV,” April 1, 2004.
http://usinfo.state.gov/xarchives/display.html?pshide-
english&y=2004&m=April&x=200404011821061CJsamohB2&742
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comments at a press conference with Foreign MiniGtié, Secretary Rice spoke
about the strategic foundation of the relationshih Turkey.

| would just add that sometimes it's very importemstep back from the day-
to-day issues and to look at the broad relationahgbto remind ourselves and
to remind our populations that this is a relatiopghat is broad and deep, and
based on values and based on strategic interegtsthat’s really what this
document allows us to d8.

The document is a “statement of strategic visiar” Turkish-American relations to
which Giil and Rice agreed in 2006.

One of the challenges is potential differences betw what is said
diplomatically to the public, and the true mindseith the State Department.
Nevertheless, public statements can be revealitigedfVashington perspective.

Daniel Fried, Assistant Secretary for European Badhsian Affairs, is one of
the most common voices speaking about Turkey inHigson.In public statements,

Fried communicates a solid understanding of theesgonfronting Turkey.

The volatility of debate has given rise to and caed with an undercurrent
of popular nationalism, frustration with Europedagven anti-Americanism.
One cause of these trends is Turkish citizenstrttisn with PKK terrorism
from Iraq, and a popular belief that the Unitedt&acould do more to combat
the PKK terrorists, whom Turks view as the greatbstat to their national
security. Another cause is the identity crisis duaing Turkish society as
Turkey strives for admission in the European Unibtany Turks feel
humiliated by what they perceive as the shiftingaoéession requirements by
the EU even as Turkey advanced serious constitltimd market economic
reforms, and made significant compromises on ther@yquestion. While it
is up to the Turks to meet the EU's requirementsatzession, many Turks
believe that some in Europe use the complex EUsatme process to mask a
bias against Turkey’

0 Secretary Condoleezza Rice, “Remarks with Deptitpé®Minister Abdullah Gul After Their
Meeting,” Washington, D.C., July 5, 2006. http://m\state.gov/secretary/rm/2006/68577.htm
*Shared Vision and Structured Dialogue to Advarfee Turkish-American Strategic Partnership.”
July 5, 2006http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2006/68574.htme Bocument is not generally
considered to carry much weight, only putting intiwg what is already in practice.

*?Fried, “U.S.-Turkish Relations and the Challengégad.”March 15, 2007.
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Fried astutely recognizes many of the issues imkd&lyy including the
undercurrent of popular nationalism and the idgngtisis dominating Turkish

society.He also provides good analysis of different stramsurkish political life.

This political turmoil and the widening boundarigisdemocratic expression
have propelled a new nationalism as one factor comicross Turkey's
political spectrum. At the same time, a growing anghisticated middle class
also supports the emergence of progressive andalilmeas in Turkey. The
ruling Justice and Development (AK) Party, with filg@indation in Turkey’s
traditional Islamic culture but also including pregsive and liberal elements,
is one expression of the different strains in Tshkipolitical life today.
Turkey's secular elite, rooted in the civilian amditary bureaucracies that
play a key role in Turkey's democracy, also refldbiese trends. And these
two diverse political camps are in competition wetkch other?

However, it is unclear whether the knowledge ef $htuation really filters into
the perspective of the State Department. Ball,elcample, explained the tensions
between “Washington” and the “post,” the U.S. Enslyasr Consulate on the ground
in a country“Sometimes we work with Washington and sometimesires it.>* He

went on to explain,

Washington wants us to implement all the plansafoMuslim’ country, but
the cookie-cutter approach does not work for Turkye model cannot be
used hereln many Arab countries programs directed towardsgong imams,
or religious leadersvho have never left their country to the U.S. effective.
They are shocked with what they see in America; livhssaren’t being killed
in the streetsHowever, the people who shape public opinion in #&akare
not theimans or religious leaders.

The State Department is so heavily tasked withtitnghthe war on terror that

it does not apply a nuanced understanding of Turkey

>3 Fried, “U.S.-Turkish Relations and the Challengeead.”March 15, 2007.
>4 Ball, interview with the author, May 7, 2007.
%5 Ball, interview with the author, November 30, 2006
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VI1.3.3 Top-Down Approach Applied to Turkey

One of the issues of public diplomacy in Turkeyhe top-down approach by
Washington.Washington’s influence on the posts increases asirtportance of
public diplomacy grows within the strategy of thasB administration and the State
Department. The American voters and Washington @xpe see instantaneous
results. The results-oriented mindset about theadiate and ongoing threat to the
security of the United States cloud the ability feore skilled direction about Turkey
from Washington.

A degree of separation between Washington and disé ip intentional. As
explained in chapter two, the basic idea is thasMragton determines the policy and
message, and the staff in the field decide howackage and communicate it in
Turkey. The embassies report back to Washingtoningepas the eyes and ears on the
ground. The feedback is ideally incorporated into the poland the message
formulated by Washington. Ambassador Wilson, witlleg on both sides of the
ocean, explained there is a gulf between Washingtahthe post, but feels it is a
natural reality. “When you are in Washington, thisra sense that the whole universe
revolves around you. Washington is focused on wgrkhe fundamental policy. Of
course they are not well-informed about the nuahees.®

One of the frequently mentioned complaints at thstgis too much influence
from Washington. While the Department of Stateaisked with implementing the
priorities of the Administration, the Foreign Sewiis generally more sensitive to the
reactions of the worldDan Sreebny, who oversees all of the Public Affairghe
U.S. Mission in Turkey, explained, “the less impoitt a country is, the more

influence you can havé&or example, when | was in London, we knew thahag no

%% Ambassador Ross Wilson, interview with the authay 11, 2007. U.S. Embassy, Ankara.
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influence. The President would talk directly to Blaif.urkey is somewhere in-
between.”He also gave the example of how the backlash toe&ay Rice’s use of
the word Kurdistan filtered from the Embassy to Tekey desk in Washington. He
speculated that Rice probably saw it because skenbtaused the term again since
then.

One of the criticisms of Karen Hughes has beenghatruns things with top-
down thinking that works better in a political caagn than foreign affair¥. She
tends to begin with a dictate from Washington, vigbs receptivity of ideas coming
from the field. A related criticism is that, despiverbalizing intentions to the
contrary, Hughes has relied mainly on political @pgees, showing a lack of trust for
the Foreign Service veterar@ne of her goals at the beginning of her term was “
reinvigorate public diplomacy as a vibrant, vitareer path>® Development of the
Foreign Service staff has taken a back seat tonaglishing tasks as soon as possible
with her hand-picked teant.

Overall, there is an attitude at the post that Waghn tries too much to
influence public diplomacy in Turkey, without aneagiate understanding of the

complexity of the country.

V1.4 On the Ground in Turkey
Posts, such as Ankara and Istanbul, are whereutiteer meets the roadhis
is where the message and resources supplied byiWgasi are put into practice to

try to win the hearts and minds of people.

> zeller, 23.

8 Hughes, “The Mission of Public Diplomacy,” July,Z005.

*9 Joe Johnson, “How Does Public Diplomacy Measure,Uporeign Service JournglOct. 2006):
50.
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VI.4.1 Perspective at the Post in Turkey

Just as Washington is partly to blame for not eiifety lowering the anti-
Americanism in Turkey, so is the U.S. Mission inrKey. Washington is too ready to
see Turkey as a strategic partner against thettbfdalamic terrorism in light of the
war on terror. While Washington pushes for undupdrtance given to the Muslim
identity of Turkey, the Embassy is not acting w&hough energy and clarity that
would come from a better understanding and apjicaif Turkey’'s deeper reasons
for anti-Americanism.

The post in Turkey has a better understandingettmplexity of the country
and the identity issues related to anti-AmericaniBut is failing to act on the basis of
this knowledgeThe post is critical of the top-down approach ofshlagton trying to
push the Mission into the mold the State Departmees for Arab countries, and yet
the post is guilty of the same one-sided approactogusing almost exclusively on
elite secularists. The target audience in Turkeyersple who influence public opinion
such as journalists, policy makers, employees of tkenk tanks, and university
professors. However this has not been balanceded@ch non-elites and more
religious parts of society.

There is a lack of optimism, energy, and new idezieg devoted by the U.S.
Mission in Turkey to do anything to alter the cuatr@anti-AmericanismAlthough
Washington does not have the understanding of Juike&loes have the energy and
commitment to make changes the Embassy there is a sense that only so maich ¢
be done by the Mission in the face of the Iraq Wéwe most notable person to voice
this sentiment was Ambassador Wilson. “There’s anddt we can do, except at the

margins to decrease aggravation. The things we @anto ameliorate anti-
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Americanism are only working around the eddg®sSreebny was similarly clear
about the limitations of public diplomacy. He s¢hdt although public diplomacy can
help improve Turkish-American relations, “I'm restlc that it can’t do everything.
The most important things are what happen betwkenwo countries and foreign
policy. We can’t change thaf®| did not come away from my interview with the top
public diplomacy officer in Turkey encouraged abdhe impact that public
diplomacy could havd.got more of a sense that they are “doing whay ttean.”

Ball told me they have reached almost all of th@anant policy makers in
Ankara. “It's just not that big,” he told me about a city 8 million people with
continuing record-high anti-Americanisth. Elizabeth McKay, Cultural Affairs
Officer, said that they are well funded becaus@wkey’s importance. She gave the
example of the State Department asking them last sgecifically if they have under-
funded priorities, and granting money for a few nprograms® | was overall
surprised to hear that the post feels it has amgdeurcesTo turn the tide of anti-
Americanism, it seems there needs to be greatatidtg and new initiatives that

stretch the funding available

VI.4.2 Foreign Service Staff

One of the most significant aspects of public dipday on the ground in
Turkey is the Foreign Service employees, includiiogeign Service Officers (FSOs),
Foreign Service Specialists, and Foreign ServickoNals (FSNs)In Turkey, there

are over 900 people in the Mission, the vast migjddcated in either Ankara or

9 Ambassador Wilson, interview with the authigiay 11, 2007.

®1 Dan Sreebny (Public Affairs Officer), interviewtivithe author, March 12, 2007. U.S. Embassy,
Ankara.

62 gall, interview with the author, November 30, 2006

83 Elizabeth McKay (Cultural Affairs Officer), inteiew with the author, May 11, 2007. U.S. Embassy,
Ankara.
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Istanbul.Included in the numbers are approximately 600 eygae at the Embassy in
Ankara, 250 of whom are Americans. At the U.S. @date General there are some
60 Americans and 200 TurRS.

The FSOs typically come on two to three year td@f®re moving to the next
assignmentBefore coming to Turkey, most receive 10 monthgutiftime Turkish
language learning to reach a “working” le¥2lThe language training allows the staff
to be able to conduct a basic meeting in Turkishrid Snarski, English Language
Officer at the Embassy and of course experiencdaddohing language, admitted her
displeasure with the quality of the language schiooRrlington, Virginia®® The
language level is still inadequate for the Forefgrvice to completely engage in

meaningful relationships.

®Katharina Gollner-Sweet (Assistant Public Affairficer), interview with the author, April 11, 2007.
U.S. Consulate General, Istanbul.

% The U.S. State Department tests for reading aedlspg ability. The grading is on a number system
from 0/0 to 5/5(speaking/reading), including ha#fss, such as+/1+. 0 is no language ability and 5 is
native university educated level. For each coutiteye is a different thresholBor FSOs going to
Turkey, the goal after a full course is to get stud to a 3/3 level, (As a point of comparison, the
language requirement for French is 4/4 and Chiie2&) which is considered “working level.” This
level is supposed to mean that one can live, opanad work in the native language.

% Maria Snarski (English Language Office), interviewth the author, May 7, 2007. U.S. Embassy,
Ankara.
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U.S. Public Diplomacy in Turkey
Organizational Chart

Public Affairs Officer

(PAO)
Dan Sreebny

U.S. Embassy, Ankara U.S. Consulate General, Istanbul

Information Officer/
Spokesman
(10)

Kathy Schalow

Branch Public
Affairs Officer
(B/PAO)
Craig Kuehl

Cultural Affairs Officer
(CAO)
Elizabeth McKay

Assistant
Information Officer
(AIO)
Stephanie Morimura

Branch Assistant PAO
(B/APAO)
Katharina

Gollner-Sweet

Assistant Cultural English Language
Affairs Officer Officer

(ACAO) (ELO)
Ben Ball Maria Snarski

The chart above provides a visual picture of thairchof command and
departments in public diplomacy throughout TurRéy.

The Foreign Service Nationals (FSNs) are the vitakish employees of the
U.S. Mission in Turkey. Gollner-Sweet raved abdw guality of the FSNs. “We
have a fabulous Turkish staff.hey need very little directionWWe haven't hired
anyone new because people tend to Stagy have the connections and personalities
to meet peopleThey lead out in public diplomacy... | couldn’'t imagilife without
them.”®® Because FSOs turn over regularly and do not tiigiceontact their
predecessors from five or ten year ago, the FSNs filethis gap by maintaining

relationships and tracking changes over time. F&8Ns help with the language at

67 Other than Craig Kuehl, the B/PAO at the U.S. Qdate General in Istanbul, | was able to have a
personal interview with every one of these officdiiseir accessibility was invaluable in understagdi
current public diplomacy on the ground in Turkey.

% Gollner-Sweet, interview with the author, April,12007.
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meetings and relationships are sometimes builbmunction with an FSN because of
the language limitations.

However, the FSNs are an example of the Embassgdequate connection
with the more religious parts of society. Schaldvared that all of the FSNs at the
embassy are secularists. “There are no turbaniseocampus. Honestly, if there were,
| think the FSNs would be uncomfortable. They aseduto their own little secular
world and are still deeply suspiciouS."Part of the reason for the heavy leaning
toward secularists is historic. She explained thate was a time when little attention
was given to Muslims, since for the last 80 yehesdecularists had all of the power.
But now the AK Party, with its Islamic ties, cons@arliament and its influence is
unlikely to wane in the near future. Schalow alstugely pointed out that the bias
towards the secularists filters the informationt ikaeceived about Turkey.If all of
the FSNs are secularists the perspective receivletend to be one-sided. This is not
nearly the balance that is needed to have an decgaage of opinions in Turkey and

reach out to all parts of society.

V1.4.3 Security and Facilities

One of the challenges to diplomacy is the threatthe well-being of
Americans serving abroad, presenting a tension dertwsecurity and accessibility.
Terrorist threats present a danger to the embaasgksonsulates of the Unites States
overseas. A new program will increase funding foe tonstruction of 150 new
embassies and consulate compounds over a 14-ydad feom 2005-2018. Since

2001, the State Department has relocated morelth&90 government employees to

%9 Kathryn Schalow (Information Officer), interviewitw the author, May 17, 2007. U.S. Embassy,
Ankara.
0 Schalow, interview with the author, May 17, 2007.
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safer facilities. The 2008 Budget supports the wanson of 11 new secure
facilities.”

One of the notorious public diplomacy issues inKeyris the U.S. Consulate
General in Istanbul, the fruit of this commitmeatihcrease security. Many people
have referred to it as a fortress or “crusaderledsDne scholar wrote, “The new
consulate looks like a maximum-security prison. #lat's missing is a moat with
alligators and a sign that says: ‘Attention! Yoe aow approaching a U.S. Consulate.
Any sudden movement and you will be shot. All visitwelcome.™?

In 2003, because it could not meet the heighteeedrdy requirements, the
Consulate was moved from the central location ofdgki in downtown Istanbul to
Istinye, about an hour outside of the cifyst months after the move, the British
Consulate was bombed and the British Consular Gémeas killed. The bombers
revealed that the U.S. Consulate General would baea included in the attacks had
it been similiary accessible. “The suspected testaraptured in Turkey reportedly
told police his cell's preferred target was the.ld@hsulate.”® With the fatal attacks
just months after the move, it is difficult to asgwith the wisdom in moving to a
safer location.

The consulate is indeed an impressive structure ttem security is obvious.

It is set atop a high hill with a view of the Bogphs.From the entry level an elevator
rises to the main part of the building atop thé further bolstering the securitfhe
pleasant interior, with lots of windows, modernharecture, and an open courtyard is

hidden behind the foreboding exterior.

" Bush Administration, 2008 Budget.

"2 Thomas Friedman, “Where Birds Don't Fl{piplomatic Security December 21, 2003.
http://www.wirednewyork.com/forum/archive/index.ghg360.html

3 Stephen Losey, “New, Fortified Consulate Balar8afety, Diplomacy, Federal TimesApril 25,
2005. http://www.state.gov/m/ds/rls/45403.htm

" Personal visit to the U.S. Consulate in IstanBpkil 11, 2007.
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Beyond the criticism of the menacing architecurehis loss in accessiblity
from the move tdstinye. Gollner-Sweet explained that a meetingstaribul requires
three hours with the transportation and trafficimelating any possibility of
spontaneity. Furthermore, it makes walk-ins verg;rao one wants to make the trip
to Istinye’® They try their best to compensate by renting hepelce in the city center
to hold functions, but the reality is that a lotm@mof their work is done by phone and
email than it was befordJnfortunately, some of the “last three feet” of smal
contact, to quote Edward R. Murrow’s phrase, hantest by the move tistinye.
The Mission in Turkey needs to be more innovativevercoming security concerns

to cover the “last three feet,” which are the nugtcal.

VI.4.4 Current Public Diplomacy Programs and Efforts in Turkey

The next section will outline the major programml &fforts in U.S. public
diplomacy in Turkey.Although the range of activities is very broad ahdre is
naturally extensive overlap, the main thrust of wisaactually being done on the
ground in public diplomacy can be broken into foategories. The first is press and
media outreach; second, the many types of exchpnygrams; third, the English
language initiatives throughout the country; fourthe library related efforts; and
finally, the various cultural events and speakéat tare brought to Turkey.An
overview of each will be presented as a picturéghef work that already exists in

public diplomacy. The final chapter makes recomaadions for each effort.

> Gollner-Sweet, interview with the author, April,12007.
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VI1.4.4.1 Press/Media Outreach

The press and media effort is carried out by tHerination Office in both
Ankara and Istanbullhe basis of this effort is to provide informatitinthe press and
other parties that are interested in the U.S. @dicSchalow outlined the three main
tasks’® First, their mornings are spent reading and lisigrio the media for the day
to see if there is anything that requires a respo8shalow explained that working
with the Turkish media can be a frustration becailmsy do not have the same
journalistic rulesBecause articles are written on one anonymous saursometimes
no source at all, conspiracy theories can quicklyetbp and spreadh the words of
one Turkish observer, “Over the past few yearskisarnewspapers have been awash
with theories attributing all problems in the MiddEast to the United States.”

Second, their afternoons are spent communicating ba the places where
correction, clarity, or statements are needed fribve Embassy. Great effort is
required to release timely statements to the @etrand print media and proactively
communicate the U.S. position on events that &fidde Information Officers stay
available to the media and encourage reporteraltdac confirm the truth of a story
before it is printedThe post tries to respond to set the record strdigfore false
stories get out of control. “The most importantnthiis to be a part of the
conversation,” said Schalow.

The third part of their role, and the most proagtig to try to get the word out
to the public about the good things the Embassipisg. This is an effort to broaden
the conversation beyond the handful of issues duoahinates coverage about the

United States.

8 Schalow, interview with the author, May 17, 2007.

" Cazaptay, 45.
8“Public Affairs,” U.S. Embassy Website. http://turkey.usembassy.gtlitp affairs.html
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Related to the media-specific efforts are the itmests made to foster
stronger relationships with the press. They tryhawe lunch with journalistand
provide education opportunities for the press albopitcs like journalistic standards.
Gollner-Sweet explained how especially recentlyythee trying to go beyond the
secular media, and relate to the more Islamic medieh aZamanand YeniSafak
newspapers’

A shortcoming in media outreach is the lack of Tshklanguage ability.
According to Schalow, there are one or two Amermciannthe Embassy whose Turkish
is good enough to be interviewed on televisib8he was emphatic that more Turkish
would be advantageous in reaching out to the mesliaebny related the same
information about Turkish ability, but | was sug®d to hear that they rarely put the
few outstanding Turkish speakers they have on the pseferring to have the
Ambassador speak, of course in Engfshwhile the Turkish diplomatic
correspondents, many of the bureau chiefs, and ad gmmber of the leading
columnists speak English, there is still a lot l¢ tmedia that is difficult to access
without Turkish.Stephanie Morimura was honest that this causes thdean more

toward English speakers within the meftfia.

VI1.4.4.2 Exchange Programs

There are many different exchange programs, inctudihe Fulbright
Commission, International Visitor program, and ¥eS program. According to Segcil

Yaziciglu, the American Programs Officer at the Fulbri@i@mmission in Ankara,

" Gollner-Sweet, interview with the author, April, 12007,

8 Schalow, interview with the author, May 17, 2007.

8. Sreebny, interview with the author, March 12, 2007

82 Stephanie Morimura (Assistant Information Offigenerview with the author, May 17, 2007. U.S.
Embassy, Ankara.
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there are about 30 grants awarded per year to Aarefecturers, senior researchers,
and students of all levef&.A budget increase for Turkey by about three tirves
years ago has increased the number of Turkish ightiers from 23 to about 79.
Sreebny, who also serves as the Chairman of thedBofathe Turkish Fulbright
Commission, explained that one of the greatesgthabout Fulbright is that it is not
just a one-year experienteAfter someone returns home the hope is that heher
keeps in touch with American friends and the exgrere continues.

According to Gollner-Sweet, the International \Wsit(IVV) program is “the
best public diplomacy program we hay&.The IV program is designed to increase
the grantee’s understanding of the United States icertain field or area. The
program seeks rising stars in their respectivedsieluch as journalists, heads of
NGOs, mayors, and academics, who have spent dittleo time in the U.S. The IV
program is organized primarily through the Statgp&ement, which works closely
with each country’s embassy. The program expospsoaimnately 40 Turks per year
to the diversity of the United States, both in gapyy and viewpoints. An example
of the program is a three-week trip, with time gpem the East and West Coasts of
the U.S. and a few places in-between. Ball admittledt almost exclusively
secularists have been sent. Before the AK Partyedanpower, virtually no one from
the party had participated in the program, with itheortant exception of Abdullah
Gl “But we are doing much better noiMaybe we’re even overcompensating. But
it is harder to reach out to the Muslims. Thishis teality of getting past prejudice of

both past and present. It will take time.”

8 Secil Yaziciglu (American Programs Officer, Fulbright Commissidnterview with the author,
November 16, 2006. Ankara.

8 Gollner-Sweet, interview with the author, April, 12007,

8 Sreebny, interview with the author, March 12, 2007

% Gollner-Sweet, interview with the author, April, 12007,

87 Ball, interview with the author, May 7, 2007.
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The YES (Youth Exchange and Study) program is aratiichange program
run out of Washington that brings young people,dajg-18 and from a variety of
primarily Muslim countries, including Turkey, tové as a “son” or “daughter” in an
American family and attend high school for an acaideyear or semestéf.
According to Serkan kanow a volunteer for the program, the program dasbled
in size since he went in the 2004/2005 school §&4Fhe main point of the program
is to get the students to want to change their conityy, change things for the better;
becoming bi-cultural.”He had an amazing experience in a diverse Chicago
neighborhood, and went back to stay with his hastilfy for another four months
after the program endetile now tells his friends that “Americans are notnsters
and they do not want to go to Iraq to kill people.”

But the YES program again illuminates Washingtod #re post’s disjointed
effort to effectively relate to Turks and lack aiteeach to the Islamic community.
Washington lumps the Turks in with Arab Muslimst appreciating that Turks are
different and are not all practicing Muslimsleanwhile, the Embassy is sending
almost exclusively secularist$Both sides are therefore to blame for Turkish sttsle
being rubbed the wrong wayhankfully, the program is good enough that the lwho
experience is not ruinedut it could be much better and more of the Turkish
population could be reached if both the State Diepant and post expanded their
vision.

Tas relates different instances that irritated himimigithis particapation with
YES. He felt pigeon-holed as a Muslim because Raurkish. He shared the specific
experience of leaving the “religion” section blamk his application form, because he

did not want to say he was a Muslim. When he samapplication later in the U.S. he

8 YES program website. http://www.yesprograms.org/
8 Serkan Ta in interview with the authoApril 17, 2007.
% Ball, interview with the author, May 7, 2007.
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saw that someone had written in big letters in Heation “ISLAM.” In addition to
being upset that someone had written on his apgpitahe was angered by the
assumption about him beneath the action.

Another experience was during the YES orientatiwhen the Turks were
grouped in with students from Arab countri€iring one of the sessions anam
came and talked to the students about practidgioas concerns that would concern
many of the Muslims, such as what to do during R#émaand how to wake up for
morning namazprayers without waking one’s host familyas was bothered that he
had to sit through this, and does not think all Tieks should be includedie said
that probably only one of the 16 Turks cared! Tikia clear example of how Turkey
is grouped in with YES because of its Muslim popiala but does not fit in the same

mold.

VI1.4.4.3 English Language Office

“The English Language Office (ELO) of the Publicf#ifs section works with
Turkish universities and with the Turkish Ministof Education to help improve the
teaching of English and to disseminate informatimm American culture and
institutions.®* These programs provide a real service and beimeffiurkey where
English teaching is in high demand. The Englishaspushed on people, but offered
to those who want itSnarski says that the demand is greater than thecarrently

meet.

! The English Language Office (ELO) of the Publidais section, U.S. Embassy Website.
http://turkey.usembassy.gov/english_language_progtami|
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Even the Ambassador commented on the opporturiitigéish programs give
Americans to reach new places and create a différeage of the U.8? Maria
Snarski, the English Language Officer, explainedani® the three big programs that
they run®®

The most exciting and extensive is the Englishguemge Fellow Program that
places qualified American English teachers, teadukrcators, linguists, and other
language professionals to work in Turkey for a adademic yeailhe main focus is
on working at universities to train other teachéi®wv to teach English more
effectively. For the past two years, Turkey has texd English Language Fellows,
making it the largest among the more than 70 ppaimg countries. The ten Fellows
are scattered throughout Turkey, reaching the eagi@rts of the country that few
other programs do.

The second program is the English Language SjssidProgram, where
English Language Teaching experts are brought t&eljufor between two and four
weeks. Specialists in a variety of fields related€nglish teaching such as computers
and curriculum development conduct programs withkiblh educational institutions
as well as the Ministry of Education. The up to specialists brought in per year
allow new institutions to be reached where thedveslare not.

Lastly, the English Access Microscholarship Progra a State Department
initiative for secondary school students begunhe kast three years. The ELO is
working closely with the Turkish-American Assocati Whereas the other programs
are more focused on training other teachers, Hnghscess Microscholarship
provides an American-style classroom experienceyfmung students using U.S.

books and materials.

92 Ambassador Wilson, interview with the author, My 2007.
93 Snarski, interview with the author, May 7, 2007.
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These programs need to be expanékxv much difference are ten English
Language Fellows going to be able to make in awguh 70 million people®The
great opportunity that this program provides tods@mericans to the eastern parts of

Turkey needs to be bolstered.

VI1.4.4.4 Information Resource Centers, American Caners

There have been efforts made by the State Depatrtite replace the
expensive American libraries of the past, which evpotential targets for terrorist
attacks.Two of the efforts to maintain some of the asséta &brary, without the
same costs and security dangers, are the Inform&msource Centers (IRC) and
American Corners.

The IRCs, on-site at both the Embassy and Cores@aneral, specialize in
providing information on American political, econmnsocial and cultural lif&*
Betil Gurun, IRC coordinator, was helpful in usitng ample reference collection and
an extensive online datab@SeThe IRC is small but efficienThere are several staff,
mostly former reference librarians from the pastefican Library in Ankara, who are
ready to help Turks or Americans with informatidsoat the U.S. Unfortunately, few
people know about the resourcén appointment must be made ahead of time,
decreasing accessibility.

There are four American Corners in Turkey whosal g®to be a partner in
promoting mutual understanding between the UnitedeS and Turkeyl.ocated in
Gaziantep, Kayseri, 1zmir, and Bursa, they aretmosd as being cheaper than a full

library, but still accessible to people. AccordiagBall, the Americans Corners have

% The Information Resource Center (IRC). http://ayrkisembassy.govi/irc.html
% Betil Giiriin and Figen Sahin were always helpfuhinresearch at the IRC.
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not been effective and the funding is being *€uAlthough a good idea, little takes
place after an opening ceremony where the Ambassaas the tape. American
Corners are also unpopular in a city because afirégcconcerns. Ball gave the
example of Gaziantep, where the sign was taken doutside of the American

Corner, so that someone actually has to walk irbthikeling to be able to see the sign.

VI1.4.4.5 Cultural Events and Speakers

The final major thrust of public diplomacy is theltaral events and speakers.
Relationship-building is included in this categoathough it involves most of the
areas. “Promoting cultural and educational tieshwiiie United States is a major
responsibility of the Public Affairs sections in rkay. They work closely with
Turkish institutions in organizing exchanges, leet) seminars, workshops, and
presentations by U.S. academics, specialists, nwréted artists®

An example of this effort in action was the"68nniversary of the Truman
Doctrine at the Embassy Residence in March 20Biére was a pleasant reception
where the Ambassador and his wife and other Embstssly mingled with the few
dozen guests from various universities and orgéioiza An unexciting speech over
video conference by a professor in Ohio was thenreaent of a generally enjoyable
evening. | had the sense that the personal rekdtips | build with Turks as a student
are more valuable than a similar group of guesénding an occasional formal event.

Another event | experienced was a round-table dson at Bilkent
University with Nancy McEldowney, Deputy Chief ofisgion® McEldowney began

her presentation, “I'm not here to convince or @ggndize. | will share ideas and

% Ball, interview with the author, May 7, 2007.
7«pyplic Affairs,” U.S. Embassy Website. http:tiay.usembassy.gov/public_affairs.htmi
% Roundtable Discussion, Bilkent University, NovemB®@, 2006.
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want to have an honest exchanigeelcome alternative views; want to have dialogue
and learn.” Duygu Sezer, to whom McEldowney ref@érby name and has met at
many functions, said afterward that she found Mofsidey very knowledgeable and
effective at talking in a scholarly way. One of theernational relations students who
attended the event gave the following evaluation:

It was clear that she is an expert on Middle EasssuesAnd she was trying

to be as sincere as possible. Yet, unfortunatebnlit say that she influenced

my thought about US-Turkey relationfon’'t get me wrong.l really

appreciate what she is doing and it would reallwély good for US-Turkey

relations if such ‘moderate’ diplomats work hereut Blou know—they're

diplomats in the end. And they are supposed tdellogvery fact, every aspect

of our relations?
Although McEldowney was knowledgeable and sincéhe, influence from such
events is not certain.

According to Ball, political sensitivity restrictee programming they can do.
He gave the specific example of a program to flyru@ish opinion-influencers onto
the USSEisenhoweraircraft carrier when it was off the coast of Turk&Vhile it
seemed to the embassy like a neat opportunitycdlierage ended up backfirinig.
TEMPOmagazine there was a lengthy article that putgatinee spin on why the U.S.
would invite them to do this, complete with all tof conspiracy theorie€
Programs often do not have the intended influence.

| saw the evidence of what he told me later thghhwhen | was in the dorm
room of one of my Turkish friend8y chance, he happened to have the copy of
TEMPO lying on his desk with the article about the Turksiting the USS
EisenhowerHis impression is that America did this to showsthénportant people

how powerful the U.S. military iSEveryone already knows this, and a war ship is a

terrible place to try to be building your relationgh Turkey. It comes across like the

% November 29, 2006.
100424 Katl sava makinesi, 5.500 ABD'li ve 18 Tiirk, TEMPQ Nov. 2, 2006.
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type of thing the Soviets would have done to trghow their power.” His conclusion
was that Turks need to be asked whether prograena good idea because it would
be obvious to a Turl®! This is interesting considering that | had justrieed that
more than half of the people working at the embassyTurkishPerhaps they are not
in positions to give enough advice about such @nogtNew programs need to be
attempted, but with discernment and as much invobrg as possible from Turks
with different perspectives.

For the most part, such events are useful in mglaiontacts with Turks and
also exposing them to American culture. Concernthg question of building
friendships with Turks, Ball told me,

There is a fine line, and not just in Turkey. Thexreeputation of people from

embassies being snobby, closed off in a bubbles iBhirue to an extent and it

needs to be. You have to keep a certain distanoe.néed to understand the
local perspective, but not adopt it. You have tefkpeople at arms lengtff

As long as Turks are kept at arms length, so willedica be kept at arms length by

Turks.

191 Oguzhan Yanasik (M.A. candidate, Bilkent University), in discuies with the author, November,
2006.
192 Ball, interview with the author, May 7, 2007.
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CHAPTER VII

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY RECOMMENDATIONS & CONCLUSION

VII.1 Thesis Summary/Theoretical Contributions

Public diplomacy was defined in chapter two as“mernment’s process of
communicating with foreign publics in an attempbting about understanding for its
nation’s ideas and ideals, its institutions andwel as well as its national goals and
current policies® This definition was placed in the context of tramil diplomacy,
emphasizing how public diplomacy reaches out teifpr publics, whereas traditional
diplomacy is primarily government-to-governmentenaiction. It was argued that
public diplomacy has taken on increasing importashee to the erosion of the state-
centric system and the democratization of techne#gA history of the public
diplomacy in America was developed, from its orgyoluring the World Wars to the
hope it provides in the ideological battle aftepteenber 11, tracing the theme of
public diplomacy’s importance being recognized oimlythe face of a competing
ideology.

In chapter three, | made the theoretical contiioubf an anti-Americanism

framework, by which the anti-Americanism of diffatecountries can be categorized

' Tuch 3.
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based on the root causes and intensity. The fiadl qgf the framework presented a
way of thinking to analyze the deeper roots of-Amiericanism in a country. The
reasons for and intensity of anti-Americanism afuenced by the lenses of 1) what
America is viewed to be and 2) what the beholdsalfitis. Anti-Americanism varies
so widely because the actions of the United Stateseen through different glasses.

The lenses of the glasses are the topics of ctgafuer and five, which are a
case study analysis of anti-Americanism in Turkiyis framework is used to classify
the Political strand of anti-Americanism and Amarincreasingly being viewed as a
Threatening Power in Turkey. The problem of antigkimanism goes deeper than the
Irag War and cursory assessments of reasons fantraent of America. The
politically based reasons for Turkey's resentmehtAmerica begin with the lens
based on what America is viewed to be. Chapter flotuses on the exaggerated view
of American power and untrustworthiness based dmseory of Turkish-American
relations since the end of the Second World War.

Chapter five begins with the second lens of thesgla based on what Turkey
itself is. Its Ottoman past, “Sevres phobia,” arehsitivity to its secular and
homogeneous identity give Turkey a reactionary pnadbat influences the way it
views American behavior. The two lenses are contbiieeexplain the two biggest
drivers of anti-Americanism in Turkey: feared Ussipport for a Kurdish state and
U.S. presenting a danger to secularism by backwolgigal Islam as a part of its
bigger plan for the region. The chapter concludegl an evaluation of how Turkey’s
view of America as a disruptive force is based thyast distorted perceptions.

Chapter six assesses the shortcomings of U.S.gdigiomacy, both at the

State Department level and on the ground at theipoBurkey. These shortcomings
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come, in part, from not understanding the depthraadons for anti-Americanism in
Turkey and from a failure to adjust public diplomao the country.

This final chapter offers recommendations for puldiplomacy in Turkey
based on the type of anti-Americanism, an undedgtgnof the forces driving it, and
critical analysis of current shortcomings in puldiplomacy. The chapter ends with
conclusions about the findings of this thesis aa@bmmendations for future areas of

study.

VII.2 Recommendations for Public Diplomacy in Turkey

Public diplomacy must be done better in order tm tthe tide of anti-
Americanism in Turkey.This chapter builds on the critical analysis of tbee
preceding it to make recommendations based on t@rbehderstanding of anti-
Americanism in TurkeyThroughout my research, | have learned of the anhat
efforts in public diplomacy that America is makitggstrengthen its ties with Turkey.
In many interviews with Foreign Service OfficersTiarkey, | have been impressed
by the competence and perseverance in represetmggica with the odds against
them.All of them know more about public diplomacy thanld, and it is therefore
with a degree of humility that | make recommendaicdBut | also believe that | can
offer an outside perspective, untainted by the wWaggs have always been done.
While | do not know as much about the Foreign Servi have spent time in Turkey
comparable to the people working for the State Blepent, and more than almost
everyone in Washington who heavily influence theS.UMission in Turkey.
Additionally, | believe that | have lived more angoiurks than most people who are
determining what should be done in public diplomactyhis country.n the face of

rampant and ongoing anti-Americanism, it is wortmsidering making adjustments.
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Recently, Under Secretary Hughes talked about ¢deel for close evaluation of every
public diplomacy activity:What works we will expand and continue. What ddgsn
we will change, cancel or imprové.’My goal is to apply this mentality to an
evaluation of the efforts in Turkey and to makeoramendations of how the public

diplomacy effort can be bolstered to restore Turkipinions of the United States.

VII.2.1 Understanding Anti-Americanism in Turkey

The change in public diplomacy in Turkey needs égibb out of a more
sincere understanding of how Turkey views the Whi¢ates. A one-way delivery of
a pre-made sales-pitch with little or no consideraif the culture, concerns, and
criticisms of the receiving audience will accompligtle.

In the job description of a Public Diplomacy Offidere is a strong emphasis
on understanding, but it is all about getting theeign public to understand America.
“Public Diplomacy Officers strive to broaden thederstanding of American values
and concerns...promote U.S. interests overseas...édgdateign cultures about our
nation.” Public Diplomacy Officers “explain to foreign audmes how American
history, values, and traditions shape Americaniforgoolicy” and “deepen foreign
understanding of American societ{.”

The U.S. needs to needs to improve in understandurgey and helping
Turks understand America. “What is needed is adgdite policy to improve mutual
understanding, in the literal sense of those twordad The United States’
understanding of Turkey must go beyond its sekriedted view of Turkey as a

“bridge” to the Middle East or the Muslim world. i${orically and strategically,

2 Hughes, April 19, 2007.

% Job Description of a Foreign Service Officer, USfate Department Website.
http://www.careers.state.gov/officer/roles/diplomdtml

* Heisbourg, 19.
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culturally and commercially, Turkey is the Westisdge to a more peaceful Middle
East.® Another example of the self-serving American pecsive of Turkey
emphasizes the military value of Turkey based snggostrategic location. “The
concept of Turkey as an ‘unsinkable aircraft carsies coming into its own®Such
notions leave a significant gap in understandingvioat Turkey is and desires to be.
“An alliance is far more valuable and effective wheis based not only on perceived
common interests, important as these may be, bgenunine affinities—a community
of beliefs and values, particularly concerning abgoolitical, cultural, and economic
matters.” A start for the alliance being placed back on tight track is an
understanding of the reasons for anti-Americanismd anitiating change with a
reinvigorated public diplomacylhe next five sections outline basic principlest tha

should be applied to public diplomacy based onuhderstanding.

VII.2.1.1 Turkey’s anti-Americanism is Political

An understanding of anti-Americanism in Turkey mhbegin with clarity on
what it is and what it is noAs explained in chapter four, Turkey fits squaneithin
the Political grouping of the framework presented the chapter preceding it.
Although it may at first seem rudimentary, it idadithat this be the starting point
from which the public diplomacy strategy is buflonversely, anti-Americanism in
Turkey has minimal economic or cultural badis.the famous “SWOT analysis”
business strategy model, one’s strengths and wes&saeed to be clarified.will
serve U.S. public diplomacy to clarify the areanafakness as Political, and build on

the strengths of Economic and Culturdlhe political issues that cause anti-

5 Rustow, 126.
% Harris, 56.
" Rustow, ix.
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Americanism need to be addressed over time, bahgns need to be capitalized
upon with the appropriate opportunities.

The Irag War and specifically the “Hood Event” bakeen the two most
inflammatory events for the sky-rocketing anti-Amsanism in Turkey.The damage
has been done with bothfThe Hood Event cannot be undone, nor can the
exaggerations in the media and entertainment ingdbst negatedWhether the U.S.
continues to battle in Irag or withdraws, therevésy little hope anti-Americanism
will decrease in the near futur@lthough these are vital parts of the rampant anti-
Americanism, they are not the places where Amecaa or should devote effort.
There are more distorted perceptions and misuratetistgs underlying the reasons
for anti-Americanism than there are deep divisitiedween the countriedt is
because of this that public diplomacy is a vitall tior combating anti-Americanism.
Turks are not going to believe any time soon thatlnited States was benevolent in
its 2003 invasion of Irag. However, Turks are vemling to go on an exchange
program to live with an American family and discovemericans have benevolent
qualities.Nor will the shame of the Hood Event be complefelgotten, but it will
not stop Turks from wanting to do business with Aigans.

Waiting for administration or policy change is laod to false hope and
passing responsibilityOf course policy matters, but public diplomacy haatal role
that can make a differencew. The United States must act out of an understanafing
the four deeper reasons driving anti-Americanisich #taoughtfully engage them with
the “plain, simple, unvarnished truth.The next four sections outline the driving

forces of anti-Americanism and the lessons Amescsimould accordingly take into

8 President Harry Struman, “Campaign of Truth Address on Foreign Policy at a luncheon of the
American Society of Newspaper Editofgril 20th, 1950.

167



account in its public diplomacy. These categormsu$ primarily on the principles

and mentality, which will then be applied to apptage actions.

VII.2.1.2 View of the U.S. as “All-Powerful” and Urtrustworthy

Chapter four developed the second lens of theedn@tates viewed as an
omnipotent and powerful country that can accomphsiatever it wantsThroughout
the countries’ relations, the U.S. is viewed aseliable, in part because it has not
adequately helped Turkey solve its own problemgkJuargely create this over-
powerful illusion of America, and then fear theigion they have conjured up.

With this understanding of a root cause of antiekizanism, the United States
needs to help Turkish people understand that ti& I4.not all-powerful. Nancy
McEldowney attempted to communicate this idea tkeBit students, reasoning from
an academic perspective about a “paradox of powkegre “those who need friends
and allies the most are those who have the mosepSv&he was right to try to break
down the idea that America is all-powerful, whicttually ends up fueling anti-
Americanism when it does not live up to being ablsolve all the problems that face
a country.The U.S. would do well to promote humility and igdte the impression it
is all-capable. Meekness will ultimately be mordphd than an inflated view of
American influence.

America needs to communicate its diversity anérogeneity and break down
the image of a unified juggernaut led by a dictaftne reality is an incredibly
complex mix of opinions, interest groups, checkd &alances, and debate within
America about foreign policyThe U.S. needs to speak with one voice, but alge gi

Turks insight that the U.S. is not a country witgrand, perhaps evil, strategy.

° Nancy McEldowney, Roundtable Discussion, Bilkemiwgrsity, November 29, 2006.
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America should communicate the ways it has bediabie in the past.
Although it has not taken action recently agaihst PKK, the United States has, on
the whole, been a reliable ally. The Truman DoetriMarshall Aid, assisting in the
arrest of PKK leader Abdullah Ocalan in 1999, aatpimg Turkey out of its financial
crisis in 2001 are solid example of U.S. contribatio Turkey's interest3.hese areas
need to be promoted.

Lastly, the United States should work to do maresthow its human side.
Aykan Erdemir, professor of sociology, advocateslithportance of symbolic politics
in America’s relating with TurkeyHe pointed out that this does not take a lot of
financial resources, but it does take intellectegburces to determine the important
symbols'® The famous example is President Clinton’s visit Tiarkey after the
earthquake in 1999 he photograph of a baby grabbing the presidem&enouched
Turks as an example of the humanity and compassidhe U.S. This helps break

down the detrimental larger-than-life view of Angexi

VII.2.1.3 Turkey’s Reactionary Phobia

Chapter five detailed the historical roots of Teyls phobia that it is encircled
and everyone wants to claim its territoAmerica did nothing to cause this phobia,
but will fail in relating to Turkey without undeestding it. The fear stems from the
“Sevres phobia” and the threat to the Turkish idgmianded down by Atatirk.

America needs to appreciate tleaerythingit does will be seen through the
lens of this phobiaEvery statement and every action are viewed undaeiceoscope
by the Turkish media and public, as if expectingfcmation at every move that the

United States does, in fact, have the same intentio divide TurkeyAccordingly,

19 Erdemir, interview with the author, May 21, 2007.
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the United States needs to approach everythinges dhat affects Turkey, especially
in its public diplomacy, with the question, “HoweafFurks going to view this through
their glasses of a reactionary phobia and an allepful and untrustworthy United

States?” In addition to thinking in such a way, #asiest thing to do is to ask Turks
that represent different perspectives how a smeeition would be interpreted by
Turks. Turks react in emotional, not always ratlpmeays to insults and perceived
threats. This should not paralyze Americans frokmtaaction, but with discernment
that comes from understanding the Turkish perspectocus on what alleviates fears
and mistrust rather than what confirms them.

Secondly, the United States can more regularlpalere that it does and will
defend the territorial integrity of Turkefrdemir explains that words mean a great
deal to Turks and public statements could haveggebiimpact than huge programs
that require vast resourcEsAccordingly, the United States would lose nothing
state very clearly, and frequently, that the Unifddtes is a strong defender of the
territorial integrity of TurkeyWords are not enough, but they are importargtead
of high-profile mistaken mentions of “Kurdistan”diurkey as an “Islamic country,”
the State Department should intentionally stroraggert the defense of the territory
of its NATO ally. The United States can make simple and true argunaddut how
America benefits from a stable Turkey and doeswentt to take any of Turkey’'s
land. As much as possible, whenever Turks heaean statements by the U.S., this
should be the overwhelming sense.

Thirdly, the United States should focus on boistethe idea that America is
Turkey’s most dependable allipespite the anti-Americanism and the strain in the

relationship, America is still in consideration &srkey’'s best allyln the words of

M Erdemir, interview with the author, May 21, 2007.
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Duygu Sezer: “| believe that America is—potentialiyurkey’s best foreign friend.”
Forty-five percent of the Bilkent students | pollemid that “America is Turkeysost

important ally.” The United States can encouragettirough rhetoric and actions.

VII.2.1.4 Fear of U.S. Support for Kurds

The third issue driving anti-Americanism is fedatt the United States is
intentionally or unintentionally going to bring altcan independent Kurdish stafes
developed in chapter five, this issue is seen teatien the foundation of the
homogeneous Turkish state established by Atatihis iEsue is seen through the two
lenses in chapters four and five and discussedeafdns is the most outstanding
focus of the phobia and is coupled with the unwosthy United States having a
grand plan for the region that will harm Turkey.

First and foremost, the U.S. needs to understandthis issue is so sensitive
to Turkey and approach it delicately. This beginsthe language that is used.
Secondly, of all the Turks’ demands, the issuehef RKK is where the U.S. should
take action. Whereas the other issues are onesewtier U.S. is trying to
communicate “we’re not what you think we are; weala really doing that,” this is
an area where the U.S. can strongly come to thposupf Turkey.This should be
balanced with not angering the Kurds, but the d&. stand by its acknowledgement
of the PKK as a terrorist group, as well as deféndkey’s territorial integrity. As
explained in chapter five, this is the area whberd is the most legitimate grievance

causing anti-Americanism.
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VII.2.1.5 Resentment of U.S. Support for Politicalslam

The second identity issue seen through the glassdéke perceived U.S.
support to political IslamAs drawn out in chapter five, this is part of a arnd
resistance to the United States’ plan for the Medgast, and therefore ignites anger
from nearly everyone in Turkey, not just the sedsia. The U.S. is believed to be
supporting political Islam to prove that democracyl a Muslim majority country are
compatible.The U.S. needs to account for this fear, and mosits public diplomacy
accordingly.

First of all, the U.S. needs to understand thenoes of the debate that is
taking place and the extent to which a significaatt of the population reallfears
that the Republic founded by Atatirk is threatebgdhe AK Party’s rise to power.
The United States needs to understand that everg wosays in support of the
“democracy” or the “constitutional process” is imteeted by the media and the public
to back the AKP. Secondly, the United States needstay out of the debat@&he
U.S. would do well just to keep quiet and not deliblthe issue or push it one way or
the otherlt is not the role of the U.S. to decide who ishtigr wrong.Michael Rubin
vigorously makes a case that “U.S. officials shdagdpatient and do nothing to imply
endorsement for the AKP, its prime minister, oratabitions... Washington should
do nothing to undercut Turkish secularism or dowagphe dangers which it face.”
Although Rubin himself is choosing sides, he isirithat the U.S. should stay out of
the debate. The issue is not clear-cut, and thedh@&ild not entangle itself.

Overall, the U.S. must chart a balanced courseunkey’s domestic politics.
Relationships with both strong secularists and supps of the AKP need to be

cultivated. Terms such as “secularists” and “suggrerof the AKP” or “Islamists” are

2 Michael Rubin, “Will Turkey have an Islamic Presid,” AEI Middle East OutlogkFebruary 2,
2007.
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by their nature generalizations and oversimplifwad, but their presence is very real
in Turkey. Public diplomacy in Turkey needs to st@eteady course of building ties

and relationships with both.

VII.2.2.1 Public Diplomacy Recommendations based odnderstanding

To begin, | want to take a step back and ask trestipn, “If | were put in
charge of the U.S. Mission to Turkey, what wouldnine focusWhat am | going to
do with the resources and staff of about 900 peoipleluding more than 300
Americans and some 600 Turks?” Of course theselpewp spread thin in a variety
of positions, including non-political areas suchsasurity and facilities maintenance,
and relatively few are devoted to public diplomgogr se But all of them are part of
representing America in Turkey and should be comeahitto fostering a better
Turkish-American relationship.

| would start with trying to shape the overaititude of everyone on my staff
to be one of integration into the culture and depelg genuine friendships with
Turks. | would encourage them not to just view Turks astacts, but to try to learn
from them, share life with them, and become parthef communityOf course, the
concern about this from the Foreign Service petspeds that people will “go
native” and start sympathizing too much with a Tsinkperspectivé® While this
needs to be addressed, | believe that ultimatelyheexr to have enough confidence
that our Foreign Service staff has conviction alibetvalues of Americas long as
this remains fundamentally true, is it a problenfrhericans do begin to really see
things from a Turkish point of view®ill these people not be able to more effectively

communicate back to Washington the way that Turks/\the world?Will they not

13 This was discussed in many interviews at the BrSbassy in Ankara.
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be better able to unite with Turks in thinking abbow the rifts in the relationship
between countries and the animosity throughoutegen could be better mitigated?
This will require an educated staff with a certiemel of devotion to America and
ability to think critically, but I think this exist and if not, needs to be better
developed. There can be accountability at work ehmople can critically discuss
the input received from friends, which will enalthe® message to stay consistent and
not be swayed based on the views of one or a fekisfufriends.

After all, people are going to draw their opiniohAmerica just as much, if
not more, from an American student or tourist imkey, as they will from an official
statement from the Embassy. The Foreign Serviceldhon the whole, be even
better and more sophisticated personal represeesatif America than the common
American with whom Turks come in contact.

My overall perception from observing and interviegy Foreign Service
Officers in Turkey is that there is not a cultufendole-hearted friendship-building
with Turks. Although it is not forbidden to develop relationshiwith Turks, there
seems to be an unwritten hesitancy that keeps peogtie from fully entering into the
community and keeps most relationships with Tutkiha level of contact more than
friendship.This attitude needs to change.

As emphasized above, the strength of the UnitedeStright now is the
cultural propensity for Americans.have heard more times than | can count while
living in Turkey, “We hate American policies, buewke Americans.” Gollner-Sweet
put it well when she said she sees anti-Americanisthe polls but never feels'it.
Students fill out a survey saying that they are-Anterican and even view America

as the “Source of all Evil” but treat me with wamtight up when | converse with

14 Gollner-Sweet, interview with the author, April,12007.
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them in Turkish, and want to visit AmericaVith this strength, the best and most
fundamental effort that needs to be made is thesldpment of close personal
friendships.

This recommendation is made with no illusions ihatill be a quick-fix for
Turkish-American relations. Instead, it is whehe processof public diplomacy
must begin. Just because friendships are formed ame mean that political
resentment of the U.S. will subside. However, €lpsrsonal ties, beginning with the
Foreign Service staff in Turkey, provide the bdstrece for American foreign policy
to receive an honest hearing. Without a persooahection with an American it is
easier for most Turks to ignore statements by th®. @r draw hasty conclusions
about American intentions based on the lenses ghrethich they see the world. As
friends communicate, both are more likely to have examined and thoughtful
understanding of each other. As explained in chapteo, the chance for
misunderstanding is especially high in intercultw@mmunication. Friendship is a
great way to begin thprocessof better communication and understanding that can

help mitigate anti-Americanism.

VII.2.2.2 Bottom-up instead of Top-down

Who knows best the way Turks think, the reasonsafdi-Americanism, and
how to strengthen the ties of friendshifffe answer is not Under Secretary Hughes or
the U.S. State Departmemor is it even the Foreign Service Officers whaose if is
to be experts in diplomacyt is the Turks themselve3his highlights the value of

Americans having close Turkish friends and Foré&gnvice Nationals.

15 This refers back to Hans Tuch’s definition of paldliplomacy in chapter two.
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As close relationships are built between Americams Turks, a mutual desire
for the bridge to strengthen between the two cefwrill develop, and even efforts to
make sense of the issues at the political level dhade the countriesThe Foreign
Service Officer can ask his or her friend: “How gou think we should go about
reaching your network of relationships to help krdawn the distorted perceptions
about America?That friend will know better than anyone else. Sdraekish friends
might not feel comfortable involving their own fnigs, but would still be willing to
give ideas.Others can become the gate-keeper to his or hetewmetwork of
relationships. It is not a mystery that relatiopshare vital in the Turkish cultur.!
walk past a Turkish stranger on the sidewalk hé mat look at me, let alone give a
greeting.But if | am personally introduced to that same perby a mutual friend, it
would not be a surprise to be invited to dinnet thight. In order to really get deep
into the culture and reach a wide audience, it tsade done through relational
networks. A reception at the Embassy Residence hiwhwisolated academics or
journalists, for example, will come, is not going diffuse the anti-American
sentiment that is discussed ogakin every corner café throughout the country.

Secondly, the Foreign Service Nationals (FSNs)arancredible asset that
needs to be better utilized. The biggest shortcgmght now, as discussed in chapter
six, is that all of the FSNs are secularists basedhe Embassy’s long connection
with the secularist elite of Turkeythe same FSNs have been in their positions for
years, and there is no balance being provided th@éraddition of new ones who have
more contact with the AK Party leadership and nuaneservative part of the society.
New FSNs who will lead the way in building friendsh with people from every

segment of society need to be brought on board.
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Another recommendation to counter the top-drowrnr@ggh from Washington
is to encourage a culture of teachability, whereaglare absorbed from all of the
people on the ground in Turkey. | sensed a lack lerning spirit on how to improve
public diplomacy in Turkeyln each of the interviews | had at the Embasswyouild
have meant a lot for someone to ask for my suggestbout what to do to reach out
better to TurksWhile everyone was kind and helpful, | perceivedtagnancy of
ideas. There needs to be a culture of looking fmovative approaches. This is
probably influenced as much by the top-down apgrdemm Washington as it is the
shortcoming of the Embassy in Turkey. At one apgeee, the Ambassador skillfully
led out with questions to “solicit advice” from higostly Turkish and distinguished
audience’® One of the professors there even complimented Hirhis “preemptive

strike.” However, it feels like this is more rhetoric thaisisincerity to learn.

VII.2.2.3 A New Approach to Security

One of the primary challenges to public diplomacyurkey and the world is
the issue of securityAs described in chapter six, the move of the U.8ngdlate
General from an accessible location in Istanbw @istant suburb has decreased the
accessibility and rendered more of the job to tebeye and emaillhis is squandering
the strength that the United States has in thectadfe for its peopleAmericans in
Turkey are far better able to communicate from ‘s three feet” than from over an
official government broadcadRelationships need to be in the forefront of th&.U.
public diplomacy effort in Turkey.

My recommendation in regard to security is tha thentality change to

getting Americans out of the Embassy and Conswdate into the community and

16 Ambassador Wilson, Bilkent Hotel, February 28, 200
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lives of people as much as possildiat only is this the most vital part of public
diplomacy, but in Turkey it also makes sense froseeurity perspective.feel safest

in Turkey when | am among Turkish friendshey have a better sense for potential
dangers in their own country, and are not gointpk® me somewhere that might be
dangerousl have visited places like Mayand Antakya in southeastern Turkey with
friends and never felt the least bit worried. Thare probably neighborhoods where a
blond-haired and blue-eyed American should nottgegain times of day. But when

| am with a friend, among his own friends and famrthere is no safer placé.

Embassies and other American outposts are tarljdits that the political
symbols would be attacked, whereas it is muchliksl in Turkey that the personal
residence of a U.S. diplomat would be attackede@safly if living among and well
connected with the Turkish neighbors.

Although there are of course many functions theédhto be served on
facilities of an Embassy or Consulate, could mogedbne to get people out from
behind desks and into the community8uld the email checking and phone calls be
kept to the mornings for some of the staff, and d@fternoons spent among Turks?
Instead of employees at the Embassy skimming thraudine newspapers, what if
that time was spent out hearing the same news Tnarks in the community or at the
events that are making the news? This is not tdlsa#ythis is altogether non-existent
now, but | believe that the level could be increask time, | think that the
maintenance of huge consulates and embassies lm®sldeam-lined and more people

could be scattered throughout the country.

Y The possible exception to this is the U.S. Ambdssavho is so high profile that he will remain a
political targetHowever, even the Ambassador would be relativelly Bdne is in the care of close
friends whose trust he has wadtevertheless, this would take a degree of prudévioee generally,

there can of course be security guidelines forrdHoeeign Service staff and a degree of commonesens
is needed. If someone were tragically murderecobgwing this approach, | contest that it wouldlsti

be lower than the likelihood of several people dyiman attack on the Embassy.
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VI1.2.2.4 Foreign Service Officers

As Under Secretary Hughes proclaimed as a goal tgdang the helm of U.S.
public diplomacy, the Foreign Service staff neexlbd reinvigorated and trained to be
more equipped for the challenges they fate.

The first necessary area for development is lagguigrom the highest post all
the way through the culture of the entire MissinTurkey, not to mention the world,
language skills need to be improvedach word of Turkish | know gives me
opportunity to relate more meaningfully with evéryrk and especially expand the
number of people with whom | can relatd. Bilkent University, my graduate level
friends all speak outstanding Engli®ut as soon as | venture beyond this tight group
of friends or my professors, Turkish becomes vRal. instance, if | go with a friend
to visit his hometown almost no one in his famibpeaks EnglishNeither do most of
his friends.l am immediately reminded of how much | need topkésarning the
language to be a part of the culturdnave been in Turkey longer than many of the
people | talk with at the Embassy. If the majoofythe FSOs have Turkish abilities
somewhat similar to mine, it means that only a vemyall educated and elite
population is being directly reacheldfind that the language endears one to Turks
more than probably anything else. Nothing commuega value for another culture
more than learning the language. Every effort #akps appreciated, probably partly
due to the surprise of an American who is makingustained effort to learn their
difficult languageThis needs to become less exceptional.

Practically, the language ability and cultural kihedge of Turkish-Americans

should be drawn upoccording to a 2005 article ihe Geographic Revigewabout

18 Hughes, “The Mission of Public Diplomacy,” July,22005.
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500,000 Turkish-Americans live in America, and Tishkimmigration is close to
4,000 people per yedt.This is a substantial talent pool from which tewr Just as
Turkish-Americans are hired by commercial airligesflight-attendants, they should
be recruited to represent the U.S. in Turk&mericans’ language skills should also
be strengthened by implementing ideas such as égeghigh school&

Secondly, there needs to be more investment taralitraining, and not just
language For the FSOs who do the ten month language prodpafiore coming to
Turkey, there is currently a half-day a week deddte“area studies.There are guest
lecturers and activities that educate the FSOs raboait the region than the specific
country. Kathy Schalow shared, “I've done this salémes and have always felt
well to very well briefed on the basic history, ifios and culture of the country I'm
going to.”?! However, others have indicated it is mostly ught® individual to learn
about the nuances of a country before arrival. Spamts of a culture are best learned
on the ground and take time, which leads to the peixt.

Thirdly, and related to the need for both languaige cultural understanding, |
believe that the length of tours to Turkey shoutdextended to somewhere closer to
four years, in addition to more repeat tourtis may very well be valid for all
American public diplomacy, but | have seen it tothe case in TurkeyAfter almost
two years in Turkey, | am still making discoveriabout the complexity of the
Turkish identity and mindsefurkey is not a simple placéd. the U.S. is going to
adjust its public diplomacy to meet the needs ink&y, it will require people with
greater understanding and appreciation of the ocexnplurkish identity. The

language, addressed above, is also a reason todetkte lengths of tours. Schalow

9 lhan Kaya, “Identity and space: the case of Tslikhmericans, The Geographical Reviewuly 1,
2005.http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_02889D795_|ITM

2 See Appendix 2 about language high school.

2L Kathy Schalow, in email correspondenilay 25, 2007.
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shared, “I have found in my experience that 3/8 fgquired language level] is barely
enough to survive and it's only after a few mortih& year or so in-country actually
using the language that one really starts to beamnortable using it** Morimura
added that although the cultural training she reskibefore coming to Turkey was
helpful, “it's hard to internalize the informatiomtil you get here and are in the
middle of it all.”®® Longer tours for the FSOs are even better thare npoe-field
language and cultural training.

| believe that the short tours also feed a “gefi@pproach for the Mission
that does not facilitate a consistently nuancedraggh to understanding Turkey.
Generally speaking, three years ago the staffeaEthbassy was completely different
than it is todayA half or a third of the FSOs have come in the ya&str. This might be
fine if the operation is supposed to be uniformasdts throughout the world—but that
is just the problemPublic diplomacy in Turkey needs to be differerdrthwhat it
means even next door in Syria or next door in Budgar next door in Iran, let alone
what it means to do public diplomacy in a distamirdry. In essence, this means that
people can be switched in and out because eachioWliss approaching public
diplomacy in the same way. If public diplomacy iarRey is being done more or less
the same as in Mexico and China, Washington susefgiling to distinguish it from

its Middle Eastern neighbors.

VI1.2.3 Specific Recommendations for Public Diplomay in Turkey

After providing principles for public diplomacy inTurkey from an

understanding of the four issues driving anti-Arcanism in Turkey and general

22 3chalow, in email correspondentégy 25, 2007.
% Stephanie Morimura, in email correspondeday 27, 2007.
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thoughts related to a bottom-up approach, a change view of security, and FSO
development, | now close with specific recommerutetifor the main areas of public

diplomacy efforts.

VI1.2.3.1 Press/Media Outreach

The first recommendation is to send a very cleassage based on an
understanding of the way that Turks view the woilde concepts discussed above
about threats to Turkish identity needs to be ipomated hereBased on this
understanding, | think the message should be songgtt this effect:

Turkey and America are both better off with a clésendship and alliance,

just as we have had over the past 60 yeafs.have worked through the

bumps along the road, which every alliance willdnaand come through them
togetherWe understand the remarkable forming of the TurlRgipublic and
its founding principles. We are committed to stagdby Turkey to preserve

its territorial integrity, support its fight againterrorism, and see it remain a

secular republic with respect for faitth/e want the same things that Turkey

wants.We both benefit from a strong Turkey.

As argued above, America needs to stay out ofiehates in Turkey between
the secularists and more religiously inclined. iblc statements the U.S. should stay
quiet; it only sets itself up for problems. Washow especially needs to get the
message from the post in Turkey and should notpeaksng about Turkey over the
heads of the Ambassador and the FSOs at the postnm&spoken word by a high-
ranking U.S. State Department official undoes dike tefforts to speak and
communicate the right message carefully from thet gor a year.Not living in
Turkey, it is very difficult for a Secretary of $&ato grasp the magnitude of a
misspoken word or term in the minds of Turkle emphasis should be on consistent
statements in support of Turkey, rather than pigldides, and reaching out personally

to the mediaAs discussed in chapter six, the media outreach atss be balanced to

reach a wider breadth of Turkish society.
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VII.2.3.2 Exchange Programs

As chapter six described, most of the studentsxmmanges are secularists
coming from western parts of Turkelhe Turks who go on exchanges, whether it be
through the Fulbright Commission, International isis program, or the YES
program, need to not feel they are pigeon-holed/laslims or assumed to have a
certain level of practice in their faith. For exdmpat the YES orientation, something
as simple as making a session withirmamspeaking optional will go a long way in
students returning having felt that the U.S. un@eids all Turks are not the saffe.
Rather than the program being goddspite Turks being grouped in with Arab
Muslims, Turks can come away feeling like Americalerstands Turkey is unique.

The programs need to focus on drawing lower-incetnelents from eastern
Turkey who would not otherwise have the chance @o There are already an
estimated 12,000 Turkish students studying in th®.,Unost of them from western
parts of Turkey. If so many Turks are going alreadkat is the value of the U.S.
paying huge scholarships to send maybe 150 mbne?investment would be better
justified if there was evidence the program wasaeting and enabling a different
segment of society.

Thirdly, the students who return need to be tidd & network of alumni to
help maintain their connection to the U™SThis can and should be done especially
with participants who return from the official exatge programs financed by the
State Department, but could also be extended beyorile thousands of Turkish

students returning from America each year. Somédoel connected as volunteers to

24 This refers specifically back to SerkansBaexperience in the YES program described in aagik.
% This idea came in part from the excitement of &ieth McKay to see this happen. Interview with
the author, May 11, 2007.
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help welcome American students coming to TurkeygliSh clubs could be
established to help the students maintain theidi&mgkills. Special events could be
organized or free tickets given to see Americandbahat come to Turkey, both to
help attract the alumniche alumni network could be attractive to Turkishpéoyers
and the students who are searching for jobs.

Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, too much e texchange” taking
place is one-way. Other than Fulbright, there ag/\few large scale programs to
bring Americans to Turkey.have experienced how students become the amlmassad
of America.Living in the dorm with Turkish friends, attendimtpsses, eating meals
together every day, | am a representative of Amaetipon returning to America, |
can be a voice to help understanding of Turkey.nHust an office in America that
could help students connect with universities Bikent, which are eager to attract

top American students and will even grant scholpsstwould be a positive step.

VI1.2.3.3 English Language Office

The English teaching programs should be expandafith English in such
demand throughout Turkey and an obvious naturaétas$ America, English
programs are a perfect way to get more Americamastern parts of the country.

| had an outstanding experience volunteering teactitnglish through a
Bilkent-sponsored program at schools in Mamak, v@eteincome area of Ankara.
Many of the students have never been to even Istapist a five-hour bus ride away.
It is hard to describe the kids’ excitement to henesin their classroom. | am not sure
how much English they learned from just one morrangeek, but | doubt they will
forget having an American come to their schddie kids crowd around me asking

for autographs and want to have their picturesrtakith me.This is just the type of
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grass-roots activity that can have an impact onyineh of the country, and can

stretch the State Department from its traditionehkness in reaching out to youth.

VI1.2.3.4 Information Resource Centers, American Coners

Public diplomacy efforts need to be focused omg@gamut to Turks, not
expecting them to come to an “American” locationfeel a cultural difference
between my Turkish friends and me in their desirgotirsue new opportunities or
information. From my experience, Turks are more likely to sidl anink cay among
close friends when | am eager to make appointmemdsmeet people outside. In this
way, it makes more sense to go and meet Turks whegeare rather than expecting
them to come to the Embassy or an American Comean if it is downtownln
Turkey there is not nearly as much of a culturddgua of library visits as in America.
Turks will go to the Embassy if they must for aayiut are rarely going to stop by
for information. Additionally, the more the Forei@ervice staff is already among
Turks, instead of going out from the Embassy orsttate to meet them, the better.

People are much less likely to stop by an InforamatResource Centers or
American Corner than they are to look at a welisiténformation. A specific idea is
for the U.S. to encourage a website to which Tuds go for clear and quick access
to the U.S. position on issudslt fits that with the tendency toward conspiracy
theories, the U.S. should have a place for Turkisalee access to facfBhe website
can monitor what the U.S. is actually doing on éssthat matter to Turks. This could

be based in Turkey as a joint venture between NGOs.

% This idea came out of an interview with Aykan Brile Interview with the author, May 21, 2007.
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VI1.2.3.5 Cultural Events and Speakers

In summary, the main part of this effort that netmide strengthened is the
relationship building, especially with more parfsociety.The typical programs that
have been established to attract the elite of soamreed to be balanced with
innovative ideas to spread a broader net. Spodgr@ms are an example of a new
initiative to reach out to young peopl€hese are the types of programs that can
include people from every part of society. Althoughtural events cannot accomplish
everything, the personal connections can help bailfoundation on which the

relationship between Turkey and the U.S. can beoxgal over time.

VII.3 Findings

| found in my research that anti-Americanism ismensely complicated.
There are deep reasons for anti-Americanism thigt slmple explanations or a two
or three pronged analysis. | found that the Iraq Waited dormant reasons for anti-
Americanism.

| discovered that Turks have an exaggerated viewnoerican power and
ability to do what it wants in the world. | camedppreciate the incredible weight of
the actions and even pithy statements made bydffi§ials. | also found that Turkey
has deep fears and insecurities that influencevtheit views the world. As | did my
case study on Turkey, | realized that a generagoaization of anti-Americanism is
of minimal use in understanding the complexitiesanfi-Americanism in a specific
country.

As for U.S. public diplomacy, I learned that th&at® Department sees public
diplomacy very much through the lens of the war temror. | discovered an

underlying tension between the posts and Washingtorthe way that public
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diplomacy should be approached. Washington espgcibut also the Foreign
Service, tends to have a generic approach to pdigiomacy, with little desire or
appreciation for why understanding is vital to éwsa deeper relationship between
countries.

On the ground at the U.S. Embassy in Turkey, talisred a slowness to
respond to the changing dynamics of Turkey, speadlfi in its traditional relationship
with the secularist elitéSeveral years since the AK Party won the electitresU.S.
Mission is still only taking small steps to readt ¢o what has been a vast part of
Turkey’s population far before the AKP’s ascendamcypower. However, | did
discover many sincere people and a breadth of gtppagrams that are in place to
strengthen relationships between Turkey and the Birilly, | learned that public

diplomacy is not a quick fix, and nor are the solg within it simple.

VIl.4 Recommendations for Future Study

| discovered during the work on my thesis thaetl gut on a vast subjedt.
realized that | tried to take on three topics thied all extensivepublic diplomacy,
anti-Americanism, and the complexity of Turkeome two hundred pages later, It
would be nice to have the time and space to expoum@ on each topic, especially
about anti-Americanism in Turkey.

Specifically, | believe that a more detailed studythe segmentation within
Turkish society and then the varying anti-Amerisami within each would be a
helpful contributionRelated, | think that some very interesting polleayld be done
to assess Turkish demographics and political idewbs the corresponding view of

America.l was intrigued by the picture that began to takape based on the results.
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| began my research hoping to generalize my figsliabout the case study in
Turkey for the U.S. in the Middle East. Throughthe process | realized that Turkey
alone has plenty of complexity. However, the antigicanism framework could be
applied to case studies of other countries.

The non-governmental efforts to strengthen Tud&sterican relations would
be another great place to begin future study. | a@yg able to touch on this vast
dimension that has received notice from Ambassadblson and the State
Department. A specific facet of this, which couldmhits own study, is the economic
bonds between the countries and how anti-Ameriocariias influenced business or
how business has been a stabilizer in relatiorse U.S. Commercial Service at the

Embassy in Ankara would be a great place to start.

VII.5 Concluding Remarks

Turkey and the U.S. would both greatly benefit franstronger relationship.
Despite events like the Iraq War, the Hood Eventd digh levels of anti-
Americanism, the United States has the ability & Turkey’'s greatest ally as it
continues to reach for and live up to Atatlrk’siams of a western and modern
country. For the relationship to improve, peoplebmth sides will have to build on
the abundant common points and work together torcowmee the political
impediments.U.S. public diplomacy can lead the way in connegtaitizens and
communicating to illuminate the distorted percepsid’ he personal ties between the
countries need to be strengthened, especially wiveat is happening at a
governmental level threatens the relationship.

The U.S. faces an uphill climb in its relationswiturkey, but understanding

the reasons for anti-Americanism in Turkey and ttiws of public diplomacy offer
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hope. The future of the relationship ultimateled® to be based on shared interests
and wise foreign policy by both countries. Despitee high levels of anti-
Americanism, there is little reason to think tHa# tountries are diverging from their
shared interests. Public diplomacy can help miggatti-Americanism during a rocky

stretch in the countries’ relations and lay thenfdation for a strong future.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX |

Survey about Anti-Americanism in Turkey

1. Do you consider yourself anti-American? ___ Yes No
2. Approximately what percentage of the Turks yoow are anti-American?
Less than 10% 25% 50% 75% +90%
3. What is the basic reason for Anti-AmericanisnTurkey? (Circle the most
important.If the others are important, rank all three fror, with 1 being the most
important)
Economic Cultural Political

4. Please answer Yes or No to whether you agrdethat following statements.

Anti-Americanism in Turkeyeganafter the Iraqg War ____Yes __No
America has historically been andependablally Yes No
Turkish-American relations are namproving Yes No
America is Turkey'snostimportant ally ____Yes __No
| know a lot about America ____Yes No
| would like to visit America ~___Yes _No

5. Which best describes your attitude about Ameandae world? Please put a mark
on the spectrum that best fits your opinion.

& N
< >

Good Benign Disruptive Threatening Source of
Influence Hegemon Force Power All Evil

6.Please check which of the views/issues are inee@nti-Americanism in Turkey.
Circle the top three.
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Johnson Letter (1964) Irag War (2003)

____ First Gulf War (1991) _____U.S. not helpinghnitKK
_____Globalization Backlash _____ Cuval Olajuly 2003)
_____President Bush _____Popularity of Conspifidogories
_____U.S. support for Kurds _____Israel-Palestisaas
_____Anti-West in general ____Rising Turkish Nasbsm
_____Arrogance of U.S. ___U.S. support for paditilslam
Other(s)

Optional:What should America do to improve its relationshaiurkey?
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APPENDIX Il

Language High Schools

An idea to bolster the language resources of ti& Id.to have high schools
that could focus on one or more languagesere could be entire tracks where
students could do all of their schooling with tvemdjuagesThe concept of a bilingual
school is nothing new, but instead of Spanishsttieols could be in Turkish, Arabic,
Farsi, and Chinesdf there were even a handful of these schools tjitout the
country, every year 1,000 or more students couddlgmte high school with a solid
base in Turkish.To continue Turkish in university would be relativeeasy by
entering related departments, taking Turkish clssed studying abroad in the
Middle East.Many of these students would probably want to goairifferent
direction during or after college, but enough wofiltl their best job opportunity
using Turkish.This would be a primary pool of candidates from abhihe State
Department could recruif’lhese schools could be private or publibe top schools
would develop the best reputations and perhapsyneaery graduate could get a job
in the Foreign Service.

Graduation from one of these institutions wouldabbuge added credential.
Many parents would encourage their children toresieh a program because of its
value to the country and also because it couldgseetheir child for opportunities in

the State Department or many other places in thedulf there needs to be additional
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appeal to make the school more attractive, thee Rapartment could set up a school
that has competitive entrance requirements, sctafas to university, and a minimal
pay-back after graduation in the Foreign Servike, the military academies.

One concern would likely be securiti4dong with language learning could
come some uncertainty about links to foreign gowemnts or perhaps even
sympathies to other countries to the detrimenhefl.S But such concerns should be
minimal and would need to be guarded against t@xtent such things are monitored
already.Security concerns may exist when someone knowsantnguage or with
any contact with foreign nationals, but how is sone going to really learn the
language and culture of another people withoutingpblbows with them?

If Americans are not beginning to learn Turkishr, éxample, before the age
of 23 or once they are established in a caredrarFbreign Service, | doubt that any
amount of work will get the language skills to theel they need to be. The people |
know in Turkey who speak amazing English, for exempave studied the language
since at least high school and most did their uyrdeluate coursework in English.

Ideas like this one must be taken seriously byUt®. State Department to
boost the language and overall effectiveness dfijfomats abroadlhe status quo is
not good enouglSimply paying for more on-the-job language scheatat going to
be adequate to have a vast base of good speakettse danguages of critical

importance to America.
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