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ABSTRACT 
 

Throughout history, Iraq has been of great importance since the official inception 

of the Silk Route in AD 1
st
 century. Flourishing over time thanks to the Silk Route, 

Baghdad has been the center of this geography as a significant economic and cultural hub. 

Turks arrived in Iraq for the first time during the Umayyads period and settled in 

Basra, thus forming the most important element of the Umayyad army. Since Turkish 

soldiers were rather successful and disciplined, Turks were invited and encouraged every 

year to come from Turkistan lands to Iraq.During the Abbasid period, on the other hand, 

Turkish soldiers constituted the most important element in Caliphal-Mam’un’s accession 

to the throne, and therefore, Caliph al-Mam’un further accelerated and encouraged Turks’ 

arrival in Iraq. 

Thus, Mosul and Kirkuk became places largely inhabited and settled by 

Turks.These provinces remained to be Turkish during the periods of the Great Seljuks 

Empire, the Anatolian Seljuk Empire and the Ottoman Empire.During World War I, the 

British government discovered oil in Iraq and created a defacto situationas a result of the 

secretSykes-Picotagreement with France, leading to the invasion of Iraq by the United 

Kingdom.Acclaimed as King by the United Kingdom, Faisal I acted together with the 

British in disregarding the existence of Turks in Mosul and Kirkuk and started to develop 

assimilation policies.Assimilation policies did not change in hundred years after World 

War I; the concept of Turkmen was propounded instead of Turks;Turks living here were 

tried to be Arabized by means of Sunnitizationpoliciesand efforts were made to change the 

status of Mosul and Kirkuk as Turkish Lands by means of Kurds. 
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This studyis designed to analyze the history of Iraq and Iraqi Turks from World 

War I to today in detail. At the same time,the study will seek answers for the following 

questions: Do Iraqi Turks, Mosul and Kirkuk have any geopolitical importance for 

Turkey?Were assimilation policies imposed on Iraqi Turks? Are Mosul and Kirkuk 

Turkish lands 

Key Words:Iraq, Iraqi Turks, Mosul, Kirkuk, Assimilation 
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ÖZET 
 

Irak tarih boyunca İpek Yolu’nun resmi olarak ortaya çıktığı M.S. 1 yüzyıldan 

itibaren büyük önem arz etmiştir. Zamanla İpek Yolu sayesinde gelişen ve ekonomik ve 

kültürel olarak önemli bir merkez haline gelen Bağdat’ta bu coğrafyanın merkezi 

olmuştur.  

Emeviler döneminde ilk defa Irak’a gelen ve Basra’ya yerleşen Türkler Emevi 

ordusunun en önemli unsurlarından olmuşlardır. Türk askerlerinin başarısı ve disiplininden 

ötürü her yıl Türkistan topraklarından Irak’a Türkler davet edilmeye ve gelmeye teşvik 

edilmelerine başlanmıştır. Abbasi döneminde ise Halife Mem’un’un tahta çıkmsında en 

önemli etmen olan Türk askerler sebebiyle Halife Mem’un’ Türklerin Irak’a gelişini daha 

da hızlandırmış ve teşvik etmiştir. 

Musul ve Kerkük illeri bu sayede Türklerin yerleştiği yoğun yaşadığı bir yer 

olmuştur. Bu durum Büyük Selçuklu, Anadolu Selçuklu, Osmanlı İmparatorluğu 

dönemlerinde de Türk olarak kalmıştır. I. Dünya Savaşı’nda Irak’ta petrolün varlığını 

keşfeden İngiliz hükümeti Fransa ile imzaladığı gizli antlaşma Sykes-Picot neticesinde fiili 

durum yaratarak Irak’ı işgal etmiş ve Kral ilan ettiği I. Faysal ile birlikte Türklerin Musul 

ve Kerkük’teki varlıkları yok sayılmaya ve asimilasyon politikaları geliştirilmeye 

başlanmıştır. I. Dünya Savaşından itibaren geçen yüz yıllık sürede asimilasyon politikaları 

değişmemiş Türk yerine Türkmen kavram ortaya atılmış ve Sünnileştirme politikaları 

neticesinde buradaki Türkler Araplaştırılmaya çalışılmış ve Kürtler vasıtasıyla Türk Yurdu 

olan Musul ve Kerkük Türklerin vatanı olmaktan çıkarılmaya çalışılmıştır. 



v 
 

Bu çalışmada Irak’ın ve Irak Türklerinin tarihi I. Dünya Savaşı’ndan günümüze 

detaylı olarak incelenecektir. Aynı zamanda şu sorulara cevap aranacaktır: Irak 

Türklerinin, Musul ve Kerkük’ün Türkiye açısında jeopolitik önemi var mıdır? Irak 

Türklerine asimilasyon politikaları uygulanmış mıdır? Musul ve Kerkük Türk yurdu 

mudur?  

Anahtar Kelimeler: Irak, Irak Türkleri, Musul, Kerkük, Asimilasyon 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

The concept of Turkmen was coined in our language by the British through the 

Arabsin order to sever Iraqi Turks from the Turkish world and Turkey.Since the 600s and 

throughout World War I, Mosul and Kirkuk had been Turkish lands, however, the first 

step of assimilation policies implementedto sever these provincesfrom Turkey after the 

Ottoman Empire period wastoput forward the concept of Turkmen and impose this 

concept on Turks living in Iraq. 

Iraqi Turks living within the borders of the National Pact and thus, advocated for 

annexation to Turkey during the long negotiations in the Lausanne Conference are the real 

owners ofMosul and Kirkuk lands.Despite the efforts to change thedemographic structure 

of these lands by assimilation, massacres and forced migration, the real homeowners of the 

region are Turks. 

This study will elaborate on the historical processes and breaking points ofIraqi 

Turks in a chronological manner. This analysis will also include information on Turkish 

foreign policy, relations between Turkey and Iraq as well as the paradigms in Turkey’s 

foreign policy.  

It is necessary to evaluate the geopolitical characteristics of Iraq and Turkey to be 

able to thoroughly understand the founding principles of Turkish foreign policy. Thus, the 

theoretical chapter of this dissertation will dwell upon geographical and human factorsas 

the classic geopolitical components. 
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In describing the theoretical infrastructure,this study will benefit from the realist 

theory to better understand the realistic stance of Turkish foreign policy accompanied by 

efforts to maintain balance of power,giving importance to interests and identifying policies 

accordingly. Hence,the first chapter of the dissertation will examine the pioneers of the 

realist school followed by a focus on the basic themes of the realist theory.These themes 

(power, system, state and state interests)also form the primary parameters of Turkish 

foreign policy. 

The second chapter of the dissertation is designed to touch upon Iraqi Turks.The 

history of Iraqi Turks will be analyzed by differentiating according to historical breaking 

points in Iraq along with an emphasis on views of administrations of the relevant period.  

The third chapter of the dissertation will focus on Turkey’s Iraq policies.This part 

will question why Turkey started to tackle the Middle East as a whole after 1960although 

it had produced policies directly and particularly for Iraq until 1960 in addition to 

analyzing the relations with Iraq and the most important developments of the period that 

affected Turkey’s Iraq policies. 

The final chapter of the dissertation will tackle Iraqi Turks’ political formations 

and refer to how the Iraqi Turkmen Front was established.  

Case study is preferred as the research method of this thesis.The main reason for 

using this method is that it provides the opportunity to reach detailed information about an 

individualsubject matter. 
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
 

It is necessary to benefit from two basic theories in order to understand the 

importance of Iraq and Iraqi Turks for Turkey: The geopolitical theory and theories of 

international relations. The main objective for choosing these two theories is that it is not 

going to be possible to understand the reason behind the efforts to differentiateMosul and 

Kirkuk from Turkish identity without comprehending the geopolitical importance of Iraq 

and Iraqi Turks for Turkey. 

In this regard, the basic themes of realism –power, interest, system, change and 

state – will bring the best explanation to the reason why there has been efforts by great 

powers to assimilate the Turkish identity of Mosul and Kirkuksince World War I within 

the framework of international relations. 

2.1. Geopolitics 

 

Geopolitical theories are divided into two periods: The classicgeopolitical period 

fromthe 19
th

 century when the first geopolitical theory emerged to the end of the Cold War 

andthe critical geopolitical period in the post-Cold War era.Despite the emergence of 

critical geopolitics, classical geopolitical theories have not lost their importance. 

Although every theoretician has defined geopolitics differently, Ibn Khaldunput 

forward the first definition of geopolitics.In this vein, the definition as “Geography is 

destiny” emerged as the first geopolitical theory. Another theoreticianof geopolitics, 

Nicholas J. Spykmanasserts that “Geography is the most fundamental element in 
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international relations, since it is the most enduring.Ministers come and go; even dictators 

die, but the mountains stay in place”(Spykman, 1942, p. 41). 

Another definition of geopolitics is as follows:The geopolitical world scrutinizes 

geography and categorizes regions and countries according to their power and range of 

motion.In this sense, geopolitics is a science investigating power centers in the world by 

evaluating the relative powers of neighbors, rivals and great powers to determine the 

foreign policy of a country. Geopolitics analyzes the link between current and future 

political powers and targets, while identifying the steps to be taken to achieve foreign 

policy goals (İlhan, 2003, pp. 14-15). O’Tuathail, on the other hand,evaluates the objective 

and scope of geopolitics. According to this evaluation,geopolitics is not interested in daily 

or short-term problems emerging in a state’s foreign policy and its efforts to ensure 

national security. Instead, geopolitics endeavors to foresee and understand problems and 

changes of power distribution that might emerge in the long term (Tuathail & Toal, 1994, 

pp. 259-271).  

A short and brief definition of geopolitics can be as follows:As the intersection 

point of geography and politics, geopolitics is a sub-branch of social sciencesanalyzing the 

effects ofgeographical factors on politics. 

Geopolitics is divided into two in terms of its components: Geographical and 

human factors(İlhan, 2003, p. 21). 
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figure 1: Geopolitical Factors 

In order to evaluate a country from the geopolitical perspective, it is of utmost 

importance to understand the geographical position of that country’s neighbors, regional 

powers and great powers, its connection to seas, its range of motion, whether it has access 

to high seas, as well as the invariable and variable factors of geopolitics. In order to carry 

out this analysis, it is vital to understand the two significant factors of geopolitics, which 

are geographical and human factors. 
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2.1.1. Geographical Factors of Geopolitics  

 

 

figure 2: Geographical Factors of Geopolitics 

2.1.1.1. Geographical Location  

Geographical location is where a country is located on earth.Geographical location 

is used in identifying a country’s land masses, access to seas, connection to high seas or 

oceans, its climate zone,distance to important actors in world politics and their areas of 

influence,and the political evaluation of all these components.One of the invariable factors 

of geopolitics, geographical location is among the factors to be considered first when it 

comes to geopolitics. 

G
eo

gr
ap

h
ic

al
 F

ac
to

rs
 o

f 
G

eo
p

o
li

ti
cs

 

Geographical 
Location 

Borders 

Ceographical 
Integrity 

Area Width  

Strategic 
Resources 

Geographical 
Features 



16 
 

 

2.1.1.2. Borders 

In order for a structure to be defined as a state, basically 4 elements are required: 

● A certain piece of territory  

● People living on this territory 

● A legitimate force capable of dominating this territory and its 

people as well as using force  

● Recognition by other states.  

Among the elements listed above, territory is the most important element that 

constitutes a state. The borders of territory determine the sovereign areas ofthat state. 

Therefore,one of the primary objectives of that state is to protect the borders of the country 

and ensure non-occupation of its sovereign territory.Borders can be determined according 

to the structure of the country, mountains, rivers and seas as well as ethnic 

elements.Drawing these borders and all geographic breakdowns and advantages within 

these borders are among the geographical factors of geopolitics. 

Countries with recognized borders are under natural protection and thanks to their 

geographical advantages, they have freedom of movement in foreign policy in terms of 

security. An example to this argument is that the United Kingdom has never been invaded 

since the Roman period thanks to its location as an island country. Britain did not 

experience any war on its territory during World War II, the most destructive war of 

history. 
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In cases where there are not distinguishable lines or borders cannot be determined 

according to geographical conditions,or there areartificial borders, countries tend to have 

significant security concernsdue toarmament race or security dilemma. 

Another point that the geopolitical theorydraws attention toisthat security problems 

will arisewhen multiplecountries are neighbors on a border, and it is highly likely that 

countries will seek alliance against others.Countries that do not have natural protection 

such as mountains, rivers, seas, etc. on their borders spend their limited resources for 

security and this has aneffect on their development level. 

2.1.1.3. Geographical Integrity  

 

If the territory of a country shows a different geographical characteristics within its 

borders, this country has geographical integrity.For instance,the United Kingdom has 

geographical integrity since its territory is covered by seas.Japan is likewise a country with 

geographic integrity.Turkey, on the other hand, has geographical integrityexcept its border 

with Iraq and the Aegean islands. 

2.1.1.4. Area Width  

 

Having a wide area of territory has advantages and disadvantages for states.If their 

large territory is also rich in natural resources, this will provide the country a great 

advantage in terms of both development and economy.However,large territories are 

disadvantageousfor countries that lack sufficient population and resources to defend this 

area.The area width of such countriesencourages other countries to occupy.An example to 
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this situation is that Ukraine lost Crimea to Russians due to its failure to protect its 

territory. 

2.1.1.5. Geographical Features  

 

Geographical featureis used to define the connections of a state’sterritorywithin its 

borders with other states. In this context, states are categorized differently according their 

geographical locations. Nevertheless,two types of states that experience the most and the 

least problems in geographical terms are landlocked and island states. 

● Landlocked State:It is used for countries that do not have access to seas in 

terms of geographical location.These countries are likely to have problems with 

their neighboring countries due to their geographical location. 

● Island State:Countries such as Britain and Japan are states that completely 

control an island and do not have a problemwith accessing seas; they also do 

not have any other state that could pose a threat against them on the samepiece 

of land.  

Geographical factors of geopolitics are invariable, i.e. static factors.Althoughthese 

characteristics often do not vary, theyonly change slightly in case there is any variation. 

The last major changesin this area emerged with the dissolution of the Soviet Union.The 

last country to change its static geopolitics in 2020, on the other hand, has been Russia, 

which annexed Crimea. 

In addition to invariable factors, i.e. geographical factors of geopolitics,there are 

variable factors as well. These are known as the human factors of geopolitics. 
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2.1.2. Human Factors of Geopolitics 

 

 

figure 3: Human Factors of Geopolitics 

 

As stated before, the variable or changing factors of geopolitics are referred to as human 

factors.  

2.1.2.1. Cultural Structure  

 

A country’s cultural and historical accumulationand the international recognition of 

this culture and history are considered as geopolitical factors.The acceptance of cultural 

values internationally by other societies is one of the variable factors of geopolitics.The 

reason it is variable is that culture is dynamic, it can change, and acceptance can change 

with the development of people and societies. 
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2.1.2.2. Political Structure 

 

A country is politically stable if it isruledby regimes that are accepted by 

international community in compliance with human rights, encouraging citizens’ active 

participation in the administration.This stability in terms of government and compliance 

with international values grant that country geopolitical power.However, this factor is also 

variable.If countries are not able to adapt their political structurestochanges in line with the 

development of societies and humanity, they will lose their geopolitical power. 

2.1.2.3. Social Structure 

 

Many components such as population of societies, youth population rate, birth rate 

and rate of qualified people determine the social structure.On the other hand,the peculiar 

characteristics of societies are among the factors that determine this social structure as 

well. In other words, the first perception of other countries when looking at a country’s 

society constitutes social structure. For instance,the perception of Turks as a military 

nation, the perception that Japanese products are robust,and that Germans are a disciplined 

society are considered as geopolitical values. 

2.1.2.4. Military Structure  

 

A country’s geopolitical value pertaining to its military structure determine itslevel 

of defense industry,capacity to producemilitary technology, and its position ininternational 

organizations.Countries that have higher military technologythan other countries also have 
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an element of deterrence. This element of deterrence can add great geopolitical value to 

that country. 

2.1.2.5. Economic Structure  

 

Economic structure refers to a country’s economic power and the rate of benefiting 

from the country’s economic power by people living in that country.While countries that 

can producevalue-added products and provide economic value become prosperous,the 

spread of this prosperity to people constitutes that country’s economic structure. 

2.2. Realism 

 

Realism is a theory of international relations with a long history of 2.500 years, 

dominatinginternational relations for the longest time and is still considered the most 

dominant theory of international relations.Although it is divided into two as classical 

realism and neo-realism,the basic building blocks of these two theories are almost 

identical. In other words, classical realism and neo-realism come from the same 

rootdespite the differentiation in their approaches. 

The history of realism or realpolitik –as it was first named – or power politics dates 

back to Thucydidesin Ancient Greece (Thucydides, 1951, pp. 10-11). 

Thucydidesparticipated in the PeloponnesianWar between Athens and Sparta, and 

provided the first rough definitions ofmutual power relations and realpolitik in his notes 

(Thucydides, 1951, pp. 19-20). 
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Looking at Thucydides’ objective to write the memories of the war in detail, it 

draws attention that he aimed to explain the nature of the war and why it broke out rather 

thantelling the details of the war.In accordance with Thucydides’ aim, realist theoreticians 

defined the PeloponnesianWar as a power struggle. 

Following Thucydides,Niccolò Machiavelli, Thomas Hobbes, Hugo Grotius and 

Carl von Clausewitzrespectively served as theoreticians and founders of realismuntil the 

emergence of modern international relations(Viotti & Kauppi, 2012, pp. 42-52).  

Before elaborating on realism,one must pay utmost attention to the basic 

assumptionsthat underlie realismfor a better comprehension. These assumptions form the 

basis of both classical realism and neo-realism. 

● International relations are anarchic: According to realists, the structure 

of international relations is anarchic and the most important actors 

within this anarchic structure are states.Although international 

organizations appear to be acting independently in anarchic structure, 

they in fact act as a result of states’ direction.States are the dominant 

powers in the anarchic structure of the system, and other actors remain 

very ineffective or passivecompared to the role of states(Viotti & 

Kauppi, 2012, p. 39). 

● State is a unitary actor: Although their administrative regimes or ways 

of solvingdomestic problems are different from each other, states are 

considered as unitary powers in international relations within the 

framework of realism.States have no political differences in 

international relations.Political difference applies to domestic politics. 
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In international relations, states leave aside their political differences 

and be present only with one view. In other words, a country’s two 

ministers or president and prime minister do not follow different 

policies in case of an international dispute (Viotti & Kauppi, 2012, p. 

39). 

● States are rational actors:No matter what method decision-makers 

use
1
,they always produce a single and consistent foreign policy.In this 

regard, decision-makers choose the foreign policy that is most likely to 

work, that is, they can benefit the most by evaluating many 

factors(Viotti & Kauppi, 2012, p. 40).  

● Security is the most important element: According to realists,security is 

of the highest importance in international relations.All remaining issues 

are less important than security in international relations. In this line, 

realism focuses on conflicts and attaches great importance on how 

toeliminatethreats against a country’s territorial integrity.Therefore, 

according to realism, security lies at the core of international 

relations(Viotti & Kauppi, 2012, p. 40). 

As a materialistic theory, realism attaches great importance to distribution of power 

and capacity in international relations, and according to the realist theory,solutions to 

problems in international relations are provided according to what the powerful states 

wish. 

                                                           
1
 Breuning stated in his book that there are many methods of decision-making in foreign policy. According 

to these methods, there can be only one decision-maker in foreign policy as well as multiple actors. For 
detailed information, see (Breuning, 2007, pp. 28-113). 
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2.3. Pioneers of Realism 
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2.3.1. Thucydides 

 

Realists consider Thucydidesas the founding fatherof the realist school and he was 

the first person to try to define the relationship between the nature of war and power 

relations between states with his work,Peloponnesian War. 

Thucydideswas exiled after the loss of the city he defendedin the war as an 

Athenian general.By observing and pondering on war, he endeavored to understand the 

root causes of warin this work. According toThucydides, the main reason for the war was 

the deterioration of the balance of power between Athens and Sparta.When security 

concerns resulting from the deterioration of balance of powerhiked, theyultimately led to 

the outbreak of the war.What unveiled security concerns, on the other hand, was actually 

fear itself.In the environment where there is no superior hierarchyto impose order on 

states, it is one of the most evident consequences for each state to be concerned about its 

own fate and subsequent security. In reference to power in this setting, Thucydidessaid, 

“The strong [Athens] do what they have the power to do and the weak [the islanders on 

Melos] accept what they have to accept”(Thucydides, 1951, p. 402). In other words,those 

who hold power and have the upper hand with this powercan do whatever they want, and 

those who are weak in terms of power do only what they have to do.  

When Thucydidesexamined the nature of war, he found out thatjust as human 

beings seek power throughout their lives and are selfish to achieve this goal, states are 

similarly seeking power(Dunne & Schmidt, 2010, pp. 167-168).  



26 
 

Thucydides’ arguments regarding the nature of war and the reasons for its 

outbreak, i.e., concepts such as power, balance of power and security concernhave been 

frequently used by realists with the emergence of international relations literature.He is 

acknowledged as one of the founding fathers of realism for bringing these concepts in the 

literature (Arı, Uluslararası İlişkiler Teorileri,, 2004, pp. 177-178).  

2.3.2. Niccolò Machiavelli 

 

In his work, Niccolò Machiavellianalyzed the political instabilitybetween Italian 

city states and the anarchic nature in the relationship between them.Machiavelli also drew 

attention to power, the importance of power in interstate relations and at the same time, the 

significance of balanceof power. In his most famous work, the Prince, he explained on 

how to gain, maintain and increase power.He underlined with the concepts he identified 

with the Prince that everything could be done to ensure security. 

Like Thucydides, Machiavellitouched onthe issue of fear and associated fear with 

power. Machiavelli described the connection between fear and love asfollows: “It is 

muchsafer to be feared than to be loved, if one must choose (…) A man who wishes to 

make a profession of goodness in everything must necessarily come to grief among 

somany who are not good” (Machiavelli, 2008, pp. 255-260). 

According to Machiavelli,the existence and survival of the state is more important 

than everything. For this, everything must be done and everything that is done is ethically 

unquestionable. 
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2.3.3. Thomas Hobbes 

 

Thomas Hobbes, likeThucydidesand Machiavelli,advocated that human nature is 

evil. He wrote his book, Leviathan, during a rather complicated period in his country’s 

domestic policy in the 17
th

 century.Mainly focusing on domestic policy,Leviathan’s 

fundamental argument is that it is an obligation to havea powerful and central authority to 

ensure order in society and maintain this order.Hobbes mentioned that people will have 

security concerns in an environment where there is no central and powerful authority (state 

of nature)(Hobbes, 1998, pp. 101-114). 

Hobbes referred to social contract in Leviathan as follows: “There must be 

somecoercive power to compel men equally to the performance of their covenants, by the 

terror of some punishment, greater than the benefit they expect by the breach of their 

covenant”(Hobbes, 1998, p. 113). Hobbes stated that this order was the key to 

development. 

Hobbes noted that in case of state of nature, there is anarchy andthat there is the 

problem of security in an anarchical environment. In this case, anarchy is one of the main 

characteristics of international relations.State power comes to the forefront in an 

anarchical environment of international relations. 

2.3.4. Hugo Grotius 

 

Among the founding fathers of international law, Hugo Grotiusdeveloped ideas on 

the concept of anarchy and how to prevent anarchy. He believed that creating binding rules 

for stateswould be the remedy for the anarchic setting of international relations.He was the 
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first person to propound internationallawwith the idea of bringing international rules(Viotti 

& Kauppi, 2012, pp. 48-49).  

Grotius also analyzed natural law and stated that although there was no top 

authority in international relations to enable states to abide by their treaties with each 

other, stateswere supposed to abide by the treaties as per the pacta sunt servanda 

principle(Viotti & Kauppi, 2012, pp. 48-49).  

2.3.5. Carl von Clausewitz 

 

Clausewitz fought in the Napoleonic wars and was promoted to be a general as a 

Prussian officer He developed ideas on power and the use of power.In this context, he 

argued thatwar was a way to realize state policies and obtain interests.While defining 

power,Clausewitzreferred to economic power. In this regard, he defended the idea that 

military power is not unlimited,and it must be supported by economic power. In addition 

to his analyses of power, his security approach also paved the way for his recognition as 

one among the founding fathers of realism(Viotti & Kauppi, 2012, pp. 50-51). 

2.3.6. Hans J. Morgenthau 

 

Putting forward realism with principles for the first time, Hans J. 

Morgenthauregulated 6 basic principles of realism. These are:  

● Policy is governed by objective laws  

● Interests are defined in terms of power 
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● The type of interest depends on the political and cultural context of 

foreign policy  

● Universal ethical principles must be evaluated according to the 

conditions of the current situation and time  

● Realism refuses to define the ethical or moral desires of a certain state 

within the framework of universal ethics 

● Thanks to interest defined as power, international politics has taken an 

independent place compared to other fields. 

Defining international politics as a political power struggle, Morgenthau was the 

first person to concretize realism under several principles and to turn it into a theory 

(Morgenthau, 1966, pp. 4-11). 

2.4. Themes of Realism 
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2.4.1. Power 

 

Power is one of the most difficult concepts to define. Nonetheless, the simplest 

definition of power is that it is a tool to affect others in mutual relations, change the 

decisions of otheror ensure that they do not take a certain action(Pevehouse & Goldstein, 

2017, p. 40). 

The father of classical realism, Hans J. Morgenthauaccentuated that 

internationalpolitics is a power struggle. Thus, regardless of the interests of states or the 

goals they want to achieve,their main objective has always been to obtain 

power(Morgenthau, 1966, pp. 4-11).  

However, when states need to be together and give their opponents an advantage, 

they tend to align.In this case, the balance of power may occur.Against a great power or an 
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alliance of several powers, other states can form counter alliances by combining their 

powers (Waltz, Man, The State and War: A Theoretical Analysis, 2001, p. 205). 

The broadest definition of power corresponds to the ability to convince others with 

what one state has in hand.Furthermore, power can also be described as the sum of 

economic, technological and military resources of a state. A state’s power can be measured 

by the power of other states as well.In this context, being superior to the competing state 

or a statefrom which it perceives threatsis one of the methods for measuring power. 

States live in a self-help system, and in order to survive in this system, states must 

use their resources together and in harmony. In other words, material capability is of great 

importance in terms of measuring power (Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 1979, 

pp. 131-132). 

 

2.4.2. System 

 

The understanding of idealism that was dominating in the aftermath of World War 

I suggested that decision-makers were rational,and that war and disagreement of this scale 

would never rise again. From this point of view, the League of Nations was to prevent 

such disputes and conflicts and the system would be built on de-escalation or conflict-free 

understanding. 

However, it revealed in the international relations environment after World War I 

that decision-makers of states did not abstain from going to war and conflicts, and that the 

League of Nations remained ineffective.  
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After World War II, the system was re-shaped. According to the new definition,the 

behaviors of states and decision-makers were re-shapedin accordance with the system and 

the anarchic structure of the system. In other words, system is one of the main factors 

shaping and determining the behaviors of states in international relations. 

In this context, it must be reiterated that the system in international relations is 

anarchic, and states are independent from each other in a system of self-help. In the 

absence of a hierarchical structure, there is no super structure to limit orpunish the actions 

of states. States are independent and there is no superstructure in international relations 

that will force them into any activity. 

The only hierarchy that can be mentioned in international relations is the hierarchy 

of powers.In the anarchic international system, the power capacities determine the 

hierarchies of states between each other.In the absence of a central authority, states try to 

keep their power higher than the powers of the states they see as rivals, or they enter into 

alliances against their opponents.  

 

In this environment, the threat that states perceive against each otherincreases. 

Since there is no upper authority to punish certain actions in the anarchic setting of the 

international area, a security dilemma reveals. When a state arms against another state that 

it perceives as a threat, that state which creates the threat perception will also start its 

armament, and this will turn into a vicious circle of security dilemma. In this case, the 

economies of the states will be shaken to a great extent, and economic crisis will arise 

(Viotti & Kauppi, 2012, p. 66).As a matter of fact, Greece experienced the same case first 
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in the 1990s and then in the early 2000s, as economic crisis became unavoidable when 

Greece thought it could compete Turkey without looking at its economic power and 

material capability.  

2.4.3. State and Its Interests 

 

Realism accepts international relations as an area of struggle for power and 

interests. Each state needs power to protect its own interests and achieve 

more(Sönmezoğlu, 2011, p. 49).Realists argue that state interests are important in many 

areas including security, cooperation, balance of power and system. Hence, Therefore, the 

desire to increase military power against a rival state perceived as a threat is also in line 

with the desire to protect a state’s national interests(Keyik & Erol, 2019, p. 19).  

In order to protect state interests in an anarchic international relations structure, a 

state must have an element of deterrence. Realists associate this situation with power as 

well. 

At the same time, realists argue that states try to maximize their interests. States’ 

policies to maximize their interests is both the reason and the result of the anarchic 

structure of international relations (Yılmaz, 2008, p. 28).  

Even though states form alliances to protect their interests and balance of power, 

their interests are more important than the alliances they form. In this vein, sates are selfish 

in order to protect their own interests in the international system, and they act only for 

themselves with this selfishness. Realists believe that power is the only way for state 
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survival. Hence, the stronger a state is compared to its rivals, the less likely it is to have 

any attack against its survival (Mearsheimer, 2013, p. 74). 
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3. IRAQI TURKS 
 

The Turkish identity of Iraqi Turks have been tried to be changed as of the early 

20
th

 century. The identity that has been tried to replace the Turkish identity is the Turkmen 

identity.The main reason for bringing the Turkmen identity up is that it is intended to 

assimilate Iraqi Turks and rupture them from Turkish identity. 

This policy of assimilation has become systematic with the mandate regime 

established in Mosul by a de facto situation after World War I, and the kingdom 

established subsequently. To break the ties of Turks living in Iraq with Turkey and 

Turkishness, the Iraqi State has started to call Iraqi Turks as Turkmen (Sevgen, 1970, pp. 

11-12). 

The main reason behind the Iraqi state’s identification of Iraqi Turks as Turkmen is 

to defend and impose the idea that the Turks living here came from Central Asia and have 

no connection to Turkey.  

The definition of Turkmen was first used by the British at the Lausanne 

Conference, and it was argued that the Turks living there had no ties to Turkey. In 

contrast, İsmet Pasha responded by saying that if they meant Turks coming from Central 

Asia by Turkmen, then Turks living in Turkey were also Turkmen (Meray, 1969, pp. 345-

346).It was explicitly revealed at the Lausanne Conference that the concept of Turkmen 

would be used for producing policies over people living in Mosul where a de facto 

situation was created.  
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King Faisal continued the assimilation policies initiated by the United Kingdom 

during the kingdom period, and tried to turn Iraqi Turks into Sunnis. The education 

policies implemented and depriving Turks from their rights are signs of this policy. 

With the beginning of the republican period in Iraq, the policy of assimilation 

continued the same as the previous period. Abdulkerim Kasim, who started the Republican 

era in Iraq, claimed that Turks were Turkmens and had no ties to Turkey, and were of 

purely Central Asian origin.The main purpose here was to continue the policy of severing 

the genealogy of Turks in Iraq from Turkey. This policy has continued to this day and has 

not changed.Iraqi Turks have not felt uncomfortable with the definition of Turkmen and 

their separation from Turkey since Turkey have not taken the necessary position in this 

regard after the period of Atatürk. 

Today, the territory of the Iraqi state consists of a combination of three states that 

were present during the Ottoman Empire. These states are Mosul, Baghdad and Basra. In 

history, Iraq has only been used to describe a geographical region. This word has been 

used in line with the British policies after the end of World War I and the foundation of 

Iraq. In this sense, the concept of Iraqi Turks stands out as a wrong concept.Turks do not 

differentiate according to their geographies since they are a nation that has started to live 

in the region as of 1971.Turks are a single nation living in different geographies. When 

evaluating in terms of regional definitions, Turks living in Iraq are referred to as Mosul 

Turks according to 1923 Lausanne Treaty and 1926 Ankara Agreement as well as many 

other documents (Kafalı, 1972, p. 46).  

Today, the use of the phrase Iraqi Turks has not been used in foreign articles, and 

instead, the names of the towns where Turks live have started to be used to refer to Turks. 
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In other words, the efforts to remove the existence of Turks in Mosul and Kirkuk are 

continuing. 

3.1. Historical Background of Iraqi Turks 

 

Turks’ arrival in Iraq dates back to the last quarter of the 7
th

 century.As Turks 

defended the city of Bukhara against the Umayyadswho had sent an army to occupy the 

city, the Umayyad commander Ubeydullah had to make peace and later, he sent some of 

Turkish soldiers to Iraq making sure their settlement in Basra. Turkish soldiers placed in 

Basra showed great success in suppressing the insurgency of Arab Bedouins (Saatçi, 

Tarihten Günümüze Irak Türkmenleri, 2003, p. 19). 

Umayyads started conquests in Khorasan and Transoxiana, and they formed 

important elements of training the Arab solders and the army (Togan, 1970, p. 174).  

After the Umayyads, the importance of Turks in the army continued to increase 

during the Abbasid period as well. Along with the important role of Turkish soldiers in 

placing Caliph Me’mun in the throne, Turks settled in Baghdad. In addition, more Turks 

form Central Asia were invited to Baghdad to serve in the army. With the increase of 

Turkish presence in the 9
th

 century, the city of Samerra was established (Yıldız, 1976, pp. 

66-67).  

As a result of the weakening of the Abbasid State in the 11
th

 century, Abbasid 

Caliph Al-Qa’im bi-amri’llah asked help from the Great Seljuk Khan Tuğrul Bey in 1055 

to protect himself from the oppression of the Iranian Shi'ite sect Buyids and maintain his 

position as caliph.Upon this request, the Great Seljuk State took control of Baghdad. Since 

then, Friday khutbahs had been recited in the name of Tuğrul Bey and Caliph defined 
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Tuğrul Bey the Sultan of the East and the West, handing over all powers related to earthly 

work to this Sultan(Marufoğlu, 2002, pp. 603-610). 

As a result of the Mongol invasion in 1258, the Abbasid Caliphate was destroyed, 

and a high number of Turks from Central Asia came to Iraq.Dominated by the Ilkhanids, 

Calayirs, Karakoyunlu and Akkoyunlu States as of 1258, Baghdad was taken under the 

control of the Safavid State in 1508.  

During the period of the Ottoman Empire, Mardin, Raha, Raqqa, Mosul, Sinjar, 

Talafer, Jazeera, Imadiye, Erbil and Kirkuk were annexed to the territory of the Ottoman 

Empire in 1515, while Baghdad was annexed in 1534.Although Baghdad was captured by 

the Safavids in 1622, it was re-annexed to the territories of the Ottoman Empire in 1638, 

and remained under Ottoman control under World War I. The regions where Turks settled 

in Iraq during the Ottoman period were Mosul, Erbil, Kirkuk cities, Baghdad and the 

towns around Baghdad (Marufoğlu, 2002, pp. 603-610). 

By the second half of the 19
th

 century, the majority of tradesmen in Kirkuk, Erbil 

and Mosul were Turks and among them were: Swordsmen, Blacksmiths, Boilermakers, 

Tinsmiths, Rodmen, Tailors, Goldsmiths, Felt Makers, Saddle Makers, Colorists,Chair 

Makers, Sandal Makers,Painters, Money Changes, Butchers, Architects, Herbalists, 

Barbers, Vegetable Sellers, Kebab Makers, Horse Breeders,Oat Sellers, Sellers of Pipe 

Bowls, Carriers, Stonecutters, Vegetable Gardeners, Smiths, Tobacco Dealers,Bath 

Owners, Carpenters, Grocery Store Owners, Milkers, Junk Dealers, Woodsmen, Bread 

Makers, Jewelers, Candle Makers, Soap Makers, Muleteers, Corn Sellers, Thread Dealers 

and Oil Dealers(Marufoğlu, 2002, pp. 603-610). In other words,commercial activities in 

Mosul, Kirkuk ad Baghdad regions were carried by Turks in the 19
th

 century. 
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In the 19
th

 century, Turks living in Mosul and Kirkuk were the main elements of 

the cities, both in terms of population andeconomy and maintaining trade in these cities.On 

the other hand, the British noticed that there were oil resources in the region, and started to 

make plans to invade the region. For this reason, they created a de facto situation after the 

Armistice of Montroseand invaded Mosul despite the fact that it was against the armistice. 

The Mosul problem remained unsolved at the Lausanne Conference following the 

War of Independence.Afterwards, the fall of idealism and the approach that suggested 

international organizations back only those who are powerfulwas consolidated when the 

British took Mosul into mandate regime first, and then turned it into a kingdom by a 

puppet state. 

3.2. The Mosul Issue 

 

The main reason for the Mosul issue was the race to disintegrate the Ottoman 

Empire, which was described as a sick manof the period,as a result of the colonial 

ambitions of Western powers.After the United Kingdom realized that there was oil in the 

Mosul province
2
after World War I, they aimed to invade the province andtake control of 

the province.  

After World War I, Turkey won its War of Independence and sat as an equal state 

to Western powers at the Lausanne negotiations, where they did not make the slightest 

concession on the principle of equality. In this regard,the importance of the Mosul 

province had clearly been put forward since the declaration of the National Pact.However, 

the United Kingdomdid not want Turkey to take oil revenues,and thus, wished to control 

                                                           
2
 Kirkuk, Mosul, Erbil and Süleymaniye are included in the Mosul province. 
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oil sources by means of puppet Arab states,while alsodesiring to separate Turkey from 

Turks living in Iraq.Thus, the United Kingdom made it clear at the very beginning 

immediately after the Armistice of Montrose that it would take all diplomatic and non-

diplomatic actions regarding the Mosul issue. 

Looking at the borders of Iraq at the time of signing the Armistice of Montrose, it 

can be observed thatit stretched from the south of Hatay to the Cerablus Bridgein the east 

to Iran by covering the Mosul province as well. In other words,Iraq was still in the 

Ottoman territory when the Armistice of Montrose was signed(Türkgeldi, 1948, p. 103). 

6
th
Army CommanderAli İhsanPasha made the necessary preparations against any 

British attack. On October 31, 1918, British and Ottoman forces in the region were 

notified that the Ceasefire had been signed.After these developments, the Tigris group in 

Iraq was captured by the British, and the British continued their march towards Mosul, 

creating a de facto situation.In the negotiations between Ali İhsan Pasha and General 

Marshall, the British side consistently underlined articles 7 and 16, and informed that they 

would invade Mosul in accordance with Article 7. 

The British continued to war against article 25, which regulated that the war would 

be ceased, and invaded Mosul.They legitimized this situation by saying thatthey occupied 

Mosul to ensure security in the region after Turkish soldiers were discharged.After Ali 

İhsan Pasha refused to withdraw from Mosul, the Istanbul Government took action and 

ordered the withdrawal of Ali Ihsan Pasha and his army to Nusaybin(Sabis, 1991, p. 315). 

In other words, the British occupied Mosul, a Turkish province, with the support of the 

Istanbul Government despite the end of the war.  
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The issue of Mosul territory, which is within the borders of the National Pact, was 

not resolved althoughit was also discussed in the Lausanne Peace Treaty.This issue was 

left to mutual negotiations to be held later, yet, the British intentionally blocked the 

negotiations by asking lands from the Republic of Turkey, thus, the issue was referred to 

the League of Nations.Power, self-help system and that international organizations are not 

important actors – which are among the themes that the realist doctrine always underlines–

also manifested themselves here, and the issue was resolved in favor of the British fait 

accompli without considering the justified Turkish thesis. 

3.3. Iraq during the Periods of Mandate and Kingdom 

 

At the end of World War I, Iraq was designed to be a purely British mandate and 

was given to British controlat the San Remo Conference.Britain wanted to keep Iraq under 

control because it was the gateway to Egypt and India and had oil resources.The British, 

who wanted to stay in Iraq for the long term after the interim government in Iraq, wanted 

to put one of the peoples of the region in charge of Iraq and cooperate with them. 

Since the beginning of World War I, the Arabs, who had betrayed the Ottoman 

Empire by collaborating with the British, became the greatest collaborators of the British 

in this regard.Sharif Hussein’s son Faisal was made king of Iraq on this occasion. 

The political activities of the Turks in Iraq began in 1920 with the creation of the 

Iraqi electoral committee.Izzet Pasha and Hasanefendizade Hayrullah Efendi of Kirkuk 

took part in the committee, which began negotiations for elections on August 6, 19220. 
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In the first interim government established on October 25, 1920, Izzet Pasha of 

Kirkuk took part as Minister of Workers’ Rights.This task was the highest office reached 

by Turks in administrative administration, after which no Turkish came to any 

administrative authority. 

Faysal was declared king on August 28, 1921.The Iraqi Constitution, drafted in 

1924, came into force a year later. Before the constitution came into force, Turks living in 

Iraq suffered the first systematic massacre in 1924. 

3.3.1. 1924 Kirkuk Massacre 

 

The British first used mercenary Assyriansolders to dominate the Turks in 

Iraq.Together with these soldiers, the British had been making problems in various parts of 

Iraq causing turmoil, and then, intervened in favor of Assyrians. 

Since Assyrians are different form Turks and Arabs in terms of religion, they were 

used as a tool in the League of Nations Mosul negotiationson the occasion that their rights 

should be protected (Samancı, 1999, pp. 64-65).  

The first massacre Turks experienced after breaking away from the Ottoman 

Empirefollowing World War Iwas themassacre of Kirkukby paid Assyrian soldiers, called 

the Levy army, on May 4, 1924.Heavily armed Assyrian soldiers came out of their 

barracks and opened fire on civilians, killing more than 200 Turks (Kerkük, 2002, p. 

49).Upon the order of the British, the Kirkuk police and the police chief did not get 

involved in the incident. On the evening of the same day, the incidents continued, and 

soldiers fired on people from the Kirkuk castle(Samancı, 1999, p. 67). 
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The incidents did not stop the next day, andTurkish shops and houses were looted 

since the police forces did not intervene.In the aftermath of the incidents,a British soldier 

sent a false report to the Iraqi government stating that Assyrians were not guilty, there was 

blasphemy against their religion and the lootings were made by Turks.  

As a result of the Iraqi government’s commission works, it was determined that the 

looted shops and houses belonged to Turks.Following these incidents, Turks reacted, and 

the British had to transfer the mercenary Assyrian soldiers to Süleymaniye, another 

Turkish region.Nevertheless, there was not any punishment orseizing the arms of Assyrian 

paid soldiers. Upon the Turkish reaction and marching towards the Kirkuk Governorate, a 

court was established and only 9 Assyrians were sentenced to prison. 

On June 30, 1930, about six years after the incidents, although the British seemed 

to have given Iraq its independence, this only meant the official end of the mandate 

regime. Actually, there was nothing changed in reality. In 1932,when Iraq became a 

member of the League of Nations, the Kingdom period began de facto in Iraq. 

The declaration issued by Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Sait on May 30, 1932 

guaranteed some rights to minorities and thus, Turks.These rights granted to minorities in 

the declaration are listed as follows(Turan, 1966, pp. 27-36): 

● Rights of race, language and religion  

● Civil rights  

● Rights to be represented in elections 

● Rights to study in mother language 

● Rights to establish and sustain foundations 
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● Freedom of press activities  

● Right to use mother language in courts  

● Acceptance of mother language of minorities as official languagein 

regions where they are the majority  

Nevertheless, most of these rights were not put into practice.In 1930, the Iraqi 

government banned Turkish education in all schools outside central Kirkuk.Turkish 

language was only in the status of a foreign language in schools where it was not banned. 

In 1937, on the other hand, it was also banned to teach Turkish as a foreign language. 

Turks were not allowed to establish associations or foundations; and Turkish teachers were 

forced to migrate to southern Iraq (Saatçi, Tarihten Günümüze Irak Türkmenleri, 2003, pp. 

205-206). 

In 1933,Gazi bin Faisal became king upon the death of King Faisal I.During this 

period, a policy of systematic assimilation against Turks was initiated and the so-called 

Arabization policy was implemented by the Iraqi government. The steps of this policywere 

as follows: 

● Arabs were placed in the southwest of Kirkuk  

● Kurdish administrators were assigned to the places where Turks 

lived 

● Armenians,Kurds and Nestorians were appointed to working and 

executive ranks of oil companies 

● Turkish lands were expropriated (Saatçi, 1996, pp. 204-205). 
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3.3.2. 1946 Gavurbağı Massacre 

 

In 1946,political tensions in Iraq escalated as a result of demonstrations and strikes 

against the Iraqi Oil Company.Various political groups supporting workers’ strikes began 

to react to the government and called for strikes. In the same period, the incidents further 

exacerbated after the spread of the news that the strike against a Palestinian oil company 

was successful and workers received what they had wanted. 

On June 13, 1946, a delegation went to the company director and communicated 

their demands. Afterwards,this delegation met the governor of Kirkuk, Emin Halis, and 

stated that they would go on strike, if their demands were not fulfilled. The governor 

uttered in his official statement that they were working to fulfill the wishes of the workers. 

What stands out here is that Turks were never a part of the delegations at any time 

of the incidents and strikes. It is clear thatgenerally communists participated in meetings 

and pretended to represent Turks. 

Since the demand were not fulfilled, workers went on strike on July 3, and started 

demonstrations on July 4.On July 10, workers’ demands were accepted. However, workers 

refused to start working and continued their demonstrations.86 police officers were sent 

tosubdue the workers who had gathered in Gavurbağı, and they called the workers to break 

up of the crowd.Yet,they opened fire as the workers refused to stop the demonstration. 

As a result of the police shooting, many Turks who had been unaware of the 

incidents were killed in the spot.Although the exact death toll is not known due tohiding 
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the number of deaths, witnesses to the incident said the death toll and the number of 

injured were high.  

3.4. Iraq during the Period of General Kasım 

 

On July 14, 1958, a coup took place in Iraq under the leadership of General 

Kasım.The government was formed under the leadership of General Abdulkerim Kasım, 

and it was claimed that Iraq’s regime was republic. 

 

(Milliyet Newspaper, 1958) 
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Newspaper report: Coup in IRAQ:  

1. Declaring the establishment of the Republic of Iraq, Baghdad radio informed that Abdulillah and Nuri Sait 

Pasha were killed by revolutionaries.  

2. Brigadier General Kasım, the leader of the coup, undertook the duty of Prime Minister and Defense Minister. 

3. The government sent a telegraph to Naser and informed that they proudly recognize the United Arab regime.  

 

King Faisal is in the hands of revolutionaries. It is probable that Jordanian King, declared as the leader of the Federal 

Union, will seek help from the West. 

Certain groups not recognizing the new regime are clashing. 

THE MIDDLE EAST IN TURMOIL 

The US called the Security Council for meeting 

The third massacre of Turks in Iraq took place during this period. 

3.4.1. 1959 Kirkuk Massacre  

 

As the starting point of the incidents, Kurds and communists spread the 

propaganda that Turks were against revolution.The communist and Kurd alliance worked 

on neglecting the existence of Turks in Kirkuk and consistently tried to shape migration 

policies; incidents started as result of this alliance seeing Turks as rivals and enemies.  

Neither the Iraqi government, the military nor the Kirkuk governorate intervened in 

the small-scale incidents that began just before the massacre.To show that Turks were not 

opposed to the revolution and supported the republic, preparations started to celebrate the 

1
st
 year of the revolution under the leadership of Turkish opinion leaders.Kurdish groups, 

who wanted to prevent this anddrive a wedge betweenthe regime and Turks, started 

chanting slogans against Turks in the cityand imposed violence against Turks. 

As the march continued on Atlas Street, which Turks chose to celebrate, shots were 

fired at the Turks in front of a coffee shop called 14 Temmuz, and a fight with stones and 

sticks started.Soldiers and armed Kurdish-communist groups who came to the 
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demonstration began to fire on Turks.Although the authorities declared curfew following 

the incidents, only Turks abided by this ban, and Kurdish groups were armed.During the 

night,the police, soldiers,Kurds and communists attacked Turks.Turkish intellectuals and 

prominent soldiers were forced to come out in front of their homes with the announcement 

of the soldiers, and they were murdered there(Saatçi, 1996, p. 218).  

Some of Turks’ dead bodies were handed from power poles, and others were killed 

by being tied to jeeps moving in the opposite direction.  

On the second and third days of the incidents, Kurdish soldiers under the 

4
th
Brigade brought Turkish homes under fire with air cannons (Saatçi, 1996, p. 218).As 

the incidents continued, Turkish businesses and homes were looted by Kurds (Saatçi, 

1996, p. 219).
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Although Iraqi Turks thought they would be freer during the Republicanera and 

would regain their rights, this did not happen. During the transition period to the new 

order,there were clashes between Arab nationalists and communists. By 1961,the division 

in the army and society began to appear clearly. Consequently, , a group of officers 

associated with the Baas Party took overthe ruling power in February 1963 (Saatçi, 

Tarihten Günümüze Irak Türkmenleri, 2003, p. 233). 

3.5. Iraq during the Period of Aref Brothers 

 

After the coup, Abdülselam Aref became president of the state.Members of the 

Baas Party were brought to key positions in the country’s administration. This situation 

increased tension with communists. 
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(Milliyet Newspaper, 1963) 

Newspaper report: The operation initiated by a low-ranking air force officers resulted in success 

REVOLUTION IN IRAQ: KASIM IS KILLED  

The lieutenant colonel, who Kasım had sent to retirement, came to rule the revolutionary council  

The revolution in Iraq was followed step by step in Ankara  
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Together with the new constitution announced in 1964, the 1958 constitution was 

abolished. According to article 19 of the new constitution,all Iraqis have equal rights and 

duties without discrimination against language and ethnic origin. 

Although the constitutional rights of Turks were curbed and they were deprived of 

their cultural rights, they experienced a period of relatively lower violence between 1963 

and 1968.  

Abdülselam Aref died in a helicopter crashin April 1966, and was replaced by his 

brother, Abdurrahman Aref.On July 17, 1968, Baath followers overthrew Abdurrahman 

Aref by a coup, and Ahmad Hasan al-Bakr became the head of state. 

3.6. Iraq during the Period of Baath 

 

The Baath coup was carried out with the support ofBaath follower generals in the 

upper echelons of the army.Ahmad Hasan al-Bakrwas appointed as Prime Minister and 

Head of Supreme Council of Revolution.Saddam Hussein, who would later seize power in 

a coup and serve as head of state until the US invasion, was the second man in the coup 

and the administration. 

The Baath Party, or the Arabian Socialist Rebirth Party, was founded byMichel 

Eflak and Salah Bitar.The party’s founding staff consisted of Christians raised under 

French culture. 

According to the Baath ideology,there is onlyone Arab nation and Arabs are 

separated from Zionism, supported artificially by the Ottomans and Western 

imperialism.The Baath party dismantled all groups opposing to the regime. Many 
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members of opposition groups werearrested, and many were exiled.The Baath 

regimepublicly executed 51 people to intimidate the opponents. 

With the 1970 Constitution, the Baath regime gave autonomy to Kurds.In this 

regard, it was accepted with the 1970 Constitution that there were two major nationalities 

in Iraq: Arabs and Kurds. Consequently,Turks had lost their right step by step since 1920 

and reached the peak with this constitution(Hürmüzlü, Irak Türkleri, 1994, pp. 62-63).  

To compensate for this situation, the Baath party identified all ethnic groups except 

Kurds and Arabs as minorities and announced a package to avoid backlash. 

While preparing a package for minorities, the Baath regime banned Turks from 

using Turkish alphabet and Turkish in education and mandated the use of the Arabic 

alphabet.  

Although this situation caused unrest among Turks and this discomfort was 

conveyed to the administration,it did not yield any positive result. 

The Baath regime, indeed, separated Turks from their minority policies and 

imposed the following prohibitions to further restrict their rights(Saatçi, 1996, pp. 237-

238): 

● Restricting the use of Turkish language in education, and teaching it 

only as a foreign language 

● Banning the Turkish alphabet and making the Arabi alphabet mandatory 

● Limiting the number of schools, where Turkish language is thought  

● Encouraging the use of Arabic names instead of Turkish names  

● Replacing Turkish names of Turkish schools with Arabic names  
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● BanishingTurkish teachers from Kirkuk and appointing Arab teachers 

instead 

● Banning theQardashlıkmagazine 

● Banning theTurkmenBrotherhood Association, and prohibiting them 

from establishing any associations and foundations 

● Censoringthe weekly Yurt newspaper  

● Censoringthe monthly magazine, Birlik Sesi (The Voice of Union)  

In response to the bans announced, Turks launched a three-day boycott campaign 

in Kirkuk.As opposed to the boycott campaign, 50 Turks were arrested, and many of them 

were tortured.Bans increased further after the boycott. The new bans were as follows 

(Saatçi, 1996, pp. 238-239): 

● Turks were banned from working in government offices, and a low 

number of Turkish government officialswere fired. 

● Turkish businessmen were prevented from obtaining loans. 

● University graduate Turks were banned from working in The Turkish 

regions of Mosul, Kirkuk and Süleymaniye. 

Towards the second half of the 1970s,the repressive approach of the Baath regime 

increased,and the Arabization policy was expanded.The new prohibitions and practices 

were as below (Demirci, 1993, p. 165): 

● The names of Turkish villages were changed.  

● Many Arabs and Kurds were placed in Turkish regions. 

● Many lands inhabited by Turks were expropriated. 
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● Theexpropriated lands were opened to the settlement of Kurds and 

Arabs.In addition, financial support was provided to Kurds and Arabs 

who wanted to move to Turkish lands as well as the expropriated lands. 

● Selling immovables to Turks was prohibited.  

● Turks were banned from joining and working in security forces.  

● Arabs, who married a Turkish girl were given a grant of US$33,000.  

● Turks were forbidden to preach and speak in public places. 

 

 

Upon these prohibitions,President of the Republic of Turkey, Fahri Korutürkvisited 

Kirkuk on April 27, 1976.A welcome ceremony was made during the visit.Turks who 

participated in and took part in the ceremony were arrested and imprisoned 

afterKorutürk’s visit. 

In this context, the prohibitionswere extended further after this visit.The expanding 

prohibitionswere as listed below(Saatçi, 1996, pp. 240-243): 

● The areaspredominantly inhabited by Turkswere tornfrom Kirkuk and 

connected to Kurdish regions. 

● Turkish farmlands were confiscated, and distributed to Kurds.  

● The Baghdad government confiscated all social, cultural associations 

and foundations established by Turks.  

● All confiscated rooms, unions, associations and foundations’ property 

and immovableswere given to Arabs and Kurds living in Kirkuk.  
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● The Turkmen Brotherhood Association, which had been elected 

annually in Mosul and Erbil, was banned from elections and the 

administration started to be appointed by the Baath party. 

The Baath Party made the biggest blow to Iraqi Turks, who had lost their rights 

gradually since the 1920s.Iraqi Turks had a very difficult time since the Baath party came 

to power, andthey started to have even more difficult days with the arrival of Saddam 

Hussein in power. 

3.7. Iraq and Iraqi Turks during Saddam’s Period 

 

Having continuing to lose their rights gradually since the kingdom period, Turks 

experienced one of the darkest periods during the dictatorship of Saddam Hussein.Since 

coming to power in 1979, efforts for repression and assimilation, including human rights 

violations increased. 

After Saddam Hussein came to power, he announced new restrictions, which are 

given below: 

● Selling and purchasingimmovables by Turks depended on special 

permission. 

● Immovables belonging to Turks were nationalized.  

● Those who spoke Turkish in government offices were humiliated.  

● Houses belonging to Turks were confiscated, and given to Arabs.  

● Settlements were opened to Arabs in Kirkuk.  

● Resources were provided to the Arabs who settled in Kirkuk. 
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Along with the increasing pressure during this period, the leaders of the Turkmen 

Brotherhood Association, Abdullah Abdurrahman, Dr. Rıza Demirci, and Adil Şerifwere 

detained and tortured immediately after Saddam came to power.Abdullah Abdurrahman, 

Necdet Koçak and Adil Serifwere wrongfully executedon January 16, 1980 in order to 

intimidate Turks(Pamukçu, 1999, p. 5). 

Hundreds of Turks were wrongfully killed and imprisoned for allegedly spyingto 

Turkey and Iran under the pretext of war during the 8 years of the Iran-Iraq War that took 

place in the period after the executions.  

In October 1981, the central Iraqi administrationbuilt 2000 houses in Kirkuk as 

they were not satisfied with the population structure of Kirkuk.During the war, Turks 

living in Turkish regions were thrown out of their regions on the grounds that a military 

space was going to be built in their villages. Thus, they were forced out of their 

villages.Kurds were placed in evacuated villages.Furthermore, 2000 houses in which 

Turks lived near Kirkuk wereexpropriated on the grounds that a highway would be 

constructed leading to Kirkuk.Later, 500 more houses where Turks lived were 

expropriatedwith the claim that a train station was going to be built.Turks who hadlost 

their houses here were not given new houses in Kirkuk, while those who wanted to buy a 

house failed to obtain permits from the government(Saatçi, pp. 245-246).During the war 

period, a large-scalemassacre took place in Talafarsincethe majority of the population in 

Mosul was Turks.This massacre, including women, was the largest massacre carried out 

by Saddam’s government in the 1980s. 
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4. TURKEY’S IRAQ POLICY BETWEEN 1923 AND 1990 
 

Since the beginning,the basic dynamics ofTurkish foreign policy havedepended on 

the realist doctrine and classical geopolitical factors.In this same line, from the moment the 

Republic of Turkey was founded, it has built its foreign policy on the basis of geographical 

and human elements of geopoliticsas well as power, system, state and state interests as the 

main components of the realist doctrine.The dominance of realist and classical geopolitical 

factors in Turkish foreign policy has continued until the 21
st
 century.  

Turkish foreign policy has started to take shape since thefoundation of the Turkish 

Grand National Assembly.The decision-makers of Turkish foreign policy, led by Mustafa 

Kemal, drew boundaries within the scope of Turkey’s power, maintained their balance of 

power within the anarchic structure of the international system, and endeavored to realize 

Turkey’s interests.Until World War II, the decision-makers of Turkish foreign 

policydefended and largely achieved the desired Turkish interests. 

While sticking to the core dynamics,Turkey acted in accordance with its power, 

determined and protected its interests based on its material capability.  

4.1. Geopolitical View of Turkey 

 

Turkey has taken certain steps until the 21
st
 century by evaluating its power 

capacity and material capability within the framework of its politics and geopolitical 

conditions.First of all, Turkey has always acted knowing the limits of its power.A 

medium-sized regional power, Turkey has acted by taking into account the balance 
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between the major powers and their interests when determining its foreign policy, andhas 

paid attention not to have any conflict of interest. 

The balance policy has generally been followed except situations where conflict of 

interest is vital and seriously threatens Turkey’s interests.Although Turkey partnered with 

the US side of the two blocks between the USSR and the USthrough its balance policy,it 

also used the USSR as an element of balance in cases where there was afield of movement. 

Turkeyhas followed a status quo policy, maintaining its own power capacity.In this 

regard, Turkeymaintained its status quo when its power did not suffice to revisionism and 

tried to protect what it already had unless there was a major threat against its interests. In 

contrast, Turkey followed a very short period of revisionist policies with the support of the 

stateparties whenever it found an area of motion and opportunity
3
. 

Due to its lack of sufficient power and capacity in seas, Turkey has tried to prevent 

the spread of sovereignty areas ofother states that it perceives as rivals or threats rather 

than seeing the seas as its area of sovereignty. 

Until the 1990s, when the Cold War ended, Turkey continued this geopolitical 

view in it foreign policy.With this view, the basic foreign policy dynamics established by 

Atatürk continued to work, and Turkish foreign policy did notget any major harm in 

international relations and conflicts until the 21
st
 century. 

 

 

                                                           
3
Montreux Convention, annexation of Hatay to the motherland, etc. 
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4.2. Turkey’s Iraq Policy between 1923 and 1950, and Iraqi Turks 

 

4.2.1. Turkey – Iraq Relations between1923 and 1926 

 

Mosul was the only territory within Turkey’s National Pact borders, but had not 

been annexedto the territory of the homeland.Mosul had been in the National Pact borders 

particularly due to the fact that it was invaded after the Armistice of Montrose, the 

majority of the population was Turkish and had been a Turkish homeland for many 

centuries. 

During the Lausanne talks, the Mosul issue was first referred to a commission, and 

then decided to be resolved through bilateral negotiations. During the negotiations, the 

British repeatedly rejected Turkey’s demand to annex Mosulto its territory.Despite Lord 

Curzon’s demand for partial concessions on Mosul and giving a part of Mosul to Turkey, 

the British Government certainly opposed thisrequest. 

The Government of London definitively opposed this issue and instructed Lord 

Curzonthat there should be absolutely no compromise. In this context, there were several 

reasons why Britain did not want to compromise. These are: 

● The granting of some or all of Mosul to Turkey meant that, Turkey 

would have a gateway to the Middle Eastfrom a geopolitical point of 

view. In fact, theBritish did not want some of their colonized societies 
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in the Middle East to take example of Turkey and Mustafa Kemal, who 

won their War of Independence. 

● Giving Mosul to Turkey would mean a threat against the United 

Kingdom’s logistics reaching the Middle East. 

● For Turkey to be economically bottlenecked in the future, Britain 

needed to prevent it from receiving oil revenues from Mosul.  

On these grounds, Lord Curzon informed the Turkish side that Mosul remained 

within the borders of Iraq and that an area in the mandate of the United Kingdom could not 

be transferredto another party (Şimşir, Lozan Telgrafları: Türk Diplomatik Belgelerinde 

Lozan Barış Konferansı 1922-1923, 1990, p. 224). 

Upon this answer by Lord Curzon, the Turkish delegation led by İsmet İnönü 

reported that Mosul was located within the borders of their National Pact and it was a 

Turkish land.Furthermore, Ankara’s attitude became stricter upon this development, and 

the army was mobilized. 

Lord Curzon then gave İsmetPasha a memorandum, and his wording became even 

tougher. İsmet Pasha repeated the Turkish thesis against the British views and did not back 

down. 

On January 5, 1923,the British announced a new proposal that some of the oil 

shares could be given to Turkey. In response, İsmet Pasha said, “Mosul is a matter of oil 

for the British, but it is a matter of homeland for Turks” (Şimşir, Lozan Telgrafları: Türk 

Diplomatik Belgelerinde Lozan Barış Konferansı 1922-1923, 1990, pp. 339-340).After the 

negotiations failed, the Mosul issue wasreferred to the “Commission on Country and 

Military Matters”, and continued to be discussed there. 
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The first commission talks held on January 23 did not result in any reconciliation 

either. The British tried to block the negotiations in an effort to refer the Mosul issue to the 

League of Nations.The British wanted to take advantage of the weaknesses of the 

international system, power and international organizations and carry the Mosul issue to an 

area where they would solve it in favor of themselves. As a matter of fact,the negotiations 

were blocked and witha posteriori, the issue was first left to bilateral talks and then to the 

League of Nations. 

According to the Treaty of Lausanne, negotiations began with the evacuation of 

East Thrace and Istanbul after Britain ratified the Treaty.Negotiations were held in 

Istanbul at the request of the Turkish Government.The conference was held in the Golden 

Horn on May 19, 1924.For this reason, it is called the Golden Horn (Haliç) Conference. 

The head of the Turkish delegation, Fethi Bey repeated the Turkish thesis here as 

well, and stated that Mosul was within the borders of the Turkish National Pact and was 

one of the natural borders of Turkish territory. Moreover, he underlined that Arabs were 

minority in the Mosul province and if Mosul remained in the Iraqi territory, this would 

create a major problem for both Turkey and Iraq. At the same time, Turkey proposed 

giving the United Kingdom a share of the oil thereif Mosul and Kirkuk were left to 

Turkey.In response, the British delegation demanded thatMosul and Kirkuk not be left, 

and they demanded Hakkari for Assyrians(Uzgel & Kürkçüoğlu, 2013, p. 263). 

It is clear that this move was made toblock the negotiations and take the issue to 

the League of Nations.As the Haliç Conference did not yield any precise solution,the 

United Kingdom wanted to take the matter to the League of Nations based on the 

Lausanne Conference. 
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The League of Nations began discussing the Mosul issue on September 20, 

1924.While the Turkish side requested a plebiscite, the British side declaredthat a 

plebiscitecould not be made due to the ignorance of the people, but that a commission 

needed to be established to make the decision.The Turkish delegation, led byFethi 

Bey,opposed this idea on the grounds that the commission would not know the feelings 

and wishes of the people. 

Using the power factor within the anarchic structure of the international system, the 

British made the League of Nations decide to establish athree-people commission. 
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The commission established as a result of these developments was authorized to 

correspond and investigate the relevant countries as well.The Commissioner were: 

● Colonel Poulis from Belgium  

● Hungarian Count Teleki 

● Swedish A. Wiersen.  

The Mosul Issue 
Process 

Referring to the Commission in 
Lausanne Conference 

Discussion in the Commission and the 
Decision to Resolve the Issue through 
Bilateral Negotiations after Lausanne 

Haliç (Golden Horn) Conference 

League of Nations 
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The Commission, which carried out so-called investigations in the region, 

presented its report on July 16, 1925.Accepting demographic information from British-

controlled Iraq, the commission set the border from where Mosul separates from 

Hakkari.The Commission’s report also stated that trade and relations were mostly with 

Syria and Iraq. 

As a result, the Commission decided that the people of the region did not want to 

join either of the sides, and approved the annexation of Mosul to Iraq. In addition, the 

following decisions were taken: 

● The country will remain under the League of Nations Mandate for 

25 years.  

● In Mosul, Kurdish will be the official language, and Kurds will 

work as civil servants in the fields of justice and education.  

● If Kurdsdo not have autonomy when the mandate is over, the region 

will be transferred to Turkey, since Turkey’s situation would be 

better than Iraq. 

● If the division of the region is still to be implemented as a 

decision,the Minor Zap will be taken as border, and Mosul will be 

left to Turkeywhile Kirkuk will be left to Iraq.  

 

Although the British side immediately accepted the report, Tevfik Rüştü Bey, the 

head of the Turkish delegation, objected the decision, stating that the Treaty of Lausanne 

did not give the League of Nations the authority to make a compelling or binding decision. 
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Upon this objection, the League of Nations applied to the Permanent Court of 

International Justicefor an opinion on the matter.The Court stated that the decision was 

binding, and the League of Nations approved the resolution leaving Mosul to Iraq at a 

meeting on December 16, 1925, which did not include Turkey. 

After the conclusion of the Mosul issue as such,Mosul was left to Iraqas perthe 

Executed Border between Turkey, United Kingdom and Iraq as well as the Agreement on 

the Relations between Neighbors. This agreement is known as1926 Ankara Agreement in 

literature. 

Under the Ankara Agreement, Mosul – a Turkish province – had to be given to 

Iraq, and the Iraqi Turks, who were Turkish citizens, were now accepted as Iraqi 

citizens.As the signed agreement did not satisfy Turkey, it did not satisfy the Iraqi Turks 

either. Nevertheless, resolving the issue through peace had been advantageous for both the 

people of the region, Iraq and Turkey. As a matter of fact,the British Governmentpressured 

the people of the region, those who sympathized with Turkey and those who lived in 

Mosul province,as well as Iraqi Turks before the start of the Lausanne Conference.Various 

types of pressureswere also imposed on certain tribes and leading people in the region, 

leading to several incidents in this regard. 

 With 1926 Ankara Agreement,the issue was closed for good without leaving any 

possibility of annexing Mosul to Turkey in the future.Although a plebiscite was not made, 

the commission’sdecision shows that there was inconsistency between politics and law 

since the report said the province could be annexed to Turkey in case people wanted. 
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Ankara Agreement does not contain any article specifically for Turks in the region. 

Turkey did not specifically request minority or additional rights in this regard. The main 

reason for not requesting thiswas that Turks were the founding elements in the 

establishment of the Iraqi state,and it was aimed to prevent these Turks from being seen as 

minority.Therefore, Turkey did not add any clausesrelated to Iraqi Turks in the agreement, 

paving the way for Iraqi Turks to benefit from all rights granted to Iraqi citizens. By this 

means, Turks would: 

● be able to work in government offices,  

● serve in the military,  

● and assume political duties. 

In addition, Turkey made sure that an article was added to Ankara Agreement to 

rule that Turkish citizens living in the region could come to Turkey within 12 months if 

they wished to protect their Turkish citizenship. At the same time,an article was added to 

the agreement saying that it was at Turkey’s initiative to accept or reject the applications in 

this regard(Hürmüzlü, Irak Türkleri, 1994).  

In accordance with article 16 of Ankara Agreement, Turkey also ensured that Iraqi 

Turks would not be pressured due to their proximity and political opinions in favor of 

Turkey, and to assure amnesty for those who had been convicted for their closeness to 

Turkey. 
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4.2.1.1. 1925 Iraqi Constitution and Iraqi Turks 

 

The first Constitutional works in Iraq began in 1920.The most important article in 

this draft constitution was that all people in Iraq had equal rights, regardless of language, 

religion or race.The draft constitution stated that the Iraqi people consisted of Arabs, Turks 

and Kurds. 

The first draft was not accepted as such, and the Constituent Assembly began to 

review the current draft as of June 14.After months of corrections, it was approved by 

Iraq’s King Faisal and entered into force on March 21, 1925. 

According to the 1925 Constitution, Iraq’s official language was accepted as 

Arabic, and the dual-chamber parliamentary system wasadopted under the kingdom of 

constitutionalmonarchy. As per article 6 of the Constitution,all Iraqis are equal before the 

law without discrimination against language, religion and race (Arı, 2007, pp. 386-387). 

According to article 9, all communities in Iraq have the right to open and protect schools 

within the limits set by law. Furthermore, article 18 regulates that Iraqis shall work in 

public office.In addition to these articles, other provisions regulated that Iraqi citizens have 

the right to assembly, establish associations, freedom of education and freedom of faith, no 

arrest and no access to housingswithout judicial decision. 

The 1925 Constitution considered Turks as one of the main and founding elements 

of Iraq and accepted that they shall not be subject to any discrimination. In this regard, 

Turks are granted the right to open and run schools in their mother language.This also 

means that they are equal before the law, can work in public institutions and organizations, 
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and assume military duties.Along with the articles added to the Constitution, they are also 

granted the rights to establish and run associations and foundations, and it is guaranteed 

that nobodywill be arrested, and nobody’s house will be searched without judicial 

decision. 

The Constitution was published in three languagesfor the founding elements of 

Iraq: Turkish, Arabic and Kurdish(Saatçi, 1996, p. 196). 

Since the 1925 Constitution does not include discrimination and does not consider 

Turks as minority, it is the constitution that has the broadest rights for Turks.With this 

constitution, it has been precisely demonstrated that Turks are the founding and 

fundamental elements in Iraq. 

4.2.2. Turkey – Iraq Relations between 1926 and 1930 

 

Since its foundation, the Republic of Turkey has implemented its main principle of 

“Peace at Home, Peace in the World”.According to this principle, one of the first steps is 

to solve border problems with neighbors.In this context, Turkey signed agreements with 

Syria and Iran after the Ankara Agreement in an attempt to solve border problems. 
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*This agreement was signed on April 22, 1922 and extended until June 15, 1928 during 

this period. 

With the Ankara Agreement,mutual embassies were opened for the resolution of 

the border issue. In January 1928, Iraq sent an ambassador to Ankara, and nearly two years 

later, Turkey opened an embassy in Baghdad, Turkey, and a consulate in Mosul in 

December 1929 (Soysal, 1965, p. 306). 

Turkey-Iraq 

• Ankara 
Agreement 

• June 5, 
1926 

Turkey-Syria 

• Agreement 
of 
Friendship 
and Good 
Neighbor 
Relations 

• May 30, 
1926 

Turkey-Iran 

• Agreement 
of 
Friendship 
and 
Security* 

• April 22, 
1922 
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During this period,Iraq depended on the United Kingdom for its foreign policy, and 

was not able to develop any relationship with Turkey beyond opening and embassy.The 

United Kingdom did not leave Iraq any range of motion as they drew definite limits in 

foreign policy and security issues. 

4.2.3. Turkey – Iraq Relations between 1930 and 1960 

 

After its agreements with its neighboring countries, Turkey began to work hard to 

improve its relations with these countries.This effort had its reflection in Iraq as 

well.Shortly after Turkey opened an embassy in Baghdad, Iraqi King Faisal I gave dinner 

at the palace in honor of Turkish Ambassador to Baghdad, Tahir Lütfü Bey. 

Iraq saw it as an obligation to develop friendly relations with Turkey, as they came 

out with victory form the War of Independence, and forced the British to sit at the table at 

their own conditions.During the dinner, King Faisal I’s speech mentioned the friendly 

attitude of Mustafa Kemal and the Turkish government, stated that the feelings of trust had 

been consolidated, and that he was very confident about the northern border. 

Iraq sent Defense Minister Cafer Pasha to Ankara in April 1930 to see the 

developments in Turkey and improve relations. Accepted by Mustafa Kemal, Cafer Pasha 

was welcomed amicably, and he reported to theKing of Iraq that he was very impressed 

with Turkey’s development in a short period of time. 

In October 1930, Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri Sait Pasha visited Turkey and held 

talks with President Mustafa Kemal and Foreign Minister Tevfik Rüştü. 
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In May1931, Iraqi King Faisal I told Baghdad ambassador Tahir Bey that he 

wanted to pay a visit to Turkey and to discuss border issues related to the Barzani tribe on 

the northern border.King Faisal I came to Turkey on October 6, 1931 with Iraqi Prime 

Minister Nuri Sait Pasha and Finance Minister Rüstem Haydar Efendi, stayed in Turkey 

until July 14 and held talks. The issues of trade and substitution were discussed during the 

talks, and it was stated that violations would not be allowed on the border of the other side.  

In these meetings,the King of Iraq wanted to improve relations with Turkey, and as 

a result of meetings with Turkish President Mustafa Kemal, the law enacted under the 

Name of Local Languages in Iraq stated that the languageof schools in Mosul, Erbil and 

Kirkuk regions could be determinedby the majority(Turkish, Arabic or Kurdish), and 

Turkish language was accepted as a local language, it was decided to take judicial trials in 

Turkish in regions where Turks were majority, and it was decided by law to ensure that 

education was completely in Turkish in primary schools of regions with Turkish majority 

(Saatçi, 2003, p. 199). 

As a result of the King’s visit to Iraq,discussions on agreed issues continued, and 

three agreements were signed in 1932. These agreements were: 

● Agreement on Extradition of Sentenced Persons between the 

Republic of Turkey and Kingdom of Iraq  

● Agreement on Residence between the Republic of Turkey and 

Kingdom of Iraq 

● Trade Agreement between the Republic of Turkey and Kingdom of 

Iraq. 
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These agreements came into force on July 6, 1933.In this regard, the agreements are of 

great importance to Iraqi Turks.Those who had not been able to apply and settle in 

Turkeyby obtaining residence permit within a year after the Ankara Agreementearned this 

right by means of the Residence Agreement stated above. At the same time,the Trade 

Agreement enabled citizens of the two countries work, set up businesses, enter into trade 

relations and purchase propertiesin these countries. 

As required by the agreement signed between the United Kingdom and Iraq on 

June 30, 1930,Iraq applied to the League of Nations to lift the mandate regime, achieve its 

independence and become a member of the League of Nations.It was reported after the 

analysis that Iraq was not eligible for this, however, this could be discussed if Iraq 

guaranteed to revise its existing lawsto be fairer for people. OnJanuary 28, 1932,the 

League of Nations accepted the commitment of Iraq, and on May 30, 1932, this 

declaration was issued (Hürmüzlü, 2003, p. 22). 

Although new rights were not obtained by this agreement,the rights of Turks were 

guaranteed internationally.More precisely, article 4 of the agreementguaranteed the rights 

of Turks as Iraqi citizens
4
(Turan, 1966, pp. 31-36). 

                                                           
4
 Article 4: 

1. All Iraqi citizens shall be equal before the law. They shall benefit from the same civil and political rights 

regardless of race, language or religion. 

2.The electoral system shall guarantee equal representation of all minorities in Iraq regardless of race, 

language or religion. 

3.Differences in race, language and religion cannot prevent any Iraqi citizen’s civil and political rights 

(assignment in public office, functions and rewarding, professional and industrial activities). 

4.No restrictions can be imposed on any Iraqi citizen to freely hold private meetings in any language, 

commercial, religious and all kinds of media activities and general meetings. 

5. Provided that Arabic language is the official language of the Iraqi Government and it is not contrary to the 

special regulations made by the Iraqi Government, all Iraqi citizens whose mother language is other than the 

official language can and shall be provided with the means to use their mother language in courts in written 

or oral form as per the use of Kurdish and Turkish in article 9 of this declaration. 
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Although Iraq seemed to have gained its independence along with this agreement 

or written contract,they explicitly accepted intervention if the League of 

Nationsdetermined that Iraq did not comply with the financial obligations and commitment 

it deemed necessary.In other words, the United Kingdom continued to control Iraq with a 

different regime than the mandate, using the power and system connections of the anarchic 

international system. 

After the declaration,Turks, who had been waiting for an improvement in their 

social, culturaland political rights, could not find what they had expected.In the year of 

gaining independence,compulsory Arabic education was adopted inschools in Turkmen 

regions, and Turkish teachers were exiled to Arab regions(Saatçi, 1996, p. 204).  

Despite the end of the mandate regime, the British continued to have an 

influenceon Iraq.Seeing the closeness between Turkey and Iraq as dangerous, the British 

started to place Assyriansin the Turkish regions of Mosul and Kirkuk as well as the border 

region between Turkey and Iraq.The Assyrians, armed under the name of Levi’s 

battalionsassigned with the mission to protect the British air bases, were the primary 

culprits of the Kirkuk massacre in 1924, as mentioned earlier. 

After the death of King Faisal I in 1933,his son Gazi took power. The change in the 

throne did not affect Turkey-Iraq relations, these relationswere tried to be further 

developed.  

The Republic of Turkey, led by Mustafa Kemal, established the Balkan Entente in 

1934 to take regional security against the camping in the West, and formed a union against 

Italy and Germany seeking to capture Yugoslavia, Romania and Greece and the Balkans. 
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As a result of Mustafa Kemal’sefforts to establish a similar union in the Middle 

East,Turkey signed the Saadabad Pact with Afghanistan, Iran and Iraqon July 8, 1937. 

After the death of the Great Leader Mustafa Kemal Atatürk in 1938,the leaders of 

the people in Kirkuk sent a telegraph to Ankara to convey their sorrows
5
(Şimşir, 1999, pp. 

413-415). 

                                                           
5
The telegraph is as follows:  

“FROM KIRKUK TURKS TO SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE GRAND NATIONAL ASSEMBLY OF TURKEY, 
A world was devastated… General history suffered the disaster of losing the highest figure, the Great 
Ancestor of the brave Turkish nation – the most notable and dearest son of the sacred Turkish 
motherland… 
Our Great Leader, whom the entire world believes was the most exceptional example of genius, heroism, 
honor and devotion, left this world and became eternal. 
Not only the noble Turkish nation, the holy Turkish homeland, but the whole world is covered in black with 
the mourning of the sorrows for this deep emptiness, shedding bloody tears…  
There is no power to compensate for this colossal calamity that has disrupted the whole world. 
We, who lost our leader Atatürk and devastated by his mourning, know that even if nature makes a new 
world, it will not create a second Atatürk… 
We are deeply grieved…  
The world is burning and crying… We and our ill-starred Kirkuk have the right to burn more and cry more… 
Our lonely soul is the orphan of the Great Atatürk as every Turk…  
For many years, we have lived far from the motherland and now from Mustafa Kemal, the Great Savior, 
Atatürk, whose memory we will now carry to eternity, and we are burning for losing him…  
We are burning;  
We are in fire burning,  
Death cast its veil,  
We are left in grief for our Atatürk…  
Encircled by enemy networks for twenty years, our unfortunate homeland has become a place for 
miserable ambitions… 
People of Kirkuk have been experiencing longing in a journey full of misery, disaster, death and they have 
been left bloodless and weak due to these sorrows, anguishes and deaths, and now they are witnessing the 
most unfortunate and remorseful strike of the miserable destiny… Atatürk died and alas! Will their last 
desires be destroyed now? 
There is only one man who will answer this question, dress the wounds of sad Kirkuk people and fulfill their 
wishes: The hero İnönü… He, who “defeated not only the enemy, but also the ill fate,” can open new 
horizons for the future of hero Kirkuk… 
We have lived without much; we have stood up to poverty,subordination and the most devastating or 
destroying versions of sordidness; we have lost everything but hopes…  
We have had only and only one hope: ATATÜRK…  
The great savior was definitely going to save the grief-stricken Kirkuk groaning in the depth of sordidness 
and deprivation… 
He will turn his bright face to us as he did to the happy Hatay one day and he will dazzle our dull eyes, 
making us forget the years of longing in a moment and saving us…  
We are crying for that great hope, which is only a dream now.  
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After the death of Iraqi King Gazi I on April 4, 1939, his 3-year-old son Faisal II 

came to the throne. As he was too young, Abdullah from the Hashemite dynasty was 

appointed as the throne regent. They adopted a pro-Britishstance in government to develop 

a pan-Arabist approach. While camping and polarization continued in Europe, the 

adoption of a pro-British policy caused concern among certain senior soldiers and 

politicians, and thus, they advocated that an impartial policy should be followed.In April 3, 

1941, Rashid Ali, along with senior military members, attempted a coup and 

succeeded.King’s Regent Abdullah and Nuri Sait fled Iraq upon this development.Rashid 

Ali’s cabinet, like the previous administration, took on a pan-Arabist management concept 

fueled by Arab nationalism. The onlydifference in foreign policy was to do this and 

advocate expelling the United Kingdom from the country in order to nationalize oil 

resources.For this, they tried to get the support of the axis states.In response to 

thissituation, the United Kingdomstarted to invadeIraq claiming that the 1930 commitment 

had been violated, and on June 1, 1941, it invaded Iraq completely(Arı, Geçmişten 

Günümüze Orta Doğu Siyaset, Savaş ve Diplomasi, 2007, p. 177).After the invasion of 

Iraq, King’s Regent Abdullah and Nuri Sait returned to the country on June 3, 1941. 

                                                                                                                                                                               
We are crying… Like an orphan crying for his stepmother’s petulant and distressing unfairness, we are 
shedding our tears to our hearts and crying silently. The dark news announced by the Ankara radio on 
November 10 devastated this unfortunate and further Turkish realm. 
This has left traces of pain that cannot be erased until eternity in the heart of every Kirkuk citizen. Kirkuk 
will always carry the mourning of the Great Atatürk in heart like a sacred bailment. 
One and only one thing can console the loss of the Great Atatürk which left us devastated: Hero İnönü’s 
protective approach of him in the near future… This protection will stop our tears and may he, our 
numinous leader, rest in peace... 
May God bless his soul… 
May the great and determined Turkishness be everlasting… 
November 15, 1938  
The whole Kirkuk...”. 
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Iraq’s policy partially changed after the invasion.In this new policy,Iraq wanted to 

follow Turkey in staying neutral throughout World War II.Therefore, the relations were 

not disrupted in line with the two countries’ desire to maintain their neutrality within the 

same policy framework. 

Iraq’s principle of neutrality continued until 1943. They declared war against the 

Axis States on January 16, 1943 upon the request of the United Kingdom.Despite going to 

war,relations between the two sides were not disrupted and Iraq respected Turkey’s 

neutrality.. 

As a result of the end of World War II, Turkey and Iraq had to face the Soviet 

threat. After the war, Iraq was leftwithout the support and protection of the United 

Kingdom, since it was out of its old power, and the Soviets did not renew the Non-

aggression Protocol of 1925and wanted bases in the Turkey’s Bosphorus and the provinces 

of Kars and Ardahan; therefore, the Soviets became a common threat against Turkey and 

Iraq. The first policy against this threat, the Middle East Command, was not implemented, 

however, on March 29, 1946, an Agreement of Friendship and Good Neighbor Relations 

was signed between Turkey and Iraq(Arslan, 2018, p. 285). 

Between 1930 and 1950,Turkey’s relations with Iraq were generally focused on 

foreign policy.On the other hand, Iraq’s relations with Turkey, which was still under 

British control, did not develop clearly in this context.  

Although Iraqi Turks experienced their best period from the establishment until 

1930,they experienced great difficulties due to the Arabization policies and security 

concerns as a result of Turkey’s inability to show sufficient interest in Mosul and Kirkuk. 
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The Constitution, which came into force in 1925, and the articles and rights for 

Turks in the declaration signed by Iraq as it entered the League of Nations were often 

violated, and Turks were subjected to discrimination and assimilation policies.  

With the decolonization process, European colonial states withdrew from the 

Middle East and thus, a new regional and international order started to form in the Middle 

East. Although power andthe anarchic structure of the international and system–the basic 

components of the realist school –still showed themselves during this period,Turkey 

started to take more interest in the region.After becoming a member of the Western bloc 

during this period, Turkey became an integral part of the region as wellas the furthest part 

of the Western bloc. 

In this regard, Turkey became closer to the Western bloc during this period due to 

the changing perceptions of security and threats, andentered the NATO in 1952, after 

which it produced policies parallel to the Bloc’s policies as a member regarding the 

perception of security threats. 

 

During this period, Turkey tried to solve the problems related to Iraqi Turks with 

the Iraqi authorities and made the necessary warnings to the Iraqi governments. Despite 

partialimprovements as a result of these warnings, Iraqi governments soon returned to 

assimilation and repression policies. 

Since the beginning of the Cold War, Iraq had followed a different policy than the 

Arab countries and was the only Arab State to join the Baghdad Pact.On July 14, 
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1958,monarchy was destroyed by a coup led by General Kasım.This development led to a 

major change in the regional policy of both the major powers and Turkey. 

The fact that the coup took place on the day whenmembers of the Baghdad Pact 

gatheredcaused a huge backlash among the members.Discussing the issue of Iraq between 

14 and 17 July, members of the Baghdad Pact ultimately condemned the coup and 

considered it an intervention by foreign forces in Iraq. 

The members states of the Pact reported their discomfortto the US, the leader of the 

Western bloc, stating that this situation happened thanks to the support and encouragement 

of Naser and therefore, the USSR, and the US needed to intervene within the framework of 

the Eisenhower doctrine.  

Unlike the other members of the Pact, Turkey followed a strict approach regarding 

this issue. After the meeting of the Baghdad Pact on July 17,the Turkish Foreign Minister 

made a difficult statement and said that they did not recognize the Coup government. 

Following this announcement, Turkey began to consider the option of military 

intervention.However, the US and the UK opposed military action on the grounds that any 

military intervention would bring the new regime closer to the USSR, andinculcated 

Turkey not to intervene(Fırat & Kürkçüoğlu, 2002, pp. 632-635). 

One of the basic parameters of the realist doctrine,not clashing with great power’s 

policies and one of the basic principles of Cold War geopolitics, following policies parallel 

to the leader of the block that a state is a member to applied during Turkey’s Iraq 

intervention as well.As the US took a moderate stance towards the new Iraqi government, 

first the United Kingdom, other members of the Western block and ultimately Turkey 
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recognized the new Iraqi government. On July 31, 1958, Turkey officially declared that 

they recognized Iraq(Fırat & Kürkçüoğlu, 2002, pp. 632-635). 

Being concerned over an intervention by Western powers after the Iraq coup, the 

Iraqi government under the leadership of General Kasım did not withdraw from the 

Baghdad Pact as a result of Iraq’s alliance with the West.However, General Kasım planned 

to follow a pro-Naser, pan-Arabist policy, and remained indifferent to the pact for a while, 

focusing more on the relations with Arab countries (Fırat & Kürkçüoğlu, 2002, pp. 632-

635).  

Members of the Baghdad Pact (excluding Iraq) and the US Secretary of State for 

Foreign Affairs met on July 28-29 to assess the situation and determine how the process 

would work. In the declaration afterthe end of the negotiations, the United States was 

invited to participate in the pact. Yet, instead of participating directly in a pact and creating 

a bindingrelationship, the United States preferred to develop bilateral relations with the 

regional countries to be more active in the region.As a first step, the US signed the Turkish 

American Security and Cooperation Agreement with Turkey on March 5, 1959. In the next 

stage, the United States signed the same agreement with Iran and Pakistan(Fırat & 

Kürkçüoğlu, 2002, pp. 632-635).  

On October 23, 1958, the center was temporarily moved to Ankara to continue the 

pact’s functioning. On March 24, 1959, General Kasım announced that Iraq had 

withdrawn from the pact on the grounds that membership in a military and aggressive pact 

had harmed Iraq’s neutrality(Fırat & Kürkçüoğlu, 2002, pp. 632-635).. 



80 
 

With an announcement made on August 21, 1959, the pact was re-named CENTO 

(Central Treaty Organization). CENTO held its first meeting in Washington on October 7-

9, 1959. CENTO’s works continued unabated until the Islamic revolution of Iran in 

1979(Fırat & Kürkçüoğlu, 2002, pp. 632-635).  

4.3. Turkey’s Middle East Policy between 1960 and 1970 

 

With the beginning of the 1960s,the changes in the systemled Turkey to re-evaluate 

the Middle East and follow a direct and general policy for the Middle East rather than a 

country-by-country policy. 

Since problems were experienced with the West,Turkey started to implement the 

policy of establishing balance – an element of the realist doctrine –and began to see 

Middle Eastern countries as elements of balance.  

The reasons that paved the way for Turkey to implement this policy and encourage 

it to generate a direct policy over the Middle East included the following:  

● Cuban Missile Crisis:In the agreement reached after this tension 

between the United States and the USSR, the USSR withdrew its 

missile launchers in Cuba,while Jupiter missiles in Turkey were 

withdrawn by the United Statesas well.Following the missile crisis, a 

détente period started, and military aid to Turkey began to 

decrease.Although the US committed to send the Polaris submarines 

carrying nuclear warhead missiles instead of Jupiter missiles upon 

Turkey’s reaction, Turkey started to question its relations with the US. 
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(Milliyet Newspaper, 1963, p. 1) 

MISSILES 

The last decision will be given after 3 weeks  

MIDDLE EAST  

We want friendship with Arabs  

FERİDUN ERKİN IS IN ROME 

Jupiter missiles will be out of duty on April 1  
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(Milliyet Newspaper, 1963, p. 1) 

Jupiter missiles started to be detached 

Parts that are dangerous to carry will be destroyed. The submarine to carry atomic warhead Polaris to İzmir will 

come soon 

Detachment of Jupiter missiles in our country have started. Most important parts of the missiles will be packed and sent 

to the US. The second most important parts, on the other hand, will be stored in Çiğli air base.  

POLARIS SUBMARINE IS COMING  

WASHINGTON, A.P. A.A.: American Spokesperson for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated yesterday that one of the 

3 Polaris submarines assigned by the US in the Mediterranean would make a ‘kind gesture’ in the İzmir port.  

Work is ongoing on the details of the two-day visit. The visit date will soon be announced.  

The spokesperson stated that the Turkish government requested this visit. 

● Cyprus Issue:In the 1960s, the Cyprus issue became one of the main 

problems and agenda topic of Turkish foreign policy. Indeed, the 

Western world’s support of the Greek thesis and Greece on the Cyprus 

issue, and their silence regarding the Turkish Cypriots’ problems, 

persecution and attacks pushed Turkey to seek alternatives in its foreign 

policy. 



83 
 

Within this framework, Turkey endeavored to establish close relations with the 

Middle East as per the realist doctrine to solve two fundamental problems andfind support 

in the international arena other than that of the US. Turkey tried to regulate its relations 

with Arabs in 5 ways: 

● Turkey did not get involved with the problems of Arab countries among 

themselves, and did not try to direct Arab countries according to the 

interests of the Western bloc. Thus, an active neutrality was observed.  

● Turkey did not back the Western bloc in cases where Arab countries 

experienced problems with the West, and remained outside. From time 

to time, Turkey also gave statements in support of Arab countries. 

● Turkey sided with Arabs in the Arab-IsraeliWar, and reacted against 

Israel’s Jerusalem policy together with Arabs, backing Arabs also with 

regard to the Palestine issue.  

● After setting fire in Jerusalem by an Australian radical Jew, reactions 

arose in the Islamic world andon September 22-25, 1969, Turkey joined 

and became a founding member of the Islamic Summit Conference held 

in Rabat, stating that it backed Arabsagainst the attack in Jerusalem 

(Republic of Turkey Minister of Foreign Affairs, 2020). 

● While the Arab-Israel War continued, Turkeydid not allow the US to 

use its bases in Turkey to help Israel, and made it clear that Israel must 

withdraw from the occupied territories. 

Nevertheless, Turkey did not compromise its founding principles. The basic 

principles of Turkish foreign policy had always been preserved. Although Turkey took a 
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stand against Israel in the Arab Israeli War, itdid not severe ties with Israeli.On the other 

hand, Turkey did not try to impose any sanctions on the Western bloc countries 

either.Turkey had kept its distance from both Arab countries and Western bloc countries 

by remaining neutral to the developments and conflicts and never severing ties despite 

expressing its opinion when necessary.Turkey’s effort to improve relations with Arab 

countries without discrimination as well as adoption of a holistic policy toward the Middle 

East can be seen as a reflection of the above-mentioned factors (Türkmen, 1982, p. 72). 

4.4. Turkey’s Middle East Policy between 1970 and 1980 

 

In the 1970s, Turkey continued its policy of seeing the relations with Arab 

countries as an element of balance since the 1960s.In addition to thepolicy changes in the 

1960s, Turkey started to tighten its relations with Middle Eastern countries with the Oil 

Crisisin 1973. 

With the developing relations during this period, the construction of the Kirkuk 

Yumurtalık oil pipeline began and Turkey started to buy oil from Iraq. However, a new 

problem arose in the economy as Turkey began to buy oil and the country’s oil needs 

increased rapidly.  

During the 1970s, the Turkish economy did not implement an export-based policy 

due to political instability and Import-Substitution economy policies. This economic 

policy, whose main purpose is to produce goods from abroad in the country, largely 

reduced Turkey’s ability to export. For this reason, Turkish goods could not enter the Arab 

market, and Turkey faced an increasing current account deficit. 
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Despite the burden of this economic policy, Turkey intervened on the Cyprus 

island in 1974 to save the Turkish Cypriots from genocide. After the Cyprus intervention, 

the United States imposed a military embargo on Turkey. Upon the negative effect of this 

intervention on the economy, the Cyprus issue with the European Economic Community 

negatively impacted the Turkish economy in the face of the economic crisis.  

Turkey took steps to improve its relations with Arab countries during this period as 

follows:  

● Completion of construction of the Kirkuk-Yumurtalık oil pipeline with 

Iraq in 1977 and the start of oil purchase 

● Recognition of the Palestine Liberation Organization and permission to 

open an embassy in Turkey 

● Meeting of Foreign Ministers under the Organization of Islamic 

Conference in Istanbul 

In light of these developments, Turkey developed relations and become close to 

Arab countries. The most important development of this period was the completion of the 

construction of the Kirkuk-Yumurtalık oil pipeline, which started in 1973, and the start of 

oil flowin 1977. 
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4.5. Turkey’s Middle East Policy between 1980 and 1990 

 

Developments affecting the shaping and development of Turkish foreign policy in 

every 10-year period occurred in the regionduring this period as well. With these 

developments, Turkish foreign policy wasre-shaped according to the current situation. 

During this period, 3 developments that shaped Turkish foreign policy emerged. 

These were: 
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● Iranian IslamicRevolution – February 11, 1979 

● Soviets’ Invasion of Afghanistan December 25, 1979 

● Iran – Iraq War September 22, 1980 

The détente period came to an end with the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan.Afghanistan had dominated the road towards the Persian Gulf and after the 

USSR invaded Afghanistan, they constituted a threat to the US dominance in the region. 

Upon this development, Turkey-US relations entered a normalization process. 

Turkey had maintained good relations with Iran since the foundation of the 

Republic of Turkey, while the main critical development for Turkey during this period was 

the revolution in Iran in the name of Islam.The West both lost an ally in the Middle East 

and faced the threat of Iran spreading its revolution in the name of Islam. 

The most dangerous aspect of this development for Turkey was that its relations 

could deteriorate with some Middle Eastern countries in case the revolution spread in other 

countries and Turkey might have needed to reformulate some of its relations with the 

relevant Middle Eastern countries.At the same time, Turkey lost an ally with whom they 

had been in good relations for a long time. 

Iraq experienced the greatest threat regarding the spread of the revolution. Iraq, 

under Saddam, perceived threat from Iran and desired to be the leader of Arab countries in 

the region, thus, Iraq waged a war against Iran that lasted nearly 8 years. However, the 

expectation of Saddam, who thought that most of the Iranian army had been arrested and 

that Iranian citizens living in Sunni areas would support him, did not materialize, and the 

war lasted longer than expected. 
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The US published the Carter Doctrine to control the situation in the region. 

According to the doctrine, the United States announced that “An attempt by an outside 

force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital 

interests of the United States ofAmerica, and such an assault will be repelled by any means 

necessary, including military force” (Kuniholm, 1986, pp. 342-347). The doctrine 

suggested that the US wanted its allied countries to act coordination both against the 

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and in unity against the Iranian Islamic Revolution. 

In light of these three developments, the 1980s were the years when geopolitical 

importance was most felt in Turkish foreign policy. In this sense, Turkey started to 

perceive two threats. The first was the threat of Soviet occupation of Turkey’s 

territory.Albeit at a relatively low rate, it was likely that the Soviets intervened in Turkey’s 

policieswithin the scope of this threat. Another threat was the threat of radical Islamists 

taking the example of Iran and attempting such an occupation move in the country. 

During this period, Turkey was considered the most important ally of the US in the 

region by improving its relations with Middle Eastern countries thanks to its geopolitical 

importance, and in turn, the embargo was lifted by the Defense and Economic Cooperation 

Agreement signed in 1980. The US started to openly support Turkey with this agreement.  

At the same time, with the move to a free market economy and the abandoning of 

the importsubstitutionmodel, Turkey began to implement an export-oriented economic 

model. For Turkey, where the Western Market was completely closed, Middle Eastern 

countries becameaccessible markets. Hence, Turkey attached great importance to its 

relations with the Middle East during this period.  
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In this vein, Turkey tried to actualize the Southeastern AnatoliaProject (GAP) 

during this period.Turkey aimed to sell both electricity and agricultural products to Middle 

Eastern countriesby the dams and irrigations panned to be constructed. Nevertheless, Syria 

and Iraq had problems with Turkey due to the short-term reduction of the waters of the 

Euphrates and Tigris Rivers in order to accumulate water for the filling of dams. In fact, it 

was for this reason that Syria supported PKK terrorism and provided both money and 

ammunition support to terrorists. 

In order to be active in with its Middle East policies during this period, Turkey also 

minimized its relationswith Israel. As a result of Israel’s proclaimingJerusalem as its 

capital, Turkey reduced its relations with Israel to the level of acting ambassador. About 8 

years later, on November 15, 1988, the Palestinian State was established, and Turkey was 

one of the first countries to recognize this state. 

4.6. Turkey’s Middle East Policy between 1990 and 2000 

 

After the Invasion of Kuwait by Iraq in the 1990s,the Gulf War broke out, and 

these years were marked by lifting the neutrality principle in Turkish foreign policy for the 

first time. 

It had taken a long time to establish a mutual dependency system with Iraq on 

issues such as economic, commercial, energy and oil pipelines. One of the most important 

aspects of this system for Turkey had been Turkey’s ability to pay the oil price through 

various trades. However, against other countries that impose an embargo on Iraqi oil, 

Saddam stated that they could sell the oil to Turkey and then, Turkey could sell it to other 

countries, and proposed to keep the pipeline open. 
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Although maintaining relations with Iraq had been very lucrative for Turkey, 

Turkey cut ties with Iraq –its most important economic partner in the region under the roof 

of the UN. Turkey tried to compensate its loss in this area with the Turkic Republics, 

which emerged after the dissolution of the Soviets, and had done its best to adapt these 

countries to the new economic order and to establish mutual economic and trade relations. 
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(Ertan, 1990, p. 11) 

‘The cost of the war is heavy for Turkey’ 

● Businessmen and economists agree that our economy is severely affected by the increasing 

oil prices, stopping of the contracting services and transit trade, and freezing of the 

relations with Iraq and Kuwait  
● Prof. Çiller, Prof. Ergin, Prof. Alkin, Prof. Yaşa tell that Turkey will apply war economy 

during the hot war  
● Businessmen Kocabıyık and Garih claim that we are less affected by the Gulf crisis 
● Former Ministers of Finance, Kafaoğlu and Müezzinoğlu draw attention to the negative 

effects of war on economy  
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Asım ERTAN 

The Gulf Crisis started to shake the Turkish economy. Businessmen and economists agree 

that our economy is severely affected by the increasing oil prices, stopping of the 

contracting services and transit trade, and freezing of the relations with Iraq and Kuwait. 

The same circles say that the shake in the Turkish economy is not yet severe, but in case 

the Gulf Crisis turns into a hot war and Turkey participates in this war, they are concerned 

that it will “turn into an earthquake”.  

“HOT WAR IS DANGEROUS” 

The view of businessmen and economists pertaining to the war and economy are as 

follows:  

Prof. Dr. Tansu Çiller (Boğaziçi University, Faculty Member): “The Gulf Crisis doesn’t 

have much negative effect on Turkey except the increasing oil prices. However, it is very 

dangerous to participate in a hot war. We have to take this seriously. Turkey has 7 billion 

dollars debt to commercial banks in the short-term. Right now, we have 11 billion dollars 

for short-term financing of imports. However, if we lose this 11 billion dollars in case of a 

war, Turkey would be devastated. Turkey will not only enter a foreign exchange 

bottleneck, but also experience price hikes at home. The inflation rates have relatively 

been balanced by means of the foreign exchange policies. Imports got cheaper, avoiding 

the Turkish lira stopped. But if foreign exchange prices increase, Turkish lira will run from 

banks, and banks will have to increase interest rates. An increase in interest rates will 

trigger inflation. In addition, the Central Bank will automatically start to pump money. 

Because the difference in Turkish lira when the exchange rate increases will blow the 

assets in the balance sheet of the Central Bank, and this will automatically lead to the blow 

of passives, first, and then emission. As a result of all these, an uncontrollable inflation 

will occur. Inflation will go over 100 per cent, and the Turkish economy will overturn.”  

Prof. Dr. Feridun Ergin: “Iraq is a key country in terms of Turkey’s oil need, export and 

contracting services. Embargo and blockade on this country might drag inflation and life 

conditions in Turkey that we have not yet considered. In case we actively participate in a 
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military operation, it is impossible to estimate the loss that we will endure. However, when 

considering all the possibilities, the parameters show that Turkey will lose rather than win.  

“If it enters a hot war, Turkey will have to apply war economy. In war economy, the 

normal collective bargaining agreement conditions do not apply in capital-labor relations. 

Since everything about the homeland comes in the forefront, collective bargain agreements 

can be delayed, strikes can be stopped and working hours can be extended without paying 

shifts. If we enter the war, mostly workers will pay for this.”  

SERIOUS IMPACTS 

Prof. Dr. Erdoğan Alkin: “In case the Gulf Crisis remains in this dimension, the oil cost to 

Turkey and freezing trade with Iraq is not unbearable. This burden will increase the 

inflation 4-5 scores at the end of the year, and it will decrease growth rate by half score. 

There will be great increase in defense costs in case of war. This will accelerate inflation, 

and halt industrial production. In case of hot war, our economy might be affected not 

much, but at severe dimensions.”  

Prof. Memduh Yaşa: “Hot war will start losing foreign exchange in Turkey and decelerate 

investments. Due to the Gulf Depression, Turkey’s annual loss is around 3-4 billion 

dollars. However, Turkey’s preparation to a war, buying new arms will increase the public 

deficits, the most important reason of inflation.” 

Asım Kocabıyık (Businessman): “The crisis has negative effects on the economy. In case 

of a hot war, it is not known what will happen. But I don’t think that the war will have 

much effect on the inflation. Because war will not increase the prices of goods that Turkey 

imports except oil.”  

Adnan Beşer Kafaoğlu (Former Minister of Finance): “Turkey’s largest export market is 

Iraq. I see losing this market as a major loss. Turkish economy bears a highly negative 

impact because of this. A hot war will not affect us more than this. Investment in food and 

gold will increase, but I think the inflation will not increase much.”  
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“PROFITABLE IN THE LONG TERM”  

Üzeyir Garih (Businessman): “Turkey is very lowly affected by the Gulf Crisis. I even 

think that it will profit from it in the long term. Turkey has a great foreign exchange 

comfort. This comfort has increased more with the foreign exchange coming from Arab 

countries. If the Guld Crisis continues like this, the inflation will increase only by 6-7 

scores at the end of the year. I cannot know what the hot war will bring. However, I do not 

think that Turkey will enter an armed conflict with Iraq in its southern border. This crisis 

will end after 3-5 months. And a great revitalization will take place in the country’s 

economy. Turkey’s international reputation has increased due to the Gulf Crisis. This 

situation will definitely be reflected on the economy. After the Lebanon incidents, the 

financial institutions coming to Kuwait from Beirut will look for new places. For them, 

Istanbul is the best place. The weakening NATO will understand the importance of 

Turkish economy, and the NATO investments planned to be restricted will continue in 

other forms and ways. Due to the East-West proximation, arms aid to Turkey was reduced. 

Now, the arms from the disarmament in Europe can be granted to Turkey as donation. In 

this part of the world, Turkey will gain weight both politically and economically.”  

BUDGET DEFICIT 

Ziya Müezzinoğlu (Former Minister of Finance): “The crisis will cause a decrease in our 

foreign exchange revenues and payment balances.  

“Increasing defense expenses duo to crisis will further increase the state budget deficit. In 

addition, due to the effect of the crisis around the world, the import goods’ prices will 

increase, and the deficit in payment balances will increase, and inflation will be affected 

by this. The only positive aspect right now is that there is no panic in our economy. 

However, a hot war will increase these negative indicators further. I think the increasing 

oil prices will also increase the inflation by 10 scores at the end of the year. Yet, the war 

can increase this more. Here, I want to mention an important point: Although Turkey was 

the country that was mostly affected by the oil crisis in 1979, it did not take any measures 

and did not take any lessons from this situation. It did not develop new energy policies. 

Yet, other countries improved their stocks, and formed new energy policies. Now, we will 

be the country to have the highest negative effect of this crisis. The situation in the Gulf 
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will increase unemployment. Stopping the contracting services will also increase 

unemployment due to decrease in foreign demand. In case of a hot war, strikes can be 

delayed, collective bargaining agreements can be suspended, and the cost of the war can 

be incurred to workers.” 

 

 

4.7. Turkey’s Northern Iraq Policy 

 

Northern Iraq came under Turkish control for the first time during Tuğrul Bey, the 

Great Seljuk Emperor. Following the Mongolian raids, it came under the rule of 

Karakoyunlu, Akkoyunlu, Safavids and Ottomans, respectively.  

In 1920, Britain and France shared Middle Eastern territory with Sykes Picot, a 

secret treaty to divide Ottoman lands in the Middle East. Iraq was first under the mandate 

regime, and then continued to survive under British control as the Kingdom of Iraq. 

Kurdish groups emerged in the Kingdom of Iraqafter the fall of the Ottoman 

Empire and the end of the Mosul issue against Turkey. These groupsstarted to act for 

autonomy in Iraq and to form an independent state as a result of Britain’s failure to 

establish the state they promised to Kurds. 

Mustafa Barzani launched an insurgency in northern Iraq in 1943. Mustafa 

Barzani, who went to Iran to form the militia of the Kurdish state of Mahabad, which was 

founded on January 22, 1946 and destroyed before the end of a year, took charge of the 

KDP (Kurdistan Democratic Party) with the fall of the state and then took refuge in the 
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USSR. Barzani stayed in the USSR for 11 years, and returned to Iraq in 1958 after a coup 

by General Kasım.  

The Barzani-controlled KDP which triggered separatist movements in Iraq as well 

as Kurdish nationalism by armament, the Iraqi Communist Party IKP and the Baath Party 

under the leadership of Saddam signed an agreement in 1970. According to this 

agreement, Kurdswere granted certain political and cultural rights in the north. 

At the end of this situation, which was among Saddam Hussein’s plans,the Shatt al-

Arab problem
6
 between Iran and Iraq was solved.The main reason for its great importance 

is that it allowed oil tankers to enter within about 30 km of the border line. Although this 

was a region with great problems between Iran and Iraq in terms of determining to whom 

it belonged, Iraq declared with surprise to the world in 1975 that it had given up its rights 

here. After this announcement, Iran cut off its support for the Kurds and the Kurds, who 

had been causing armed unrest inside Iraq, were left alone with the Iraqi 

government.Many issues between Iran and Iraq were resolved by signing the Algerian 

Agreement. Although Iraq announced its withdrawal from this agreement, which was 

referred to as the Algerian Agreement nearly 5 years later, the agreement eliminated one of 

the biggest problems of the period(Aydın & Şentürk, 2015, p. 73). 

Immediately after the agreement was signed, the Iraqi army marched on the Kurds. 

Fearing military-disciplined conflict, the Barzani forces were soon severely defeated and 

nearly 200,000 militia men left their arms and took refuge in Iran.  

                                                           
6
The place, which is called Shatt al-Arab with its Arabic name, and Arvand Rūd in Persian, is the 

geographical name of the place where the Euphrates and Tigris rivers join before pouring into the Persian 
Gulf. 
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During the Iraq war, which began in 1980, the Kurds returned to the areas where 

they had fled and tried to establish control over the region as the only armed force. At the 

same time, the Kurds, who worked in cooperation with Iran during the war, stabbed Iraq 

from behind.  

During the Gulf war, which began in 1991 after the Iran-Iraq war, the UN 

combined task forcedeclared the lands in the north of the 36
th

 parallel as a no-fly zone, 

where an area 160x150 miles wide remained uncontrolled in Kurdish hands. In 1992, 

Kurdish elections and attempts to establish a state alerted Turkey, Iran and Syria. The 

foreign ministers of the three countries gathered in Ankara and started to act together 

against the policy of creating a Kurdish state in the region. 

A year after the elections, Kurdish groups fell out with each other on the eve of the 

preparation of the new constitution, and clashes broke out between KYB (Kurdistan 

Patriots’ Unit) and KDP (Kurdistan Democratic Party). In order to prevent conflict, the 

French Government invited the two sides to a meeting in Paris and Turkey was not invited 

to this meeting. The United States, United Kingdom and France that attended the meeting 

tried to reach a compromise between the KDP and KYB. With the reconciliation in 1994, 

the two sides agreed that they would not use violence against each other.  

Less than a year after their commitment, the conflict between the two sides 

restarted again. The United States brought the sides together again and this time, Turkey 

also participated in the meeting. Turkey acted to intervene in the process so that it can 

guide the process and prevent any situation from developing against its interests.  
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The signed agreement was not been implemented, and the parties did not comply 

with civil terms once again. In 1996, KYB began to receive support from Iran in the clash 

between the two sides. In the process, Turkey met with the two sides and received a 

commitment to fight against the PKK and went on the path of separating the PKK and the 

KDP and KYB. At the same time, the Kirkuk Yumurtalık pipeline was made re-

operational. 

In the period until the invasion of Iraq in 2003, Turkey struggled with the PKK, 

while at the same time fighting Iran, Syria, the KDP and the KYB, which supported the 

PKK. 

Defending the territorial integrity of Iraq, Turkey maintained this policy until the 

US invasion of Iraq and afterwards, and opposed the division of Iraq.  
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5. POLITICAL FORMATIONS OF IRAQI TURKS 
 

The Iraqi Turks adapted too late to the idea that they should create political 

formations and thus be represented. Since Iraq’sentering into the mandate regime, Iraqi 

Turks could not form any serious political formation until the 1990s and only entered into 

an effort to acquire social and cultural rights within the Iraqi state in response to the Kurds, 

who were supported by Britain, France, then the USSR and the United States with regard 

to forming political organizations. 

The first political formations of the Iraqi Turks, which can be considered 

influential, were realized after the Gulf War, with the support and encouragement of 

Turkey. Many political parties were formed and then united under one roof. 

Ata Hayrullah
7
was the first name who came up with the idea of political formation 

by Iraqi Turks in history, and he was killed in the 1959 Kirkuk Massacre (Durukoğlu & 

Salik, 2015, p. 221).The first association established by Iraqi Turks was the Iraqi Turks 

Culture and Solidarity Society, founded by Iraqi Turkish students who came to Turkey to 

study. It was established in Istanbul on November 11, 1959, upon publication in the 

official newspaperfollowed by propounding the need for organization after the Kirkuk 

Massacre on July 14, 1959 (T.C. Resmi Gazete, 1959, p. 1). 

Another institution that came after this association was the Turkmen Brotherhood 

Association. After the 1959 Kirkuk Massacre, Iraqi Turks realized that they should be 

                                                           
7
Ata Hayrullah was taken from his house by Kurdish groups under Barzani control on July 14, 1959 and tied 

to a tree in front of the military barracks. Ata Hayrullah's meat was cut alive, and he was martyred after 
hours of torture by saying,“Is there anyone who will get 10 fulus (kuruş) per kilo of meat of Ata Hayrullah, 
the leader of the Turanand Turkists?” (Durukoğlu & Salik, 2015, p. 221). 
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together and organize, and on May 7, 1960, they established the Turkmen Brotherhood 

Club in Baghdad and then the Turkmen BrotherhoodAssociation. This association, whose 

main purpose was to preserve and improve the culture of Iraqi Turks, avoided political 

structuring and political functions as opposed to its founding purpose. The associationlater 

opened branches in the Turkish homelands of Mosul, Kirkuk and Erbil(Şimşir, 2004, pp. 

213-214). 

The Turkmen Brotherhood Association continued to function until 1977, after 

which its executives were arrested. As a result of restricted rights, it was stated that its 

administration would be appointed by the Government of Baghdad, and its directors were 

martyred on January 16, 1980(TIMETURK, 2020).  

In November 1980, the Iraqi National Democratic Turkmen Organization was 

established. This organization is considered to be the first political organization of Iraqi 

Turks. Although it did not take an active role politically, it was important since this was 

the first political organization.  

Another organization founded by Iraqi Turks was the Iraqi National Turkmen 

Party. The party was founded in Ankara on November 11, 1988, but declared its existence 

in 1991. After its founding, it was moved to Erbil and became the first Turkish party to be 

founded in northern Iraq. Iraqi Turks held their first democratic Congress under the 

umbrella of this party. Muzaffer Arslan was elected president at the congress held in 

Ankara on Aprill17-18, 1993 (Şimşir, 2004, p. 214). 

In 1995, the IMTP (Iraq National Turkmen Party), the Turkmen Union Party and 

the Turkmen Independence Movement united under one roof and formed the Iraqi 
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Turkmen Front. In the first congress held in 1996, Mustafa Kemal Yaycılı was elected 

president. 

The Turkmen Union Party, one of the parties that formed the Iraqi Turkmen Front, 

was founded in 1992. After the Kurds attempted to form another party under the same 

name, it changed its name to Turkmeneli Party. Its center was raided by IKDP (Iran 

Kurdistan Democratic Party) on August 31, 1996. For the first time, the IKDP came up 

with the idea that Iraqi Turks should enter an armed struggle and that there should be 

demands for autonomy. In this case, the IKDP repeatedly raided the party headquarters 

and carried out armed attacks(Şimşir, 2004, p. 215). 

Together with the Iraqi Turkmen Front, which was founded in 1995, Iraqi Turks 

were now united and politically conscious. Disturbed by this situation, the IKDP 

repeatedly raided the Iraqi Turkmen Front offices andconducted armed attacks on leaders. 

The Iraqi Turkmen Front is the largest and most well-known political organization 

of Iraqi Turks. Having offices in all places where Turks live in Iraq, and representations in 

important centers abroad, the Iraqi Turkmen Fronthas held 5 Great Turkmen Congresses 

since 1997. 
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6. CONCLUSION 
 

Prior to World War I, the United Kingdom sought ways of controlling the oil 

sources in various regions and, thus,created a de facto situation to invade Mosul based on 

the Sykes Picot agreement. The United Kingdom saw the possibility of Turks winning 

close to impossible during the War of Independence. In addition, the British did not 

withdraw from Mosul despite being contrary to international law and sat at the same table 

in the Lausanne Conference with Turkey, which it had agreed to meet equally. 

As a result of the victory of the Turkish army led by Gazi Mustafa Kemal, who 

managed to circle the Greek army in one piece in 3 days with a large military power, all 

capitulations were abolished, and the Republic of Turkey was established as a free 

country. Consequently, United Kingdom’s case over Mosul was deadlocked in Lausanne, 

with their request for extra territory in bilateral talks, blocking the talks and bringing the 

issue to the League of Nations, which had beenunder its control and domination. The 

commission’s report here rendered United Kingdom as dominant regarding the Mosul 

issue and Iraq as opposed to Turkey. 

The British first ruled Iraq by the mandate regime, and then in the form of 

Kingdom. United Kingdom support various groups in Iraq such as Assyrians, Kurds and 

Arabs against Turks and waged armed attacks. Although it was though there would be 

peace after United Kingdom had to withdraw from the region,General Kasım came to 

power by a coup, and started to implement assimilation policies. During this period, many 

rights arising from the Constitution of 1925 were taken away from the hands of Iraqi 

Turks, and Arabization policies were observed. 
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Despite losing their rights during the period of Aref Brothers, Iraqi Turks were not 

attacked, and theypartially had a good period.The period of persecution and oppression for 

Iraqi Turks started when the Baath regime came to power. During this period, Iraqi Turks 

faced many problems, such as the stripping of the rights of Turks and the martyrdom of 

Turkmen leaders. At the same time, Kurdish groups, which were armed and supported, 

repeatedly attacked Iraqi Turks. 

What draws attention in this context is that Iraqi Turks were not involved in the 

political structure during the period beginning from 1920 until 1990, and did not establish 

any such organization. With the Iraqi Turkmen Front, Iraqi Turks, who had achieved a 

political and large-scale organization, tried to get their say politically for the first time.  

Turkish foreign policy attached great importance to Iraqi Turks until the 1950s and 

tried to support them continuously. Turkey developed its foreign policy to include Iraqi 

Turks to the extent that its power capacity was enough, and the system allowed within the 

anarchic structure of international relations. 

As a result of the problems with the Western bloc in the 1960s, Turkey started to 

develop a direct and holistic policy for the whole Middle East instead of carrying out a 

policy for Iraq. 

From a geopolitical point of view, Iraq is also important for Turkey. The Iraqi 

border does not have geographical barriers that can be considered as Turkey’s natural 

shelter. The rugged terrain in between is more horizontal in the Iraqi side, and steeper in 

Turkey’s side. For this reason, Iraq’s geographical position is important for Turkey.  
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The geographical integrity of Iraq is important for the prevention of the Kurdish 

state, which is intended to be established in the region. Since Iraq’s loss of geographical 

integrity will harm Turkey along with neighboring countries, its geographical 

integritymust be protected. 

Looking from the perspective ofare width, Iraq is Turkey’s natural area of 

influence and Turkey is agateway for Iraq, both in terms of trade and oil. On the other 

hand, trade with Iraq is also significant for Turkey.  

Although Iraq is not called a landlocked state due to its exit to the Persian Gulf, 

Turkey is a more reliable and accurate address for the transfer of Iraqi oil due to Iranian 

dominance in the Persian Gulf.  

The history of the Turks’ arrival and settlement in Iraq dates far back, as mentioned 

above. Nevertheless, Turkey, which is well ahead of the countries in the region, both in 

terms of democracy and economy, might be involved in its cultural structure in the event 

of the right moves. 

The stable structure and democratic order of the Republic of Turkey also poses a 

geopolitical power including Iraq. With right moves to influence Iraqi people and utilizing 

public diplomacy tools, the cultural structure from the past will take its place in the 

perception of society, which will provide an advantage for Turkey and Iraqi Turks.  

Ties between Turkey and Iraqi Turks never cut during the history. However, the 

US invasion in 2003, changed Iraq’s status and Iraq became a failed state in time. From 

now on Turkey and Iraqi Turks must cooperate with each other to prevent policies on Iraq 

and Iraqi Turks. Turkey’s military and economic structure is also important for the 



105 
 

government and people of Iraq, both as a deterrent and as a soft power. Turkey should use 

these two factors for Iraqi Turks, as well. 

In conclusion, Iraqi Turks are a group that has been involved in the policies of the 

Republic of Turkey since its foundation and we have a blood relations with them. 

Although the United Kingdom, the Iraqi government, the USSR, the United States and 

Russia have tried to sever ties with Turkey by identifying these people as Turkmen, the 

correct definition is Iraqi Turk.  

Designed to analyze Turkish foreign policy and the situation of Iraqi Turks during 

the 20
th

century, this dissertation answered the research questions as follows:  

Mosul and Kirkuk are places that have been Turkish homelands since the Great 

Seljuk Empire and this fact cannot be changed despite assimilation policies and massacres. 

Mosul and Kirkuk have an incredible geopolitical significance for Turkey, both in terms of 

oil resources and Turkey’s border security, and for Turks living there as well as the 

Turkish world. Although various assimilation policies have been applied to Iraqi Turks 

living here since 1920 and they have been subjected to massacres, Iraqi Turks have not 

lost their awareness of Turkishness and they still keep this consciousness. Considering the 

time since Umayyadsinvited Turks to join the army,Mosul and Kirkuk are definitely 

Turkish homelands.Research and censuses indicated by the British at the beginning of the 

20
th

 century certainly do not reflect reality, and they are falsified numbers. For this reason, 

the figures shown are unreal. 
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