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Dear Reader,
 
It is with great pleasure that I introduce to you the nineteenth edition of the Southern 
California International Review (SCIR). This semester’s issue continues our mission of 
providing a platform for undergraduate scholars of international affairs to deliver their work 
to a larger, global audience.
 
We were incredibly fortunate to have dozens of submissions for this issue. Our editors spent 
staunch hours examining undergraduate research from all across the country and throughout 
the world. Of the many impressive submissions, the following five were outstanding for their 
original ideas and fresh perspectives on globalization topics. As you read this journal, you 
will understand why.
 
In the creation of this issue, the SCIR is extremely appreciative of the support of the 
University of Southern California’s School of International Relations Director Saori Katada, 
Associate Director Linda Cole, Professor Wayne Sandholtz, and the rest of the faculty and 
staff that give us the guidance we need to steadily grow. I also extend our thanks to Ms. 
Robin Friedheim for her generous scholarship that provides the foundation upon which 
our endeavor thrives. 
 
As global tensions continue to rise, the need for comprehensive and conflict-free foreign 
policy has proven to be absolutely  critical. Our five selected articles each discuss the value of 
peaceful inter-state relations and, perhaps more importantly, why stiff relationships between 
countries can be so harmful. An examination of Colombia’s coffee economy and Turkish 
foreign policy under two leaders, as well as an analysis of Russian-American relations 
through space cooperation, demonstrates how sound foreign policy can be constructive for 
the international sphere. On another angle, our pieces that discuss Kissinger-Nixon policy in 
the 1970s and North Korean nuclear dynamics outline how poor international relationships 
can foster instability for the future. These articles stress the utmost importance of peaceful 
policy-making, as well as the harms of self-interested and destructive foreign policy.

I would like to thank you, the reader, since without you, we are nothing. Remember, the 
content of this journal is just one part of a much larger dialogue. 

Please read, ponder, explore, and enjoy.
 
Warm regards,
Joe Jocas
Editor-in-Chief

Editor’s Note:



Colombia and the National Coffee Federation
An Economic and Social Success Story Embedded in a Hierarchical Market 

Economy
Katharine Desgans

 This paper reviews the strength of Colombia’s National Coffee Federation corporate gover-
nance structure that could inform policy-making in middle-income countries characterized 

by a Hierarchical Market Economy (HME) structure. Emerging economies in Latin America 
and East Asia characterized by HME structure face challenges in developing their economy, 
specifically in relation to overcoming the “middle-income trap.” Colombia managed to build 
a billion-dollar industry on coffee thanks to a unique business structure embedded in, and 

despite of, its institutional, economic and social hierarchical system. This paper highlights its 
ability to draw on economies of scale from coffee to re-invest in research and development 
(R&D) as well as promote bottom-up participation in decision making processes. This text 
reviews how the Federation’s structure overcame problems that HMEs face, by establishing 

both an in-house labor union and a stake-holder business structure. 

1. Introduction 
 As experienced throughout the second half of the twentieth century, drawing on 
industrial policy from the developed world has been limited for developing countries. The 
rise of East Asian Tigers and the failure of the Washington Consensus proved the impor-
tance of context-specific development policy. A policy maker’s choice for undertaking 
development strategies has grown more complex as one-size-fits-all models have empiri-
cally failed in driving growth in the developing world. More recently, several East Asian 
and Latin American economies have achieved an Upper-Middle-income status (GNI per 
capita between $3,956 and $12,235) but have remained so for the past couple decades.1 
From a policy-making perspective, scholars in political economy highlight the importance 
of institutions beyond the state in driving growth as well as the challenges of undergoing 
further economic development to achieve a High-Income country status. Hall and Sos-
kice’s theory of Varieties of Capitalism (VofC) set the ground for a body of literature that 
proves the determinant role of context-specific institutional differences in driving eco-
nomic growth.2 Consequently, these differences result in different sorts of capitalism that 
define a region’s or country’s market structure. Latin America, as well as other East Asian 
economies, have been characterized as having a Hierarchical Market Economy (HME) 

1 “Overview,” World Bank, accessed April 29, 2020; Doner, Richard and Schneider, Ben. “The Middle-Income Trap: More 
Politics than Economics.” World Politics 68, no. 4 (2016): n.p., 644.
2 Hall, Peter and Soskice, David. “An introduction to Varieties of Capitalism” in Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foun-
dations of Comparative Advantage, edited by Peter Hall and David Soskice, 1-64. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001.

KATHARINE DESGANS is a senior at King's College London, studying International 
Development at the School of Global Affairs. 
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structure different from the developed world (Liberal Market Economy, LME; Coordi-
nated Market Economy, CME) and other Asian economies (Networked Market Economy, 
NME).3 Specifically, scholars argue that HME structure has limited Latin America’s 
capacity for growth as it has remained in its middle-income country (MIC) status-quo. 
However, the purpose of this essay will be to argue how adopting Colombia’s National 
Coffee Federation’s organizational structure can provide opportunities for growth within, 
and in spite of, Colombia’s HME structure. In the first section, I will introduce the useful-
ness of VofC and HME theory in analyzing Colombia. Secondly, I will present the unique 
business-labor union-like structure of Colombia’s Coffee Federation. Finally, I will provide 
evidence of opportunities of adopting such a structure and how it could inform industrial 
policy on a global, regional, and national scale for HMEs. 

2. Role of VofC and HME Theory in analyzing Colombia
 Doner and Schneider evidence the policy challenges that MICs have faced for 
the past couple of decades in escaping the so-called “Middle-Income Trap.” To address 
this gap, they argue for an apprehension of “the challenges inherent in upgrading poli-
cies, of the institutions required to address these challenges, and, most critically, of the 
political obstacles to developing such institutions.”4 Schneider argues for an intricate 
need in unpacking Latin American countries’ institutional organization based on Variet-
ies of Capitalism theory by Hall and Soskice, which in turn would widen the scope of the 
causes of the Middle-Income trap in the region.5 Indeed, VofC theory points to institu-
tions beyond the state in the functioning of the economy, such as education, firms, and 
the labor market, thus allowing for a deeper appreciation of key players that determine 
economic growth.6 Furthermore, VofC theory allows scholars to determine different sorts 
of capitalism, whereby regions or countries share classifiable institutional commonalities: 
from LME for the US to CME for Germany and NME for Japan.7 Latin America, as well 
as other East Asian countries, illustrates another additional form of capitalism: Hierarchi-
cal Market Economy.8 According to Schneider, HMEs are characterized by large business 
groups or families resulting in numerous oligopolies, weak and few labor unions, vertical 
integration, hierarchical relationships between employers and employees, and few incen-

3 Schneider, Ben, ed. “Comparing Capitalisms: Liberal, Coordinate, Network, and Hierarchical” in Hierarchical Capitalism 
in Latin America: Business, Labor, and the Challenges of Equitable Development, edited by Ben Schneider, 20-40. New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2013b.
4 Doner, Richard and Schneider, Ben. 644.
5 Schneider, Ben. “Hierarchical Capitalism in Latin America” in Hierarchical Capitalism in Latin America: Business, Labor, 
and the Challenges of Equitable Development, edited by Ben Schneider, 3-19. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013a.; 
Hall, Peter and Soskice, David. 1-64.
6 Hall, Peter and Soskice, David. 1-64.
7 Schneider, Ben, ed. 20-40, 2013b.   
8 Doner, Richard and Schneider, Ben. 644.
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tives of inter-firm reinvestment.9 Latin America’s various structural elements–its compara-
tive institutional advantage of commodities, complex and interlinked relationship between 
organizations (e.g. church, business groups, state), low skills and weak labor unions, high 
levels of inequality, and specific rules of corporate governance–show that the functioning 
of markets and institutions is determined by an HME structure. Overall, “Latin America 
has a distinctive, enduring form of hierarchical capitalism characterized by multina-
tional corporations (MNCs), diversified business groups, low skills and segmented labor 
markets.”10 Pagés argues that “problems in labor relations and skills explain a large portion 
of lagging productivity in Latin America” whereby Colombia is not the exception.11 For 
the past century or so, Colombia’s economy has relied on high-transaction cost commodi-
ties (e.g. coffee, oil); has been managed by few and powerful business groups, landowners, 
and families; has resulted in high levels of income inequality in the agricultural sector and 
difficult social efficiency due to imperfect factor markets; and, finally, has few and weak 
labor unions.12 Specifically, the vertical relationship between landowners and peasants in 
Colombia has been defined within an institutional framework designed to strengthen he-
gemony generating a monopoly of land ownership at the expense of peasant’s livelihoods 
and equal land distribution.13 Thus, some structural challenges for Colombia could be, 
for example, human capital and education, income and resource distribution, fragmented 
labor markets, and political and economic incentives. These can be from the state or from 
firms in savings and investment. Altogether, VofC and HME as a theoretical framework 
facilitates my analysis of the institutional realities that prevent Colombia and de facto 
HMEs in sustaining growth to transition from middle-income status to high-income 
status. Further, understanding how institutions and organizations specific to HMEs work 
would then provide policy recommendations for such a transition. 

3. Structure of Colombia's Coffee Federation                                                                                                       
 In Latin America, as contended by Schneider, institutions such as the state, 
equity markets, or banks were not the sources of long-term productive investment, but 
rather “the private institutions that mobilized capital for investment were business groups 
and MNCs.”14 In Colombia, the National Coffee Federation (FNC acronym in Spanish) is 
an exceptional example of a successful socially responsible business based on a billion dol-

9 Schneider, Ben. 3-19, 2013a.; Schneider, Ben, ed. 20-40, 2013b.   
10 Schneider, Ben. 3-19, 2013a.. clarification added
11 Ibid.
12 Berry, Albert. “Farm Size Distribution, Income Distribution, and the Efficiency of Agricultural Production: Colombia.” The 
American Economic Review 62, no. 1 (March 1972): 403-408.
13 Hataya, Noriko, Sergio Coronado Delgado, Flor Edilma Osorio Pérez, and Nicolás Vargas Ramírez. “Colombian Land Prob-
lems, Armed Conflict and the State.” Confronting Land and Property Problems for Peace, May 2014, 160–88.
14 Schneider, Ben. 3-19, 2013a.
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lar agro-industry operating in a country governed by a hierarchical economy.15 The FNC 
was founded over a century ago and has managed all coffee-related business in Colombia, 
since it has a comparative institutional advantage of commodities such as coffee. It is 
currently the third most important export in Colombia and is one of the main sources of 
foreign exchange.16 Coffee exports are valued at $2.7B, representing 7% of all exports, after 
crude oil (28%) and coal (20%) in 2018 and employs over a million people.17 The FNC’s 
founders were coffee elites; some early managers have held posts such as the President 
of Colombia or Ambassadors to Colombia and have had only eight managers since its 
foundation in 1927.18 Furthermore, its relations with suppliers of coffee is hierarchical, as 
management relies heavily on small suppliers such as farmers and coffee growers for the 
cultivation process.19 The FNC was also founded on a principle of driving out middlemen 
between coffee production and its sale: they export directly to large businesses (e.g. Star-
bucks) and countries (US, Japan and Germany), and sell domestically through their own 
subsidiaries (e.g. Juan Valdéz).20 The Federation is an example of a highly institutionalized, 
concentrated and, to some extent, monopolized market of coffee. 
 However, while the FNC’s organizational structure reflects Colombia’s tradi-
tional social hierarchy, it also evidences numerous structural specificities that enable its 
exemplary management.21 In effect, as with any other firm embedded in a hierarchical 
structure, incentives for coordination, cooperation and firm re-investment arise. As put 
by Doner and Schneider: “Why would self-interested political and economic elites expend 
scarce resources to construct the complex institutions required to implement initiatives 
in areas such as technical education and R&D?”22 The FNC managed to overcome this 
problem through creating alliances between the coffee-elite founders and peasant farmers 
given that the founders “saw their competitors as the foreign companies that dominated 
the export trade and often paid Colombian growers only half of the international price 
for coffee.”23 Additionally, as coffee has historically been a source of foreign exchange and 
dominated Colombia’s export trade, government officials, as well as coffee growers and 
managers, have shared interests in rightfully developing the coffee business. The FNC 

15 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter.  “The Colombian Coffee Growers Federation: Organised, Successful Smallholder Farmers 
for 70 years.” Agricultural Research and Extension Network, 100 (2000): 1-9. n.p., n.d.
16 Martínez, Alberto. “Colombia y Venezuela: Desempeño Económico, Tipo de Cambio y Relaciones Estado-Empresarios” Re-
vista de Economía Institucional 10 no.19 (2008):265-291.; Otero, Jesús G. “Coffee Export Booms and Monetary Disequilibrium: 
Some Evidence for Colombia.” Applied Economics 33, no. 2 (2001): 267–76.
17 Szekely, Pedro. “Colombia.” OEC. Accessed April 29, 2020.; Otero, Jesús G. 267–76.
18 Federación Nacional de Cafeteros de Colombia. “Estructura FNC.” Estructura. Accesses December 10, 2019.
19 Berry, Albert. 403-408.
20 Federación Nacional de Cafeteros de Colombia. “Estructura FNC.” Estructura. Accesses December 10, 2019.
21 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.
22 Doner, Richard and Schneider, Ben. 644.
23 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.



15

Southern California International Review - Vol. 10 No. 1

Katharine Desgans

manages all production processes as well as transportation and research through its nine 
subsidiaries.24 Today, it “operates as a kind of competent, alternative government in the 
Coffee Belt, where little corruption is evident.”25 The Federation has two main goals: less 
market flexibility and more managerial control. According to the USDA Coffee Report, 
the FNC purchases coffee from its members at an internal price, acting as a price floor, 
in comparison to international markets, excluding the transportation costs.26 They also 
manage all coffee stocks and have financial autonomy when reacting to coffee’s price 
fluctuation and R&D investment. Moreover, the Federation has a company labor union 
representing all coffee growers across the country. As explained by Bentley and Baker, its 
hierarchy is elected at the grassroots level, and instead of having a board of directors, the 
managers are held accountable to the democratically elected National Coffee Congress.27 
As a result, managers are incentivized to favor farmers in relation to all inter-firm invest-
ment such as R&D and vocational training. Also, several ministers are part of the National 
Congress, meaning that coffee growers and the government have an “interdependent, 
collaborative and consultative relationship.”28 Finally, international trade partner relations 
are directly handled by the General Manager through their international offices in Japan, 
US, and Germany.29 To summarize, FNC’s firm capabilities illustrate the success of manag-
ing a billion-dollar agri-business, could inform countries with comparative institutional 
advantage of commodities on how to conduct business; and demonstrates the importance 
of political will. 

4.  Adopting an FNC Structure and its Implications for Global Industrial 

Policy 
   Colombia’s coffee Federation showcases two major opportunities for informing 
policy making in HMEs. On one hand, the Federation’s financial ability to draw on econo-
mies of scale from coffee has allowed them to contribute to the development of a highly 
productive market, constituting an important source of foreign exchange, employment 
and value added in the agricultural sector.30 The FNC has impacted the economy through 
investment in physical infrastructure, public services, health, and education in the coffee 
region. The dimension of the FNC’s investments is reflected by its subsidiaries and the 

24 Federación Nacional de Cafeteros de Colombia. “Estructura FNC.” Estructura. Accesses December 10, 2019.
25 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.
26 December 13, 2019 World Production. “Coffee: World Markets and Trade.” Coffee: World Markets and Trade | USDA 
Foreign Agricultural Service. Accessed April 29, 2020.
27 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.
28 Coffee: World Markets and Trade | USDA Foreign Agricultural Service.
29 Federación Nacional de Cafeteros de Colombia. “Estructura FNC.” Estructura. Accesses December 10, 2019.
30 Otero, Jesús G. 267–76. 
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magnitude of their reach. In the box below (Box 1), the institutional structure of the FNC’s 
subsidiaries is illustrated. For example, the Manuel Mejia Foundation (Fundación Manuel 
Mejía in Spanish) oversees the coffee growers’ vocational training, which constitutes 
nearly 350,000 farmers. The Ecological Coffee Foundation (Fundación Ecológica Caf-
etera) is in charge of executing programs to benefit the coffee region’s infrastructure and 
sustainable projects, in coordination with low-level governments (15 departments and 383 
municipalities). CRECE, the Federations’ research institute, is the “world’s most impor-
tant coffee research institute and is one of the top scientific establishments of the Andean 
region.”31 Indeed, R&D is an intricate part of the coffee production process and is what 
guarantees Colombian coffee quality compared to the rest of the world. Furthermore, the 
FNC has an ability to influence world prices: “when prices are high, the FNC saves money 
in the Coffee Fund which is later used to keep prices from falling to low. When prices are 
low, the FNC stores coffee in its network of warehouses [ALMACAFE] to sell when world 
prices recover.”32 By disabling the ability of international buyers to manage coffee stor-
age, the FNC limits their influence over price and stock. Finally, the FNC has a presence 
all over the world, and they directly sign contracts with international firms and negotiate 
with large corporations on behalf of small farmers. As explained by Martinez, participa-
tion in international markets increases the FNC’s productivity because it alleviates foreign 
exchange restrictions, reduces inefficiencies due to exposure to competition and increases 
access to greater markets which allows for economies of scale.33 As a result, the FNC’s firm 
capabilities and financial strategies matter for three reasons. Firstly because, as discussed 
in the previous section, business groups and firms in Latin American HMEs are at the 
epicenter for mobilizing capital. Additionally, because business groups and MNCs in Latin 
America are “freer” of constraints from financial institutions, “their internally generated 
strategies and behaviors are more consequential for development outcomes.”34 In relation 
to VofC theory, Hall and Soskice argue that firms are at the centre of political economy, 
whereby corporate governance is one of the five essential tools for coordination.35  Thirdly, 
designing, implementing and improving capacities such as vocational training (Manuel 
Mejia Foundation) or R&D (CRECE) “are in crucial ways much more challenging than 
many of the earlier investment-driven growth policies focused largely on the accumula-
tion and mobilization of capital that helped countries move from low income to middle 

31 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.
32 Ibid.
33 Martínez, Alberto. 265-291.
34 Schneider, Ben. 3-19, 2013a.
35 Hall, Peter and Soskice, David. 1-64.
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income status.”36

Box 1 Source: Federación Nacional de Cafeteros, 2019. https://federaciondecafeteros.org/wp/
blog/institucionalidad/
 
Besides, coffee’s high transaction costs and economies of scale in storage stimulated 
cooperation between large and small holders.37 The Federation is a “unique international 
enterprise” that was founded by elite coffee growers and has remained accountable to the 
clear majority of Colombia’s coffee growing farmers ever since.38 As mentioned earlier, 
the FNC’s founders were highly incentivized to develop a business that benefited farmers 
as well as the government. Its aim is to “protect and defend coffee for the welfare of their 
country and to promote the economic and social well-being of growers.”39 Nowadays, 

36 Doner, Richard and Schneider, Ben. 644.
37 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.
38 Federación Nacional de Cafeteros de Colombia. “Estructura FNC.” Estructura. Accesses December 10, 2019.
39 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.
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over 350.000 employees of the FNC are small-scale coffee growers. As exhibited by the 
USDA Coffee Report, “small farmers with less than 5 hectares of land are responsible for 
nearly 70% of coffee production in Colombia.”40 Farmers are not only the cornerstone 
of the business but participate actively in decision-making processes of the FNC. The 
Federation has a strong company labor union that defines the organizations’ management 
representatives. As shown in the box below (Box 2), department-level and municipal-level 
representatives are directly elected by the coffee growers. In turn, these elected bureaucrats 
delegate representatives to the Executive Committee and to the highest authority within 
the FNC, the National Congress of Coffee Growers. Additionally, the National Commit-
tee of Coffee Growers is composed of the members of the Executive Committee as well 
as the Minister of Agriculture, the Minister of Finance, the Minister of Commerce, and 
the National Planning Director. Apart from political participation, coffee growers also get 
to participate in the research agenda.41 Every five years, General Management sends out 
information sheets directly to the coffee growers to express their needs within their area as 
well as potential projects and improvements to be made. Then, management coordinates 
with its subsidiaries and higher-level authorities as well as the state to negotiate funding 
and develop projects. The FNC in turn provides educational programs, high-skill techni-
cal training, sales support as well as low interest loans for the costs of replanting to coffee 
growers and researchers.42 In sum, the vertical and hierarchical quid-pro-quo relation-
ship between Management and Executive committees with small farmers is unique in its 
nature, and informs policy making for two reasons. On one hand, as put by Bentley and 
Baker, “Few other large groups of farmers in Southern countries enjoy a comparable stan-
dard of living from a legal crop. Coffee and its social organization allows many thousands 
of Colombian households to have a decent, middle income standard of living.”43 Martinez 
explains that coffee production in Latin America is usually characterized by weak grow-
ers’ organizations.44 Smallholders are often left with only 30% of the international coffee 
price in comparison to Colombian farmers that receive about 95% of world price for 
their harvest, illustrating the FNC’s success. On the other hand, managers in hierarchical 
capitalism usually favor relations with family owners in business groups or with boards of 
MNCs and employment relations in hierarchical structures are usually characterized by 
employees lacking formal grievance procedures.45 The Federation differs from this given 
that General Management is accountable to the National Coffee Congress, which has been 

40 Coffee: World Markets and Trade | USDA Foreign Agricultural Service.
41 Ibid.
42 Ibid.
43 Bentley, Jeffery and Baker, Peter. 1-9.
44 Martínez, Alberto. 265-291. 
45 Schneider, Ben. 3-19, 2013a.; Schneider, Ben, ed. 20-40, 2013b. 
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democratically elected.

5. Conclusion
 In conclusion, per Doner and Schneider, to enact policies necessary in overcom-
ing the middle-income trap, there is a need for “political will, long time horizons on the 
part of political leaders, broad societal consensus, business-government collaboration, 
and some degree of inclusive politics” which the FNC evidently holds through its union 
structure and collaborative farmer-management and state-management relationships.46 
In relation to HMEs, the Federations’ unique company labor union structure, vertical 
coordination, cooperative relationship with the government as well as farmers, qualified 
leadership and great financial management could inform on firm capabilities of success-
fully organizing and coordinating a commodity market by putting forth hierarchical and 
socially inclusive integration. Regarding the Latin American region, the FNC’s structure 
is highly relevant given that growth in Latin America has been boosted via rising prices of 
commodities since the beginning of the twenty-first century. It is characterized by: growth 
convergence; similarities in structural factors such as human capital, openness, and finan-
cial markets; macroeconomic instability; and exposure to external shocks.47 Commodities 
remain important on a macro-scale, and matter for government revenue, and fiscal and 
monetary policy. The FNC also informs policy-making in Colombia given its strong labor 
union, low corruption levels and income redistribution coordination. However, financial 
and fiscal restrictions, and management stability, prevents the Federation from adapt-
ing quickly to changing environments. The FNC faces growing challenges in a changing 
political and environmental climate in Colombia as well as exposure to price instability 
which has destabilized the union.48 Further research on the FNC’s ability to respond to 
short-term shocks is needed to sustain farmers amidst growing discontent. 

46 Doner, Richard and Schneider, Ben. 644.
47 Martínez, Alberto. 265-291. 
48 Eise, Jessica, and Natalie White. “Coffee Farmers Struggle to Adapt to Colombia's Changing Climate.” The Conversation, 
January 20, 2020.; Joyce, Joseph and Kamas, Lina.  “The relative importance of foreign and domestic shocks to output and prices 
in Mexico and Colombia” Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv 113, no. 3 (1997):458-478.; France 24. “Falling Prices Rock Coffee-Grow-
ers in Colombia.” France 24. France 24, May 28, 2019.
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Box 2. Source: Federación Nacional de Cafeteros, 2019. https://federaciondecafeteros.org/wp/
blog/institucionalidad/
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Unstable Structures
Understanding the Decline of Détente

Anvesh Jain

The Cold War waxed and waned for nearly a half-century. New confluences of thought 
— both in Washington and Moscow — and a mutual weariness of sustained competition, 
produced a period of global reflection and reconfiguration in the conflict. This disruption, 

spearheaded by the Kissinger-Nixon partnership and former Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev, 
was known as the much-vaunted Détente. This paper, through primary source material, 
sheds light on the various overarching structural tensions of the late 1970s that led to the 

ultimate unravelling of détente. This includes an exploration of the rise of human rights as a 
motivating force in international relations, public backlash against Nixonian realism and his 
conception of foreign policy, advances in missile technology that upset the balance of power, 
and hegemonic adventurism throughout the developing world. Finally, this paper asks if di-
vergent and imprecise interpretations of the meaning of détente between the Americans and 
Soviets meant that the program may have been doomed to failure from its very inception.

ANVESH JAIN is a rising senior pursuing an Honours Bachelor of Arts at the 
University of Toronto - St. George, with a specialization in International Relations. 

1. Introduction: “The Era of Negotiation” 
 Amid the gelid frosts of the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union 
waged a struggle in every corner of the planet, and sometimes even beyond it. From 1945 
onwards, the ideological conflict between the two superpowers affected every aspect 
of human life — from military machinations and diplomatic jockeying to the search 
for superiority in the sciences, culture, art, sport, and above all, political and economic 
influence. This state of Cold War was often long, strenuous, and costly. In the 1960s, the 
Vietnam War would cost American lives and America’s reputation on the muddy waters 
of the Mekong Delta. Similarly, the pursuit of armaments and nuclear parity with the 
United States would cost millions of Soviet rubles. While this parity was achieved in 1969, 
by then, both superpowers were bruised and wary of the continued costs of international 
rivalry. From this recognition, and from this weariness, détente was born. 
 In his inaugural address, President Richard Nixon reached out to his foreign ad-
versaries, speaking of “peaceful competition” in the new “era of negotiation."1 During the 
early 1970s, the Nixon and Brezhnev administrations pursued a policy of détente — the 
coordinated relaxation of diplomatic and military tensions — delivering a breakthrough in 
the form of the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT-I) of 1972. These watershed agree-
ments enforced the mutual self-limitation of weaponry that would, in retrospect, prove 

1 Richard M. Nixon, “First Inaugural Address of Richard Milhous Nixon” (speech, Washington DC, January 20th, 1969), The 
Avalon Project



24

Southern California International Review - Vol. 10 No. 1

Unstable Structures

to be a highpoint of the post-1945 order. By the mid to late 1970s, however, the spirit 
of détente had begun to unravel, and by 1980 it was roundly criticized in the domestic 
context and squarely ignored in interactions abroad. Although historians debate the exact 
nature of this unravelling, it was a combination of various factors that led to the decline of 
détente. The rise of human rights as a motivating force in international relations, advances 
in missile technology that upset the established balance of power, and indiscriminate 
Third World adventurism all served to undermine détente’s achievements. That American 
and Soviet leadership had divergent and inexact expectations of what détente entailed 
only meant that the program was troubled from the start.

2. Whose Détente? Comparing American and Soviet Historiographies
 Historiographical arguments about the fall of the détente order tend to segregate 
into two major camps. The conservative approach, prominent in early American scholar-
ship during the 1980s and 1990s, holds that the Soviet Union saw the United States as 
gullible and “a nation past its prime.”2 This argument claims that the Russians abused the 
goodwill and trust generated by détente in order to facilitate the spread of communism via 
backchannels rather than through overt confrontation. Richard Pipes used the example of 
Cuban forces in Angola and Ethiopia, accusing the Soviet Union of “expansion by proxy.”3 
In this traditionalist interpretation, the Soviet Union’s continued involvement in the Third 
World directly contradicted American attempts toward peace, prompting the reevaluation 
and eventual rejection of Nixonian détente at the start of the Ford and Carter administra-
tions. Conservative academics contest that the Soviet Union never relinquished the ulte-
rior motive of global hegemony; these sentiments are echoed by Ronald Reagan, who not 
only campaigned on an anti-détente platform, but in his first press conference as President 
admonished détente as a “one-way street the Soviet Union has used to pursue its own 
aims.”4 The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was the final nail in the coffin — by the time of 
the Moscow 1980 Olympics, détente was buried in the sands of the Registan Desert. 
Soviet literature during the era points to different factors in the gradual rescinding of 
détente as a meaningful organizing principle in the Soviet-American hegemonic relation-
ship. Although détente was ostensibly meant to grant equal consultory status to the Soviet 
Union in world affairs, American leaders were hesitant to put this guarantee of recogni-
tion into practical effect, purposefully excluding the Soviet Union from deliberations in 
the Middle East, Europe, and the Americas. For the Soviets, détente represented a way 
in which both superpowers could find common ground and reverse the annihilatory 

2 Marian Leighton, The Deceptive Lure of Detente (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1989), 17.
3 Richard Pipes, U.S.-Soviet Relations in the Era of Détente (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1981), xii.
4 “MAJOR NEWS IN SUMMARY; Reagan Won't Walk A 'One-Way Street',” New York Times, Feb. 1, 1981
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brinkmanship demonstrated by the 1960s' Cuban Missile Crisis. An important step in 
doing so was by jointly curtailing the resource-drain of the burgeoning nuclear-industrial 
complex that called for increased missiles, more classes of weaponry, wider deployment, 
and increased costs of maintenance. When the Americans, in conjunction with NATO, 
decided to “increase military budgets annually for a period of fifteen years, and build and 
deploy in Europe new medium-range missiles,” it appeared to the Soviets as a betrayal of 
the paramount cause of mutual arms-limitation.5 By the 1980s, Soviet scholars would go 
so far as to posit that “the policy of détente was never given a real chance in America” —  a 
simplification of matters at the very least.6

 Both American and Soviet traditionalist academia regarding the end of détente 
reflect and reinforce the biases of the time and places in which they were written, with 
each side of history seeking to lay fault upon the other. These anachronistic approaches to 
the question are constrained; a holistic study of the period will instead look at the linkages 
between the various issues that complicated the international relations of the time, exam-
ining how events in the global periphery became central to core decisions, or how world 
leaders began to incorporate new moral principles such as human rights into the practice 
of their own statecraft. 

3.  The Rise of Human Rights in Cold War Discourses 
 During this time, leaders of sovereign states did more than pay lip service to the 
concepts and theories of universal individual rights. They were willing to attach real con-
sequences to disregarding these rights by risking lives, positive diplomatic relations, and 
even the détente program if need be. By the mid-1970s, considerations of human rights 
became an unyielding foundation of the agendas of American and Western European 
governments, and international compliance, especially on the part of the Soviet Union, to 
the basic expectations of human rights law would become a sticking point in the relations 
between superpowers. 
 One such sticking point was the question of Jewish emigration from the Soviet 
Union, and the impacts of the controversial Jackson-Vanik Amendment of 1974. A major 
instance of the shift of Western priorities toward the defense of international human rights 
as a foremost policy prerogative stemmed from opposition to the Soviet Union’s annual 
quota and head tax on foreign emigration, which limited the ability of Jewish citizens 
to make aliyah  — or to freely move beyond the Marxist sphere in Eastern Europe.7 The 

5 Georgi Arbatov, Cold War or Detente: the Soviet Viewpoint (London: Zed Books, 1983), 2.
6 Ibid., 8.
7 The concept of aliyah, or ‘ascent’ in Hebrew, refers to the immigration of the Jewish diaspora back to the lands of Israel. 
Aliyah was at the time and is still codified in the State of Israel’s  ‘Law of Return’ that grants returning Jews automatic residency 
and citizenship, regardless of where they have come from.
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Soviets argued that the head tax was compensation for providing these emigrating citizens 
with an education, and that control over the flow of immigration was an undisputed right 
of all sovereign nations. 
 Although the Nixon-Kissinger administration refused to let the emigration issue 
derail the development of détente, domestic politicians such as Senator Henry M. Jackson 
became part of a growing movement pushing back against the detached foreign policy 
agenda of the pedantic Presidency. Senator Jackson brought forth an amendment to the 
Trade Act of 1974, which would link the issue of human rights abuses in the Soviet Union 
to renewed American trade with their hegemonic rival. The Jackson-Vanik Amendment, 
named for its sponsors, was signed into law by President Gerald Ford in early 1975. It was 
swiftly met with Soviet reproach, as “Moscow angrily denounced the [amendment] as 
an intolerable interference in the internal affairs of the Soviet Union.”8 The diatribe was 
followed by the cancellation of the 1972 trade agreement between the Soviet Union and 
the United States, and a Russian turn away from trade with the United States. Indeed, 
that Ford was willing to risk trade ties and the agenda of détente for the issue of Jewish 
emigration points to the arrival of human rights as an item at the heart of the presidential 
agenda. 
 At the highest levels of power, a shift away from Nixon’s realpolitik was occur-
ring; leaders came to take heed of the differentiated nature of domestic states on issues 
such as human rights. The internal characteristics of states would therefore matter in their 
foreign interactions. This serves as the theoretical foundation for the liberal school of 
external relations, a thought-tradition that subsequent presidents such as Jimmy Carter 
would come to grasp wholeheartedly. The inability to decouple the needs of the superpow-
er relationship from the American conception of human rights meant that “détente and 
human rights stood at opposite poles.”9 When given the choice between nurturing détente 
or protecting human rights, Western leaders began to increasingly choose the latter — to 
the inevitable undoing of the former. 
            The codification and further legitimization of international human rights legisla-
tion in the form of the Helsinki Final Act of 1975, signed by the Western powers and 
surprisingly the Soviet Union itself, gave observers within the West and the Eastern bloc a 
legal and moral base from which they could critique Soviet compliance with the agreed-
upon norms and stipulations of the international system. In the Western imagination, 
recognition of the Soviet Union as an equal power meant that the Soviets would in turn 
begin to behave in the mannerisms befitting a responsible world power; that they would 
be socialized into the ‘family of nations.’ The Soviet Union insisted that the Third Basket of 

8 William R. Keylor, A World of Nations: The International Order since 1945, Second Edition (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2009), 121.
9 Carole K. Fink, Cold War: An International History, Second Edition (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 2017), 173.
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the Helsinki Act — the one dealing specifically with human rights — constituted part of a 
discussion entirely separate to the deliberations of détente.  In truth, however, the “Krem-
lin rulers [had] miscalculated [the Third Basket’s] long-term impact.”10

 Well before the negotiations at Helsinki had begun, both the U.S. Congress and 
the American public began to associate Nixon’s Watergate Scandal with the rest of his 
‘Imperial Presidency.’ A skepticism towards the “questionable benefits and amoral charac-
teristics of [Nixon’s] détente” developed in the popular consciousness.11 The championing 
of human rights would be the cure to détente’s moral antipathy; by the time Jimmy Carter 
came to office, he could point to Brezhnev’s signature and subsequent refusal to abide by 
the agreements made at Helsinki as negotiating détente in bad-faith. Carter’s resolve was 
further exemplified by his reception of the exiled Soviet dissident Vladimir Bukovsky in 
the White House, a break from past presidential tradition.12  Ultimately, the President was 
able to make “challenging authoritarian rule a legitimate enterprise” by merging human 
rights and Soviet non-compliance with the timely questioning of the contemporary order. 
In doing so, the United States set the stage for détente’s gradual dismissal as a tool of for-
eign policy.13

4. SALT-I and the Shifting Nuclear Balance of Power
 If the initial adoption of détente arose from the hegemonic recognition that 
nuclear stalemate had been reached and that further arms-competition was a futile 
exercise, the rejection of détente in the late 1970s can be attributed to a disruption of the 
nuclear balance of power. In an attempt to modernize and expand its atomic arsenal, the 
Soviet military developed the SS-20s, a new class of intermediate-range missiles designed 
to detonate targets at closer distances, placing all of western Europe under novel threat. 
Intermediate-range missiles were not prohibited by the first set of SALT agreements, 
therefore offering the Soviets a second-strike capability in the event of nuclear war. For the 
first time in decades, the Soviet Union was presented with the opportunity to break the 
mutual chains of deterrence. 
 As the advantage slowly tipped towards the Russians, who underwent and now 
maintained technological advancements in tandem with their previously established 
conventional strength, the American public “fretted over alleged US weakness and viewed 
détente as a mechanism for managing their country’s decline.”14 NATO allies solicited the 

10 Vladislav Zubok, “The Soviet Union and Detente in the 1970s,” Cold War History 8, no. 4 (2008): 441.
11 Fink, An International History, 175.
12 Ibid., 176.
13 Melvyn P. Leffler, and Odd Arne Westad, eds. The Cambridge History of the Cold War, Vol. 2. (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2010), 18.
14 Fink, An International History, 181.
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United States to take action to counter the Soviet Union’s creeping influence in Europe.15 
Domestically, the U.S. armaments industry stirred fears that the United States was falling 
to the wayside in military preparedness and industrial competitiveness. The American 
government was thus pressured to swiftly develop its own range of intermediate ballistic 
weapons in the form of the Pershing and Cruise missiles. This restored the tenets of the 
countries’ mutually assured destruction. The deployment and counter-deployment of 
highly-mobile intermediate-range nuclear missiles between 1977 and 1979 “reflected the 
mounting coldness between both sides after Helsinki.”16 Combined with the Ford and 
Carter administrations’ inability to negotiate any follow-up to SALT-I, the careful nuclear 
balance upon which détente was predicated unraveled. By the time SALT-II was signed 
in 1979, the issue of superpower involvement in the developing world had erupted with 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. The treaty was therefore withdrawn — never to be of-
ficially ratified by the U.S. Senate. 

5. The Hegemons in the ‘Third World’
 Although both the United States and the Soviet Union had pledged in the Basic 
Principles of 1972 an agreement to “hold direct discussions” and “exercise a joint role of 
restraint over their [foreign] clients,”17 growing Third World sentiment independent from 
the First and Second Worlds’ jingoism eroded consensus between the superpowers at sev-
eral critical junctures. A series of mounting diplomatic fiascos contributed to the intensi-
fication of the Cold War in Asia, Africa, and Latin America throughout the 1970s, leading 
to the eventual undoing of détente. 
 The first notable setback to the détente agenda took the form of the 1973 Yom 
Kippur War and the ensuing Middle East peace process, culminating in an American dip-
lomatic victory with the Camp David Accords of 1979.18 Ejected from Sadat Anwar’s Egypt 
in 1972, the Soviets scrambled to maintain a foothold in the Arab world. Following the 
Yom Kippur War, they were “willing to cooperate with the United States in working out a 
solution;” however, the Americans endeavored to shut their adversaries out of the peace 
process entirely. The United States saw an opportunity to consolidate an advantage in the 
region.19 While Kissinger’s power diplomacy was able to turn Egypt, a traditional regional 
foe, into a key partner, it defied the promise of détente: that the Soviet Union was to be 
granted equal power and equal voice in shaping global policy. Brezhnev and the Politburo 
had taken the Americans at their word, and through their diplomatic backchannels had 

15 Ibid.
16 Ibid., 182.
17 Ibid., 181.
18 These agreements facilitated Israel’s withdrawal from occupied territories and Egypt’s recognition of Israeli statehood.
19 Leffler and Westad, History of the Cold War, 500.
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heavily discouraged Sadat from pursuing conflict with Israel. They sought to avoid unnec-
essary provocation, and were cognizant “that war would undermine détente."20 While the 
Soviet Union was not eager to see progress undone over renewed Middle Eastern tensions, 
the Nixon Administration evidently took the first steps to betray the essence of détentism 
in the Third World. 
 Tense developments in Africa and Asia necessitated hegemonic involvement and 
therefore severely strained the détente relationship, as the United States accused the Soviet 
Union of using proxy conflict to promote a strategy of aggressive ideological expansion. 
After suffering diplomatic exclusion in the Middle East and feeling threatened by NATO’s 
military buildup and resurgent Western attacks on their human rights record, “Soviet 
leaders now concluded that the global balance of power required demonstrations of 
resolve wherever Moscow’s reputation might be at stake.”21 In 1975 and 1976, the super-
powers intervened in Angola, and the Ogaden War of 1977 and 1978 in Somalia further 
brought the two countries into indirect conflict in Africa. Washington and Moscow’s 
divergent interpretations of détente promoted instability in their external relations — this 
became apparent during proxy conflicts throughout The Third World.
 The Soviets viewed détente primarily as an avenue for negotiating arms reduc-
tions rather than an oath to renounce the Marxist responsibility of promoting and protect-
ing international revolutionary movements. In the month of the communist victory in 
Angola, for example, Brezhnev “announced that Moscow’s goals of world peace and nucle-
ar disarmament did not preclude its support for ‘national liberation and social progress.’”22 
This gap between the expectations and the applications of détente led to the abandonment 
of the policy entirely when it came to tempering conflicts in the Global South. By 1979, 
the Soviet leadership had already endured humiliating setbacks that year in Camp David 
and during the Iranian Revolution, in which they suspected U.S. involvement and med-
dling in the movement. Faced with the prospects of a hostile regime in Kabul, the Soviet 
Union attempted to reverse their year of poor foreign policy fortunes by undertaking the 
fateful decision to invade Afghanistan. Any remains of détente were evidently eradicated. 

6.  Conclusion: A Return to Cold War
 Aside from the complexities of Third World interventionism, ill-defined and 
disparate notions of détente meant that beyond a general understanding for the neces-
sity of ‘easing tensions,’ there was little concrete action taken to solidify what was and was 
not within the sphere of détente deliberations. To protect and develop a combined policy 

20 Dale C. Copeland, "Trade Expectations and the Outbreak of Peace: Détente 1970–74 and the End of the Cold War 1985–91." 
Security Studies 9, no.1-2 (1999): 35.
21 Leffler and Westad, History of the Cold War, 17.s
22 Fink, An International History, 180.
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that neither side elaborately understood was a challenging effort. The end of the 1970s 
therefore terminated with both sides parting from détente as a philosophy. To the Ameri-
cans, détente meant a “willingness to foster cooperative as well as conflictual relations.”23 
It was not a pathway to ending the Cold War, but a tool to structuralize and normalize 
not just American norms, but the bilateral norms of the hegemonic relationship.24 To the 
Soviets, it was not détente but razryadka, loosely meaning the ‘relaxation of tensions’ or 
‘peaceful coexistence.’ For Soviet officials, partnership with the United States and Eu-
rope was not contradictory to “expanding influence in the Third World periphery.”25 As 
a result, this “compartmentalization of policy made Soviet behavior even less cohesive 
and consistent.”26 Therein lies the central hypocrisy of détente: that the United States and 
the Soviet Union could sign treaties imposing mutual arms limitations in one part of the 
world, while concurrently vying for “unilateral advantages” elsewhere.27 That the two 
hegemons could not realize a defined and concerted vision of détente only undergirded all 
the other issues that lead to détente’s decline and the return to a state of conventional Cold 
War; the tousling over new conceptions of human rights, the race to restore the nuclear 
balance of power in light of technological disruption, and finally, the continuation and 
intensification of superpower entanglement in the Third World.

23 Brian White, “The Concept of Détente.” Review of International Studies 7, no. 3 (1981): 165.
24 Jeremi Suri, "Détente and Human Rights: American and West European Perspectives on International Change." Cold War 
History 8, no. 4 (2008): 529.
25 Zubok, “The Soviet Union and Détente,” 434.
26 Ibid.
27 Jussi M. Hanhimäki, &quot;Conservative Goals, Revolutionary Outcomes: The Paradox of Détente.&quot; Cold War His-
tory 8, no. 4 (2008): 508.
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This essay will explore the issue of denuclearization in North Korea in greater depth, looking 
in particular at the chances of the DPRK removing its nuclear weapons from the Korean pen-

insula. The essay will examine three factors that are integral to the development of defence 
policy within the DPRK, (1) the DPRK's motives for denuclearization; (2) the role of China; 
and (3) multilateral agreements. Three sentences in a row starting with “the essay” The es-
say will conclude that, in the absence of regime change, the DPRK must be incentivized to 

comply with any agreements that are rooted upon denuclearization. As a result, the chances 
of North Korea removing its nuclear weapons from the Korean peninsula are remote without: 
(a) a formal peace treaty that incorporates regional security guarantees; (b) the  normaliza-
tion of political and economic relations with the international community; and (c) the intro-
duction of sophisticated institutional architecture to oversee the process of denuclearization. 

1. Introduction
 In June 2018, President Trump met the North Korean leader Kim Jong-Un at a 
bilateral meeting in Singapore. The summit constituted the first time that a sitting United 
States President had met with a leader of the People's Republic of North Korea (DPRK). 
Following the meeting, both parties agreed to work towards the denuclearization of the 
Korean peninsula.1 In addition, the leaders of both countries agreed to commit towards 
working towards peace and prosperity in the future.2 As a consequence, it can be ar-
gued that the prospects of the DPRK removing its  nuclear weapons are better than ever 
since the North Korean nuclear crisis in 1992.3 However, it is prudent to underline the 
limitations of the bilateral summit between Trump and Kim. In particular, the pledge 
to denuclearize the Korean peninsula was framed in abstract and vague terms that did 
not articulate: (a) how or when denuclearization would take place; or (b) the institutions 

1 Sigal, L.V. (2018) 'The Singapore summit and Northeast Asian security,' in, Journal for Peace and Nuclear Disarmament, 1(2): 
344-351 
2 Ibid.
3 Yanagisawa, K. (2019) 'The North Korea-United States summit and possibilities for new security-orientated thinking,' in, 
Journal for Peace and Nuclear Disarmament, 2(1): 357-369 
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and actors that would be responsible for overseeing and implementing the agreement.4 
denuclearization therefore remains an aspiration rather than a realistic policy outcome in 
the Korean peninsula.5

2. The DPRK's Motives for Denuclearization
 It is imperative to first examine the historical background to the Korean penin-
sula’s nuclear crisis in order to understand the DPRK’s motives for denuclearization. As 
Ying attests, the present nuclear crisis can be traced back to the geopolitical crisis that 
emerged after the USSR’s collapse in 1991.6 After the demise of its strategic ally, the DPRK 
rapidly increased its production of nuclear capabilities at the Yongbyon nuclear facility as 
a means of enhancing its security in an increasingly unstable geopolitical environment.7 
The United States' crucial decision to remove its nuclear warheads from South Korea 
in 1991 had little influence upon strategic thinking in Pyongyang. It was only when the 
Clinton administration agreed to engage in bilateral talks with the leadership of the DPRK 
that moves towards the halting and disabling of nuclear facilities in North Korea became 
discernible.8

 The Agreed Framework, which was signed in Geneva in 1994, represented 
the culmination of eighteen months of negotiations between the United States and the 
DPRK.9 Both sides agreed to make fundamental concessions. North Korea agreed to 
freeze the operation and construction of all nuclear facilities and allow the UN's Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors to access secure locations. The United 
States, in return, offered to: (1) pay for the construction of two light-water nuclear reactors 
to compensate North Korea for the loss of its nuclear power; (2) remove the restrictive 
economic sanctions that had been placed upon the DPRK eighteen months previously; 
and (3) provide formal assurances "against the threat or use of nuclear weapons by the 
United States."10 The Agreed Framework ultimately collapsed not because the DPRK was 

4 Wulf, R. (2019) Prospects for Denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula: Lessons from the Past for a Nuclear-Free Future. 
Policy Brief No. 31 Tokyo: Toda Peace Institute
5 Hayes, P. (2018) 'Trump and the interregnum of American nuclear hegemony,' in, Journal for Peace and Nuclear Disarma-
ment, 1(2): 219-237
6 Ying, F. (2017) The Korean Nuclear Issue: Past, Present and Future: A Chinese Perspective Washington, DC: John L. Thorn-
ton China Centre
7 Mezei, T. (2009) 'The North Korean nuclear crisis in the context of regional security interests,' in, Academic and Applied 
Research in Military Science, 8(2): 289-292 
8 Nikitin, A., Chanlett-Avery, E. and Manyin, M.E. (2017) Nuclear Negotiations with North Korea: In Brief Washington, DC: 
Congressional Research Service
9 Lee, I. (2018) 'North Korean nuclear crisis,' in, Ku, Y., Lee, I. and Woo, J. (Eds.) Politics in North and South Korea: Political 
Development, Economy and Foreign Relations London: Routledge, pp.155 
10 Nikitin, A., Chanlett-Avery, E. and Manyin, M.E. (2017).
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unwilling to adhere to the commitments it had made but, rather, because the United States 
failed to compensate Pyongyang for ceasing nuclear construction and failing to lift all of 
the economic sanctions imposed on the regime.11

 The Agreed Framework represents arguably the most important event in the 
almost three decades long nuclear crisis on the Korean peninsula. In particular, the 
Agreed Framework reveals the reasons why the political leadership in North Korea has 
pursued a policy of nuclear development since 1991 while at the same time highlighting 
the conditions under which the DPRK has previously been motivated to decommission its 
nuclear weapons.12 This has clear implications for any potential agreement that facilitates 
denuclearization in the future. Two points are apparent. Firstly, the experience of the 
Agreed Framework suggests that the DPRK will only be motivated to begin dismantling 
its nuclear weapons through an agreement that is directly brokered between Washington 
and Pyongyang.13 As Wulf attests, each of the Supreme Leaders of the DPRK have "wanted 
to negotiate at eye-level with the United States."14 It is therefore important not to under-
estimate the psychological importance that North Korea attaches to bilateralism with the 
United States.15 

 Secondly, focusing on the genesis of the first nuclear crisis on the Korean pen-
insula demonstrates the extent to which denuclearization is a question of security. The 
DPRK has developed nuclear weapons in a bid to enhance its security.16 It necessarily 
follows that denuclearization will, in isolation, render the Kim regime extremely and in-
tolerably insecure.17 This clearly underlines the importance of introducing formal security 
guarantees that prevent third parties from launching military action against North Korea 
into any future framework for denuclearization.18 Thirdly, the prospects for a comprehen-
sive denuclearization program are dependent upon economic and political normaliza-
tion. Economic normalization requires either a complete or a partial end to the sanctions 
regime that has been imposed upon North Korea since 1991.19

 It is immensely difficult to conceive of any political normalization in North 
Korea's international relations without a formal treaty to officially bring an end to the Ko-

11 Ibid.
12 Mezei, T. 289-297. 
13 Graham, T. (2019) 'Reducing nuclear dangers on the Korean peninsula: bilateral versus multilateral approaches,' in, Journal 
for Peace and Nuclear Disarmament, 2(1): 336-343
14 Wulf, R. (2019).
15 Graham, T. 341-45.
16 Lee, I. pp.152-3 
17 Yanagisawa, K. 360-62.
18 Graham, T. 340
19 Kwak, Tae Hwan, and Seung-Ho Joo. "North Korea and security cooperation in Northeast Asia." (2014).
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rean War (1950-1953). Since 1953, security in Northeast Asia has been underwritten by a 
temporary armistice agreement.20 This, as De Filippo attests, represents the greatest source 
of instability in the region because, on the one hand, it leaves the Korean conflict locked 
in a Cold War time vacuum and, on the other hand, it precludes the formal recognition 
of the DPRK as a sovereign state.21 Failure to construct a lasting post-conflict settlement 
has been a particular barrier in US-North Korea relations because Washington has never, 
at a diplomatic level, recognized North Korean sovereignty.22 A formal peace treaty would 
therefore constitute the security guarantee that the DPRK requires, making a shift towards 
non-adversarial relations.23 A peace treaty is thus a fundamental prerequisite for North 
Korea forsaking its nuclear weapons.24

 However, while it is important to recognize how the Agreed Framework yields a 
broad template for the removal of nuclear weapons on the Korean peninsula, it is also cru-
cial to acknowledge that nuclear defence policy in the DPRK does not exist in isolation. 
As Ruediger attests, the rapid increase in nuclear capabilities in North Korea is intricately 
related to economic development in the one-party state.25 This has been particularly 
discernible in the aftermath of Kim Jong-Un's accession to power in 2011.26 In 2013, Kim 
Jong-Un implemented a policy of byungjin.27 Translated as 'moving two things forward 
simultaneously', byungjin has been designed as a policy that ties North Korea's economic 
development to its nuclear policy.28 Thus, as Han and Joo declare, economic imperatives 
and nuclear policy have become inexorably intertwined: only when the DPRK has consoli-
dated its position as a fully fledged nuclear nation can the state "channel the freed finan-
cial resources into agriculture and the national economy, directly improving the people’s 
livelihood."29

 Although, as Ruediger  attests, the concept of a joint nuclear and economic 
policy is inherently contradictory, it is essential to consider the implications for denucle-

20 Chanlett-Avery, E., Lawrence, S.V., Manyin, M.E. and Nikitin, M.B.D. (2018) A Peace Treaty with North Korea? Washing-
ton, DC: Congressional Research Service
21 De Filippo, A. (2011) 'North Korea's denuclearisation and a peace treaty,' in, North Korean Review, 7(1): 7-11 
22 Suzuki, T. (2019) 'On recent developments on the Korean peninsula,' in, Journal for Peace and Nuclear Disarmament, 2(1): 
374
23     Ibid.
24 De Filippo, A. (2011) 'North Korea's denuclearisation and a peace treaty,' in, North Korean Review, 7(1): 7;  Klinger, B. 
(2011) 'Challenges to transforming the Korean Armistice into a peace treaty,' in, Journal of East Asian Affairs, 25(1): 59-84 
25 Ruediger, F. (2014) 'Can North Korea prioritise nukes and the economy at the same time?' in, Global Asia, 9(1): 38-40 
26 Ruediger, F. (2012) 'North Korea after Kim Jong Il: The Kim Jong Un era and its challenges,' in, The Asia-Pacific Journal, 
10(2): 109
27 Ruediger, F. 38.
28 Ibid.
29 Ibid.
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arization within this new domestic environment of byungjin.30 In particular, it is crucial 
to recognize that the legitimacy of the regime is increasingly (and irrevocably) associated 
with the development of nuclear weapons.31 Thus, the survival of the regime which, from a 
realist perspective, is the primary goal of every state, depends upon North Korea con-
tinuing upon its present trajectory of nuclearization.32 Viewed from this perspective, the 
chances of North Korea removing its nuclear weapons will be determined by the scope, 
the success, and the social consequences of the regime's economic policies that are now 
interlinked with the state's broader military and strategic agenda.33

3. The Role of China
 It is impossible to appreciate the prospects of North Korea abandoning its nu-
clear weapons without considering the role that the People's Republic of China (PRC) has 
performed and continues to perform in Northeast Asia. Throughout its history, the DPRK 
has been supported strategically and militarily by the PRC. In 1950, for instance, Mao's 
military intervention on the side of the communist forces prevented the total collapse of 
resistance in the north.34 The Sino-North Korean Economic and Cultural Cooperation 
Agreement, which concluded in 1953, subsequently discharged the DPRK from pay-
ing the considerable debt that it had accrued to Beijing. The Agreement also established 
that an annual aid package would be sent from China to North Korea for the purposes of 
post-war reconstruction.35 In 1961, the Sino-North Korean Mutual Aid and Cooperation 
Friendship Treaty was signed.36 This international treaty reaffirmed China's commitment 
to provide military support for North Korea in the event of any invasion37. The treaty re-
mains the only international defence agreement that the DPRK has signed with any other 
sovereign state.38 China has also provided invaluable diplomatic support for North Korea. 
For instance, after North Korea had conducted its first nuclear test in 2006, the political 
leadership in Beijing stressed that China and the DPRK enjoyed "normal country to coun-

30 Ibid, 40.
31 Kim, S.H. (2015) 'The survival of North Korea: a case for rethinking the US-North Korea nuclear standoff,' in, North Korean 
Review, 11(1): 102-05
32 Kim, S.H. 105-10.
33 Nan, L. (2016) 'A strategic and emotional partner: China and its food aid to North Korea in the twenty first century,' in, 
Freeman, C.P. (Ed.) China and North Korea: Strategic and Policy Perspectives from a Changing China London: Palgrave Mac-
millan, pp.192
34 Jian, C. (2003) 'Limits of the "lips and teeth" alliance: an historical review of Chinese-North Korean relations,' in, Asia 
Programme Special Report, 115: 4
35 Xiyu, Y. (2016) 'China's role and its dilemmas in the Six-Party Talks,' in, Freeman, C.P. (Ed.) China and North Korea: Strate-
gic and Policy Perspectives from a Changing China London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp.184
36 Nan, L., pp.192
37 Ibid.
38 Bluth, Christoph. Crisis on the Korean peninsula. Potomac Books, Inc., 2011.
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try relations."39 This is in stark contrast to the rest of the international community, which 
expressed strong condemnation of the tests.40

 Yet it is in the economic sphere that China has provided the greatest support. It 
is estimated China accounts for up to 80 percent of the DPRK's total trade.41 In addition, 
beginning in the 1970s, China has sent crude oil (up to one million tonnes per year) to 
North Korea through pipelines which cross the Yalu River.42 This has effectively propped 
up the communist regime by supplying the government with the crucial natural resources 
it requires to function. Furthermore, it is estimated that bilateral state aid from Beijing 
accounts for up to half of the food supply in the DPRK.43 In addition, Chinese firms with 
links to the government have built infrastructure in North Korea (for instance, roads, elec-
tricity cables and internet platforms), particularly in the provinces that are located near 
the China-North Korea border.44 As a consequence, without support from the PRC, the 
communist dictatorship in North Korea would almost certainly have collapsed a long time 
ago.45 

 It can be argued that China's unwavering support for North Korea has directly 
contributed to the perpetuation of the nuclear crisis on the Korean peninsula. There are 
two reasons why this is the case. Firstly, economic aid and the continuation of normal 
trading relations between China and the DPRK undermines the utility and effectiveness 
of sanctions as a strategy to promote denuclearization.46 Sanctions are crucial because they 
effectively starve the communist dictatorship of access to the hard currency it requires 
to continue to invest in its nuclear capabilities.47 China's high volume of trade with the 
DPRK circumvents this coercive measure, while its aid packages and infrastructure 
projects ensure that the regime remains in power.48 Consequently, China’s involvement ex-
tends beyond its role as the lifeblood of the North Korean economy - its economic support 

39 Cha, Victor. "The Impossible State: North Korea." Past and Future (New York: Ecco, 2012)
40 Hotta, Yukihiro. "China's Aid to North Korea: Centered on the China-North Korea Oil Pipeline." (2013): 1-18.
41 Dwivedi, Sangit Sarita. "North Korea-China Relations: An Asymmetric Alliance." North Korean Review (2012): 76-93.
42 Hotta, Yukihiro. 1-18.
43 Bluth, Christoph. 2011.
44 Duchâtel, Mathieu, and Phillip Schell. China's Policy on North Korea: Economic Engagement and Nuclear Disarmament. 
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), 2013.
45 Wang, Fei-Ling. "Between the bomb and the United States: China faces the nuclear North Korea." North Korea and nuclear 
weapons. Entering a New Era of deterrence (2017): 157-177.
46 Yinhong, Shi. "Painful lessons, reversing practices, and ongoing limitations: China facing North Korea since 2003." In China 
and North Korea, pp. 17-36. Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2015.
47 Tingting, Li. "China-North Korea Trade in 2015: The Beginning of a Downturn."
48 Feng, Zhu, and Nathan Beauchamp-Mustafaga. "North Korea’s security implications for China." In China and North Korea, 
pp. 37-64. Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2015.
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prevents the regime change necessary to promote denuclearization.49

 Secondly, North Korea's dependence upon China - which manifests across mili-
tary, diplomatic and economic dimensions - exacerbates Pyongyang's sense of insecurity. 
It is imperative to acknowledge the extent to which self-reliance represents the core value 
underpinning the formation of the North Korean state. Self-reliance is embedded in the 
Juche religion: a Christian faith that incorporates the deification of the Kim dynasty.50 
North Korea has been able to exercise its autonomy in many ways.51 During the Cold 
War era, Kim Il-Sung played the USSR off against the PRC to ensure that Pyongyang 
avoided falling into eithers sphere of influence.52 In the post-Cold War era, North Korea 
has pursued self-reliance and autonomy through nuclear weapons.53 As a consequence, it 
is crucial to recognize the complexity of Sino-North Korean relations: the more aid and 
support that China gives to North Korea, the greater Pyongyang's predilection for nuclear 
weapons.54 Understood in this way, the chances of North Korea relinquishing its nuclear 
weapons depend to a substantial degree upon the extent to which China is willing to 
change its role as chief benefactor to the Kim regime. 

 It should be noted that there are signs that China is redefining its relationship 
with the DPRK. As Reilly attests, Beijing has introduced discriminatory policies that 
undermine Pyongyang's capacity to pay for its nuclear development while also tightening 
its own sanctions against the regime.55 Furthermore, as Hotta notes, following the DPRK's 
third nuclear test in 2013, the North Korean Ambassador to China, Ji Jae Ryong, was 
summoned to Beijing to be informed that "the Chinese government expresses its harsh 
dissatisfaction and firm opposition to North Korea for conducting a nuclear test once 
again without considering the universal opposition of the international community."56 
Sino-North Korean relations have subsequently become increasingly strained, leading 
some commentators to wonder whether Beijing may abandon its troublesome neighbor.57 
For instance, in a qualitative expository analysis of primary source materials disseminated, 
Kim finds that the present Xi Jinping leadership in Beijing regards the preservation of 

49 Wang, Fei-Ling. (2018).
50 Lee, Shin-wha. "International organizations and the inter-Korean peace process: traditional security versus nontraditional 
security." In Inter-Korean Relations: Problems and Prospects, pp. 175-196. Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2004.
51 Cha, Victor. (2012).
52 Harrison, Selig S. Korean endgame: a strategy for reunification and US disengagement. Princeton University Press, 2003.
53 Kim, Sung Chull. "North Korea‟ s Nuclear Doctrine and Revisionist Strategy." Dalam North Korea and Nuclear Weapons, 
diedit oleh Sung Chull Kim dan Michael D. Cohen,(Washington DC: Georgetown University Press, 2017) (2017)
54 Reilly, James. "The curious case of China’s aid to North Korea." Asian Survey 54, no. 6 (2014): 1158-1183.
55 Ibid.
56 Hotta, Yukihiro. "China's Aid to North Korea: Centered on the China-North Korea Oil Pipeline." (2013): 1-18.
57 Choo, Jae Woo. "Chinas Frustration over North Korea: Editorial Analysis, Dec. 2012-April 2013." The Korean Journal of 
Security Affairs (KJSA) 18, no. 1 (2013): 4-21.
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stability and peace on the Korean peninsula as its top priority.58 Unlike previous Chinese 
governments, the Xi administration "is serious about the elimination of North Korea's 
nuclear weapons program."59 

 However, it is also imperative to recognize that although peace and security are 
top priorities for the Xi leadership, China's primary geopolitical concern in Northeast 
Asia is and always has been to avoid the collapse of the communist state in North Ko-
rea.60 There are two reasons why this is the case. On the one hand, North Korea performs 
a crucial role as a buffer state between China and South Korea, which is the epicentre 
of American military power in the Asia Pacific.61 The demise of the North Korean state 
would leave China territorially exposed to the United States and increase American influ-
ence over the region.62 This is an outcome that every Chinese leader since 1953 actively 
avoids. Furthermore, the demise of the DPRK would result in millions of refugees pouring 
over the border into China, creating an unprecedented humanitarian crisis in the region.63 
The impoverished north-eastern provinces of China, which border the DPRK, would be 
particularly vulnerable to the adverse social and economic ramifications of mass North 
Korean displacement. 64China's policy of preserving the status quo in the region represents 
a challenging barrier to the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula.65 

4. Multilateral Agreements
Before turning attention towards reaching a conclusion, it is essential to consider 

the prospects of North Korean denuclearization facilitated through a multilateral agree-
ment. As noted previously, the Kim regime assigns a high degree of capital to bilateral 
relationships, particularly with the United States. However, it should be noted that, with 
the exception of the Agreed Framework, the closest that the Korean peninsula has come to 
denuclearization was the Joint Declaration reached during the 2005 Six Party Talks (6PT) 
between China, Japan, North Korea, Russia, South Korea and the United States.66 In this 

58 Kim, Hong Nack. "China's Policy Toward North Korea Under the Xi Jinping Leadership." North Korean Review (2013): 
83-98.
59 Ibid.
60 Freeman, Carla P. "Introduction: Continuity and Change in Chinese Expert Views of North Korea." In China and North 
Korea, pp. 1-14. Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2015.
61 Zhu, Zhiqun. "Comrades in broken arms: Shifting Chinese policies toward North Korea." Asian Politics & Policy 8, no. 4 
(2016): 575-592.
62 Freeman, Carla P. pp. 1-14.
63  Lanteigne, Marc. Chinese foreign policy: an introduction. Routledge, 2019.
64 Ibid.
65 Wang, Fei-Ling. (2018).
66 Acuto, Michele. "Not Quite the Dragon: A ‘Chinese’View on the Six Party Talks, 2002–8." The International History Review 
34, no. 1 (2012): 1-17.
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accord, North Korea agreed to suspend nuclear development at the Yongbyon facility and 
to allow IAEA inspectors into the country.67 The other five actors, meanwhile, agreed to 
lift sanctions and to restore diplomatic normalcy.68 Ultimately, the agreement reached at 
the 6PT collapsed because the United States demanded that North Korea begin disman-
tling its nuclear weapons before restoring economic and political normalization whereas 
the DPRK demanded immediate economic and technological assistance from the United 
States.

 The advent of the Joint Declaration is an important issue to recognize and one 
that has profound implications for the prospects of a nuclear-free Korean peninsula. Two 
points must be underlined. Firstly, the demise of the Joint Declaration demonstrates the 
perils of bilateral negotiations as a means of facilitating denuclearization.69 Bilateralism 
fosters a zero-sum mentality amongst each side, thereby contributing to unrealistic ex-
pectations and a hostile environment characterised by a lack of trust.70 Multilateralism, in 
contrast, provides fertile grounds for compromise and reciprocity within an agreed frame-
work of state preferences.71 This is an immensely important point to acknowledge because, 
as Hur attests, North Korea has been consistently motivated by absolute gains that benefit 
the DPRK rather than relative gains that adversely impact rivals.72 A commitment to mul-
tilateralism can therefore overcome the limitations of brinkmanship and game theory that 
have hitherto undermined the North Korean peace process.73

 Secondly, the accord reaffirmed the significant distance to be travelled between 
the theory and the practice of denuclearization. While, in theory, North Korea can be 
incentivized to denuclearize through offers of aid and political normalization, denuclear-
ization requires an institutional architecture that can implement and oversee the equitable 
dismantling of nuclear facilities.74 This cannot be achieved through bilateral talks or exist-
ing international institutions.75 Long-term security cooperation requires the construction 
of a new regional security community in Northeast Asia underpinned by an institutional 

67 Ibid.
68 Kwak, Tae Hwan, and Seung-Ho Joo. "North Korea and security cooperation in Northeast Asia." (2014).
69 Ibid.
70 Lee, I. pp.154. 
71 Zhang, Juyan, and Yi Han. "Testing the rhetoric of China's soft power campaign: a case analysis of its strategic ambiguity in 
the Six Party Talks over North Korea's nuclear program." Asian Journal of Communication 23, no. 2 (2013): 191-208.
72 Hur, Mi-yeon. The Six-Party Talks on North Korea: Dynamic Interactions Among Principal States. Springer, 2018.
73 Shen, Simon. "Have nuclear weapons made the DPRK a rogue state? Studying the Korean Peninsula crisis from the Waltzian 
theory." The Journal of Comparative Asian Development 10, no. 2 (2011): 199-222.
74 Choi, Ajin. "2 The requirements for security cooperation in Northeast Asia." Security Cooperation in Northeast Asia: Archi-
tecture and Beyond (2012): 22.
75 Chung, K. Y. "Northeast Asian security cooperation: Current status and future prospects." North Korea and security coop-
eration in Northeast Asia (2014): 31-52.
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architecture which: (a) facilitates dialogue as a pathway to reconciliation; (b) provides a 
legal framework for joint security policies; and (c) renders the prospect of war and conflict 
"essentially unimaginable."76 North Korea is, in the final analysis, much more likely to 
remove its nuclear weapons in an environment that promotes multilateral security alliance 
rather than ad hoc and unstable security partnerships.77

5. Conclusion
In conclusion, the nuclear crisis on the Korean peninsula represents one of the major 

security challenges of the twenty-first century. Since 1992, efforts to facilitate denucle-
arization have been unsuccessful. There are many reasons why this has been the case. 
Most notably, it is crucial to understand North Korea's motivations for acquiring nuclear 
weapons. Nuclear weapons represent an essential means of enhancing security in an un-
stable geopolitical environment and affirming the regime's autonomy from China. Nuclear 
weapons have also become a vital source of regime legitimacy under the policy of byunjin. 
As a consequence, the chances of North Korea removing its weapons from the peninsula 
would be vastly improved if there was a formal peace treaty in place to establish security 
guarantees for the DPRK while it decommissions its nuclear arsenal. Additionally, ending 
economic sanctions would be a prerequisite of denuclearization as this would allow the 
regime to continue to function as a state. Political and economic  normalization are there-
fore essential building blocks of peace. In addition, denuclearization is a complex process 
that requires a multilateral security community that can provide the legal and institutional 
foundations for removing the DPRK's nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, while it is possible 
to identify certain preconditions for denuclearization, significant obstacles remain includ-
ing: North Korea's preference for bilateralism; Washington's intransigence; and China's re-
luctance to accept a change in the regional status quo. Failing regime change, the chances 
of North Korea removing its nuclear weapons in the near future are therefore negligible.

76 Pempel, T. J. "Security architecture in Northeast Asia: Projections from the rearview mirror." In Security Cooperation in 
Northeast Asia, pp. 228-248. Routledge, 2012.
77 Ibid.
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The United States-Russian relationship is defined by an odd duality. There is a media narra-
tive and then the actual diplomatic relationship. This paper explores the decay of the Amer-

ican-Russo relationship in both of these terms through the case of space cooperation. But 
the main objective is not necessarily a historical narrative or admonishment of the decline; 
instead, the goal is to observe the possibility of future cooperation. This paper uses the case 

of space exploration as a model for future endeavors. It first examines the current structures 
of both space programs and the current modes of co-dependence. Finally, current cases are 
analyzed as possible fits for cooperation, drawing upon characteristics of space cooperation. 

1. Introduction 
 Among Einstein's most valued contributions to Theoretical Astrophysics was his 
assertion towards the malleability of time and space. What will be, what was and what is 
share a concurrent reality.1 The Russian-American relationship as a whole, but especially 
in regard to Space, adheres to this paradoxical concept of time. While history and para-
noia of imminent deception may guide the majority of the facets of the two countries’ 
relationship, perhaps the cosmos forces humility upon those who seek to understand it. 
Carl Sagan, in his book, Pale Blue Dot: A vision of the Human Future in Space famously 
wrote, “Think of the rivers of blood, spilled by all those generals and emperors so that, 
in glory and triumph, they could become the momentary masters of a fraction of a dot.”2 
While national leaders seek to assert their dominance in the pursuit of an envisioned 
future of national superiority and the two superpowers dangerously instigate contentious 
interactions, why do Russian and American Space Programs have a symbiotic relation-
ship; and furthermore, will such a relationship continue to exist? The future prospects 
of this relationship are becoming increasingly volatile and are threatened by non-related 

1 “Applying Lessons of U.S.-Russian Space Cooperation to Revive Nuclear Security Partnership Between Moscow and Wash-
ington | Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs,” Harvard Kennedy School Belfer Center for Science and Interna-
tional Affairs
2 Carl Sagan Pale Blue Dot: a Vision of the Human Future in Space, Random House, 1994.
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disputes.3 However, Russia and the United States have forged a partnership in a shared 
interest that has led to a relationship of co-dependence and serves as a standard that can 
be emulated in the pursuit of a more disseminated peace and cooperative relationship. By 
utilizing a shared interest in Space, leveraging a shared partnership in related objectives 
like the International Space Station (ISS), exercising empathetic understanding, while 
exhibiting determination in the accomplishment of goals, the United States and Russian 
Space relationship has thrived and is an exemplary case that can be imitated in other fac-
ets of the Russia-American relationship.4

2. Space Program Comparisons
 It is significant to both define and refine what is meant by Space Cooperation. 
National Programs, NASA for the United States and Roscosmos (formerly the Russian 
Aviation and Space Agency) for Russia, focus multilaterally in areas such as exploration 
and scientific research. However, a distinction must be made towards each agency’s role in 
defense.5 While NASA’s budget is around 0.5% of US expenditures and 18 billion dollars 
depending on the year, the United States realistically spends approximately 44 billion dol-
lars total on Space based initiatives including 22 billion dollars on Military and Defense. 
Russia, likewise, spends around 5 billion dollars per year on Space initiatives; no small feat 
for the world’s 13th largest economy. US and Russian human interaction with space as a 
whole is glamorized and perhaps carries an overemphasized importance due to historical 
pop culture significance and its falsely perceived congruence with the military. In prag-
matic terms, relative to the US military budget of 600 billion or even the public agriculture 
budget which nets 1% of US yearly discretionary spending, NASA and space exploration 
as a whole has a statistical insignificance.6 This is ever prevalent in Russia who outspends 
the United States in Military spending as a percentage of GDP and who likewise gives little 
funding to Roscosmos. However, although this notion of relativity is important to give the 
US-Russian Space relationship context, each country's program derives immense national 
pride and captivates its citizens; characteristics that cannot be overlooked or underesti-
mated. 
 As to Program relativity, the United States has complete superiority in both 
quantity and quality in overall Space capacity spanning across all Spatial disciplines. To re-
state, the United States spends approximately 44 billion dollars on Space Initiatives which 

3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
5 “Russia Open to Increased Cooperation with the United States on Space Programs,” SpaceNews.com, February 1, 2017.
6 Ibid.
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dwarfs Russian spending that hovers around 5 billion dollars per year.7 However, Rus-
sia’s 5 billion dollar budget is actually a higher percentage of their GDP than the United 
States’ 44 Billion. In 2013, according to the OECD, Russia spent .25% of its GDP on Space 
programs and .03% more in this regard than the United States. Moreover, both Russia and 
the United States are unique in this commitment of resources as the next most extensive 
commitment in Space Funding proportionality is France with 0.1% of National GDP.8 
From this statistical reference, it is evident that both Russia and the United States share a 
commonality in a commitment to Space and from these grounds, a positive relationship, 
borne from a mutual interest, can be built. The United States and Russia have plenty of 
these “mutual interests” that can be used as a foundation for future cooperation. 

3. Shared Interests
 The United States and Russia have a commonality in their shared strife in regard 
to foreign and domestic Islamic Extremism. The United States has been the victim of at 
least 13 attacks related to Jihad since 2009 including major attacks such as the Orlando 
nightclub shooting and the San Bernardino shooting.9 Russia has likewise suffered as 
a result of domestic terrorist attacks, including most recently when an Islamic Jihadist 
detonated a suicide vest in a St. Petersburg Subway Station.10 Each countries interest in 
terrorism will persist as Russia faces continued pressure due to its proximity to the Middle 
East and instability in its Northern Caucasus while the United States has publicly stated 
a definite and continued involvement in a War on Terror that has no reasonable end in 
sight. Each Country can find a commonality in their historical relationship with extrem-
ism as well. The United States’ interest is borne in self-preservation and retaliation relating 
to the attacks of September 11th. The War in Afghanistan immediately followed and will 
soon become the longest foreign war in United States history. For Russia, militant Islamic 
Terrorism became prevalent in Chechnya and its neighboring republics in the latter por-
tion of the 1990’s in the hopes of establishing a more traditional, Muslim culture in the 
northern Caucasus; an ethos that persists today.11 Each country is fighting a complex war 
of ideals and can relate to the other side's endeavor.
 Two months after the United States concluded operations in Vietnam, recovering 
from a war predicated on the deterrence of communist expansion, two men of warring 

7 Eligar Sadeh, “Cooperation in Orbit: The Evolution of the International Space Station Program,” World Politics Review, Mar 
19, 2013.
8 Anatoly Zak, “A Rare Look at the Russian Side of the Space Station,” Air & Space Magazine, Air & Space Magazine, August 
20, 2015.
9 Tim Lister, “ISIS: 143 Attacks in 29 Countries Have Killed 2,043,” CNN, Cable News Network, February 12, 2018.
10 Ivan Nechepurenko and Neil Macfarquhar, “St. Petersburg Metro Attack Included Many Students Among Victims,” The 
New York Times, The New York Times, Apr 5, 2017.
11 Flemming Splidsboel, “Jihad in Russian,” Connections: The Quarterly Journal, vol. 16, no. 1, 2017, pp. 79–88.
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ideologies shook hands hundreds of miles above the earth.12 A total of five men orbit-
ing the earth at 35,000 feet per second transcended the divided earth below and came 
together as one unified group. The Apollo Soyuz Test Project of 1975 marked the incep-
tion of a relationship based upon partnership and the dismissal of competitive rivalry.13 
The United States and USSR both launched orbital space vehicles containing astronauts 
that completed joint space-based research. At one point, the US Apollo spacecraft even 
shielded the sun to enable the Soviet Soyuz to photograph the corona of a solar eclipse.14 
Forty years later, the partnership lasts and has become considerably more robust. Since 
the retirement of the United States Space Shuttle program in 2011, the US has relied on 
the Russian Soyuz rocket to deliver US astronauts to the International Space Station. The 
United States spends around 80 million dollars per seat, but according to estimates by 
NASA administrator Michael Griffin, the Russian ISS carrier system has saved the lives of 
American Astronauts. In fact, Griffin continues in his 2008 op-ed with an estimate that 
Russian carrier systems to the ISS reduce the probability of US Astronaut in flight fatality 
from 1 in 8 to 1 in 80.15 Russia’s other significant contributions include providing “critical 
path infrastructure elements and is an integral part of the core elements on which the ISS 
is functionally dependent.”16 This includes Zvezda, which contains sleeping quarters, a life 
support system and steering mechanism in addition to cargo pods.17 The ISS could not 
function as it does today nor in the capacity it does without critical US-Russian partner-
ship and this cooperation should not be taken lightly. While the relationship is strictly 
non-military any cooperation in such a vein should be deemed significant.18 The United 
States shared commercial satellite technology with China in the late 90’s and in 2000 a 
special US congressional council found China to have used this information to enhance 
military ICBM technology. As a result, the United States banned all Space related coop-
eration with China and introduced stricter Space collaboration regulations overall. The 
United States should analyze the intricacies of success and failure relevant to International 
Space Station cooperation and utilizes such information in other areas.19

12 David Filipov, “Space, Nuclear Security, Polar Bears: Russia and the U.S. Still Agree on Some Things,” The Washington Post, 
August 25, 2017.
13 Ibid.
14 Ibid.
15 “Applying Lessons of U.S.-Russian Space Cooperation to Revive Nuclear Security Partnership Between Moscow and Wash-
ington | Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs,” Harvard Kennedy School Belfer Center for Science and Interna-
tional Affairs.
16 Anatoly Zak, “A Rare Look at the Russian Side of the Space Station,” Air & Space Magazine, Air & Space Magazine, August 
20, 2015.
17 Ibid.
18 Ibid.
19 Ibid.



51

Southern California International Review - Vol. 10 No. 1

Caleb Costa

4. Future Steps Toward Cooperation
 The United States and Russia share commonalities in ideology that each nation 
should capitalize on, in order to initiate cooperation toward the accomplishment of related 
goals. Russia and the United States disagree with the prospective future of Afghanistan, 
but it was not always this way. After the 9/11 attacks Putin was quick to issue a state-
ment of understanding and support for the United States. He backed US involvement 
in Afghanistan for the greater part of a decade and as recently as 2008 Russia agreed to 
let the United States use Russian airspace and roads as a delivery pathway for arms into 
Afghanistan.20 This Agreement, called the Northern Distribution Network, was pivotal 
for US resupply efforts in Afghanistan. Both countries had unique skills and assets that 
allowed them to complement each other in efforts to stabilize Afghanistan. However, 
cooperation has deteriorated as Russia has begun to fund the Taliban.21 Next door, both 
the United States and Russia share a concern for and common interest in Syrian peace as 
well as the containment of the Islamic State. Russia’s northern Caucasus transitioned from 
a notion of civil independence to the willingness to establish an Islamic “Caucasian Emir-
ate” in 2007.22 The leadership of this group pivoted in 2014 to further define this emirate 
in conjunction with IS. The United States and Russia should use their shared interest in 
the containment of IS to work together in the hopes of specializing in spheres. President 
Trump has expressed his willingness to work with Russia to combat ISIS in Syria with a 
number of significant concessions. President Trump expressed a readiness to recognize 
Assad and instead shift sole US attention towards coalition confrontation with the Islamic 
State.23 Furthermore, the current administration has expressed a willingness to control 
militant populated cities on the Iraqi border. Both points are a deviation from previous 
US foreign policy and actions that would allow Russia and the United States to be more 
efficient in a joint operation. A more comprehensive policy could include further US aid 
in Russia’s containment of IS in its Northern Caucasus while both Countries execute joint 
US priority missions in the Middle East. The United States and Russia share many com-
mon interests and can benefit from each other; they have before and perhaps with more 
bilateral understanding the United States and Russia could continue to cooperate in ways 
that are beneficial to both parties and could increase efficiency in the resolution of agreed 
upon conflicts.
            The United States and Russia have a relationship that is fundamentally fractured. 
The Russian Proverb “Doveryai, no proveryai," trust but verify, was used by President 

20 Peter Baker, “Russia to Open Airspace to U.S. for Afghan War,” The New York Times, The New York Times, July 3, 2009.
21 Ibid.
22 Flemming Splidsboel, “Jihad in Russian,” Connections: The Quarterly Journal, vol. 16, no. 1, 2017, pp. 79–88.
23 Karen DeYoung, “Cooperation with Russia Becomes Central to Trump Strategy in Syria,” The Washington Post, July 24, 
2017.
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Reagan to describe Cold War relations between Russia and the United States. It indicates 
a level of basic trust but in reality, according to the Washington Post’s Barton Swaim, it 
is an “untrustworthy political phrase.”24 The Russian and United States Space affiliation 
works because there is a certain level of trust and respect that is unique to this facet of 
the two countries' relationship. Russia is considered an equal partner with regard to the 
International Space Station and has proportionate jurisdiction over “matters of author-
ity, management and decision-making.”25 Without Russian inclusion the ISS would not 
be the multinational and multilateral program it is today. The United States knows this 
but they must further understand Russia’s affection for their Space Program. Russian 
children watched as Yuri Gagarin became the first human in outer space and dreamt.26As 
they saw Alexey Leonov freely float above the world they imagined a future in which 
they too would travel to the Cosmos. The Russian Space program captivated a nation and 
became one of their biggest sources of pride. The US-Russian relationship works in this 
regard because the US treats their Russian partners as equals. This is no longer the truth. 
The United States assumes the lion’s share of ISS responsibility and NASA is of far better 
quality and efficiency than Roscosmos, but they treat Russia as equals and appreciate the 
contributions they make. This is the key to utilizing common interests and benefiting from 
shared relationships. In conjunction and importantly, both sides have exercised resolve 
in their commitment to the Space partnership. Russia threatened to sever the partner-
ship and almost backed out of ISS involvement in 2020 due to US sanctions related to 
Crimea.27 Instead they came to an agreement with the United States to provide increased 
funding and further research modules until 2024.28 Moreover, after once again threatening 
severance and through tenuous political relations Roscosmos heads have stated a willing-
ness to extend to 2028. This perseverance is integral to future prospects of success. The 
United States and Russia have made progress in many areas before being undermined by 
unfortunate events. By understanding the intimate relationship Russia has with their space 
program, treating Russia as equals, and by persevering through tenuous political relations 
the US-Russian space relationship shows how a common interest can foster cooperative 
growth.29 
            The United States should use a more empathetic approach to its Foreign Policy in 
order to capitalize on its shared common interests with Russia. It has been established that 

24 Barton Swaim,“'Trust, but Verify': An Untrustworthy Political Phrase,” The Washington Post, March 11, 2016.
25 Eligar Sadeh, “Cooperation in Orbit: The Evolution of the International Space Station Program,” World Politics Review, Mar 
19, 2013.
26 Ibid.
27 Joseph Stromberg, “Russia Just Evicted NASA from the Space Station,” Vox, May 13, 2014.
28 Anatoly Zak, “A Rare Look at the Russian Side of the Space Station,” Air & Space Magazine, Air & Space Magazine, August 
20, 2015.
29 Ibid.
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both the United States and Russia seek to control radical Islamic terrorism and there is 
notable precedence of cooperation in this regard. Presently, collaboration has been halted 
and as a result shared interests have been negatively affected.30 The United States is con-
cerned and upset by Russian funding of the Taliban, yet they do not seek further reason-
ing and instead induce a purely negative intention. Russia is not supporting the Taliban 
with the sole intention of undermining the United States but instead sees the Taliban 
as a moderate force who could safeguard against a vacuum if the United States were to 
abruptly leave Afghanistan. Russia fears a US exit would result in increased ISIS authority 
in the region and thus supports Taliban operatives who have been fighting ISIS since the 
group entered Afghanistan.31 Russia further sees the Taliban as a group who could help 
Russia prevent the increasing flow of opioids and narcotics from Afghanistan to Russia. 
While many US scholars condemn this policy, its validity is of no matter to US relation-
ship interests. The United States should instead express their understanding and accept 
regional recommendations from Russia, a nation who itself spent over 10 years in a war in 
Afghanistan.32 If the Russian goal is one of purity and fear of ISIS dissemination, then the 
two Nations, through understanding, can move forward with a conjoined plan that will 
not undermine the task at hand but will lead to joint success.33 
 It's hard to discredit the characterization of the International Space Station as 
a success. An outpost of multinational human co-inhabitants in space is a remarkable 
accomplishment. While 15 member Nations together contribute to the ISS, it is more an 
illustration of what a Russian American partnership can accomplish. Thanks to Russian 
Rocket delivery vehicles there have been no Astronaut fatalities related to intra-station 
travel. Over 220 people from 17 countries have been aboard the ISS over the past 18 years 
of ISS existence and returned home safely.34 While the ISS itself is an accomplishment, the 
research done within has made significant contributions to technology, the sciences and 
many other areas including earth observation and human nutrition.35 The most signifi-
cant of studies may be the study of the very people who are conducting the experiments. 
The International Space Station has made remarkable strides in the understanding of 
Space and Gravitational effects on the human body. Through these results researchers can 
understand and formulate strategies for more advanced and lengthy human space travel. 

30 Joseph Stromberg, “Russia Just Evicted NASA from the Space Station,” Vox, May 13, 2014.
31 Hashim Wahdatyar, “4 Reasons Russia Increasingly Favors the Taliban in Afghanistan,” The Diplomat, The Diplomat, Febru-
ary 14, 2017.
32 Ibid.
33 Ibid.
34 Declan Harvey, “People Have Been on Board the International Space Station Constantly for 15 Years - BBC Newsbeat,” BBC 
News, November 3, 2015.
35 Evans, C & Robinson, Julie & Tate-Brown, Judy & Thumm, Tracy & Crespo-Richey, Jessica & Baumann, David & Rhatigan, 
Jennifer, International Space Station Science Research Accomplishments During the Assembly Years: An Analysis of Results 
from 2000-2008, International Space Station Research: Accomplishments and Challenges. 
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Many, including the Russian ambassador Sergei Kislyak hope that, while the International 
Space Station may be the most significant form of US-Russian Space cooperation, it will 
be a stepping stone to further partnership.36

 What could Syria, Afghanistan, or Iran look like if the United States and Russia 
worked together. The Space program is a fortunate example in which tangible results of 
cooperation are evident. In the above cases, initial strides towards partnership have left 
much to be desired in the wake of the contentious reality. Would the United States still 
be so heavily involved in Afghanistan if they worked together to form a collaborative, 
effective local government? Would the Syrian civil war have lasted the 30 years that it has 
if Russia and the United States took the roles of joint peacekeepers? There is no way to tell 
for sure but one can imagine by following a projected line of cooperation from where rela-
tions began to deteriorate. Importantly, it is not too late. Russia and the United States can 
work together to right Islamic terrorism in Afghanistan and Russia’s northern Caucasus. 
They have the shared interest, a cooperative advantage, and through understanding and 
common action they can achieve. Perhaps when future generations of Americans and 
Russians look back at this period of history, instead of remembering a second cold war 
they will talk of the missed opportunities two nations, blinded by ambition and mistrust, 
failed to take advantage of.

5.  Conclusion
 The US-Russian Space relationship has been one of the few accomplishments in 
the relationship's recent history. By utilizing this shared interest, cooperating and under-
standing each other’s ideals, joint US-Russian Space operations like the ISS have been 
successful. These aspects can be used in other facets of the relationship including the 
fight against radical Islamic terrorism and the Islamic State. While this was the running 
example, the steps mapped by the Space relationship can be used in a variety of areas 
including relations related to Iran and Nuclear proliferation. The US-Russian relationship 
is not particularly friendly but it has the potential to be an advantageous relationship for 
both countries and the world if the two sides take the proper steps to make it so.

36 “Russia Open to Increased Cooperation with the United States on Space Programs,” SpaceNews.com, February 1, 2017.
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Turkey’s Foreign Policy from Atatürk to Erdogan
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Turkish foreign policy has transformed from a Western idealized orientation during 
the reformation period of Mustafa Kemal Atatürk to a nationalist and independent 
orientation under the Presidency of Teyyep Erdogan. Turkish foreign policy main-
tains nominal commitment to its Western orientation owing to its position in the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and its ambitions to forge relations 

with the European Union (EU). Currently, the Justice and Development Party (JDP) 
has sought to use Turkey’s Western commitments as exploitative grounds to expound 
Turkish hegemony and regional leadership, by becoming a “pivotal” power between 

the West and the East. In recent years, with growing tensions in the Middle East, 
Turkey has further propelled its bid to assume regional hegemony by extending its 

nationalistic forces into Syria and by improving its alliance with Russia, a non-West-
ern ally. Turkey now maintains a conditional commitment to the Western alliance 
and its subordinate NATO and EU, while it seeks to emerge powerful from a bal-

ancing act between the Western and Eastern alliance regimes. The issue for Turkey 
remains its hostile stance towards NATO which may leave the country in a state of 

isolation in the international system.

1. Introduction
 Teyyep Erdogan and the Justice and Development Party (JDP) have transformed 
Turkey’s foreign policy away from a strict Western orientation since coming into power 
in 2002. The early Republican commitment to European heritage and the West has been 
replaced by a grand strategy based on aspirations for nationalism, independence, regional 
hegemony, and global leadership. There are elements of continuity in Turkey’s Western 
oriented foreign policy from the early Republican era, given a general commitment to 
the Western alliance held up by aspirations to join the European Union (EU) and remain 
within the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance (NATO). The difference in the JDP’s govern-
ment is the exploitation of Turkey’s Western relationships, specifically in using NATO 
to propel Turkey’s bid for hegemony and global power status. Following the Cold War, 
Turkish foreign policy loosened its strict Western orientation, as it assumed the “strategic 
depth” doctrine, by increasing friendly relations with various regions permitted by a “zero 
problems with neighbors” policy. Turkey committed to “neo-Ottoman” renewal in foreign 
policy as it improved economic, cultural, and political relations with former regions of im-

HAMMAD AL-QADRI is a fourth-year student of International Relations at the Univer-
sity of Toronto.
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perial influence, attempting to assert its status as a mediator and regional leader.37 Turkey 
shifted away from its strict Western dependence in foreign policy, replacing it with greater 
geostrategic ambitions of becoming a “pivotal power” between the West and East. In the 
recent government of the JDP, Turkey has assumed an even more assertive posture in for-
eign policy, driven by nationalist and hegemonic motivations, which have manifested in 
Turkey’s interventions in the Arab Spring and the greater Middle Eastern crisis. This has 
created a rift between Turkey and its Western counterparts, which the JDP is not appar-
ently keen on reversing.38

 Following the collapse of the USSR and the end of the bipolar world order, Tur-
key commenced economic relations with its former adversary Russia, while also improv-
ing relations in Central Asia, the Balkans, the Caucasus, and the Middle East. Initially, the 
West admired Turkey as a democratic model for the Middle East, and Turkey used this 
nexus to enhance its strategic position in the region. In the hopes of becoming a pivotal 
power, Turkey remained committed to EU accession, NATO, and its Western orientation 
in the first government of the JDP. At the same time, Turkey improved economic and dip-
lomatic relations with Middle Eastern countries, and other regions such as Russia, Latin 
America, and Central Asia. However, the disenchantment with the West rapidly grew fol-
lowing the US invasion of Iraq in 2003, and cemented after the EU halted Turkey’s acces-
sion.39 The rift between the West and Turkey deepened as domestic unrest, including the 
2013 Gezi Park protests, exposed Turkey’s fierce policing methods which were condemned 
by the West. The Arab Spring became a central point of contention between Turkey and 
its Western counterparts as Turkey shifted away from “strategic depth” between the East 
and the West, towards ‘hard power’ instruments of foreign policy to achieve hegemonic 
interests in the Middle East. The JDP and Erdogan’s foreign policy efforts in the Middle 
East are driven by national security, independence, regional hegemony, and global 
leadership. This has been achieved through interventions in the Middle East and the use 
of populist rhetoric to contain domestic unrest and project influence abroad, especially 
challenging “Western imperialism.”40 As Turkey improves strategic relations with Russia, 
the foundations of Turkey’s alliance with NATO are being challenged. However, the JDP 
and Erdogan have not indicated a desire to leave NATO or disregard the Western alliance 

37 Binnur Ozkececi-Taner, Turkish Foreign Policy: Bridge, Buffer and Barrier, in Foreign Policy in Comparative Perspective: 
Domestic, International Influences on State Behaviour, second edition, Editors: Ryan K. Beasley, Juliet Kaarbo, Jeffrey S. Lantis, 
Michael T. Snarr, (Sage, 2013), 199-200.
38 Lars Haugom, Turkish Foreign Policy Under Erdogan: A Change in International Orientation? Comparative Strategy, (2019) 
Vol. 38, 210.; Mustafa Aydin, Determinants of Turkish Foreign Policy: Changing Patterns and Conjectures during the Cold War, 
Middle Eastern Studies, Vol. 36. No. 1 (January, 2000) (Tayloy & Francis Ltd.), 104-105. 
39 Lars Haugom, 209-2010.
40 Ayse Omar Atmaca, Turkey US Relations (2009-2016): A Troubled Partnership in a troubled world?, Turkish Foreign Policy: 
International Relations, Legality and Global Reach, Edited by Pinar Gozen Ercan, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), 75-76.



59

Southern California International Review - Vol. 10 No. 1

Hammad Al-Qadri

completely. Turkey’s growing strategic relations with Russia combined with an assertive 
and interventionist foreign policy will challenge the common ground between Turkey and 
the West. Turkey may find itself diplomatically isolated and economically vulnerable if it 
overstretches the balance in its foreign policy orientation between the West and East. 

2. The Sévres Syndrome and Kemalism
 Following the First World War, the Ottoman Empire collapsed at the hands of 
European powers and the Treaty of Sévres divided up the Empire, leaving Turkey with a 
third of its original territory. The Turkish Republic has since been victim to the “Sévres 
Syndrome” holding the belief that there are foreign powers conspiring to derail Turkey 
and divide the Republic. From this experience, Turkey developed a “siege mentality”  
which initiated a mechanism of realist thinking amongst foreign policy makers begin-
ning with the early Republic through to the current government. As a result, the response 
has been a continuous foreign policy approach shaped around national security, inter-
national threat perception, and national integrity and independence.41 Mustafa Kemal 
Atatürk defended Turkey from foreign invasion during the War of Independence, securing 
Turkey’s territorial integrity and regaining some Ottoman territory in the 1923 Treaty of 
Lausanne.42 The War of Independence marked the rise of the Republic’s great patriotism 
and perpetual weariness of foreign threats, which have together underscored the founda-
tions of Turkish foreign policy. Mustafa Kemal guided this new Republic towards Western 
ideals, European orientation, and modernization enshrined in his Kemalist thought. As 
the father of the Turks, Atatürk opted to align the Turkish Republic with the West, and 
separate it from its Eastern origins, in the hope of procuring European civilization and 
Western recognition. Turkey’s grand strategy during the interwar period was in line with 
Western orientation, shaped by Atatürk’s motto of “peace at home, peace in the world.”43

 During the interwar period, Turkey remained committed to Western orientation, 
reforming the country based on Kemalist principles which were inspired by modernity, 
secularism, and European ideals of Western tradition. The greatest shortcoming of this 
reformation was the lack of penetration through Anatolian masses, which was resisted 
by pious Turks who both remained sincere to their religious identity and yet, bore great 
admiration for Atatürk. However, greater emphasis on Atatürk’s European orientation 
was permitted by the communal memory of the bitter defeat of the Ottoman Empire, 
the capitulation of the Sultan, and the vulnerability of the new Republic at the hands of 
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Western powers. Turkey’s pathway seemed clear for Atatürk: it would cement its position 
as a European state, join the ranks of Western powers and demolish its Eastern legacy, and 
with it, all traces of Ottoman heritage. Until the onset of World War Two, Turkey’s foreign 
policy was consistent in Western orientation, however, Atatürk and his successor Ismet 
Inönü were careful not to jeopardize Turkey’s “political, military and territorial autonomy” 
by engaging too much with “grand alliance schemes.”44 Therefore, Turkey maintained its 
neutrality during the Second World War, hesitantly declaring support for the Allies on the 
eve of War. Nur Criss analyzes Turkish foreign policy during the interwar period through 
a liberalist lens in international relations, using learning theory to explain how Turkey 
learned from its traumatic past in the 19th and 20th centuries to form a careful foreign 
policy orientation. Turkey was able to reverse its “status quo” on the Straits and the Ot-
toman territories, unlike other losing powers in World War One, through concentrated 
efforts of diplomacy and negotiation. It learned from the War of 1912 and the War of 1922 
that being “isolated” meant being “excluded from the international system.” Turkey was 
not a great power— simple diplomacy would not secure its territory, even though  “adven-
turism in foreign relations had to be avoided” at all cost. Turkey needed  to become an ally 
of great powers, rise to prominence by its own “volition,” and avoid desperate alliances as 
the eve of WWI. The new Republic therefore concluded that Turkey would remain outside 
any war unless it was attacked, while it would rely on peaceful diplomacy for foreign 
policy objectives.45

3. Turkey’s Western Orientation and the European Union
 The transition from military non-alignment, non-adventurism, and political iso-
lation to active military and political alignment with the Western bloc began following the 
Second World War and the start  of the Cold War. Turkish foreign policy witnessed a dy-
namic shift in response to “Soviet expansionism” and “regional instability.” Turkey joined 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952 with the objective of protecting 
national security and independence from Soviet aggression.46 Turkey committed troops 
to the Korean War to secure favor with the United States and display sincerity towards the 
collective security condition of NATO. This period of the Cold War can be viewed as com-
plete “Western dependence” according to Mustafa Aydin, as Turkey’s economic ambitions 
and political security rested on the fate of the Western bloc. This absolute western orienta-
tion was short-lived, as it was followed by a period of “disillusionment” with the West 
following the Cyprus crisis of 1974, which isolated Turkey from the international arena. 
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There was also a process of “détente” with the Soviet Union and “rapprochement” efforts 
with the Third World between 1960 and 1970.47 Turkey attempted to soothe relations with 
the West during the late Cold War period as Turkey’s interest in the European Economic 
Community heightened. Turkey progressed towards this by initiating association with 
the European Union in 1963 with the Ankara Association Agreement, which envisaged a 
three-stage membership process into the EU.48 This process was suspended for six years 
following the 1980 coup, however, in a period of economic liberalization and opening 
up of the economy, Turkey applied to formally join the European Economic Community 
in 1987. The milestone was achieved in 1996 when Turkey was able to join the Customs 
Union, and in 1999, the Helsinki Summit confirmed the EU’s permission to allow Turkey 
to become a candidate to join the EU, after following a process of reforms outlined by 
the Copenhagen criteria. The EU accession objective remained crucial to the underlying 
Turkish loyalty towards Europe and the Western alliances throughout successive admin-
istrations, even up until the JDP’s first tenure. Therefore, the halting of these EU negotia-
tions served as a major rupture in Western orientation in Turkish foreign policy under the 
JDP.49  

 The period between 1999 and 2005 was a period of “EU reforms” in Turkey, 
through  which a process of democratization and re-engineering of the civilian-military 
leadership balance took place. By October 2005, the EU had determined that Turkey suf-
ficiently fulfilled the criteria to begin its accession to the EU. However, several European 
countries displayed their reservations in allowing Turkey membership in the EU. Angela 
Merkel and Francois Hollande expressed in explicit terms that Turkey would not be al-
lowed to join the EU. The immediate catalyst was the Cyprus issue which led many Turk-
ish establishment figures, from Kemalist and conservative segments, to believe this was a 
ploy to keep Turkey at arms length from Europe. As negotiations fully halted in 2006 the 
added pressure of the 2008 economic crisis and the dire Greece economic situation, led 
Turkey’s EU membership process to an end.50 From this moment onwards, Turkish foreign 
policy suffered the traumatic realization that after decades of aspiring to join the elite Eu-
ropean club, this ambition was only a fantasy. The JDP transformed its approach towards 
the EU, viewing the organization with suspicion and trading fatal blows in diplomatic ex-
changes with them. The JDP was accused of anti-secular activities, aggressive crackdowns 
on protests in 2007, and was condemned by the EU for disregarding freedoms. During the 
Gezi Park protests in 2013, the government’s aggressive measures to quell demonstrators 
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and censor the media was condemned by the EU as well. Erdogan fiercely reacted to EU 
pressure by making it clear that the “EU had to mind its own business” and that Turkey 
“had no intention of taking democracy lessons from the EU.”  This altercation between 
the EU and Turkey made it evident that Turkey’s long-standing ambition to become a 
European power had concluded. Atatürk’s ambition to elevate Turkey to European status 
no longer held significance as the reality of EU-Turkey tensions bitterly unfolded. This for-
eign policy shift away from the EU was  largely founded on necessity rather than agency, 
as the JDP at least superficially attempted to comply with EU reforms and procedures to 
gain membership. Turkish public opinion in  recent years has  reduced from 70% in favor 
of EU accession down to 30%, which comes down to a growing consensus amongst vari-
ous political segments that the EU is unlikely to offer Turkey membership. This move-
ment away from European orientation is only a symptom of a greater disinterest in strict 
Western orientation which developed through a series of domestic changes in Turkey.51 A 
series of military coups by Kemalist factions tainted Kemalist idealism in Turkey, while re-
ligious movements such as the Erbakan movement gained traction simultaneously. In the 
late Cold War, Turkey began to re-evaluate its identity as it experimented with re-discov-
ering its religious heritage while its economic expansion grew beyond the strict limitations 
of the Western bloc. 

4. Domestic Instability
 The Turkish Republic was marred with domestic instability following the early 
Republican era, after opening up to multiparty elections in 1950, when the RPP’s influ-
ence declined and demands for greater religious expression grew. Several military coups 
in the name of protecting Kemalism in 1960, 1980, and 1997, delegitimized the military 
establishment as a potent political actor in the country. Similarly, with the receding influ-
ence of Republicans in Turkey, the growth of a third influential establishment grew in 
the form of religious conservative Islamist movements. The 1980 military coup hoped to 
settle domestic tensions and growing Communist influence in Turkey by allowing greater 
religious autonomy. Islam was viewed as a natural accomplice to Turkish nationalism, and 
together, a “Turkish-Islamic Synthesis” was put forward by the military establishment to 
off-set foreign ideological pressures.52 This development served as the beginning of a new 
orientation in Turkish identity, and, in turn, foreign policy which would merge Turkish 
nationalism and Islamic values and forge an independent pathway steering clear of abso-
lute Westernism and any Communist influence. As Turkey’s religious movements spread, 
its growing economy facilitated the rise of an Islamic bourgeoisie class known as the “Ana-
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tolian tigers,” who were small to medium scale industrialists increasing their share of Tur-
key’s expanding economy. The Gulen Movement grew in stature and became a network of 
schools, businesses, and professional bureaucracy that facilitated JDP’s rise to power. The 
Erbakan movement dominated politics in the 1990s, as the Welfare party assumed power, 
until it was banned on anti-secular grounds. Tayyep Erdogan established the JDP party 
as he came into power in 2002, which swept elections with great success throughout the 
next decade and a half. The growth of this religious conservative establishment in Turkish 
politics has influenced an ideological shift away from strict Western orientation, facilitated 
by Turkey’s economic growth. The “Anatolian Tigers,” displayed great interest in growing 
economic commerce in the Middle East and Central Asia, which extended the sphere of 
Turkey’s foreign relations into new regions.53 The JDP pronounces itself as a conservative 
democratic party which does not seek to undermine the secular nature of the state, but it 
does not hide its religious identity. Coupled with Turkey’s economic growth, the JDP has 
forged a new base of power in Turkey. Turkish foreign policy under the JDP has shifted 
from Western tutelage towards an independent pathway based on nationalism and conser-
vative religious orientation. However, the initiating factors of this shift were the  growing 
economic markets and the expansion of diplomatic influence into the Middle East, Russia, 
and Central Asia following the Cold War. 

5. Turkey as a Balancing Power
 Throughout the Cold War, Turkey’s western orientation was built upon common 
security threats from the USSR. However, after its collapse, Turkey needed  to redefine 
its geostrategic value to the West. Turkey’s growing economy following the collapse of 
the USSR allowed its foreign policy to rely on economic growth rather than insulated 
concerns for security. Turkey initiated greater economic relations with Russia, the Middle 
East, the Caucasus, and the Balkans, transforming  itself into a “pivotal” power that would 
serve as a nexus between the West and the East.54 The hope for  this new arrangement was 
to replace Turkey’s position as a “flank” country in NATO to a central power offering stra-
tegic connection between former adversary Russia and the Middle East.55 Turkey’s support 
for the Gulf War in 1991 disproved the “Huntington civilizational axis” according to Müge 
Kinacioglu, as Turkey proved its Western credentials while it also gave NATO legitimacy 
as a Muslim power. During the 1990s, Turkey’s foreign policy orientation achieved stra-
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tegic value as a bridge between Eastern regions and the Western alliance.56 This period 
displayed an ideal balance between Western and Eastern orientation, as Turkey improved 
economic relations with Russia based on “zero problems with neighbors” as this naturally 
overlapped with Russia’s “near abroad doctrine.” Turkey’s geostrategic value vis-à-vis 
NATO expanded by virtue of its improving relations with Russia, the Middle East, Central 
Asia, and the Balkans. Turkish foreign policy during this period shifted away from its 
Cold War total “dependence” on Western orientation towards a dynamic balance between 
the West and the East.57 

 The penultimate period in Turkish foreign policy orientation initiated with the 
rise of the JDP, under the leadership of Tayyep Erdogan and the theoretical underpinnings 
of his chief advisor Ahmed Davotoglu. The foreign policy doctrine outlined by Davotoglu 
in his book, Strategic Depth, served as the foundation of the JDP’s foreign policy orienta-
tion in the late 1990s through the 2000s. In the recent decade, Erdogan has shifted away 
from a balanced approach towards a more assertive and nationalist driven foreign policy 
aimed at the West and neighboring regions, including the Middle East. The five founda-
tional principles of Davotoglu’s Strategic Depth strategies consist of: “zero problems with 
neighbors, balance between security and democracy, proactive and preemptive peace 
diplomacy, multidimensional foreign policy, and rhythmic diplomacy.”58 Caliskan and 
Waldman argue that Davotoglu is Turkey’s “very own Kissinger,” whose blueprint has 
guided JDP’s foreign policy, based on increasing Turkey’s strategic depth in neighboring 
regions and using its geostrategic position to enhance its global reputation.59 Turkish for-
eign policy has re-found its Ottoman heritage, using former cultural and political affinities 
with neighboring regions to become a natural leader in the region. The principle founda-
tion of this new foreign policy orientation is to shift Turkey away from being a “wing state 
of the West” to becoming a “pivotal” power between the West and Middle East, Central 
Asia Caucasus, and the Balkans. Davotoglu argued that Turkish foreign policy could 
become more “assertive” and “proactive” as long as it used “soft power” mechanisms. 
However, Turkey would have to “break away from previous Western orientation.” This did 
not mean a complete rupture of relations with the West entirely, but rather a realization of 
an independent nationalist and dynamic geostrategic orientation. Turkey would use its as-
sociation with NATO and its traditional Western alliance to bolster its position as a global 
power and maintain relations with the Middle East and neighboring regions to enhance 
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its regional leadership. Turkey, through “strategic depth,” would rise to “global power” 
status,  maintaining a dynamic balance between the East and the West. This foreign policy 
orientation was exploitative of Western links, cashing on “neo-Ottoman” heritage with the 
Middle East in a bid to secure Turkey’s hegemonic position and rise as a global power.60

 The fundamental assumption of this doctrine is that Turkey is no longer sur-
rounded by hostile enemies, as was the underlying foreign policy concern since the early 
Republican era, underlined by the “Sévres Syndrome.”61 “Strategic depth” envisions using 
soft power in the neighboring regions to enhance Turkey’s strategic position, regional 
power, and national independence. “Zero problems with neighbors” dictates friendly rela-
tions with neighbors, even former adversaries such as Russia, Armenia, and Greece. Tur-
key would improve diplomatic relations and improve economic relations with the Middle 
East and join international organizations to achieve “rhythmic diploma.”62 By outlining 
Turkey’s credentials as a mediating power in the Middle East, including between Pales-
tine and Israel, Turkey would grow into a natural leadership position within the region. 
Davotuglo hoped to present Turkey as an exemplar democratic state for the Middle East to 
imitate and for the West to admire, arguing that “democracy” and “freedom” are Turkey’s 
greatest “soft power” tools. The JDP, while strengthening their domestic support base, 
made assurances that an “axis of shift” towards the Middle East was not happening, and 
that it would continue negotiations with the EU and maintain its NATO commitments. 
This policy has changed since the Middle Eastern crisis has developed in the last two de-
cades, with the US intervening in the region along with other Western powers. Following 
the US invasion of Iraq in 2003, Turkey’s stance towards the West grew uneasy and Turkey 
shifted away from its “strategic depth” doctrine with principles of “zero problems with 
neighbors” towards a more assertive orientation. Turkey’s relations with the US soured 
following the invasion of Iraq, despite an initial inclination towards the West in the JDP’s 
early years in power.63

 Following the attacks of 9/11, Turkey offered its support to the US in its “War 
on Terror,” backing “Operation Enduring Freedom” in Afghanistan in 2001. Washington 
was given a positive gesture  by the incumbent JDP signaling its support and as the US 
prepared for the invasion of Iraq, the JDP hesitantly offered the US its territory to stage a 
northern invasion. However, the Grand National Assembly in March 2003, rejected the 
bill which would permit the US to use Turkey’s soil to stage an invasion of Iraq. This deci-
sion caught Washington by surprise sending shockwaves through the Bush administra-
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tion and embarrassing JDP leadership. From this event onwards, Turkey’s relations with 
the US deteriorated and only until President Obama came into power, a brief interlude of 
détente proceeded between 2009-2013. However, with the ushering of the Arab Spring in 
2011 and the 2013 Gezi Park protests, Turkey’s relations with the US resumed its downhill 
trajectory.64

6. The Fall of Turkey’s Western Orientation
 Phillip Robins explains that “Kemalists” and “post-Islamists” had been divided 
on Western orientation during the Cold War, referring to the JDP and its allied networks 
as “post-Islamists.”65 This dualism and dichotomous approach to the West, according to 
Robins, ended with the US invasion of Iraq in 2003, which shocked the Turkish establish-
ment. The failing EU negotiations also added to the deep layer of suspicion and distrust 
growing across the Turkish establishment. Together, the unfolding of these events con-
verged “Kemalist” and “post-Islamist” views towards Western orientation.66  For the 
Kemalist military establishment, EU demands to reduce military interference in civil-
ian government has created disillusionment with the EU and the West. For the “post-
Islamists,” the EU's hardening stance on religious freedom, pluralism, and denying Turkey 
membership to the EU, has increased antagonism towards the West. The Iraq War and the 
failed EU negotiations are two foundational junctures for growing domestic disenchant-
ment with Western orientation, among both the conservative establishment as well as the 
Kemalist establishment within Turkey.67

 Yaprak Gürsoy argues, Davotoglu’s soft power visions of “strategic depth” and 
maintaining a “bridge” between the East and the West, has lost its appeal. Following the 
EU “rebuff ” and the Middle Eastern crisis, Erdogan has adopted a “populist” rhetoric 
and appeal to stiffen his posture against the West and bully his Middle Eastern neighbors 
alike.68 Populism serves to strengthen domestic support and it also projects influence 
abroad. Erdogan’s objective is to inspire Turkish ambitions for “regional power and inter-
national influence,” channelling his aggression towards the Arab Spring and the Syrian 
crisis. Following the JDP’s victory in the 2011 elections, Erdogan discarded “soft power” 
mechanisms of foreign policy, using “hard power” mechanisms to intervene against re-
gimes in the Arab Spring, supporting demonstrators and insurgents against their govern-
ments. Erdogan first demonstrated this shift in policy in Egypt, as he backed Mohammad 

64 Atmaca, 67-68. 
65 Phillip Robbins, Turkish Foreign Policy since 2002: Between a ‘Post-Islamist’ Government and a Kemalist State, The Royal 
Institute of International Affairs, Vol. 83, No. 2, (Oxford University Press, March 2007), 297-298.
66 Ibid., 293.
67 Ibid. 295.
68 Yaprak, 137. 



67

Southern California International Review - Vol. 10 No. 1

Hammad Al-Qadri

Morsi and the Muslim Brotherhood against the Egyptian military establishment. Back in 
2011, Turkey also agreed to NATO strikes in Libya, toppling Muammar Gaddafi’s re-
gime, displaying its growing interventionist posture.69 This growing interventionism has 
shifted Turkish foreign policy orientation towards a self-serving independent path based 
on hegemonic interests, and to this end, Turkey vacillates between Western and Eastern 
orientation. Erdogan’s assertive and aggressive foreign policy, driven by hegemonic goals 
manifested in the Syrian crisis, can also be seen as he openly encouraged the toppling of 
Bashar al-Assad’s regime by supporting the insurgency.70

 In the summer of 2011, Erdogan initially pursued diplomacy, sending Ahmed 
Davotuglo to visit Bashar al-Assad to convince him to implement reforms and heed 
the demands of protestors. However,  as these diplomatic talks failed, Erdogan abruptly 
turned to assertive measures. Turkey decided to support the Syrian insurgency, allowing 
the “Syrian National Council'' to form in Istanbul and opening up its borders to facilitate 
logistics and arms supplies to the rebels. Bashar al-Assad responded by allowing greater 
autonomy to Kurdish militants in Northern Syria, and ever since, Turkey has been deeply 
embroiled in the Syrian conflict. Turkey’s strategic ambitions to serve as a bridge between 
the West and East and to serve as a mediator and leader in the Middle East broke down as 
Turkey initiated an aggressive policy of military intervention and overt diplomatic pres-
sure against Arab regimes in the Middle East.71 During the Gezi Park protests, Erdogan 
used populist appeal to denounce domestic enemies of the state, as well as to call out “US 
imperialism,” blaming the US for orchestrating the domestic strife. Erdogan’s distrust of 
the West for its interventions translated into suspicions that the US and its Western allies 
were attempting to remove him from power. Erdogan’s rhetoric has sought to present 
himself as the champion of the “weak” in a struggle between “good and evil,” representing 
his view of a clash between the “West and Islam.” This hostile posture disturbed Turkey’s 
relations with the West, while Turkey’s venture in Syria has been condemned by NATO. 
The intervention in Syria has cost Turkey billions of dollars due to the massive refugee 
influx and the military struggle to contain PKK affiliates in Northern Syria has also been 
burdening. Several terrorist attacks in Istanbul and Ankara between 2015-2016 have also 
increased security vulnerability, as Turkey became increasingly consumed with the Syrian 
crisis.72 Finally, following the attempted military coup on July 15, 2016, Turkish foreign 
policy has entered a phase of “survival mode” on all fronts.73 Through this lens, Turkish 
foreign policy views all relations with curiosity and suspicion, as Erdogan has repeatedly 
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held foreign entities responsible for Turkey’s domestic unrest.  In summary, the JDP and 
Erdogan’s foreign policy orientation since the Arab Spring has been assertive and aggres-
sive, in line with national interests and security concerns, projecting power abroad using 
interventionism and populist rhetoric. 

7. NATO and the Future of Turkish Foreign Policy
 Waldman and Caliskan argue that Turkish foreign policy began with a “West-
ern outlook” in the Republican era, and that ever since the JDP have assumed power 
they have been consumed by “strategic misconceptions.” While initially securing trade 
links, diplomatic relations, and dynamic ties with the Middle East, the “post-military” 
strategy has “confused strategy with ambition” and Turkish foreign policy following the 
Arab crisis is perplexed.74 On the future of Turkish orientation towards NATO or Russia, 
away from the traditional Western circle, Lars Haugom argues Turkey’s foreign policy 
will develop a “transactional based” approach which would deal with the West and Russia 
based on immediate interests and “transactions.”75 For Turkey, NATO members are “not 
friends to be trusted,” while Russian relations can easily decline as they did in 2015, after 
Turkey downed a Russian Su-24 fighter jet. The fundamental feature of Turkey’s foreign 
policy is in line with realist vision and is the “securitization” of foreign policy. Turkey 
is not concerned with “values or institutions,” rather Erdogan has sought “flexible alli-
ances” based on preference and utility. According to Lars, Turkey will not completely 
re-orient its foreign policy away from NATO, nor will it completely shift towards Rus-
sia. Turkey’s relations with Russia are  “transactional,” based on economic, military, and 
diplomatic coordination rather than  deep “communal” or “cultural” ties that would secure 
the alliance.  Turkey’s relations with Europe have been mere aspirations in which Turkey 
desired European civilization status and to stand among European ranks as per Atatürk’s 
vision.76This ambition may have changed, but Turkey’s fundamental alliance with NATO 
is still pertinent in holding Turkey nominally oriented with the West on security concerns, 
though not based on ideals or common perceptions. Turkey’s links with Russia may pose 
a risk as Ankara’s overreliance on Moscow’s energy supplies and may be used as leverage 
to neutralize Turkey’s ambitions for strategic autonomy. In essence, Turkey will have to 
balance its alliance with NATO and its strategic links with Russia to uphold its own ambi-
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tions for regional hegemony and global influence.77

 Ihsan Dagi is also sceptical of Turkey’s shift away from Western orientation and 
towards greater strategic relations with Russia, China, and the Eastern bloc. There are 
contradicting sentiments in Turkey’s civil-military establishment between maintaining 
pro-NATO sentiments, and forging greater relations with Russia, China, and Eurasia. Dagi 
rejects the claim made by the pro-Russia and pro-China establishment, that Turkey can 
rise to become a global hegemon through this tilt.78 Dagi argues if Turkey shifts away from 
its Western alliance, it will face an economic backlash and suffer from diplomatic isola-
tion. Turkey may find itself hopelessly isolated as it was in 1914, poised to join the Russian 
and Chinese alliance by necessity just as it had joined the Germans, which would under-
cut Turkey’s ambitions to become a regional hegemon and global leader. The JDP’s policies 
are also a growing cause for concern after having shifted away from “zero problems with 
neighbors” towards regional “bullying.” Dagi predicts that Turkey’s “aggressive foreign 
policy” will encourage Turkey towards more authoritarian lines and this will increase 
economic and political vulnerability. Some of these predictions have manifested recently 
as NATO condemned Turkey for its unilateral military venture in Northern Syria and its 
aggrandizing diplomatic posture against NATO. Economic vulnerability is also evident 
following the US’ pressure on the Turkish Lira last year.79

 For these reasons, Turkey’s commitment to NATO will remain crucial to Erdo-
gan’s bid to assume regional hegemony and global leadership. Turkey’s association with 
NATO presents it prestige in international relations as NATO is “consensus” based, giv-
ing Turkey’s veto equal status to the US and any other European power. Turkey’s NATO 
membership also has common security concerns that have grown since the Arab Spring, 
including terrorism, regional instability, and the growing refugee crisis. Turkish foreign 
policy in recent years has become more assertive and interventionist with the objective 
of improving regional hegemony and giving rise to global leadership. Under the JDP and 
Erdogan, Turkey’s unconditional commitment to the West following the Cold War has 
vanished, and has been replaced by an independent and nationalist pathway. The JDP’s 
“strategic depth” doctrine espoused Turkey’s geostrategic pivotal role in facilitating better 
relations between the West and the East, which was also discarded for more hard power 
policies following the Arab Spring and the Middle Eastern crisis. Nevertheless, Turkey re-
mains committed to NATO with the intent to exploit its Western alliance to achieve great 
hegemonic status, while it maintains strategic relations with Russia for economic and mili-
tary leverage. President Erdogan’s recent use of sharp populist rhetoric against NATO may 

77 Ibid.
78 Ihsan Dagi, Turkey Between Democracy and Militarism: Post Kemalist Perspectives, (Orion, 2008), 267.
79 Ibid., 277-278. 
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damage the trust between the alliance, but NATO’s overall fixation with Russia may reduce 
this. Turkey’s last remaining link to Western orientation remains its NATO alliance, and if 
the organization outlives its purpose with diminishing determination to contain Russian 
influence, what remaining interest in Europe and the West would Turkey have? 



71

Southern California International Review - Vol. 10 No. 1

Hammad Al-Qadri

Works Cited
Ayse Omar Atmaca, Turkey US Relations (2009-2016): A Troubled Partnership in a 

troubled world?, Turkish Foreign Policy: International Relations, Legality and Global 
Reach, Edited by Pinar Gozen Ercan, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), Chapter 4.

Binnur Ozkececi-Taner, Turkish Foreign Policy: Bridge, Buffer and Barrier, in Foreign Poli-
cy in Comparative Perspective: Domestic, International Influences on State Behaviour, 
second edition, Editors: Ryan K. Beasley, Juliet Kaarbo, Jeffrey S. Lantis, Michael T. 
Snarr, (Sage, 2013)

David L. Phillips, An Uncertain Ally: Turkey Under Erdogan’s Leadership, (Taylor & Fran-
cis, Routledge, London, 2017). 

Didem Ekinci, Russia-Turkey Relations (1991-2016): Diverging Interests and Compelling 
Realities, Turkish Foreign Policy: International Relations, Legality and Global Reach, 
Edited by Pinar Gozen Ercan, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), Chapter 8. 

Funda Keskin Ata, EU-Turkey Relations (1999-2016): Conditionality At Work?, Chapter 6, 
Turkish Foreign Policy: International Relations, Legality and Global Reach, Edited by 
Pinar Gozen Ercan, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), Chapter 6.

Jacob M. Landau, Exploring Ottoman and Turkish History, (Hurst & Company, 2004). 
Jenny White, Muslim Nationalism and the New Turks, (Princeton; Princeton University 

Press, 2013), (ch.2 – “Islam and the Nation).
Ihsan Dagi, Turkey Between Democracy and Militarism: Post Kemalist Perspectives, (Ori-

on, 2008). 
Lars Haugom, Turkish Foreign Policy Under Erdogan: A Change in International Orienta-

tion? Comparative Strategy, (2019) Vol. 38, NO. 3. 
Mustafa Aydin, Determinants of Turkish Foreign Policy: Changing Patterns and Conjec-

tures during the Cold War, Middle Eastern Studies, Vol. 36. No. 1 (January, 2000) (Tay-
lor & Francis Ltd.)

Muge Kinancioglu, NATO-Turkey Relations: From Collective Defence to Collective Secu-
rity, Turkish Foreign Policy: International Relations, Legality and Global Reach, Edited 
by Pinar Gozen Ercan, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), Chapter 5. 

Nur Bilge Criss, Turkey’s Foreign Policies During the Interwar Period (1923-1939)?, Turk-
ish Foreign Policy: International Relations, Legality and Global Reach, Edited by Pinar 
Gozen Ercan, (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), Chapter 2. 

Phillip Robbins, Turkish Foreign Policy since 2002: Between a ‘Post-Islamist’ Government 
and a Kemalist State, The Royal Institute of International Affairs, Vol. 83, No. 2, (Ox-
ford University Press, March 2007). 

Simon A. Waldman and Emre Caliskan, Davutoglu’s Rhythmic Diplomacy Classical Con-
cert or Improvised Jazz?, The New Turkey and Its Discontents (2017), Chapter 7. 



72

Southern California International Review - Vol. 10 No. 1

Balancing Alliances

Yaprak Gürsoy, Turkey: Populism and Geography, Shaper Nations Strategies For a Chang-
ing World, Chapter 7,  edited by William I. Hitchock, Jeffrey W. Legro, and Jeffrey W. 
Legro, (Harvard University Press, 2016).


