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Abstract 

The most substantial restructuring of Turkish foreign policy was experienced in the economic sphere 

under the Özal leadership. Most observers agree that Özalist Turkey was most successful in implementing 

its economic foreign policy. Economic restructuring, which began with the 24 January 1980 Stabilization 

Program, was at the center of the foreign policy of Özalist Turkey. The Özal administration made a 

number of significant changes in the domestic context and in foreign policy in order to be able to 

implement the economic reform program. The Özal leadership used several instruments to increase 

exports. Following the implementation of free market principles, foreign trade increased dramatically. 

During the Özal administration, Turkish economic partners and export items diversified. The Özal 

administration signed significant trade agreements with different regions and encouraged other countries 

to improve the regional trade. Exports to traditional European market increased as well, but exports to the 

Middle Eastern and North African countries received particular attention and the main export penetration 

was achieved in these regions. Reflecting Turkey’s transformation from an agricultural into an industrial 

country, the share of service sectors such as tourism, foreign contracts and transportation increased 

extensively. Özal restructured Turkish economic foreign policy from being inward-oriented into outward-

oriented economy. 
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Özet: 

Türk dıĢ politikasındaki en önemli değiĢim Özal döneminde ekonomik alanda gerçekleĢti. Gözlemcilerin 

büyük kısmı Özalist Türkiye’nin ekonomik dıĢ politika uygulamasında oldukça baĢarılı olduğunda 

hemfikirdirler. 24 Ocak Ġstikrar Programı ile baĢlayan ekonomik yeniden yapılandırma Özalist 

Türkiye’nin dıĢ politikasının merkezinde yer almaktaydı. Özal yönetimi ekonomik reform programını 

uygulayabilmek için iç siyasette ve dıĢ politikada önemli değiĢiklikler yaptı. Özal liderliği ihracatı 

arttırmak amacıyla pek çok araç kullandı. Serbest piyasa ilkelerinin uygulanmasıyla dıĢ ticaret hızlı bir 

biçimde arttı. Özal döneminde Türkiye’nin ekonomik ortakları ve ihraç malları çeĢitlendi. Avrupa 

dıĢındaki ülkelerle, özellikle Ortadoğu ve Kuzey Afrika ülkeleriyle, ticaret canlandı. 1990’lı yılların 

baĢlarında sanayi ürünleri, turizm, inĢaat ve ulaĢım sektörlerinin ihracattaki payı tarım ürünleri aleyhine 

çok yükseldi. Özal iktidarı Türkiye’yi içe dönük bir ülke olmaktan çıkarıp dıĢa dönük bir ülke yaptı. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ekonomik DıĢ Politika, Özalist Türkiye, Ekonomik DeğiĢim 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Turkey experienced a leadership change in the 1980s and early 1990s. The Özal leadership 

replaced the traditional nationalist and statist Kemalist leadership (Ataman, 1999). The leadership 

change influenced Turkey’s domestic and foreign policy orientation. The most dramatic changes 

occurred in the economic issue area. Turgut Özal, first as prime minister (1983-1989) and then as 

president (1989-1993), dramatically restructured economic, political and social structure of the 

country. Özal did so in order to serve the interests of the new leadership and to enable it to 

fashion an economic structure assuring the new governing elite to maintain its power. 

Both the Kemalist leadership and the Özalist leadership used economic means to achieve certain 

political, economic and cultural objectives and initiated economic policies to challenge domestic, 

transnational and regional threats. The Kemalist elite tried to protect its dominance in domestic 

politics by preventing the emergence of an alternative economic class. When their dominance 

was challenged by conservative and Islamic-oriented economic groups in domestic politics, they 

resort to dramatic authoritarian measures against these alternative developments. Since economic 

transactions bring an interdependent relationship between countries, the Kemalist leadership 

preferred Western countries to other regions as economic partners. The Özal leadership initiated 

economic policies that aimed to break down the Kemalist dominance in the national economy 

and to achieve cooperation with regional countries and the Muslim world in addition to the West. 

Economic liberalization decreased, if not prevented, the state support for the Kemalist economic 

class and national dependence on the Western countries. 

Özal initiated a major restructuring and stabilization program on 24 January 1980 that 

transformed Turkish economic foreign policy from import-substitution industrialization to 

export-oriented industrialization. Although it was declared in 1980, Özal, as the Undersecretary 

of the Prime Ministry and the responsible bureaucrat for economic policies, was the main 

architect of the program. The program was initially advised by the International Monetary Fund, 

but its application went beyond the targeted level. The economic reform program implemented 

by the Özalist leadership included the reduction of the state role in the economy, the introduction 

of a realistic exchange rate and strict monetary policies, the elimination of subsidies and price 

controls and the encouragement of foreign direct investment (Saracoğlu, 1994; Pitnam III, 1987). 

This reform program provided an atmosphere in which a liberal political process initiated and a 

capitalist economic system flourished. 
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In this study, I first analyze economic policy of the Kemalist leadership in order to contextualize 

Özal’s restructured economic policy. Then, I discuss domestic economic changes introduced by 

the Özalist leadership to grasp the real importance of the reorientation of Turkey’s economy since 

domestic restructuring in the economic system had a significant impact on economic foreign 

policy of the country. In the last section, I compare economic policies of the two periods. 

 

2. ECONOMIC FOREIGN POLICY OF THE KEMALIST LEADERSHIP 

From the beginning of the Turkish Republic until the 1980s, Kemalist Turkey generally followed 

a statist, nationalist, inward looking and protectionist economic policy. As mentioned by Berkes 

(1964), “the first statement of the economic objective of the Kemalist thesis” (p. 463) was 

economic independence and self-support. Independence was sought from other countries as well 

as from indigenous societal forces. One of the six main Kemalist principles was/is “statism” in 

which the state has the central role in directing economic development planning, state-owned 

enterprises, price controls, restrictions on foreign investments and foreign exchange and 

protection of the national currency (Ataöv, 1986). When Atatürk declared that statism was the 

economic program of the Republican People’s Party (RPP), the party recognized it as the official 

economic strategy of the state. The Kemalist leadership formed the semi-official Society of 

National Economy and Savings in 1929 to control the economy. One year later, the law on the 

protection of the value of the Turkish lira and the law on export control were introduced 

(Boratav, 1981). 

Claiming that Kemalist economic policies had different phases, Boratav (1981) argues that the 

Kemalist regime followed an open market economy from 1923 to 1929. Only after 1929 was 

protectionism and statism instituted in response to the global economic depression. In reality, the 

autonomy of the new Turkish state in the area of foreign trade policy was restricted until 1929 by 

the conditions of articles of the Lausanne Treaty of 1923 (Buğra, 1994). Some of the economic 

activities of the state were left to the victorious European powers in order for Turkey to be able to 

pay the foreign debts that it inherited from the Ottoman Empire. European states had the right to 

intervene in some economic policies and they followed a liberal policy to get their money back. 

The Turkish state only controlled the economic life that was not under the control of the foreign 

powers after the proclamation of the Republic. The impact of the state in the economic realm was 
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a reality from the beginning of the Republican era (Ataöv, 1986) and it was only suspended 

temporarily. 

Statism was pursued as an intermediate strategy between capitalism and socialism. The Kemalist 

leadership group, corresponding to the international conjuncture, accepted intervention into the 

economic realm as a legitimate duty of the state. The Kemalist leadership followed a nationalist 

economic policy and adopted a negative image of foreign investment and foreign economic 

activities. Therefore, the Kemalist leadership rejected a market-oriented economic strategy and 

the establishment of any liberal economic institutions. The major elements of the statist strategy 

were controlling foreign trade, restrictions on foreign capital, nationalization of foreign 

investments, government control on domestic market, and the state as the primary producer and 

investor (Boratav, 1981). The Kemalist regime founded many institutions and created an 

atmosphere necessary for state intervention and domination over the society. Below, I analyze 

Kemalist economic policy in three main areas: foreign trade, economic planning, and government 

domination in the economic issue area.  

 

2.1 Foreign Trade 

The Kemalist leadership group and their statist strategy limited Turkish economic relations with 

foreign countries from the beginning of the Republic until 1980. Although Turkey joined 

Western economic institutions such as the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development after World War II as an indication of 

its alliance pattern, Turkey’s participation in these economic institutions was limited. The 

Kemalist leadership followed an autarchic economic policy.  

In spite of a protective and nationalist economic strategy, the Kemalist leadership had to depend 

on foreign assistance to finance its economic development, yet limitations on foreign direct 

investment prevented adequate and appropriate technology transfers. Eventually, Kemalist 

Turkey became heavily dependent on foreign assistance. As pointed out by Tuncer (1975), “the 

transfer of external resources has been between four and five percent of Turkey’s gross national 

product, as was over fifty percent of Turkey’s foreign exchange earnings annually, not taking into 

account the military grants” (p. 223). 

The main strategy of the Kemalist program in foreign trade was import substitution 

industrialization (ISI). There were several components of ISI trade policy. First, the Kemalist 
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leadership dramatically increased tariffs in 1929. Tariffs were increased from 13 percent to an 

average nominal protection rate of 46 percent (Boratav, 1981). Second, comprehensive non-tariff 

barriers (quotas, licensing requirements, restrictive payment regime, several different levies on 

imports, foreign exchange allocation, subventions for import substitution companies) restricted 

foreign trade further. Third, the exchange policy was designed to serve ISI. “All available foreign 

exchange resources were to be spent and distributed among different sectors of the economy in 

accordance with the government’s and [State Planning Organization] SPO’s development 

programs and goals. Through the import regime, the government controlled both the quantity and 

nature of imports” (Barkey, 1990: 70). In addition to these measures in the import regime, the 

government supported the import substituting sectors with an overvalued exchange rate policy. 

“The overvalued exchange rate was designed specifically to benefit import-substituting 

industrialists” (Barkey, 1990: 73). Mainly, the protective measures controlling foreign trade, 

restrictions on foreign capital, and nationalization of foreign investments were central elements of 

statist strategy of Kemalist leadership. 

Foreign investments were rarely permitted by the Kemalist regime. One of the early 

preconditions of foreign direct investment was partnership with Turkish companies a policy 

designed to increase the competitiveness of Turkish companies. Kemalists who inherited most of 

their policies from the last Ottoman intelligentsia considered foreign investment and foreign 

capital as having the same effect as “European capitulations” during the Ottoman Empire. As a 

result, they took a negative attitude from the beginning. 

Under both leftist (so-called social democrat version following the footsteps of Ġsmet Ġnönü and 

Recep Peker) and rightist (conservative and more liberal version following the line of Fethi 

Okyar and Adnan Menderes) Kemalist leadership groups, the protectionist and import 

substituting foreign trade policies of the Kemalist leadership continued after the Atatürk period 

through the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s (Togan, 1990). Turkey’s industrial sector was not developed 

and highly protected from foreign influence. Various instruments such as trade restrictions, 

complex procedures, high tariffs, restrictive quotas and finally over-valued exchange rates were 

used in order to achieve industrial development. Another significant determinant of the Kemalist 

foreign trade policy was its ideological orientation. Due to its totally Westernist and strictly 

secular world-view, the Kemalist leadership refrained to have a deep economic relationship with 
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the eastern world, especially with the Islamic world. Ideological concerns always dominated 

economic and pragmatic benefits. 

 

2.2 Economic Planning 

State-sponsored five-year economic plans were introduced to foster industrialization and to 

achieve economic development. The first such five-year plan was introduced in the early 1930s. 

Turkey became the second state after the Soviet Union to apply economic planning with the “idea 

of exploitation of the country’s wealth for the good of the people” (Ataöv, 1986). After the first 

military intervention in politics in 1960, economic planning was regulated by the constitution. 

The 1961 Constitution created the State Planning Organization (SPO). The SPO “was given 

responsibility for preparing long term and annual plans, following up on the implementation of 

plans, and advising on current economic policy” (Pitnam III, 1987: 184). Since then, the SPO 

remained as one of the most important, if not the most important, bureaucratic institution in 

Turkey.  

The military and civilian bureaucracies, the intelligentsia, Istanbul-based capital, and mainstream 

political parties supported the planned economic strategy. They exploited this strategy for their 

individual or collective interests. These groups were directly controlling the economic life in the 

country. Lewis argues that “two groups had made the largest profits from the [Turkish 

Independence] war; the large farmers, who had gained enormously from the rise in agricultural 

price, and the merchants and middlemen of Istanbul, who had been in a position to exploit both 

the high value of Turkish exports and the desperate shortage of necessary imports” (Lewis, 1961: 

291).  

The government had absolute power of intervention over resource allocation and the 

industrialization process. The Kemalist regime was so intent on controlling the economy; it even 

tried to create its own capitalist class. In one of his popular sayings Atatürk says he would create 

a millionaire in every town. The rightist Kemalist Democratic Party (DP) of the 1950s revised 

Atatürk’s aphorism stating they would create a millionaire in every neighborhood. Kemalists 

created their own capitalist class over which they had total control. Furthermore, senior political 

leaders of the Kemalist leadership were among the chief beneficiaries of statist economic 

policies. They directly entered into the economic sphere as businessmen while remaining 

politicians. One of the largest private commercial banks, the Business Bank (İş Bankası), was 
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established by Atatürk and his friends in 1924. One of the main shareholders of the bank is the 

Republican People’s Party, the party that was established by Atatürk. Some of the leading figures 

of the new regime founded joint ventures with foreign investors. 

 

2.3. Government Domination: State Economic Enterprises (SEEs) 

The state was the driving force behind almost every economic activity during the Kemalist 

period. Private enterprise was resolutely discouraged by the Kemalist leadership. As explained by 

Atatürk, one of the most important objectives of his economic policy was “to nationalize 

economic institutions and enterprises directly concerned with public interest” (Ataöv, 1986: 34). 

The authoritarian nature of the regime did not allow Kemalists to permit individuals to control 

resources. Atatürk explained the main orientation and objective of the Kemalist political 

economy as “to place it [the economy] under state control, as far as our financial and technical 

ability allows, economic institutions and enterprises which directly involve public advantage” 

(Ahmad, 1981: 152). As argued by Barkey (1990), there was a political dimension to the central 

planning and government domination in economic life. In addition to its traditional regulatory 

duties, the Kemalist state assumed the task of producing goods for the national economy. This 

allowed the political center to consolidate further and to strengthen its autonomy. 

A significant group that controlled economic life under the Kemalist leadership was the armed 

forces, the backbone of the Kemalist leadership. The first direct involvement of the military in 

economic life was the establishment of the Army Mutual Assistance Association (OYAK) in 

1961. With concessions granted by the government, OYAK became “one of the largest and most 

profitable conglomerates in the country, providing high dividends to its military investors” 

(Ahmad, 1993: 12). Regular officers, numbering about eighty thousand, were/are obliged to give 

10 percent of their salaries to the fund. It is attached to the Defense Ministry, but it is run like a 

private corporation by civilian managers and technocrats and by retired generals.  

In a decade, OYAK established many companies and acquired shares in various sectors of 

economy. OYAK opened “Army Bazaars” to provide cheap goods for army officers and to 

protect them against high inflation in the country.  It obtained large shares in the Turkish 

Automotive Industry and MAT, two companies that produce and sell trucks and tractors 

respectively. It founded the OYAK Insurance Company and Tukaş, a food-canning firm, and 

purchased a $3,000,000 cement plant. OYAK also holds 20 percent of the $50 million Petroleum-
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Chemical Plant (Petkim), 8 percent of the state owned Turkish petroleum, and 7 percent of a $5.6 

million tire factory owned mostly by Goodyear. The biggest and most profitable investment was 

the partnership with Renault of France and the establishment of the Turkish subsidiary, OYAK-

Renault, which has a large share in Turkish automotive industry. The armed forces control 42 

percent of its shares.  

The government also dominated the financial system. More than a dozen state-owned banks 

controlled the financial sector. State-owned banks conducted 60-70 percent of total deposits and 

transactions. The oldest and largest public bank, the Agricultural Bank of Turkey (T. C. Ziraat 

Bankası), alone controlled about 40 percent of total deposits (Pitnam III, 1987). These policies 

clearly discouraged private enterprises.  

After the adoption of the Kemalist statist principle, a number of key SEEs were established by the 

government in the 1930s. The SEEs were significant tools of statist economic policy to supply 

the economy and support the industrialization of the country. The state owned at least 50 percent 

of them. They were dominant in many key industries such as energy, minerals, metals and 

petrochemicals. Until the 1980s, the SEEs set their prices in accordance with government 

directives. They accounted for about 40 percent of manufacturing and industrial employment just 

before the economic reforms of the Özal leadership (Pitnam III, 1987). Although some studies 

suggest that the SEEs were intended as temporary instruments of industrialization, they remained 

the permanent vehicles of economic strategy of the Kemalists.  

In addition to the SEEs, many public and “quasi-public” organizations, private but under the state 

control, were founded in Istanbul and Ankara in order to prevent emergence of any alternative 

private economic institutions and keep economic life of the country under control. During the 

Atatürk period, many public associations were created to organize and regulate industrialists and 

merchants (1925), the esnaf (1925), exporters (1936), lawyers (1938) and journalists (1938-46). 

The DP later included such categories as doctors (1953), architects and engineers (1954), 

veterinarians (1954) and pharmacists (1956) (Bianchi, 1984: 134). The Kemalist leadership 

established many more organizations in economic life in the 1960s and 1970s by arranging and 

defining interests of both employers and employees. The Turkish Union of Chambers consisted 

of commercial groups, commodity brokers and industrialists. The Union of Agricultural 

Chambers controlled the agricultural sector. Turkish Industrialists and Businessmen’s 

Association was established in 1971, dominated Turkey’s foreign trade. The Kemalist leadership 
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also founded a dependent confederation of worker unions, Türk-İş. These associations and 

organizations served as agents of social, economic and political control. 

Since the largest group of importers was from these organizations, they favored import 

substitution and prevented economic liberalization initiatives. These Istanbul-based 

organizations, part of the Kemalist leadership, prevented any economic and political opposition 

from Anatolia. All nine companies produce refrigerators, washing machines, and vacuum 

cleaners; 11 of 12 firms producing electric and electronic goods (one in Izmir); and all three 

passenger-car manufacturers were located in the Marmara region, Istanbul and the surrounding 

provinces (Barkey, 1990). The population closest to the Kemalist regime were/are inhabited in 

western Turkey where the largest companies were located during the Kemalist period. Before the 

1980s, the only political party, which opposed the dominance of Istanbul capital and expressed 

concern with the neglect of Anatolia, was the National Salvation Party of Erbakan. In other 

words, the conservative Anatolian population was opposing the Kemalist leadership and its 

economic policies, but they lacked power to challenge the Kemalists until the 1980s. Economic 

strategies served the interests of the Kemalist groups at the expense of peripheral groups. 

 

3. ECONOMIC FOREIGN POLICY DURING THE ÖZAL LEADERSHIP  

The most substantial restructuring of Turkish foreign policy was experienced in the economic 

sphere under the Özal leadership. While most observers agree that Özalist Turkey was most 

successful in implementing its economic foreign policy, they still consider these changes as an 

adaptation of the Kemalist leadership to domestic and external changes. Economic restructuring 

was at the center of the foreign policy of Özalist Turkey. Kemalist economic principles that had 

served the interests of the regime were diminished to create another economic system.  

During the late 1970s Turkey’s economy confronted serious hardships including a much enlarged 

oil import bill, an inward-looking development strategy, lack of foreign exchange, fiscal deficits, 

increases in real wages, inelastic tax system, huge losses of the SEEs, deterioration of public 

finances and domestic political instability. The government was unable to grow the economy 

with the restrictive traditional system. The economy was in a serious crisis. The 24 January 1980 

Stabilization Decisions were introduced to remedy these problems. Özal began restructuring the 

economic policy of the state when he was the undersecretary of the Prime Ministry. The program 
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was the largest economic reform package since the establishment of the Republic targeting the 

full conditions of free market and the reduction of the public sector (Anavatan, 1989).  

The new program called for demand management instruments and the adoption of greater 

flexibility in the determination of commodity and factor prices –notably foreign exchange rate 

and interest rates, as well as the introduction of structural reform measures. Domestic demand 

was restrained in order to curb inflation, mobilize domestic savings, free resources for export 

production and adjust the balance of payments. The government introduced real interest rates and 

restrictive financial policies. In the early 1980s state control over prices in the private sector and 

over interest rates on bank credits and deposits was abolished. Below I examine the specific 

changes in Turkey’s economic foreign policy during the Özal leadership. The measure of 

economic foreign policy change is the size, content and direction of foreign trade, i. e., how the 

economic strategies against the external world were restructured.  

The main objective of the Özal governments was to put in place a liberal and outward-oriented 

economic strategy. The Özal administration made a number of significant changes in the 

domestic context in order to be able to implement the economic reform program. Without these 

domestic changes it would have been impossible to restructure the foreign economic policy. 

Financial, banking, monetary and foreign exchange policies were liberalized. The process of 

privatization of state economic enterprises began. A more efficient tax reform was introduced. As 

a result, a dramatic reorganization was observed in foreign trade. Turkey’s trade policy was 

changed “from strictly limiting imports to actively encouraging exports” (Pitnam III, 1987: 230). 

Unfavorable balance of trade which was one of the main problems of the previous regime was 

improved. Foreign direct investments were encouraged. The effects were felt in both export and 

import sectors. 

The Özal leadership used several instruments to increase exports. Export incentives including the 

Export Subsidy and Price Stabilization Fund, tax rebates, exemption from certain taxes, levies 

and duties, exemption from the value-added-tax on exports and income tax, exemption from 

customs duty, free utilization of the foreign exchange earned from exports and Eximbank credits 

were given to exporter companies (Aktan 1996; Baysan and Blitzer, 1990). The government gave 

tax rebates starting in 1981. The Central Bank supplied preferential credits to exporters. 

Exporters were allowed to import raw materials, semi-finished products, and packaging materials 

used in the production of exports without paying customs duties (Saracoğlu, 1994). There were 
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four types of export credits available to exporters: general export credits, export credits for 

packing and delivery, export credits for fresh fruits and vegetables, and credits for foreign trading 

companies.  

Furthermore, there were four kinds of financial facilities provided by Eximbank that were 

available for exporters: the special Export Rediscount Credit, preshipment export credit, 

postshipment export credit and whole turnover insurance (Balkır, 1993). The Özal administration 

removed most export subsidies in later years. On the other hand, the Özal administration signed 

the Subsidy Code of General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade in February 1985 and promised to 

abolish export tax rebates over time. The share of exports that receive tax rebates decreased from 

60.71 percent in 1984 to 47.84 percent in 1988 (Aktan, 1996; Balkır, 1993).  

The second indicator of trade liberalization was import liberalization. The first reform of 1984 

reclassified imports to three different lists. The new “listing system” were divided into four 

sections, the Prohibited List, the Approval List (imports subject to approval or license), the 

Liberalization List and the Fund List (Baysan and Blitzer, 1990). In one year the number of 

liberalized items increased from 1000 to 2500, while the number in the Prohibited List declined 

from 1800 items to 459 items. One year later, in May 1985, all goods previously included on the 

Prohibited List were transferred to the Approval List, with the exception of narcotics, weapons, 

and related goods (Togan, 1996). 

  

3.1. Size of Foreign Trade 

Following the implementation of free market principles, foreign trade increased dramatically, the 

share of foreign trade to GNP increased from 18.9 percent in 1980 to 32.6 percent in 1990 

(Aktan, 1996). Before the liberalizing reforms, total exports amounted to about US $2.2 billion, 

accounting for 5 percent of GNP. Only five years later in 1985, exports reached $7 billion, 

accounting for almost 15 percent of GNP (ġenses, 1990). Similarly, imports as percentage of 

GNP increased from 13.9 percent in 1980 to 20.6 percent in 1990. Meanwhile from 1980 to 1987, 

exports increased at an annual average rate of 22.3 percent, much more rapidly than imports. 

While the rate of growth of imports was 1.7 percent per annum in 1975-79, it increased to 11 

percent annually in the decade of the 1980s (Aktan, 1996). Furthermore, exports were 37 percent 

of imports in 1980, and this proportion increased to 72 percent in 1987 (Anavatan, 1987). Total 

size of foreign trade (the volume of exports and imports) increased from about $10 billion in 
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1980 to over $37 billion in 1992. In conclusion, Turkey’s foreign trade increased dramatically 

and the new trade policy reduced the trade deficit, a major problem during the Kemalist 

leadership. 

 

 TABLE 1: Main Indicators of Turkish Foreign Trade for the Two Decades, 1970-1992 

Year     Exports     Imports         Size of         Export/Import          Share of Exports 

             (Mil. $)     (Mil. $)     Foreign Trade       Ratio (%)                  in GNP (%)  

1970         588            886              1536                   62.1                             3.2                  

1972         885          1508              2448                   56.6                             3.9          

1974       1532          3720              5310                   40.6                             4.0 

1976       1960          5129              7089                   38.2                             3.6  

1978       2288          4599              6887                   49.7                             3.4 

1980       2910          7909            10819                   36.8                             4.1  

1982       5746          8843            14589                   65.0                             8.8  

1984       7134        10757            17891                   66.3                           11.5          

1986       7457        11105            18562                   67.1                             9.6  

1988     11662        14335            25997                   81.4                           12.8    

1990     12959        22302            35261                   58.1                             8.6  

1992     14715        22871            37586                   64.3                             9.5 

                                                                                                                    

Source: Türkiye İstatistik Yıllığı 1993, State Institute of Statistics, Prime Ministry, Republic of Turkey, 

1993. 

  

The share of Turkish exports increased compared to other states. Turkey’s share in total exports 

of developing countries, excluding oil-producing countries, increased from 0.86 percent in 1980 

to 2.27 percent in 1987 (Balkır, 1993). Özal argued that Turkey advanced more rapidly than 

Greece. When Greece was exporting $4.5 billion in 1979, Turkey’s exports had the value of $2.5 

billion (Özal, 1991). After a decade Turkey’s exports increased to more than $13 billion, while 

Greek exports remained around $5 billion. Turkish exports to the US increased 550 percent from 

1983 accounting to $713 million in 1987. Foreign trade with the EU also increased significantly. 

Turkish exports to the EU countries rose from $2.010 billion in 1983 to $4.867 billion in 1987. 



 

965 

 

Turkish imports from the EU increased from $2.595 billion in 1983 to $5.667 billion in 1987, 

while there was a world recession (Anavatan, 1987).  

In order to increase the volume of foreign trade, Özalist Turkey was connected with several 

economic organizations. Özal tried to “abolish economic borders” between Turkey and the 

members of these organizations such as the Black Sea Economic Cooperation Zone and the 

Economic Cooperation Organization (Özal, 1992). He proposed free trade agreements with the 

Middle Eastern countries, Central Asian Republics and even the US. He established Foreign 

Economic Relations Council with joint participation of the state institutions and private 

companies. Similar economic organizations were established in foreign countries such as 

Association of Turkish-American Businessmen in the US and Association of Turkish-Russian 

Businessmen in Russia. Özal opened Turkey’s doors to East Asian companies in order to attract 

investment and transfer of technology. 

 

3.2. Direction of Foreign Trade 

During the Kemalist leadership period, Turkey’s trade, the majority of which were imports, was 

mainly with OECD countries, the EC countries in particular. During the 1980s under the Özal 

administration Turkish economic partners diversified. Turkey’s need for diversification in foreign 

markets led the Özal government to improve economic relations with trading partners outside of 

Europe. The Özal administration signed significant trade agreements with different regions and 

encouraged other countries to improve the regional trade. Exports to traditional European market 

increased as well, but exports to the Middle Eastern and North African countries received 

particular attention and the main export penetration was achieved in these regions.  

Turkey’s trade with Middle Eastern countries increased to 45 percent of total foreign trade in 

1982, dropping to 42 percent in 1985. The volume of exports to the region was $3.2 billion. 

Exports to Iran are the best indication of the redirection of Turkish foreign trade. While Turkish 

exports to Iran were only $44 million in 1978 and $12 million in 1979, it rose to $1.1 billion in 

1985 (Baysan and Blitzer, 1990). Even though the volume of foreign trade with the Middle 

Eastern countries continued to increase, the share of the Middle East in Turkish exports dropped 

due to the decline in oil prices. In addition, the stability and dependability of the Western market 

continued to attract Turkish exports.  
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Turkish companies (actual companies and their products) spread to North America, North Africa, 

East Asia and Eastern Europe and began to compete with the companies from the developed 

countries. After the Economic Protocol of 1987 signed by Prime Minister Özal and Syrian leader 

Assad, trade relations even with Syria, one of the most unfriendly states to Turkey in the 1980s, 

doubled between 1988 and 1993 (Eralp, 1996). Another indication of the diversification is the 

increase in Turkish trade with Russia. The volume of trade between the two countries was 

between three and four billion US dollars. 

Table 2 demonstrates the diversification in foreign investment in the country. The primary 

holders of foreign investment were the Western companies until the 1980s. The number of US 

firms invested in Turkey increased from 37 in 1984 to 74 in 1986, and the number of West 

German companies increased from 47 in 1984 to 92 in 1986. The number of Iranian (from 1 to 

10) and Saudi Arabian (from 1 to 28) companies increased dramatically during the same period. 

The number of Iranian and Saudi Arabian firms increased twenty and forty times more than those 

of European origin (YeĢilada, 1993: 187). 

 

TABLE 2: Foreign Investments in Turkey (1984-86) 

     Number of Firms   % of Change 

Country of Origin  1984  1985  1986  1984-86  

USA    37  61  74  100 

West Germany   47  59  92  92 

France    6  7  9  50 

Great Britain   20  33  43  110 

Holland    10  18  24  140 

Switzerland   51  18  77  39 

Italy    7  11  11  56 

Austria    5  8  8  60 

Consortium   23  37  50  115 

Saudi Arabia   1  28  46  4500 

Iran    1  10  22  2100  

             

Source: Birol YeĢilada, “Turkish Foreign Policy toward the Middle East,” in Atila Eralp, Muharrem 

Tünay and Birol YeĢilada (eds.) The Political and Socioeconomic Transformation of Turkey. Westport, 

CT: Praeger, 1993, pp. 187. 
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Market diversification policy during the Özal administration changed also the direction of the 

exports of manufactured goods. Prior to the 1980s developed countries constituted over 70 

percent of the total Turkish manufactured exports. The share of Middle Eastern countries in 

Turkish manufactured exports increased from 15.1 percent in 1979 to 33.2 percent in 1981, 40.3 

percent in 1983 and 41.9 percent in 1985 (ġenses, 1990). Trade with the OECD countries was 

mainly imports during the Kemalist leadership. The share of exports in Turkey’s foreign trade 

with those countries increased significantly. The increase of Turkish exports to the developed 

countries demonstrates Turkish competitiveness in the world markets.  

In this context, there is a factor that needs to be mentioned. The Kurdish nationalist movement 

was one of the main reasons for the large amount of trade with the Western countries because the 

Kurdish problem made Turkey one of the leading weapon importers in the world. In 1994, 

Turkey was the biggest single importer of American military hardware and thus the world’s 

largest arms purchaser. The Kurdish problem, the main threat to the state or the regime, was one 

of the main reasons of the huge defense spendings, constituting a very high percentage of the 

budget (20 percent in 1994). Özal also tried to solve the Kurdish problem in order to decrease 

Turkey’s dependence on the Western weapon market. 

The Kurdish problem in the 1980s and early 1990s significantly influenced economic foreign 

policy of Turkey. By spending about $8 billion annually since the emergence of the Kurdistan 

Workers’ Party (PKK), Turkey had to import huge amounts of weapon from Western countries. 

According to Salih Yıldırım, the Minister of State of the Mesut Yılmaz government and a deputy 

from the city of Şırnak, the money spent (more than $85 billion between 1984 and 1998) by the 

Turkish state in its struggle with the Kurdish nationalism could have been used to pay all of 

Turkey’s foreign debts or three projects equal to the well-known Southeastern Anatolian Project 

(Zaman, 1998). Many politicians belonging to the Özal leadership agreed that the Kurdish 

problem consumed substantial economic resources of the state.  

Influential beneficiaries of inward-looking and protectionist regime and those who vested 

interests in the status quo were opposed to any change leading to an outward-looking economic 

policy. During the 1980s and early 1990s, the hegemony of state-owned private capital began to 

erode with the rise of new businessmen from small or middle town origin and different religious 

outlooks. In other words, the traditional Kemalist business class faced disadvantages against 
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rising conservative and Islamic-oriented Anatolian businessmen who utilized the newest 

technology. This new businessmen group, known as “Anatolian Tigers,” concentrated on the 

Muslim world for economic partnership. The main representative of these businessmen, the 

Association of Independent Industrialists and Businessmen (MÜSĠAD), supported liberalization 

program initiated by Özal since any liberalization would break the oligopolistic structure of the 

Turkish economy favoring Kemalist businessmen. The leaders of religious groups began to talk 

about the necessity of producing and making profits under the influence of the modern market 

structure. These Islamic-oriented businessmen supported Özal in eliminating bureaucratic 

obstacles in economic and political life (MÜSĠAD, 1999). The Islamic-oriented companies 

invested abroad, in countries like Iran, Malaysia and Central Asian Republics and encouraged 

businessmen in the Islamic world to invest in Turkey.  

Changes in the regional context also contributed to the Turkish export boom. The emergence of 

new markets in the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, the Iran-Iraq War and the Gulf 

crisis and war provided opportunities for Turkish exports. These regional developments played a 

significant role in the diversification economic policy under the Özal leadership. One of the 

primary reasons for the increase of exports to Iran and Iraq was the long war between the two 

countries. Both countries needed significant amounts of food and other merchandise during the 

war. Barkey declared Turkey as the “silent victor” of the war because of economic benefits that 

Turkey got from the war (Barkey, 1989). The collapse of the Soviet Union and the socialist bloc 

provided opportunity to Özalist Turkey to initiate the creation of the Black Sea Economic 

Cooperation (BSEC) Zone in the region. Turkey helped regional countries in their liberalization 

process. Likewise, the emergence of the Central Asian Turkic Republics provided opportunities 

to attempt the creation of a “Turkish Commonwealth” or a “Turkish Common Market.”  

 

3.3. Content of Foreign Trade 

With the economic restructuring process initiated in the 1980s, the content of exports changed 

dramatically. Traditional Turkish exports consisted of mainly agricultural items such as cotton, 

tobacco, grapes, hazelnuts, and citrus fruit and some natural materials (Anavatan, 1989). In the 

early 1990s, Turkey exported more than four thousand industrial items. Turkey’s share of 

industrial products increased to almost 80 percent of total exports. Reflecting Turkey’s 
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transformation from an agricultural into an industrial country, the share of service sectors such as 

tourism, foreign contracts and transportation increased extensively.  

The shares of these the main sectors in the country’s exports are reliable indications 

demonstrating the changing content of the foreign trade. While the share of agricultural products 

accounted for about 60 percent of the value of total exports in 1980, it dropped to less than 25 

percent in 1985. The share of minerals constituted about 6.5 percent of total exports in 1980 and 

it decreased to 3 percent of total exports in 1985. The share of processed agricultural products 

and textiles was only 22 percent of total exports in 1980. While the share of manufactured 

products was 35 percent in 1980; it increased to 75 percent in 1985 and 78 percent in 1991 

(Saracoğlu, 1994). As ġenses (1990) points out, “the export boom of the 1980s was, by and large, 

due to an upsurge in manufactured exports.” 

 

3.4. Foreign Direct Investment 

One of the major economic reforms initiated during the Özal period as part of its liberalization 

program was in the field of foreign direct investment (FDI). The Özal slogan targeted the purpose 

of FDI, “foreign capital runs for investments, not a country from which foreign capital runs away 

from investing” (Anavatan, 1987). During the previous period, the governing elite was against 

foreign investment in the country. Insignificant amounts of FDI reflected political instability, 

protectionist trade policies, import-substituting strategy and state dominance in the economic 

field. Political stability and cheap labor force attracted foreign investors during the Özalist 

leadership. Japanese companies especially were keen to take advantage of these factors.  

During the 1980s the inflow of FDI into Turkey increased substantially. Administrators of two 

American banks --namely Citibank and Chase Manhattan-- in Istanbul agree that investment in 

Turkey increased significantly. While the inflow of FDI was $4 million in 1970, it increased to 

$35 million in 1980, $158 million in 1985, and $789 million in 1990 (Balasubramanyam, 1996: 

121). From 1983 to 1987, the inflow of FDI increased from $103 million to $608 million, an 

increase of 577 percent. During the 1984-87 period licenses given to foreign capital increased 

138 percent ($1678 million) compared to the previous four-year period (Anavatan, 1987). 

Daimler-Benz of Germany brought to Turkey a DM77 million truck- plant (Otomarsan) in 1985. 

This factory was designed to produce 3600 Mercedes trucks, 600 Unimog four-wheel-drive 
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vehicles and 6000 diesel engines annually. Daimler permitted Otomarsan to export these vehicles 

to other Middle Eastern countries.  

US companies were also encouraged to invest in Turkey during the 1980s. The Turkey-US 

Business Council was established in 1985 (Jackson, 1987: 11). In 1980, there were only 16 

American companies, which had offices in Turkey; their number rose to 120 in 1989. By 1989 

nine of the largest US banks are represented in Turkey “either with branches or representative 

offices or in joint-venture banks” (Business America, 1989: 21). Sixty-nine companies from the 

US “invested $132 million in various Turkish industries in 1988, $63 million of which was for 

new investments and remainder for capital expansion” (Jackson, 1987: 18). 

One of the indications of new conditions for foreign investments was the liberalization of foreign 

banking in the country. There had been only four foreign banks in Turkey before 1980, but in the 

early 1990s nine foreign banks operated in Turkey, nine banks with branches in the country, and 

more than twenty banks having representatives in the country. These banks were not only from 

the West, but also from the Middle East and other regional countries. Turkey provided much 

better working conditions for foreign banks during the 1980s. During the first month of coming 

to power (December 1983), the first Özal government passed a law facilitating the establishment 

of private financial institutions in the country. Banks from Iran (Bank Mellat), Pakistan (Habib 

Bank), Kuwait (Kuwait B. C. S.), Saudi Arabia (Saudi American Bank) and Bahrain (Bank of 

Bahrain) opened branches in Turkey (Ġhsanoğlu, 1995). The most significant part of these 

investments was the introduction of Islamic interest-free banking that offered an alternative of 

traditional banking, with the establishment of Al-Baraka Turk, Faisal Finance, and Kuwaiti-

Turkish Evkaf Bank during the Özal governments (YeĢilada, 1993).  

In order to increase foreign direct investments in the country, the Özal administration introduced 

the Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT) model. According to BOT model, a foreign investor or 

contractor would fund and build a project such as a bridge, turnpike road, airport, hotel or power 

station and operate it until its costs had been recovered and a profit margin achieved. The project 

would then be handed over to the Turkish government for further operation (Zurcher, 1997). This 

approach allowed the Özal leadership to provide opportunities to foreign as well as domestic 

companies to take initiatives in investing in the country. The US Export-Import Bank agreed to 

support Turkey’s BOT model, a model often cited as successful.  
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Yet another sector that attracted foreigners to Turkey was tourism. The Özal government 

encouraged tourism and offered incentives for foreign investments in tourist and resort facilities. 

The tourism sector emerged as one of the most developed and profitable economic sectors in the 

country. The number of beds for tourists rose from about 49,000 in 1980 to about 80,000 in 1986 

and exceeded 100,000 in 1990 (Pitnam III, 1987). Revenue from tourism increased from $300 

million in the early 1980s to about $4 billion in the early 1990s (Özal, 1992). 

  

4. CONCLUSION: A COMPARISON OF THE TWO PERIODS 

Restructuring economic policy had implications both for domestic and foreign policy. Turkey 

was obliged to have closer relationships with diverse groups of states, giving it greater freedom in 

foreign policy. The Özal leadership created a complex interdependent network of trade partners 

in Europe, the Middle East and in other regions of the world. Turkey sought to solve some of its 

problems with these interdependent countries since their economic interests would force them to 

compromise. Economic restructuring was seen by the Özal leadership as the basis of changes in 

other issue areas. It attached great importance to economic liberalization. So much so that 

wherever Özal made an official visit he took an airplane full of businessmen with him and 

encouraged them to explore the possibilities of new business in the world. Notably, his 

administration was the first time that Anatolian “Muslims” had access to the world. 

Restructuring economic policy had significant implications for domestic policy as well. 

Throughout the post World War II period, Turkey’s current account balances reached the plus 

side for the first time in 1988. During the 1980s the GNP increase (an average of 8 percent 

between 1980 and 1986) was the greatest among OECD countries. Turkey experienced a 

substantial improvement in economic infrastructure. The leadership groups utilized economic 

policy to struggle against domestic and transnational threats. By controlling economic life, the 

Kemalist leadership group straitjacked society. There was an intense struggle between the 

Kemalist circles and the Özal leadership concerning domestic and foreign economic policies. 

While the Kemalist leadership provoked a statist and protectionist economic strategy, the Özalists 

followed a liberal free market oriented economic policy. These two different economic strategies 

served different interests.  

The leadership groups followed economic policies that best served their interests and to maintain 

their authority. Kemalist circles surrounding Bülent Ecevit and Mümtaz Soysal, for example, had 
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opposed the privatization and liberalization efforts of Özal. When Özal tried to shrink the swollen 

bureaucracy and state dominance in economic, political and cultural spheres, Kemalist circles 

strongly opposed the measures. In short, pursuing different economic policies was a struggle 

between security-oriented Kemalist leadership and the economic-oriented Özal leadership. 

One of the main reasons behind the statist and protectionist economic policy of the Kemalist 

leadership was the concern of the leadership to maintain its regime. The Kemalist leadership 

group followed a statist and protectionist economic strategy in order to limit the influence of 

domestic and transnational threats. By controlling every aspect of economic life, the Kemalist 

leadership kept economic actors obedient and dependent to itself. This is why Turkish 

bureaucracy is one of the most stultifying in the world. By paying the salaries of about one 

hundred thousand imams (prayer leaders in the mosques) the Kemalist regime not only controlled 

religious developments, but also created a dependent religious group to serve the regime’s 

interests against anti-regime Islamic opposition movements. It can be concluded that the Kemalist 

economic policy was/is a security policy designed to perpetuate the regime. 

One of the early stated objectives of the economic liberalization program was to make the 

individual less dependent on the state (read both the bureaucracy and the Kemalist regime). The 

goal of the Özal leadership group was to break the Kemalist dominance over the society to shrink 

the state’s role in economic life and the role of the state in people’s lives. The Özal leadership 

tried to create an economic bloc in the former Ottoman lands under the leadership of Turkey. 

This can be understood as part of his conviction about neo-Ottomanism, the political ideology 

that tries to revive the Ottoman regime in the region.  

The Özal leadership group followed a free-market oriented, export-led and liberal economic 

policy. Özalist Turkey became one of the “rising ten markets in the world” as indicated by 

Richard Holbrooke and by the US Department of Commerce (Sabah, 1997). Özal restructured 

Turkish economic foreign policy from being inward-oriented (import-substitution strategy) into 

outward-oriented economy (export-led growth strategy). Turkey was freed from being dependent 

on foreign assistance and became a creditor and Özal’s leadership made Turkey “much less 

dependent on aid and more reliant on trade” (Barkey, 1993: 60). The main objective of the 

restructuring of economic policy, making the country less dependent on a state or a group of 

states in the foreign context and the society less dependent on the Kemalist elite and on the 

bureaucracy in the domestic arena. Evaluating the economic restructuring in ideological terms, 
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YeĢilada (1993) claims “what seems to be a simple business venture between the Saudis and their 

Turkish partners carries with it the seeds of the destruction of the secular Turkish Republic” (p. 

188). He further argues that the Özal leadership attempted to integrate the Turkish economy with 

the world economy with help from Saudi Arabian and other Muslim countries and to improve 

Islamic understanding in the country. 

After Özal’s death in 1993, many economic principles of his leadership were maintained; 

however, there were/are some opposite developments. The post-Özal Kemalist governments in 

the 1990s put restrictions on domestic as well as foreign economic actors and slowed down the 

privatization process. The Kemalist leadership group started a de-Özalization process and put 

restrictions on the representatives of political Islam and Kurdish nationalism in the economic 

sphere. Kurdish nationalists were prevented from economic activities as a result of the alleged 

involvement in drug business and helping the “separatist activities.” Likewise, activities of 

Islamic-oriented companies were restricted for the alleged involvement in “reactionary activities” 

and supporting Islamic movements since they were challenging the economic power of state-

subsidized TÜSĠAD and OYAK, the main representatives of Kemalist leadership group in the 

economic field. The level of state involvement in the economic sphere increased compared to that 

of the Özal period. The military released a list of more than five hundred corporations with which 

it would have no dealings in the future after the so-called post-modern 28 February military coup 

in 1996. The military compelled other state institutions not to deal with these companies, many of 

which such as Ülker (the food processing giant), Kombassan (a corporation formed by thirty-six 

companies), the İhlas holding, and Yimpaş were/are prominent export-oriented corporations. 

The Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, AK Party), which came to 

power in 2002, reversed the course and declared that it will completed the reform process, i.e. the 

Kurdish question, the Alevi issue, the EU full membership process, democratization and 

economic liberalization, initiated by the Özal leadership. AK Party governments initiated a re-

Özalizaiton process in Turkish political, economic and social life by trying to solve these 

problems. Hence, it is needed to understand economic policies of the AK Party government since 

it can be considered as the continuation of the Özalist leadership. 



 

974 

 

References 

 

AHMAD, Feroz; (1981), “The Political Economy of Kemalism,” Ali KAZANCIGĠL and Ergun 

ÖZBUDUN (Ed.), Atatürk: Founder of a Modern State, Archon Books, Hamden, CT, pp. 

145-163. 

 

AHMAD, Feroz; (1993), The Making of Modern Turkey, Routledge Press, London, UK. 

 

AKTAN, Oktan H.; (1996), “Liberalization, Export Incentives, and Exchange Rate Policy: 

Turkey’s Experience in the 1980s,” Sübidey TOGAN and V. N. BALASUBRAMANYAM 

(Ed.), The Economy of Turkey since Liberalization, St. Martin’s Press, New York, NY, pp. 

177-197. 

 

ANAVATAN; (1989), Anavatan Partisi Genel BaĢkanı ve BaĢbakan Sayın Turgut Özal’ın 

KonuĢmaları, 16-31 Ekim 1989, Basın Yayın ve Halkla ĠliĢkiler BaĢkanlığı Yayını. 

 

ANAVATAN; (1987), Yaptıklarımız, Yapacaklarımızın Teminatıdır: Anavatan Partisi Ġktidarı 

Ġcraatı, 13 Kasım 1983-31 Aralık 1987, Anavatan Partisi Genel Merkezi AraĢtırma  

Planlama ve Politika Tesbiti BaĢkanlığı Bilgi ĠĢlem Merkezi, Ankara. 

 

ATAMAN, Muhittin; (1999), An Integrated Approach to Foreign Policy Change: Explaining 

Changes in Turkish Foreign Policy in the 1980s, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Kentucky 

University, Kentucky, USA. 

 

ATAÖV, Türkkaya;  (1986), “The Principles of Kemalism,” The Turkish Yearbook of 

International Relations, 1980-1981, pp. 19-44. 

 

BALASUBRAMANYAM, V. N.; (1996), “Foreign Direct Investment in Turkey,” Sübidey 

TOGAN and V. N. BALASUBRAMANYAM (Ed.), The Economy of Turkey since 

Liberalization, St. Martin’s Press, New York, NY, pp. 112-130. 

 



 

975 

 

BALKIR, Canan; (1993), “Trade Strategy in the 1980s,” Atila ERALP et. al. (Ed.), The Political 

and Socioeconomic Transformation of Turkey, Praeger Publishers, Westport, CT, pp. 135-

168. 

 

BARKEY, Henri; (1989), “The Silent Victor: Turkey’s Role in the Gulf War,” Efraim KARSH 

(Ed.), The Iran-Iraq War: Impacts and Implications, St. Martin’s Press, New York. 

 

BARKEY, Henri; (1990), The State and the Industrialization Crisis in Turkey, Westview Press, 

Boulder, Colorado USA. 

 

BARKEY, Henri; (1993), “Turkey’s Kurdish Dilemma,” Survival, 35(4), pp. 51-70. 

 

BAYSAN, Tercan and Charles BLITZER; (1990), “Turkey’s Trade Liberalization in the 1980s 

and Prospects for its Sustainability,” Tosun ARICANLI and Dani RODRIK (Ed.), The 

Political Economy of Turkey: Debt, Adjustment, and Sustainability, St. Martin’s, New 

York, pp. 9-36. 

 

BERKES, Niyazi; (1964), The Development of Secularism in Turkey, McGill University Press, 

Montreal. 

 

BIANCHI, Robert; (1984), Interest Groups and Political Development in Turkey, Princeton 

University Press, Princeton, NJ. 

 

BORATAV, Korkut; (1981), “Kemalist Economic Policies and Etatism,” Ali KAZANCIGĠL and 

Ergun ÖZBUDUN (Ed.), Atatürk: Founder of a Modern State, Archon Books, Hamden, 

CT, pp. 165-190. 

 

BUĞRA, AyĢe; (1994), State and Business in Modern Turkey: A Comparative Study, State 

University of New York Press, Albany, New York. 

 



 

976 

 

BUSINESS AMERICA; (1989), “Turkey: High Inflation Rates the Only Dark Clouds on the 

Horizon; Otherwise, Signs Are Good for Exporters and Investors” n. 110, 23 October 1989, 

pp. 21-22. 

 

ERALP, Atila; (1996), “Facing the Challenge: Post-Revolutionary Relations with Iran,” Henri 

BARKEY (Ed.), Reluctant Neighbor: Turkey’s Role in the Middle East, Institute of Peace 

Press, Washington, D.C., pp. 93-112. 

 

ĠHSANOĞLU, Ekmeleddin; (1995), “Türkiye ve Ġslam Konferansı TeĢkilatı” Yeni Türkiye, n. 3, 

March-April, pp. 388-412. 

 

JACKSON, Geoffrey; (1987), “Turkey: $11 Billion Market Presents Excellent Trade 

Opportunities,” Business America 100, 28 September, n. 11. 

 

LEWIS, Bernard; (1961), The Emergence of Modern Turkey, Oxford University Press, London, 

UK. 

 

MÜSĠAD; (1999), MÜSĠAD Faaliyet Raporu, 1999. 

 

ÖZAL, Turgut; (1991), CumhurbaĢkanı Turgut Özal’ın “21. Asır Türkiye’nin ve Türklerin Asrı 

Olacak” Konulu KonuĢmaları, 22 Mayıs 1991, Bursa, Çelik Palas, BaĢbakanlık Basımevi, 

Ankara. 

 

ÖZAL, Turgut; (1992), CumhurbaĢkanı Turgut Özal’ın ĠĢ Dünyası Vakfı Toplantısı’ndaki 

KonuĢmaları, Türkiye’de GerçekleĢen Büyük DeğiĢim” ve “Ġkinci DeğiĢim Hedefi 15 Ġleri 

Batı Ülkesinin Arasına Katılmak,” 2 Ekim 1992, Ġstanbul, Conrad Otel, BaĢbakanlık 

Basımevi, Ankara. 

 

PITNAM III, Robert, (1987), “The Economy,” Paul PITNAM III (Ed.), Turkey: A Country 

Study, Library of Congress, Federal Research Division, Washington, D.C. 

 



 

977 

 

SABAH; (1997), 20 March 1997. 

 

SARACOĞLU, RüĢdü; (1994), “Liberalization of the Economy,” Metin HEPER and Ahmet 

EVĠN (ed.), Politics in the Third Turkish Republic, Westview, Boulder, Colorado. 

 

ġENSES, Fikret; (1990), “An Assessment of the Pattern of Turkish Manufactured Export Growth 

in the 1980s and its Prospects,” Tosun ARICANLI and Dani RODRIK (Ed.), The Political 

Economy of Turkey: Debt, Adjustment, and Sustainability, St. Martin’s, New York, pp. 60-

77. 

 

TOGAN, Sübidey; (1996), “Trade Liberalization and Competitive Structure in Turkey during the 

1980s,” Sübidey TOGAN and V. N. BALASUBRAMANYAM (Ed.), The Economy of 

Turkey since Liberalization, St. Martin’s Press, New York, NY, pp. 5-51. 

 

TUNCER, Baran; (1975), “External Financing of the Turkish Economy and its Foreign Policy 

Implications,” Kemal KARPAT (Ed.), Turkey’s Foreign policy in Transition: 1950-1974, 

E. J. Brill, Leiden, Netherlands, pp. 206-224. 

 

YEġĠLADA, Birol A.; (1993), “Turkish Foreign Policy toward the Middle East,” Atila ERALP et 

al. (Ed.), The Political and Socioeconomic Transformation of Turkey, Praeger, Chavrport, 

CT, pp. 169-192. 

 

ZAMAN; (1998), 12 April 1998. 

 

ZURCHER, Erik J.; (1997), Turkey: A Modern History, I. B. Tauris, London. 

 


