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1. Introduction

Despite being treated often as an “anti-case” of regionalism, borrowing an expression used for the Middle Eastern region (Coskun, 2008: 89), Turkey has recently been receiving considerable amount of public and scholarly attention on the basis of its allegedly increasing international profile and active foreign policy within its broader region over the past decade. It has been named among others a “benign” instead of a “coercive regional power” (Onis, 2003, Aras, 2005), “trading state” (Kirisci, 2009), “emerging middle power” and “bridge-builder” (Lesage and Kacar, 2010; Vom Hau, et. al., 2012) without necessarily touching upon its role (or lack thereof) in facilitating regional governance. The latest crisis which has had drastic implications on the European as well as the Middle Eastern and Mediterranean regions neighbouring the country has equally posed challenges to its so-called emergent regional influence and to approaches which presumed the permeation of such influence over time. Therefore a critical and historical perspective which incorporates the decisive role of crisis (in the singular) and crises (in plural) in triggering as well as hindering regional governance modes and the latter's role in attempting to remedy the destabilising effects of the former in terms of managing domestic societal and political pressures and global political and economic constraints is deemed crucial for a holistic assessment of the past and current transformations in the specificity of the Turkish case. In doing so, the discussion of the paper which is built primarily around the governing strategies of the state, defined not in mainstream IR-IPE terms as found in the literature on foreign policy and regional powers/leaders but as a form of social relations linked to their inherently conflictual dynamics, could also challenge and contribute to the scholarship of new regionalism in providing an account of the recently increasing visibility of states in regional governing attempts in specific contexts and forms under the current crisis conditions alongside the continual involvement of non-state actors. In drawing attention to the social content of modes and efforts of regional governance, it problematises the formalistic and descriptive assessments of these projects and processes and reiterates the “why” and “to what purpose” questions in the study of regional governance. 

The key argument is that the 2000-2001 crises accelerated the EU integration of Turkey whilst simultaneously widening the space for the politicisation of Turkish foreign policy and a more active regional involvement beyond Europe (without the promotion or materialisation of regionalism/regional governance in a formal sense) against the background of a thorough depoliticisation of domestic economic policy making and the restructuring and disciplining of capital and labour. However the latest global crisis coupled with the prior challenges of European enlargement and Turkish accession, the domestic crisis-ridden dynamics within Turkey and the social and political upheavels in the broader region continue exerting obstacles against the aforementioned complementary co-existence and leave much open to different potentialities in terms of the development/demise of regional actors and governance mechanisms in due course. 


The paper starts with a brief discussion of the relationship between crisis and regionalist efforts in general and in the Turkish context. The fourth section gives an historical overview of the longest lasting regional integration project of Turkish governments, namely European integration, focusing on the impact of the domestic and global crises of accumulation up until the 1970s followed by the 2000-2001 crisis in Turkey. The final section delves into the regional aspirations beyond Europe, looking into the controversial change of Turkish foreign policy in the 2000s and the effects (if any) of the latest global crisis in pushing for regional attempts different than the European Union (EU) membership.

2. Conceptualisation of the Relationship between Crises and Regional Governance Attempts
The conceptualisation of the dialectical relationship between crisis and regional governance rests at the heart of the main argument of this paper and the recent debates on regionalism and regionalisation (Shaw, 2013, in this volume). This relationship, however, is often implicit and taken-for-granted in the existent literature except the strands specifically investigating the post-crisis regionalisms in the 1990s (Chapters 5, 6, 8, Breslin et. al., 2002) and the emerging scholarship on the impact of the latest global crisis on regional governance and convergence (Meeusen, 2011; Chin, 2012; Fioramonti, 2012). Studies of the impact of specific crises (in plural) take precedence over an emphasis on the role of a more systemic account of crisis (in the singular) intrinsic to social relations.


The reason behind the absence of internalisation and explicit theorisation of crisis in the literature is partially due to its conception as a decisive moment of rupture rather than a defining characteristic of broader social relations which comprise global political economy and are connected to the dynamics of capital accumulation and capital-labour conflict (Bonefeld et. al., 1992; 1995).
 In fact the processes of “globalisation” which are often attributed to be the key causal mechanisms behind regionalisation in the literature gain a fuller meaning when conceived within the crisis-ridden conception of global political economy.


The paper embeds the rationale behind regionalist efforts within the broader strategies of managing crisis-ridden capitalist social relations in the form of managing money, labour-power and inter-state relations (Bonefeld et. al., 1995: 166). It adheres to the notion adopted in the edited volume that the evolution of material dynamics and perceptions toward different orientations within regionalism should be investigated in relation to the unfolding global and domestic crises. Crisis is crucially defined at two levels of abstraction. At a higher level of analysis it is conceived to be a persistent defining feature and tendency of capitalist social relations (Marx, 1990: Ch 6; Holloway and Picciotto, 1991: 113-6, 140-1) within which regionalising attempts as part of specific governing strategies thrive/fail in the context of collaboration and rivalry of the global capitalist inter-state dynamics (Burnham, 1990: 187). At a lower level of abstraction it refers to the conception of particular historical moments/forms of appearance of financial, political and ideological turmoil (e.g. the crisis of the 1970s, the global crisis of the late 2000s) linked to overproduction and overaccumulation in the circuit of capital. 


In this context regional governance is conceived as a set of governing attempts being projected at the regional level which aims to overcome but is nevertheless continually constrained by the crisis itself. It is approched here more as an open-ended process which involves the continuous and conflict-ridden development and evolution of the self-definition of regions thanks to their social constitution (Jessop, 2003: 183) within capitalism (Bonefeld, 1992), as influenced by not only the formal regional institutional structures, processes and actorship but also the efforts of state managers alongside social classes without necessarily leading toward or being actively part of the institutionalisation of a region politically (subjective) or economically (objective). This appears to be the case especially for the countries which are located at the intersection of multiple regions with long histories of conflict and struggles (Aydin, 2009: 279). Such an approach appears to be more capable of assessing the continuously contested, amorphous characteristics of regional governance modes (i.e. successes/failures, continuities/ruptures) and enables an organically related conception of domestic and foreign policy in conceiving regional integration and cooperation efforts to have an important role both in domestic and global management of conflict-ridden capitalist social relations. Such an emphasis on an open-ended, multi-faceted conception of regionalism could already be found in a number of influential early contributions in the new regionalism scholarship from a variety of perspectives such as the “regionalism/regionalisation” distinction (Breslin et. al., 2002), the notions of “region building” (Neumann, 2003) and “regions in the making” (Hettne, 2003; 2008). Through a different theoretical lens, Lipietz (2003: 239-240) alludes to this distinction within a Hegelian terminology between “space-in-itself” and “space-for-itself”. Whilst the former is considered to be solely objective, the latter refers to “a subjectively self-conscious region both in terms of territory and goal-oriented praxis” (ibid.: 253). 

Thus regional governance efforts, among other characteristics, emerge as crucial components of a broader governing strategy through expanding scale from the national level on the one hand and lowering it from the global level on the other (Evered, 2005: 463, see Jessop, 2003: 179-187 on scale and rescaling). Whilst in material terms it has an impact on the management of money and the domestic circuit of capital through the expansion of markets, investment and financial flows beyond national borders (depending on the depth and direction of the regionalist project and the actual regionalisation it produces) in offsetting crisis dynamics, in perceptional terms it aims to shift the scale of public/political debate upwards from the domestic level (ibid.: 472). Following Buller and Flinders' (2006: 57) terminology, this feature could be described as “preference-shaping depoliticisation”. 


Drawing on Burnham's (2001: 128-9) and Hay's (2007: 81-2) definition of depoliticisation and (re-)politicisation, regional governing efforts could be described to allow state managers to depoliticise or distract from difficult policy areas and issues domestically and still maintain a certain degree of control and maneouvrability relative to the global level. Reversely prior depoliticisation of key policy areas such as economic policy making could be argued to open up the space for governmental initiative and activity in other domains such as foreign policy which is reflected in the subsequent deepening of regional roles and a proactive regional involvement. 


Understood in this manner, it is not surprising that regional integration and governance efforts accompany periods of serious economic, social and political crises in the post-WWII context alongside the presence of more isolationist, protectionist and competitive strategies in line with the persistent interaction of cooperation and rivalry between the different national nodes of global capitalism. In establishing the organic link between domestic and foreign policy making in the management of crisis-ridden capitalist social relations, such an approach challenges the established modes of demarcation between these policy areas, the role of state and non-state actors, regionalism and regionalisation and inter-state cooperation and competition. In as much as regional governance mechanisms aim to “remove barriers to accumulation” (Burnham, 2001: 128-9), they are not fundamentally in conflict with global accumulation and governance modes under capitalism (for an argument of this complementarity from the Turkish case, Onder, 2007).


3. Crises and Regionalist Efforts in the Turkish Context

Due to its peculiar domestic and foreign policy orientation as well as geographical location it has been challenging for scholars to firmly position Turkey within a consistent and lasting regionalist project or vision. Indeed its history and contemporary post-global crisis evidence demonstrate that its self-positioning has tended to oscillate from a European to a more ambigious orientation without promoting or becoming part of the development/governing of a self-defined region
 as affected by the obstacles and opportunities that arise from the conflict-ridden dynamics of global and domestic capitalist social relations and forms.


Perhaps the singlemost important regional project for the country has been the arduous and longstanding ambition of full EU membership which has recently come to be identified more as a “Sisyphean story” (Cakir, 2011). The motivations behind and the pace of the integration have naturally changed thanks to the changing nature of the global accumulation dynamics from the late 1960s onwards, the subsequent economic and governing crisis of the 1970s and the end of the cold war in the late 1980s-early 1990s. It is noteworthy that these specific nodes of crisis within the overall crisis-riddenness intrinsic to global political economy have led to their domestic manifestations in the Turkish context which in turn have changed the form and dynamics of regional governance attempts as a means to overcome these obstacles. 


The Turkish case in this context has hitherto been studied as a peculiar node within the wider enlargement process and the “EU's Mediterrenean challenge” (Engert, 2010: 3-4). The role of the Union, especially within the mainstream literature on integration and Europeanisation, has been conceived to be positive due to its externally defined “anchoring” characteristics in transforming/restructuring the Turkish economy, polity as well as foreign policy (Onis, 2003; Ugur, 2004; Keyman and Onis, 2007; Oguzlu, 2008: 16-17; Verney and Ifantis, 2009; Ustun, 2010: 226-8, 239). The predominance of the strong state/weak civil society thesis in the mainstream literature on Turkey has further reinforced the particularistic assessments emphasising the exceptional characteristics of the Turkish case on the basis of an alleged underdevelopment of internal societal dynamics of transformation (Dervis et. al., 2004; 10-13; Kirisci, 2008: 36; 2009: 53-4). 


On the other hand the literatures focusing on foreign policy making, the emerging regional leadership/powers often demarcate between different modes of regional orientation on the basis of a cold war and post-cold war periodisation and treat the state in mainstream IR/IPE terms (Rubin and Kirisci eds., 2001; Onder, 2007; Bilgin, 2011). The cold war governments are conceived to have pursued a passive foreign policy with little concern to the country's broader region. Buzan and Waever's (2003: 41, 187) renown theory of regional security complexes, critical of and yet still complementary to the neo-realist and liberal interpretations of the post-cold war international system within a constructivist approach, locate Turkey on the border of different regional security complexes (Europe and the Middle East) and identify it to be an “insulator” “that faces both ways, bearing the burden of this difficult position but not strong enough to unify its two worlds into one.” They further predict that it is likely to remain as such in near future with possibly greater and more active engagement with its region and “in several different directions without knitting their security dynamics together” (ibid. 258). In this security-driven reading, the re-positioning efforts of Turkey within its region has been associated with the end of cold war and the changing geopolitical and strategic priorities of world politics (ibid. 393). 


Whilst liberal approaches predictably bend the stick toward the role of economic relations and trade links (Kirisci, 2009), the constructivist, identity-based perspectives emphasise the new-found (multiple) identities of Turkey in its regional power role (Evered, 2005). The challenges in maintaining capital accumulation at national scale and the accompanying governing challenges arising primarily from the conflictual capital-labour relationship are often overlooked in these approaches (for a recent critique, Kaya, 2011).


As far as domestic dynamics enter into analysis, the recent transformation of country's regional and global presence is often linked to the rise of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) into power within this post-cold war international context and the personal initiative of the Prime Minister's Foreign Policy Advisor and later Foreign Minister (since 2009), Ahmet Davutoglu, the increasing involvement of domestic economic and political non-state actors and public opinion in foreign policy formulations and the AKP's efforts to utilise foreign policy as a means of “consolidating and extending its domestic coalitional base” (Laciner, 2009; Kirisci, 2009; Onis, 2010: 9; Lesage and Kacar, 2010; Warning and Kardas, 2011: 135; Park, 2012: 107). A number of studies aim to establish a closer link to crises, restructuring at global and domestic levels but they do not particularly focus on the class character of these processes (Onis, 2010; Onis and Yilmaz, 2009). These approaches portray continuity and attribute rationality in the opening up of Turkish foreign policy in an often affirmative fashion, which in this view translates into more and deeper regional involvement either for security, economic or identity-led motivations from the end of cold war through the rise of the AKP and finally the so-called Davutoglu period with the presence of “subtle shifts”. In contrast the subsequent section turns its attention critically to the question of how/if crises have impacted upon the historical trajectory of Turkey's regional integration, cooperation and alleged leadership. 


4. Regional Aspirations: Europe


4.1 A historical overview of EU-Turkey relations and Turkish foreign policy in the pre-2001 context

As noted earlier Turkey's foreign policy and its related role and positioning within modes of regional governance has often been considered to be passive and limited during the large part of its contemporary history due to the strong links it forged with global governance structures in the post-1945 context (Buzan and Waever, 2003: 392). Therefore no serious developments could be recounted in this respect until the end of the cold war as the form of governing was predominantly national and the inter-state relations were governed bilaterally or through global institutional mechanisms. As a result the relationship with the Middle East and Central Asia have been constrained by the highly vocal Western orientation of the Turkish statecraft both in domestic and foreign policy (ibid.). 


The Ankara Agreement signed with the EEC in 1963 (which set out full membership as a future prospect) and the subsequent Additional Protocol in 1970 (introducing further tariff and quota reductions toward trade liberalisation) which aimed to initiate and deepen the accession process of Turkey to the EEC are the only crucial developments in this period prior to the outbreak of global crisis and recession in the 1970s.


Interestingly enough both of these steps were taken during or right before non-elected military-technocratic governments were formed. Given the fact that the history of military takeovers in the country (1960, 1971, 1980) has corresponded to key crisis nodes both nationally and globally (1958, 1968, 1978-9), it is not surprising that regional integration with the EEC was perceived to be a stabilising force and a solid self-positioning within the “Western civilisation” (Park, 2012: 103) so as to overcome the domestic barriers against capital accumulation both in terms of the contradictions of import substitution industrialisation (ISI) and deepening class struggle related to the organisation of capital and labour under ISI. Conversely the global crisis of the 1970s has contributed to the change in the form of and deepened the European integration whilst simulatenously stalling the accession process of Turkey following the military coup in 1980 until the mid-late 1990s. 


Yet it could be argued that the regionalist orientation of Turkish polity and economy beyond Europe also originally commenced in this period which brought the end of the ISI form of accumulation and forced the opening of the economy via trade and subsequently financial liberalisation. The search for export markets to promote export-driven accumulation whilst domestically suppressing the wages, privatising the public enterprises and scrapping production for the domestic market drove the Turkish governments toward Europe from the early 1980s onwards (the government applied for full membership to the EC in 1987). The Commission declined the request in 1989 on the grounds of “important political deficits” (Cendrowicz, 1992: 16; Engert, 2010: 33-4, 104-5) and the Community moved toward the creation of a common market which would ultimately lead to monetary and political integration.
 The Turkish governments and capital attempted to overcome the ongoing problem of maintaining the smooth functioning of domestic capital circuit by establishing firmer links with the broader region (mainly Central Asia, Black Sea and Balkans) from the early 1990s onwards in the context of the collapse of the Soviet Union.


Among the regional projects Turkey helped create and took part in were the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) established in 1992 with a view to become a formal regional organisation with a free trade zone in 2010 (Onder, 2007: 255; Aydin, 2009: 278). Similarly Economic Cooperation Organisation (ECO) originally established with Iran and Pakistan in 1985 became operational in 1991 with the subsequent inclusion of Central Asian countries (ibid.: 255-6). Finally Turkey's involvement with the Organisation of Islamic Conference (OIC) increased and became more vocal during the 2000s (Park, 2012: 131-4). This led to interpretations that Turkey has the potential to become a “model” and a “regional power” with a stabilising role (Kut, 2001: 8; Onis, 2003: 2; Cassarino and Tocci, 2012: 121). Nevertheless the success of these attempts has remained limited (Evered, 2005: 469-470; Onder, 2007: 253-6; Aydin, 2009: 279).


Alongside export-led accumulation in the 1980s and 1990s, another controversial development took place in domestic economic policy which was consistent with the objective of removing barriers to accumulation yet introduced further crisis dynamics as it more closely linked national and global capital circuits: financialisation which ensued from the mid-1980s onwards and financial liberalisation that commenced in 1989. The incessant search for export markets and export competitiveness through exchange rate manipulation due to the labour-intensive character of exports and the continuous desire to attract capital flows through interest rate manipulation for purposes of mainly public debt financing predominated the 1990s. In line with the symbiotic processes of financial liberalisation and accumulation of public debt in the peripheral capitalist countries, this process produced three financial, fiscal and political crises in 1994, 2000 and 2001 in Turkey (see Akcay, 2009 for a detailed critical assessment of this symbiosis). 


In such an unstable environment which risked the exposure of the class character of the state and the escalation of social and political discontent, the EU once again appeared to be a safe haven with its ongoing monetary integration that came along with a stable currency and an integrated market toward “locking in” the restructuring and depoliticisation (Rodrik, 1995: 110 quoted in Eder, 2001: 51). Following the 1994 crisis, the EU integration project became a constitutive part of the political discourse of the Turkish governments, the big capital and public debate. The entry into the Customs Union in 1995 and the acceptance as an official candidate in 1999 were the key developments in this respect which were nevertheless not sufficient to prevent the occurence of the most catastrophic financial and political double crises in the country's contemporary history by the turn of the millenium (Oktem, 2011: 95-6).


4.2 The Impact of the 2000-2001 crises 

The 2000-2001 financial crises emerge as a turning point in the regional transformation of Turkey in pushing toward the EU integration more strongly and yielding an equally active foreign policy in fostering closer economic and political relations especially with the Middle East and to a certain extent Balkans and Africa.
 The latter was presented to be complementary to the aspirations of EU membership for the first half of the decade. As Kirisci (2001: 109-110) notes:

“...Turkey's relations with the European Union will also have an important impact on the nature and quality of Turkey's involvement in the Middle East...[E]ven though Turkey's absorption in obtaining EU membership may at first have an adverse effect on its relations with the Middle East, as once membership in the European Union becomes relatively secure, Turkey can start to play a much more positive role in the region. In such a nation the security and foreign policy elite is likely to feel much more confident about security and European commitment to the Turkish defense posture.”

Onder (2007: 245) notes that almost 49 to 55 per cent of Turkey's exports went to the EU in the 1996-2006 period establishing it as its main trading partner. Although the FDI inflows remained limited as a whole due to the Customs Union which eliminated the motive for investment flows, the EU continued to have the largest share in this respect as well (ibid.: 247). Similarly the public support for EU membership remained a staggeringly 70 per cent in the 2002-2005 period (Oktem, 2011: 136).


The newly elected AKP government's European orientation was manifest in the swift adoption of numerous harmonisation packages prior to the start of negotiations by the end of 2005 (Engert, 2010: 45-47). A number of critical scholars argue that such a strong commitment to the cause of EU accession could be explained, among other reasons, by the transformation of the regional project into a society-wide “hegemonic project” which was capable of bringing different and otherwise conflicting class interests and identities together under its rubric (Guveloglu, 2007: 103). 



It was noted earlier that the more active regional involvement of the Turkish state also commenced in this period with the Neighbouring Countries strategies in the Balkans, Middle East and Caucasus and further expanded to other parts of the globe. Between 2002-2011 foreign trade volume quadrapled,  the amount of exports directed to countries outside the EU has remained consistently above those in EU-27 with the Near and Middle East and the non-EU-27 country groups receiving respectively the two largest and continuously increasing share of Turkish exports from 2008 onwards (TUIK Data, 2013). The FDI outflows toward the Near and Middle East have also increased by six-fold (Kaya, 2011: 6; Onder, 2007: 248-9). The Turkish governments projected themselves to be setting closer trade and investment relations with the EU's prospective neighbours en route to full membership:


“At the level of concrete capabilities, Turkey's accession has much to offer that could enhance the credibility of the EU as a foreign policy actor in the wider Middle East region. Turkey is already the main hub for regional cooperation, both in institutional terms in the context of Black Sea cooperation and as an energy supply arteary between the Caspian and Middle East suppliers and West European consumers” (Dervis et. al., 2004: 45-6):

In addition the EU and Turkish foreign policies in the Balkans, Black Sea, Central Asian, Mediterranean and Middle Eastern regions were considered to be “convergent and complementary” with the reservations made on the South Caucasus, Iraq, Iran and the Gulf region due to “special factors and sensitivities” (Dervis et. al., 2004.: 55).  


The negotiations with the EU, however, have been significantly interrupted due to a number of objections coming from Cyprus, the EU Commission and Council and a number of member states from the second half of the 2000s onwards (Timmerman et. al., 2008; Oktem, 2011: 135-6; Davutoglu, 2008: 93-4) and ultimately stalled (Engert, 2010: 50-51) with the unfolding of the global crisis from 2008 onwards. This coincided with the period Turkey's latest IMF stand-by arrangement was completed and not renewed for a subsequent three-year period. In the context of the unfolding crisis, the domestic as well as regional and global dynamics have triggered conflicts which present inconsistencies and confusion in the adhered modes of regional governance and policy (Keyman, 2012) as well as doubts over the future of Turkish democracy in the absence of an effective “external anchor” (Duzgit, 2009). The internal contradictions and limits of the European enlargement and regional governance (van Apeldoorn et. al., 2009), on the other hand, have presented themselves in the form of diminished public support within the EU for Turkish accession (ibid.: 211). The following section investigates the effects of these developments and the responses by the Turkish governments toward adapting the regionalist trajectory.

5. Regional Aspirations: Beyond Europe 

5.1 Foreign policy in the context of declining membership prospects

As noted earlier the relationship with Central Asia and the Balkans in particular and a greater regional involvement commenced in the 1990s without any specific contributions to the creation of regional governance due to a number of reasons (Kazan, 2002 cited in Buzan and Waever, 2003: 394; Onder, 2007: 230). 


Against this background a re-orientation of foreign policy ensued from 2001 onwards following the motto of “zero problems with neighbours”, “360 degree diplomacy” and “strategic depth” which prescribes a multi-directional foreign policy with “multiple regional identities” (Davutoglu, 2008: 78, 80). Specifying its aim to be the establishment of “long lasting dialogue and cooperation, or the institutionalisation of regional cooperation”, the new foreign policy is described to prioritise economics over politics “but not by imposing or dictating change” (Laciner, 2009; Onis, 2012: 2). Some commentators interpret that these “efforts to build regional political relations through trade echoed one of the founding principles of the EU” (UK House of Commons (HC) Report, 2012: Article 95).


A more holistic assessment could be entailed when the analysis of the domestic is aligned with that of the regional and the global with the utilisation of the analytical concept of governing strategies embedded in an account of capitalist state-form and social relations. In this light it could be argued that the post-2001 restructuring of monetary/exchange rate policy making toward depoliticisation led to governmental initiative in seeking an active foreign policy which accompanied its responses to the discontent and resulting expansionary impulses of the (mostly Anatolia-based) export-driven capital groups as well as the already-internationalised segments of Turkish capital.
 The established low inflation policy governed by the independent central bank no longer utilised the exchange rate but encouraged the utilisation of resulting low production costs to attain competitiveness (Akcay, 2009; Kaya, 2011: 13; Donmez, 2012).
 The disinflation policy has also been coupled with real high interest rates ensuring the continuity of capital inflows and fuelling cheaper borrowing from abroad and indebtedness for businesses and households in this period. Additional evidence for the deepening financialisation could be found in the increasing amount of bank credits allocated to manufacturing industry and as consumer credits from 2002 onwards (TUIK Data) and in Kaya's emphasis (2011: 6) that the FDI inflows to Turkey in the last five years were concentrated mainly in the financial intermediation sector rather than industry. These developments made it a necessity to discipline both capital and labour to expand and divert production toward exports and foreign investment given lowered production costs relative to the pre-2001 period.


In this context distancing the decision making powers in economic policy and aligning with the EU acquis in a simultaneous effort to respond to the 2000-2001 crisis to initiate a thorough restructuring without damaging the credibility of governments could be argued to have allowed space for the proliferation of a regional orientation in foreign policy to overcome barriers to accumulation as a whole. 


This initially complementary foreign policy counterpart to the EU accession process was pushed to take priority due to the aforementioned obstacles encountered during the negotiations and the ensuing global crisis from 2007-2008. When the post-2001 legislative practices in Turkey are scrutinised in this light, we encounter the mushrooming of bilateral commercial, cultural exchange and educational agreements with numerous Middle Eastern, Asian, African and Latin American countries in the 2007-2009 period.
 The conflict-ridden interaction between this alleged shift in regional and global focus and the ongoing global crisis is further explored in the next section.


5.2 The impact of the latest global crisis (2008-present)

According to Kettell (2006: 42) we are currently in the latest global overproduction/overaccumulation cycle from 2000 onwards which is characterised by an increasing expansion and dissociation of monetary accumulation from productive accumulation. In this light it could be suggested that the emergence of the latest global crisis in the financial form of sub-prime crisis from 2007 onwards mark the beginning of the end of this cycle. Nevertheless the deepening of this seemingly standard financial crisis with the bankruptcy of the Lehmann Brothers in late 2008 and its swift metamorphosis into an ongoing sovereign debt crisis in the Eurozone in mid-2010 with drastic global and regional consequences has puzzled policymakers and scholars alike (Gamble, 2009: 4-5; Guardian, 7 August 2011).


Central banks in advanced capitalist states initially responded to this early credit crunch through expansionary monetary policies whilst in peripheral countries the standard practice was to hold onto the contractionary measures which the Central Bank of Turkey followed suit during May-October 2008 (CBT Data).
 The high budget deficits following the monetary easing and fiscal spending period due to recessionary dynamics in global economy were the preliminary signs that the crisis was changing its form and deepening with potentially drastic effects on the vulnerable countries due to the  uneven development ingrained within capitalism. Indeed the emergence of the debt crisis in Greece and its ongoing spreading within the Eurozone has brought attention to these intrinsically asymmetrical elements within the constitution of global political economy and regional governance mechanisms triggering a critical re-thinking of previously held assumptions.


In relation to its impact on Turkey's regional prospects in Europe and beyond, it could be argued that the crisis, similar to the experience in the late 1970s, has consolidated the already diminishing prospects in terms of EU accession prior to 2008 as reflected in the public opinion trends in the EU and Turkey (Eurobarometer surveys, 1996-2009).
 The EU membership approval rates in Turkey dropped to 45 per cent in November 2009 from its peak rate of 62 per cent in October 2004 (ibid.). Unlike the relatively closed economy conditions in the 1970s, however, the latest global crisis episode has not led to an isolation of Turkish state and capital. In contrast the active foreign policy and regional role it has devised complementary to the EU accession has been further consolidated with the foreign policy shift of the US administration in 2009. The initial drastic fall of trade volume with the EU, Turkey's main trading partner, due to crisis and subsequent recession has also been a crucial barrier against accumulation which pushed the Turkish governments toward that direction (Kanibir et. al., 2011: 270) despite the latter's initial portrayals of the crisis merely as a financial crisis with dynamics resting outside Turkey with potentially limited effects on the national economy (Parliamentary Deliberations, Nov-Dec 2008).


Despite complementing its integration to the global economy, its role within global governance institutions as well as capability in managing politically sensitive matters at home by affecting the nature and direction of public debate, the aspiration to have a greater say in the governance of its broader region has nevertheless fuelled novel challenges and contradictions (Onis, 2012). In such an environment it could be noted that the state managers in Turkey have retained the European focus in political discourse despite continuing to direct the regional trajectory toward a wider geography than Europe. The following excerpt from one of the speeches of the Prime Minister accurately illustrates this: 


“We will put Istanbul Criteria instead of Maastricht Criteria and Ankara Criteria instead of Copenhagen Criteria and move on. We continue our EU accession process despite all the discouraging developments, all the blocking and unfair treatments. It is neither possible nor likely for us to give up the reforms, slow down the process and take a step back in our path leading to this goal. However, I should make it crystal clear: While we face west and working for the EU membership we do not turn our back to east, south or north... Is it possible for Turkey to turn its back to Circassia, to Middle East and Turkic Republics? Could Turkey turn its back to world of Islam, to Middle East and North Africa? Could Turkey underestimate the importance of its relations with Far East and Latin America? Turkey’s historical, cultural and political heritage requires forming relations in all around the world. While being part of Western organizations, Turkey has also relations with other organizations such as the Black Sea Economic Cooperation Organization, D-8 and Organization of Islamic Conference. Turkey is one of the most important elements of NATO. What increases the importance of Turkey is its multi-dimensional net of relations. None of these organizations is a replacement, competitor or alternative to the other. ” (T. Erdogan, AKP Group Meeting, November 3, 2009).

These responses demonstrate the state managers' adaptability to changing circumstances in global political economy, domestic and regional dynamics in attempting to offset the negative implications of the crisis upon regional integration and stave off the domestic effects of the crisis in the management of capitalist social relations without endangering the long term global integration -regardless of their ultimate success or failure. 


Against this background, in terms of global visibility, Turkey gained a non-permanent seat in NATO in October 2008 (Kirisci, 2009: 32), it has become more vocal in a number of international platforms such as G-20 to push for the quota reform in the IMF, the establishment of a “global financial safety net” in support of the original proposal by the 2010 chair of the organisation, Korea, the regulation of the influence of credit rating agencies in financial markets as well as to broaden the Fund's agenda further in relation to regional and global governance (Lesage and Kacar, 2010: 133-7; Chin, 2012: 4-5).


In regional terms, Turkey became the rotating chair of the BSEC in May-October 2007 with a predominantly economic cooperation agenda within the region due to ingrained obstacles against pushing toward a more political orientation arising from conflictual relations between Russia, EU and US over the region (Aydin, 2009: 280). As Onis (2010: 8) notes, the new foreign policy perhaps had the largest impact on the regional governance attempts in the Middle East in the post-2007 context in comparison to the Black Sea and Central Asia “where the scope for regional leadership is more limited and would be contested by powerful rivals”. The new relations with Syria through common cabinet meetings, mediation of regional disputes with Iraq, Saudi Arabia and Syria, establishment of a free-trade zone and visa regime with the Middle Eastern neighbours, Jordan and Lebanon were examples of this trend in the post-2001 context (Laciner, 2009, see Tur, 2011 for a detailed assessment). Similarly the restructuring of post-war Northern Iraq introduced new opportunities to Turkish capital in the region (Zalewski, 2011: 100). In the last ten years exports to the Near and Middle East countries increased almost ten-fold and in terms of intra-regional trade  the biggest increase in exports is observed with the OIC countries followed by BSEC, ECO and CIS (TUIK Data, 2002-2012). With respect to public opinion annual surveys suggest that whilst above 60 per cent of those surveyed in the Middle East considered Turkey to be a model for the region between 2009 and 2011, this rate has slightly dropped to 53 per cent in 2012 (TESEV, 2009: 21; 2010: 12; 2012: 20).


Indeed the unfolding global crisis and its regional impact on the Middle East brought a number of conflictual and divisive issues to the fore from 2009 onwards which for some proves that Turkey is “turning to the East” in pursuit of setting its own agenda along “Neo-Ottoman”, “Middle Easternised” or more mildly “soft-Euroasianist” foreign and regional policy with a “strong identity dimension” leading to drastic social and political consequences (Oguzlu, 2008; Onis and Yilmaz, 2009; Onis, 2010: 9; HC Report, 2012, Section 4; Robins, Cagaptay cited in Warning and Kardas, 2011: 129; 126-130). 


The strains on the long-lasting Turkey-Israel relationship from 2009 onwards which was exacerbated further with previous Turkish diplomatic relations with Hamas and Iran and sealed with the Davos and Mavi Marmara incidents, the joint nuclear fuel initiative with Brazil and Iran in spring 2010 and Turkey's subsequent veto in the UN Security Council against the imposition of next round of sanctions against Iran, and finally the outbreak of the Arab uprisings in 2011 affecting in particular Libya and Syria (alongside Tunisia and Egypt) which Turkey had established close bi-lateral, economic and political ties with during the decade present some of the major regional controversies in this direction in the post-2008 context.
 These challenges have left the Turkish policy ineffective, paralysed and without direction in parts (especially as related to the incoherence in the case of Arab uprisings, ultimate alignment with the NATO operation in Libya and straining relations with Syria) demonstrating the limits on regional governance attempts (Keyman, 2012; Onis, 2012: 7, 10). It has subsequently led to revisions in the portrayals of Turkey as a “model” within its broader region toward conceptions of a “work in progress” and a “source of inspiration” (HC Report, 2012: Articles 130-133) coupled with the worrying domestic political moves toward authoritarianism.


Whilst a complete turn toward the East is an exaggeration due to the global integration of Turkish capital through still predominant European links (Onis, 2010: 2; Warning and Kardas, 2011: 136-7; Oktem, 2011: 181), it is clear that the once-championed multi-dimensional “soft/middle power diplomacy” with “zero problems with neighbours” principle is more and more borne to encounter drastic challenges in the current unfolding of the global crisis and its continuous after-shocks into the European and Middle Eastern regions (Altunisik, 2008, see also Kirisci, 2009: 53-4; Hurriyet, 3 May 2012). Given the crisis-ridden character of capitalist social relations which is based on the capital-labour relation/conflict in the perpetuation of accumulation at domestic and global level, the regional governing efforts of the Turkish state managers are likely to be exposed to further domestic and global pressures in fulfilling this task.
 Whilst they are utilised for the management of crisis-ridden social relations by the managers of the capitalist state, they are not separable from the organisation, asymmetrical structure and dynamics of global political economy and their national processing which carry contingent and transformatory elements within themselves by their very own nature.
6. Concluding Remarks

The decisive role of crises in the emergence/demise of regionalist attempts is a widely investigated phenomenon especially within the new regionalist literature. This literature focuses more on the intricate and multi-dimensional aspects of the relationship between globalisation processes and regional governance than the impact of the crisis understood in a systemic fashion. The constructivist emphasis on the role of ideas, identities, the inclusion of non-state actors, civil society organisations and corporations in the explanation of this new mode of regionalisms/regionalisations seems to have overshadowed the role of statecraft and state managers on the basis of governing capitalist social relations.  


This paper has aimed to bring this element more to the forefront of a critical analysis in relation to the emergence, strengthening and weakening of different regional orientations and regional governance attempts in the Turkish context in relation to the key nodes of global and domestic crises of capitalism. 


Turkey does not appear to be a typical case study of contemporary regionalism and regionalisation due to its precarious position within global political economy and its multi-faceted regional orientation. The country's renown regional integration project with the EU is often scrutinised from within the literatures of European integration and enlargement, democratisation and Europeanisation. The recent changes in the country's economic and political self-positioning within its wider region beyond Europe has been a particular focus of attention in the international relations and foreign policy literature. Conceptualisation of the state, however, has mostly remained within the boundaries of mainstream IR/IPE perspectives in these analyses precluding the possibility of advancing a thoroughly critical perspective into regional governance attempts.


The particular characteristic of the Turkish case challenges the EU-based ideal typical assessments of regionalisms and encourages us to look beyond this narrow horizon. Against this background the paper has positioned both old and new regionalist efforts within the broader strategies of managing crisis-ridden capitalist social relations. Therefore the domestic and global modes of governance have not been conceived in an external relationship in this framework. Instead regional modes of governance are conceived to be a temporary solution to these conflicts by adjusting the scale of governance. Whilst the old regionalism of the cold war period presented these challenges in the form of security concerns, the post-cold war financialisation period has given these dynamics an economic form manifested in politics of trade, investment and financial flows. 


In the Turkish context, following a conceptual discussion on the relationship between crisis and regional governance, the subsequent section has provided a brief historical overview of the conflict-ridden dynamics of EU accession process. From roughly 2001 onwards the European integration has become the crucial building block of a depoliticised governing strategy in economic policy making. Whilst the latter has become gradually depoliticised through central bank independence and subsequent loss of governmental discretion to affect the capital accumulation process in monetary form, the foreign policy making has moved more to the forefront and become re-politicised in allowing the governments to exert direct control in this policy area, building on the very absence of such control in economic policy area. This active foreign policy making which has been characterised with the proliferation of various regional efforts without leading toward fully fledged regional governance or leadership has predominated the rest of the 2000s and intensified with the outbreak of the global crisis by the end of the decade. 


Finally the fifth section has delved further into the regional aspirations of Turkey beyond Europe in the context of the latest global crisis. It is argued that these efforts, developed in an through crisis/crises, so far have not led or contributed to the creation of a mode of regional governance as conceptualised in this volume. They have, nevertheless, accompanied its growing visibility and participation in global governance processes interconnected to the deep internal restructuring and transformation of capital and labour during the past decade yielding further tensions in certain junctions. Therefore the emphasis on the notion of attempts/efforts of regional governance throughout the paper has aimed to explicitly acknowledge the contingent, open-ended characteristics of these processes due to their necessary embeddedness in the crisis-borne nature of social relations under capitalism and argue that future research on regional governance must critically explore its social content rather than solely focuse on its form. The current unfolding and deepening of the crisis and the position of the Turkish economy and polity within international political economy further reinforce the point that this process is bound to be conflict-ridden and open to different potentialities in terms of the future (re-)emergence/demise of regional actors and governance mechanisms.
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�	 In the context of European integration such an alternative account could be found in Carchedi's (2001: Ch 3) value theory approach. This organic understanding of the relationship between crisis and various levels of regional governance allows us to assess the European regionalism within its dynamism and contested character rather than improportionately elevating it to an ideal-typical mode of regional integration upon which regionalisms in different parts of the world could be assessed (Carchedi, 2001: 3). The latter point is particularly crucial given the fact that the latest global crisis re-inforces a renewed critique of the assumptions of the new regionalism literature which often analyse the experience of European integration as a sui generis phenomenon that has developed thanks to the unique characteristics of European economy and polity (Breslin et. al., 2002). 


�	 See Manoli (2013) in this volume for an assessment of the retreat of regionalism in the broader European neighbourhood due partly to the lack of commitment of the two key powers of the region, Turkey and Russia, toward further integrative mechanisms, despite the “institutionalised pattern” of their relations in this period (Davutoglu, 2008: 82, also see Hill and Taspinar, 2006).


�	 Chronology of Turkey-European Union Relations, Ministry for EU Affairs, Republic of Turkey.


�	 For a critique of the exclusionary consequences of new regionalism with reference to Putnam's two-level domestic bargaining processes and the “regional exclusion” of Turkey in the context of deepening European integration in this period, see Eder, 2001. For a comparative study on politics of exclusion with Australia, see Wesley, 1997.


�	 In the context of the BSEC, Aydin (2009: 279) makes the crucial point that the organisation has achieved one of its aims: “facilitating the transition of the former Soviet countries into open, market-based and private sector-driven economies.” This is also noteworthy with respect to the key economic role and social content of the regional project in furthering the expansion and consolidation of capitalist social relations.


�	 The formulation of the Greater Middle East Initiative by the US administration in the aftermath of 9/11which aspired to present Turkey as a model to the region also contributed to these developments (Aras, 2005: 93).


�	 Davutoglu (2008: 83-4) specifies this overlapping between state's “macro strategy” and “micro strategies” of non-state actors: “[O]ne of Turkey’s business confederations, TUSKON (Confederation of Businessman and Industrialists of Turkiye), organizes the Africa Summit in conformity with the Africa policy and brings high numbers of African ministers to Turkey. TUSIAD (The Turkish Industrialists’ and Businessmen’s Association) pursues lobby activities to facilitate Turkey’s entry into the EU. MUSIAD (The Independent Industrialists and Businessman’s Association) is actively involved in organizing business events in the Gulf, bringing together leading players in global economy and finance. Onis (2010: 12-13) exclusively points out to the “transnationalisation” of Anatolia-based small and medium sized businesses in the post-global crisis environment and their emergence as key actors of the new foreign policy making conceived as “key economic and civil society actors”. Kaya (2011: 2) presents a recent critique of this overemphasis on Anatolian capital and its demarcation from Istanbul-based big capital in these established modes of explanation.


�	 For examples of and an assessment of the aforementioned discontent in the post-2001 context, Donmez, 2012: Chapters 5-7. Kaya (2011) provides a recent in-depth class analysis of the changing Turkish foreign policy emphasising the domestic role of the latter in terms of the spatiality, wage relations and ideological formation of class relations challenging both security and identity-based explanations. However he presents the “intra-class contradictions” as the key causal mechanism behind this transformation for which the state appears to be responding to the demands of fractions of capital/generations of bourgeoisie and to become a terrain of struggle between the first generation (big capital/finance-based) and the second generation (small-medium scale capital/manufacturing and exports-based) bourgeoisie (ibid.). Kaya's emphasis on putting forward a class analysis of foreign policy making processes is indeed extremely refreshing and insightful, however the approach adopted in this paper considers the positive/negative impact of specific governing strategies on different fractions of capital rather as “unintended consequences” of policy without a necessary direct representation to a specific generation of bourgeoisie (Burnham, 1990: 183). 


�	 See Legislation Database, Turkish Grand National Assembly, 2007-2009.


�	 The Bank, in coordination with the policies of peripheral countries under similar circumstances (Gamble, 2009: 134), gradually reduced its policy rates from late 2008 onwards when the outlook for global recession became clear. From late 2010 onwards a new policy-mix has been formulated.


�	 It is not possible to discuss the unfolding global crisis dynamics in detail due to the scope of the paper. For a Marxist account of the latest global crisis in the era of regionalisation which puts forward a similar critical assessment with a systemic view of crisis, see Themistocleous (2013) in this volume. See Dieter (2013) in this volume for an assessment of the latest crisis with respect to its impact on the future of monetary regionalism in Europe. For the differential impact of the recent crisis on the EU governance structures and Eurozone in a comparative study of Ireland and Greece in institutional perspective, see Zahariadis and Exadaktylos (2013) in this volume.


�	The latest Foreign Policy Committee report of the UK parliament on Turkey's regional role notes that: “Officially, Turkey remains committed to EU membership as a strategic objective. Given the likely timescale involved, the question is whether trends in the EU, Turkey and the wider region will keep Ankara pursuing membership for perhaps up to a decade after publication of this Report- and perhaps over 30 years after Turkey applied for membership and over 50 after the goal of its possible accession was first formulated” (2012: Article, 184).


�	 See Zwartjes (2013) in this volume for a detailed assessment of the impact of the latest crisis on the role of emerging countries in the ongoing IMF reform and the overall impact of this process on regionalism with particular focus on the effects of Brazil's growing global orientation upon its role as a regional leader within the South American region. 


�	 It should be noted that this development is partially influenced by the strained relations with Israel due to the Davos incident in 2009 and the subsequent Gaza flotilla attack in 2010 (Zalewski, 2011). Warning and Kardas (2011: 135) touch upon the domestic dimension of the initial discursive attacks to Israel in expanding the government's popularity and elections prospects. 


�	 For details see Warning and Kardas, 2011: 130-6; Oktem, 2011: 170-182; HC Report, 2012: Articles 98-134; Park, 2012: 111-119. It is important to note that various expressions of commitment to the Western world have also been made in this period (HC Report, 2012: Article 114).


�	 The oft-mentioned hypocrisy of the Turkish government in terms of its self-designed image in the Middle East (Zalewski, 2011) and gradual social and political authoritarianism at home is a case in point. The “soft power”, “regional model” terminology appropriated in the foreign policy and regional governance area presents a sharp contrast when compared with these increasingly authoritarian characteristics of domestic form of governing. See Burch, Reuters, 2012 for a recent assessment.
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