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ABSTRACT
This research revolves around a puzzle concerning the decision of the Turkish Government to carry out a series of military attacks against the Syrian Kurds during the period of 2015-2017. This hostile policy appears to violate the principle of ‘balancing’, according to which the Turkish Government would be expected to cooperate with the Syrian Kurds as its potential ally against ISIS as a common enemy. Thus, there is a gap between the expectations of Turkish behavior in the international system and the reality of Turkish actual policy.  To examine this gap and seek for the causes behind the Turkish hostility, this study  applies theory-testing process tracing method with three different theoretical approaches, namely balance of threat, neo-classical realism, and social constructivism. 
Based on the overall findings, it has been proven that the hostility against the Syrian Kurds is precipitated by the combination of both domestic factor from neo-classical realist perspective and ideational factor from constructivist perspective. One the one hand, the growing threat from The Kurdistan Worker’s Party (PKK) in the domestic environment managed to exceed the threat from ISIS in the external environment and caused the Turkish Government to switch the focus of its policy to counter the Syrian Kurds. On the other hand, a taken for granted idea in form of growing antagonism among the Turkish foreign policy elites also took a part in generating  the hostile policies. 
Keywords:  Turkish hostility, Syrian Kurds, ISIS, balancing, domestic threat, institutionalized antagonism
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1. Introduction

Amidst the ongoing political turmoil in the Middle East, the Turkish Government has been engaging in multiple wars with several different parties in the region. One of the most notable parties it has been battling with is an emerging extremist group, the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS). Arising in 2014, ISIS has quickly established itself as the most prominent terrorist group in the region with a clear intention to carry out terrorist attacks across the region. Its strong expansionist nature as well as its possession of considerable military strength have made ISIS a common enemy to many Western countries, and almost all sides around the Middle East, including Turkey. 
However, while fighting ISIS, the Turkish Government also focused on battling Syrian Kurds. The Syrian Kurds, or more specifically, the Popular Protection Unit (YPG), consist of a highly skilled Syrian-Kurdish force which has also actively confronted ISIS’s presence in Syria. The YPG is Turkey’s fellow member of the US-led anti-ISIS coalition group and generally considered a reliable military force, given its success in taking over several ISIS-held territories in Syria over the last couple of years. Nevertheless, throughout 2015-2017, the Turkish Government conducted a series of military operations against the YPG’s position in northern Syria. These military attacks included a string of airstrikes and bombardments targeted directly at Kurdish fighters or particular areas in which they operated. The first strike took place in July 2015 in the Kurdish village of Zormikhar, only a few days after the collapse of the ceasefire agreement between the Turkish Government and the Kurdish terrorist group in Turkey, the Kurdistan Worker’s Party (PKK). Ever since, many more attacks against the YPG have been carried out by the Turkish military, including a series of artillery attacks on several YPG-held villages in February 2016, the bombardment of the YPG’s positions in Jarabluz and Manbij, and an airstrike in the Karachok Mountains. 
The Turkish Government’s hostility toward Syrian Kurds appears to deviate from Stephen M. Walt’s (1985) ‘balancing’ idea, which expects that all units in an international system, having similar concerns about one common enemy, will stand together and establish a strategic alliance (p. 5). This is done in order to prevent an emerging threat from achieving the hegemony and disrupting the existing balance of order (ibid.). In the current Middle Eastern crisis, ISIS can be seen as a regional threatening power. As an emerging terrorist group, ISIS violently enforced the idea of caliphate in the Middle East. Soon after its emergence in 2014, ISIS managed to fully take over Mosul in Iraq and Raqqa in Syria and since then, it has consistently undertaken all necessary efforts to expand further in the region. It is evident that ISIS is a threat to both Turkey and the Syrian Kurds, or the YPG. In Turkey, ISIS is responsible for a series of terror attacks throughout 2015 and 2016. For instance, the bomb attack at Suruc, a city in the south of Turkey, in July 2015, and the series of suicide bombings and gun attacks at Ataturk airport in June 2016 were linked to ISIS activities (NDTV, 2016). Turkey’s involvement in the US-led anti-ISIS coalition group moreover shows, that Turkey is engaged in serious warfare against ISIS. Likewise, YPG also is an officially recognized member of the US-led coalition, and thus an important partner in the combat against ISIS, as stated in the Obama Administration’s ‘surrogate war doctrine’ (Krieg, 2016). Since Turkey and the YPG both perceive ISIS as a threat to their security, the ‘balancing’ idea predicts that the Turkish Government would establish a strategic cooperation with the YPG to combat ISIS. However, by being hostile towards the YPG, the Turkish Government does not seem to balance with YPG against ISIS. Hence, there is a major discrepancy between theoretical expectations on the basis of Walt’s balancing idea and reality. This thesis seeks to explain this discrepancy on the basis of the main research question:
Why does the Turkish Government oppose the Syrian Kurds, even though they also fight ISIS as their common enemy? 
The rise of ISIS and the subsequent responses by Turkey has generated some earlier research. One of the most recent studies was carried out by Emer Parlal Dal (2017), who focused on the transnationalization effect that the protracted internal conflict in Syria constitutes toward its surrounding stakeholders. Dal explains that the way Turkey behaved in Syria was influenced by the spillover from the Syrian civil war. According to Dal (2017), the bad neighborhood factor, such as Turkey’s geographical proximity to the conflict zones in Syria, and the presence of the ethnical ties between the YPG and the PKK, triggered this spillover. The spillover effects eventually delimited Turkish policy options and formed the basis for the hostility against the Syrian Kurds. Likewise, Federici (2015) and Toulomakos (2016) place an emphasis on how the specific circumstances of the Kurds in Syria affected Turkish policy. Federici (2015) stressed that the establishment of the YPG autonomous zone, Rojava, in northern Syria was seen as a threat to Turkey’s security (p. 87). This particular concern eventually became an incentive for the Turkish Government to implement a more hostile policy against the YPG. Moreover, Toulomakos (2016) explained that Turkey is basically caught up in a complex dilemma in the Syrian crisis. The Turkish Government has faced difficult policy options since the rise of ISIS increased the role of the YPG as a strategic member of anti-ISIS coalition. The growing importance of the YPG generated a security concern for Turkey, causing the Turkish Government to oppose both parties (ISIS and YPG) (Toulomakos, 2016).  On the other hand, Bosch (2015) focused more on the role of ISIS’s expansion in the peace process between the Turkish Government and the PKK, rather than attempting to explain Turkish hostility against the YPG. Similar to Toulomakos (2016), Bosch argues that the rise of ISIS has strengthened the influence of Kurds in Syria, and that this condition has subsequently made it difficult for the Turkish Government to continue the peace process with the PKK (Bosch, 2015).
All in all, the previous works by Dal (2017), Toulomakos (2016), Federici (2015), and Bosch (2015) seem to provide plausible explanation for how the Syrian crisis has affected Turkish behaviors against Syrian Kurds. Nonetheless, all of these analyses are only concerned with possible external determinants; yet, they ignore the domestic political situation within Turkey, and how internal politics can potentially affect the formulation of Turkey’s foreign policy, such as the power constellation of Turkish national politics, as well as internal conflicts involving Kurds that may have had a prominent effect on the Turkish Government’s behavior. 
With regards to the approaches, this thesis will first employ the balance of threat theory by Walt (1985). As a part of a grand theory of structural realism, the idea of a balance of threat puts a strong emphasis on the role of a system or structure in influencing the state’s behavior. According to Walt (1985), a power shift in the system might precipitate a certain behavior of the units in that system. In this case, the power shift refers to the presence of an emerging threat in the system.  As mentioned before, the units are likely to embrace a ‘balancing’ idea as a response to this situation. This means that they are most likely to form a strategic alliance in order to equally contest the common enemy in the region (Walt, 1985, p. 5). In contrast to structural realism, and unlike Walt’s balance of threat idea, which is merely concerned with systemic factors such as the existence of a regional threat, neo-classical realism delves deeper in elucidating particular factors within a country that causes a government to behave in certain ways in a regional or international context. Particularly, neo-classical realism’s multi-tiered perspective introduces the idea that the threat may also arise from the domestic realm, in the form of internal contesting groups that operate within and across borders and that have shared loyalties with others in another country (Lobell, 2009, p. 50). Consequently, foreign policy executives or a government that feels threatened could act or apply certain policies at regional or international level in response to threats at domestic level (ibid., pp. 43-44). Another neo-classical realism perspective, developed by Christensen (1996), unveiled the role of a domestic mobilization goal in responding the regional power. In this case, the state most likely carries out unpredictable measures such as manipulating a conflict with another party in order to mobilize its domestic resources (Christensen, 1996). This mobilization itself is required for the balancing goal, or in other words, it is being carried out in order to equal the state’s material resources with the regional threat (Christensen, 1996).
The third theoretical approach used for this research is social constructivism. Unlike the previous theories, constructivism operates fully in the realm of ideas.  It denounces the existence of a material or objective world independent from human constructions, as well as the role of a system in constructing a unit’s behavior. Instead, it focuses on human consciousness and, the role of ideas, identities and norms and how they play into the realm international relations (Ruggie, 1998, p. 856). Constructivism places a strong emphasis on the individual’s subjective understanding about particular objects or phenomena (Jackson & Sorensen, 2006). This understanding subsequently becomes the foundation that guides the units in their acting or behavior. Out of these propositions, one might argue that the ideas held by human beings, or more specifically by those individuals governing the state, are the primary determinants for a state’s behavior in the international system. Moreover, according to Kitchen (2010), such ideas might gain their significance through the institutionalization process in which a particular understanding is embraced and performed routinely by the foreign policy executives (p. 131). In the long run, this might result in a taken-for-granted idea that has become the constitutive guidance for a state ‘s behavior (Adler, 2008, p. 196). From a social constructivist perspective, certain unexpected polices of a state might thus be explained on the basis of taken-for-granted ideas that a state’s foreign policy executives (FPE) have constructed prior to the decision-making process.
With regards to the scientific relevance, the research aims at accomplishing two primary goals. First, it uses a juxtaposition of three different theoretical frameworks (balance of threat, neo-classical realism, and social constructivism) to study the case of Turkey in Syria. The latter two might provide useful insights for the explanation of Turkey’s behavior in contrast systemic or structurally driven analysis, such as Walt’s balance of threat and structural realism, which seem unable to offer a convincing explanation at first glance. This research seeks to contribute and to promote domestic-oriented analyses and the importance of the ideational element in foreign policy research, which hitherto are mainly rationalist in orientation. Second, through a comprehensive use of neo-classical realism, and particular a multi-tiered perspective, this research promotes a more bottom-up approach (domestic to international), which is relatively novel compared to previous work (Dal, 2017; Toulomakos, 2016; Federici, 2015; Bosch, 2015), which generally used a top-down approach to understand how the Turkish Government behaves. 
The societal relevance of this thesis lies in the fact that the topic is concerned with one among dozens of conflicts involving the government and a particular ethnic group. In this case, although the relations between the Turkish Government and the Kurds appear to be more complex than a mere oppression from the authority against the minority, there are many other cases in which the minority ethnic group is being violently suppressed and discriminated by the state’s government. Thus, by examining the case of Turkish hostility against Syrian Kurds, it is possible to once again reflect on the destructive impacts (eg. the violation of human rights) this type of issue could potentially render in both domestic and international realm. This could hopefully raise the awareness about the urgency of a peaceful measure to solve the current and future government-ethnic group conflicts.
This thesis is structured as follows: the second chapter provides a further elaboration on the theoretical approaches used for the research, namely the balance of threat idea and structural realism, neo-classical realism, and social constructivism, and deduces the hypotheses that are to be tested. Chapter three outlines the methodology and the operationalization of the concepts that define the variables used in the hypotheses. Chapter four entails the empirical analysis: in addition to a more detailed description of the Turkish behavior, the chapter analyzes on the basis of the three theories why and how the Turkish Government developed and implemented hostile policies against the Syrian Kurds. Finally, the concluding chapter five sums up the main findings, answers the research question, discusses the strength and weaknesses of this research, and suggests future research avenues. 














2. Theoretical Framework
This chapter provides the theoretical framework for the research. The first section discusses the balance of threat theory and explains its foundations through the perspective of structural realism. The second section illustrates the core tenets of neo-classical realism and provides an overview of the concepts of multi-tiered threat and domestic mobilization. The third section outlines the core assumptions of social constructivism, with further elaborations on the role of constructed ideas in foreign policy analysis. The fourth and last section provides the analytical design for the research with a clear outline of the expected causal connections between independent variables and dependent variables, based on the theories.
2.1. Balance of threat and structural realism
The concept of balance of threat was introduced by Stephen M. Walt (1985) in his seminal article Alliance formation and the Balance of World Power, in which he illustrates the way threats can emerge in the international system and how the other units should respond to this threat. This includes the importance of balancing and forming alliances. Before discussing Walt’s ‘threat’ and ‘balancing’ ideas in more detail, it is important to understand structural realism and balance of power, on which Walt’s ideas rests. 
To begin with, the core tenets of structural realism need to be understood.  As one of the most renowned grand international relations (IR) theories, structural realism or neo-realism provides an overarching view in which interstate relations are considered as part of an international system, which is constituted by an anarchic structure, and the distribution of power between states (Waltz, 2004, p. 2). This anarchic structure influences the behavior of states as units. In other words, changes in the structure may lead to a change in the way states act in the international community. As Waltz (2004, p. 4) argued: “Different structures permit and cause units of a system to change their behavior and produce different outcomes.”
A change in the anarchic structure is usually associated with a power shift in the international system, which refers to a change in the distribution of capabilities. Some units might become stronger and others weaker, which subsequently undermines the existing structure. As a result, the other parties in the system react to respond to this disturbance of the status quo. With regards to the structure of the international system, such power shifts determine the characteristic of the polarity. For instance, the emergence of a new power or a significant increase of a particular unit’s capabilities may lead to a switch in polarity. Consequently, a structure that was previously multipolar (powers distributed across units) might transform into a unipolar (characterized by the presence of single hegemon) or a bipolar structure (characterized by the presence of a hegemon and a counter-hegemon). Changes in the polarity can affect how the units pursue their security (Waltz, 2000, p. 5). In this case, the states whose survival and national security are being threatened by the power shift would adjust their behavior to avoid further consequences.  
In order to illustrate and clarify this proposition, it is worth considering the concept of balance of power.  Balance of power rests on the idea that it is crucial for units in the system to maintain equilibrium (Morgenthau, 1985). Equilibrium here refers to the state of balance in which all the elements in the structure are intertwined within a stable environment. Without equilibrium, one particular element might obtain the upper hand over the others and eventually obliterate them (Morgenthau, 1985, p. 238). In a less abstract way, a significant increase in one particular unit’s power might violate the equilibrium. The violation of the equilibrium will challenge the security of the other units in the system, since stronger entities are inclined to repress weaker ones. Thus, the units are likely to carry out the necessary measures to re-stabilize the system. This leads to a constant balancing behavior of the units, in which the increase of power of state A would lead to the increase of power of state B, and vice versa (Morgenthau, 1985, p. 239). Or as Morgenthau (1985, p. 240) writes: “this balancing of opposing forces will go on, the increase of power of one nation calling forth an at least proportionate increase in the power of the other.” With regards to the polarity, the balance of power account considers a system with a unipolar pattern dangerous or instable. In this case, the existence of a hegemonic power basically ruins the balance. The absence of equilibrium implies moreover that the survival of less powerful units is at a stake. Hence, the unipolar structure is never a stable option, since the other states would always try to restore the balance by improving their power and capabilities. For example, this could clearly be seen from the way the US and the Soviet Union competed with each other and constantly enhanced their military strength to preserve the bipolarity during the Cold War.
Walt (1985) uses the core perspective of balance of power as a crucial starting point. Yet, he introduces a new additional element, namely, ‘threat’. In comparison with the term ‘power’, threat refers to something more specific. It is not merely represented by the accumulation of power possessed by certain parties in the system, but rather associated with other essential elements. Walt (1985, p.9) introduces several different determinants in which the threat can become manifest, namely ‘aggregate power’, ‘proximity’, ‘offensive capabilities’, and ‘offensive intentions’. First, aggregate power is concerned with the overall capabilities of one particular nation, including population, economic resources, and technologies (Walt, 1985, p. 9). The greater the unit’s overall resources, the bigger a threat it can pose to the other units (Walt, 1985, p. 9). Second, proximity focuses on whether the unit or source of threat is geographically close to the others or not. In this case, the distance can either be a constraint or an advantage in disseminating the threat. The closer the more powerful unit is to the other units, the more intense the threat can be (Walt, 1985, p. 10). Third, if all units were equal in terms of aggregate power, the advancement of offensive capabilities (military resources, weapons) of one particular unit would make it a more credible threat than the others whose military capabilities are not as great (Walt, 1985, p. 11). And finally, the concept of offensive intentions refers to the level of aggressiveness of one particular unit. In this case, the unit can be seen as a threat if it constantly shows its ambition to expand and undertake active aggression to the other units in the system (Walt, 1985, p. 12).
With regards to the expected response to the threat, Walt embraces the idea of ‘balancing’. Walt (1985)’s ‘balancing’ accounts for the importance of alliance formation. The emergence of a regional threatening power may thus precipitate the establishment of an alliance on the opposing sides. The opposing sides are those units or parties who feel threatened by this emerging power. These parties will unite in a strategic alliance in order to counter the threat and balance themselves against it, as well as to restore the stability in the region (Walt, 1985). Within a state of hegemony, the parties with considerable material strength are capable of posing a devastating threat to the surrounding units. This makes ‘balancing’ a compulsory step, since states who fail to stop the emerging hegemon from achieving domination place their own survival at risk (Walt, 1985, p. 5). Thus, the alliance is formed to protect the national security of its members. This proposition is akin to the balance of power account, because all parties would undertake all necessary measures (in this case, forming the alliance) to maintain the equilibrium. Once again, all the threatened parties tend to oppose the possibility of a unipolar structure.
Considering these propositions, there is only one condition that could possibly explain why a state would ignore the ‘balancing’ option and even oppose a potential ally. The presence of an emerging threat might not trigger the establishment of a strategic alliance if the potential ally itself poses a bigger threat towards the state. In other words, the power shift includes both the emergence of a common enemy and the potential ally as systemic threats. By being a threatening or an even more threatening regional party than the common enemy, the potential ally leaves the state with no other choice but to pose some resistance. Thus, the state should fight against both the common enemy and the potential ally in an effort to balance itself against both threats in order to survive in the system. This leads to the first hypothesis: 
H1: A state opposes a potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy, because the potential ally itself is a bigger systemic threat to the state.
All in all, while neo-realism and its concept of the balance of power and the balance of threat may offer plausible explanations concerning the behavior of the units in a global anarchic system, it also suffers from two shortcomings. First, the focus is exclusively on the systemic and external level, and how the structure influences the behavior of the units. By blackboxing the state, domestic determinants are ignored. Second, neo-realists see survival and security as the only interests of units. Thus, the role of ideas and possible ideological motives of the units are not considered. Therefore, when it comes to a violation of the balance of threat principle as shown in the case of a state’s hostility towards a potential ally, one might wonder whether such neglected ideational factors might have played a more prominent role in affecting the state’s behavior. In order to explore these factors and their relevance as an analytical framework, two emerging strands in foreign policy analysis are considered in more detail below, namely neo-classical realism and social constructivism.
2.2. Neo-classical realism
The term ‘neo-classical realism’ was first proposed by Gideon Rose (1998) in his article Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy, where he argues that due to the parsimonious nature of the theory, systemic International Relations (IR) approaches such as Waltz’s neo-realism and balance of power only focus on the outcomes of the interactions between states as constituted by the system (Rose, 1998, p. 145). Consequently, the detailed contexts in which the behavior of the units takes place and the complexity of the motives are disregarded. Rose offers a remedy by considering a more foreign-policy oriented analysis, in which the primary focus lies on the units or the behavioral level. By looking at the unit level, neo-classical realism resembles classical or traditional realism of Morgenthau (1948) or Kissinger (1957) who focus on human nature’s impulse to survive and dominate others (Taliaferro, 2009). Nonetheless, the significance of the anarchic structure is considered relevant, which renders neo-classical realism similar to neo-realism. Neo-classical realism essentially synthesizes both ideas as a crucial starting point, which is why the terms ‘neo’, ’classical’ and ‘realism’ are incorporated together (Rose, 1998).
The main units of analysis within the neo-classical realism perspective are states, where ‘states’ refers specifically to the foreign policy elites or executives (FPEs), which are considered to have a much bigger role in neo-classical realism, since their perception of certain situations and their decision-making process are crucial in constituting the unit’s behavior (Rose, 1998). Thus, the structure is not the only determinant that matters, because the outcome of foreign policies could also result from FPE’s complex assessment of particular circumstances.  As Rose (1998, p. 147) writes, “foreign policy choices are made by the actual political leaders and elites, so it is their perceptions of relative power that matter, not simply relative quantities of physical resources or forces in being.” This proposition implies that it is the way units see the power shift matters, and not only the power shift itself. Neo-classical realism goes beyond neo-realism by recognizing another realm in addition to the external or international system in which the establishment of policies is carried out (Rathbun, 2008). In this case, the realm of ideas and domestic politics are incorporated as additional crucial factors within the formulation of policies (Rathbun, 2008, p. 296). 
Accordingly, domestic or internal politics plays a role as an intervening variable between the systemic factor and the outcome of foreign policies (Rose, 1998, pp. 153-154). Thus, a systemic disruption does not directly influence the behavior of the units, but instead leads to a behavior according to which states seek to reconcile the political situation from ‘within’, prior to the establishment of policy. The internal situation itself might refer to a domestic conflict, political instability, or a regime challenge. Just like the power shift, such internal factors influence the policy-making process. Hence, the outcome of the unit’s behaviors might represent the interests with regards to the external pressure, domestic pressure, or a synthesis of the two. As Rose (1998, p. 152) argues: “to understand the way states interpret and respond to their external environment, one must analyze how systemic pressures are translated through unit-level intervening variables such as decision makers perception and domestic structure.”
Likewise, Lobell (2009) explains that FPEs might be intervening variables between the system and foreign policy. This proposition underpins the previous argument about the importance of the elites and domestic politics. When a threat emanates from the external realm, the FPEs may not immediately react to it, but rather enter into a careful decision-making process in which the circumstances within the internal environment are also taken into account. Hence, the actual foreign policy represents the outcome of a broader process. Furthermore, Foulon (2015) stresses that neo-classical realism is actually a bridge that connects different determinants of foreign policy. He argues that systemic or domestic factors alone cannot comprehensively explain the context of a state’s foreign policy (Foulon, 2015, p. 654). Instead, there are several dimensions within the policy-making process that need to be taken into account. First, there are spatial elements, referring to whether domestic or international structures construct the interest of the state (ibid.). Second, there are cognitive elements, referring to whether the actors act on behalf of material or ideational incentives (ibid.). Finally, there are temporal elements, referring to whether the policy is targeted at the present or for at future (ibid.). All these divisions are intertwined and neo-classical realism becomes the analytical vessel that accommodates the application of these elements in foreign policy (Foulon, 2015). 
Given the complex nature of the policy-making process as suggested by Foulon (2015), one might argue that there are countless possibilities for why certain units fail to ‘balance’ or choose not to ‘balance’ against a common threat. On the one hand, Lobell (2009) argues that the perception of the threat is the key. The way FPEs see the threat determines the direction of foreign policy. Thus, the process of threat assessment becomes crucial. The threat assessment itself results in the interpretation of a particular type of threats as well as the judgment as to whether a certain threat is more significant than the others. The process then determines whether the units would act according to the systemic or domestic incentives. Christensen (1996) offers another possibility by noting that the units might choose not to balance against the systemic threat and even oppose a potential ally due to the importance of domestic mobilization. In this matter, the final goal for units, countering the emerging power and restore the balance in the system is still the same. However, in order to do so, the units need internal strength in the form of public support. Thus, the policies that are favorable for the people, such as attacks against a potential ally are prioritized as short-term conducts. The aim is to mobilize the domestic mass and strengthen national power for the sake of accomplishing the ultimate goal. In the following sections, both Lobell’s (2009) multi-tiered threat ideas and Christensen’s (1996) ideas about domestic mobilizations will further be outlined.
2.2.1. Multi-tiered threats
The existence of a threat and how this threat is being assessed are among the crucial strands within the neo-classical realism perspective. In this case, FPEs are responsible for identifying the threat before engaging further in the decision-making process. Since FPEs are dealing with the complexities of both domestic and international politics, the nature of the threat they are facing is multi-tiered (Lobell, 2009). There are different types of threats that are entangled and to some extent affect the formulation of the policies. 
Within neo-classical realism strands, there are systemic, sub-systemic, and domestic threats. Systemic and sub-systemic threats refer to inter-state conflicts and to concepts that are akin to neo-realist arguments. In these kinds of threats, the power shift in the anarchic world becomes a threat to the other units and shapes their behaviors (Lobell, 2009). On the other hand, a domestic threat refers to an intra-state or internal conflict. Foreign policy executives might identify domestic threats as particular groups that oppose the government, act as an internal competitor, or show a certain degree of disloyalty, although they are geographically located within the state (Lobell, 2009). Such a group may have a shared loyalty with similar groups in other nations or regions. Thus, its activities and the threat it poses transcends the geographical territory of the states (Lobell, 2009, p. 50). As Lobell (2009, pp. 50-51) says: “there exist divided loyalties amongst the population, with subnational grouping owing allegiance to leaders based on ethnic, religious, or regional grouping other than the state government.”
 The way the threat is assessed certainly leads to an adjustment in the state’s behavior. In this case, the state or FPE would undertake the counter-actions according to the type of threat they are facing. Hence, certain acts committed by the government can be seen as a response to the presence of either a systemic threat or a domestic threat. However, coverage of the state’s actions is not merely at single analytical level. As previously mentioned, the state might act as an intervening variable that bridges foreign policy and the international system (Lobell, 2009). Thus, it is evident that the state or FPEs actually operate at the “intersection between international and domestic environment” (Lobell, 2009, p. 43). The foreign policy itself is a possible outcome of the cross-level interactions between the two realms. Hence, the FPE can possibly act “internationally for domestic purpose’ and ‘domestically for international purpose” (Lobell, 2009, pp. 43-44). With regards to the threat assessment, these propositions do indeed support the multi-tiered characteristics of the threat. Since the threat is sometimes assessed simultaneously on multiple operating levels, there is a blurry line separating the internal threat and the external threat and they are sometimes interrelated and inseparable. Lobell (2009, p. 51) argues that “specifically threats can emanate from other great powers and extra-regional actors, regional powers in the locale, or domestic opponents. The implication is that state leaders can act on one level, but objective is to influence the outcome on another level(s).”
With regards to the research topic, there are two propositions worth observing. First, the violation of the balance of threat principle denounces the significance of the systemic threat. This is clearly shown by the state’s unwillingness to cooperate with a potential ally to fight against a regional threatening power. In this case, the state might not see the importance of ‘balancing’, because the threats posed by the regional power are not that critical. This leads to the second argument: the existence of the domestic threat is the major element that precipitates the state’s hostility against a potential ally. In this context, the state might neglect the balancing option due to the rising of the domestic opponent. This is possible when the potential dangers of the domestic opponent exceed those of the systemic opponent, which eventually causes the state to switch its foreign policy focus to the domestic threat. 
Since domestic threat is the primary determinant, the hostility of or the acts committed by the state in the international arena may actually represent the internal goal. In this case, the state sees the potential ally as the extension of a domestic opponent. Thus, it is the state’s best interest to counter the potential ally in order to overcome this domestic challenge. In the light of the research question, the second hypothesis that can be formulated reads:
H2: A state opposes a potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy, because there is a shift in the hierarchical order of the threats in which the domestic threat becomes the main concern.
2.2.2. Domestic mobilization
This section discusses some relevant ideas from Thomas J. Christensen’s (1996) book Useful Adversaries: Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sino-American Conflict, 1947-1958. In this book, Christensen (1996) provides a comprehensive overview of how the state operates in a two-level game (domestic and international) upon the establishment of strategic policies. He does this by carefully examining the historical events regarding the sequence of conflicts between China and America during the early period of the Cold War. In order to get a clear depiction of why a state might act against a potential ally, it is worth considering the specific sections in his book, especially those of discussing the significance of domestic mobilization. Domestic mobilization in this context mainly refers to the act of mobilizing, utilizing, and maximizing internal resources to enhance the overall material capabilities of the nation. More specifically, it is defined as the capability of national leaders to “mobilize their human and material resources behind security policy initiatives” (Christensen, 1996, p. 11). This activity, according to Christiansen (1996), sometimes requires extraordinary conduct by the state in an international system and this particular phenomenon is adequately reflected by the case of China’s Great Leap policy in the 1950s. 
By referring to the case of China, Christensen (1996) illustrates the condition in which a state aims to improve its economic and industrial sector in order to balance itself against the major power. To accomplish this target, it needs to maximize its internal resources. Yet, this policy sometimes requires several crucial steps, such as the maximum utilization of workers in industrial factories, the reduction of remuneration for labor, or an increase of taxes (Christensen, 1996, p. 205, pp. 214-215). Moreover, in order to succeed in these steps, a state would need the full support of its people as targeted sources for mobilization. In this case, to win its domestic support, a state must manipulate another conflict and bring the nation into an ‘under-threat’ situation in which the people are willing to unite and show their unconditional loyalty (Christensen, 1996, p. 205). This manipulation strategy eventually results in a state’s decision to attack another party beside the major power, and this party could be the potential ally of the state itself (Christensen, 1996). 
From these explanations, one might gain another perspective on why a particular state opposes the potential ally in the presence of an emerging power. The state might still aim to balance with the regional power. However, forming an alliance is not the option it takes. Instead, it chooses to strengthen its own material strength to achieve an equal footing with the systemic threat it is facing. To accomplish this target, the state decides on a policy of domestic mobilization and the hostile conduct against the potential ally is the compulsory short-time conducts that come along with this goal. Based on these propositions, the third hypothesis that can be formulated is:
H3: A state opposes a potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy, because of an interest in domestic mobilization.
2.3. Social constructivism
Social constructivism began to develop in IR by the end of the Cold War to challenge the prevailing rationalist approaches, such as structural realism and liberalism. First introduced to the realm of IR by Nicholas Onuf (1989), this perspective criticizes the traditional approaches due to their tendency to exploit instrumental or material elements in their work. According to the constructivist perspective, it is not the material incentive that is the main driving factor of international politics, but rather ideational and societal factors. These ideational factors refer to the soft elements, such as culture, identities, ideas, and norms and they all play a significant part in constructing states’ behavior and establishing the circumstances of the inter-state affairs (Wendt, 1999, p. 114).
Social constructivism does not recognize the realm of international relations as a material object outside the societal realm, but insists that it is also a part of the inter-subjective locus of human relations (Jackson & Sorensen, 2006). In a less abstract way, constructivism essentially rests on a non-positivistic view of the world, which emphasizes that there is no objective world apart from what is constituted by human reason. Since the existence of an objective world is denied altogether, constructivism denounces the objective ontology of structural realism with regards to the existence of an anarchic structure and the distribution of power in world politics. Besides, the idea that this anarchic system precipitates the rational behavior of the units is also irrelevant. Instead, constructivism believes that the international system is not anarchic in itself, but it is constructed in that way through inter-subjective processes and interactions between units (Wendt, 1999). Ruggie (1998) further argues that constructivism is mainly concerned with “human consciousness and its role in international life” (p. 856). Consciousness itself refers to the understanding of the units about the international environment and this understanding originates from cognitive processes in the human mind (Jackson & Sorensen, 2006, p. 164). When consciousness becomes the keyword, the role of structure becomes irrelevant. This is because every single unit’s behavior would be based on its subjective ideas its actions performed based on its own understanding of particular circumstances. Hence, the world of international relations is basically a complex and unpredictable realm in which the constellations of ideas between the actors take place. This proposition once again challenges the structural realist perspective. Unlike material elements, ideas are dynamic and flexible. Therefore, it is too simplistic to say that the state would always try to follow its rational interest and become a utility maximizer in the international system.[footnoteRef:1] Besides, there is no guarantee that the state will act to pursue its security goal or aim for material incentives. This would be the case because the interests that drive the behavior of the unit are not fixed or given. Instead, they are all evolved and established through the process of social construction (Ruggie, 1998, p. 856).  [1:  Is akin to the realist assumption concerning the behavior of the IR actors, in which the state is expected to act rationally by taking into account the cost benefits of its actions, as well as thinking and acting strategically to pursue the survival in the international environment (Keohane, 1986; Mearsheimer, 2001)
] 

Based on these arguments, one might argue that in order to properly examine a state’s behavior, it is important to understand the construction of ideas and interests that took place prior to the decision-making process. In the context of the current research, it can be assumed that there are particular ideas, constructed in certain ways, leading the state to act against rationalist expectations (in this case, being hostile towards a potential ally). Thus, socially constructed ideas certainly have an influence on the state’s policy. To explore this further, it is worth elaborating on constructivist views within the context of foreign policy. 
2.3.1. Ideas in foreign policy
Within the constructivist framework there are different analytical approaches to the constellation of international politics. The first and the most common one is systemic constructivism, as developed by Wendt (1992). This constructivist perspective examines the behavior of the state and inter-units’ affairs through a broader lens, in which the constitution of ideas about the ‘self’ and the ‘others’ is the key. Through the process of interaction, the unit (self) establishes an idea or identity about itself and the other units (others). Afterward, the unit projects its behavior to them according to this understanding (Wendt, 1999). This leads into continuous, reciprocal interactions between the units that in the long run shape the broad system of international politics as characterized by Kantian (a world of mutual interdependence with peaceful interstate affairs), Hobbesian (a critically anarchic world in which all the units fight against each other), or Lockian (an anarchic system in which the units restrain themselves from going to war and respect each other’s sovereignty) ideas (Wendt, 1999). Nonetheless, since this study does not focus on the broad contours of international politics, more attention should be paid to the second perspective, unit-level or domestic constructivism. Introduced by Katzenstein and Reus-Smit, this perspective focuses its analytical coverage on domestic politics and on the role of internal legal or non-legal norms in shaping the state’s policies (Reus-Smit, 2005, p. 199). In this perspective, focus lies on the way that ideas circulate ‘within’ the state and on how its construction affects the formulation of foreign policy in a bottom-up (domestic to international) manner. Moreover, the idea is defined by Goldstein and Keohane (1993) as the principles or ‘causal beliefs’ that constitute the parameters about what is right and what is wrong and what is justified or unjustified (p. 9). Besides, such ideas are also considered as “inter-subjective meanings” resulting from the “collective self-interpretations and definitions of human communities” (Neufeld, 1995, p. 77). Based on these conceptualizations, one might argue that ideas are actually beliefs held collectively by a group of people or a community, or norms that constrain the group’s behaviors and activities. 
On the unit level, these ideas may play a very significant role in the establishment of the state’s interest. In this case, the state’s foreign policy could result from the ideas that prevail in the domestic structure. Thus, the internal beliefs or norms about particular things can place some limits on the state’s policy options and consequently, guide decision makers and their policies in certain directions. Furthermore, the influence of ideas on foreign policy relies heavily on how they are constructed within the state. It is possibly be determined by the way they embedded in the people and most importantly, FPE. Kitchen (2010) argues that the locus in which the ideas are entrenched comprises the “specific individuals that hold them”, “institutions in which they become embedded” and “through the broader culture of the state” (p 130). 
First, since it is ultimately individuals who run the state, the ideas originally derive from this realm. Individuals possess a certain intelligence in measuring the good or bad of certain objects or phenomena, out of which they then construct ideas. Hence, the prominent individuals, or the individuals in the decision-making circle certainly possess some subjective ideas that guide them in how to behave and that inform them of which steps should be taken in an international environment (Kitchen, 2010, p. 130). This is ideas first enter the realm of foreign policy. Second, there are ideas that are institutionalized within society. This happens once a group of individuals with shared ideas interact and eventually form an institution in which these ideas are consistently articulated (Kitchen, 2010, p. 131). Institutionalization further intensifies the application of ideas by FPE through a comprehensive implementation of formal procedures, rules, etc., and it provides a legal framework in which the construction of FPEs’ regular activities is inseparable from the core ideas they promote in the first place (ibid). Third, ideas spread as norms and values that are deeply rooted and culturally constructed in society. In this case, these ideas constitute common discourse and a collective identity which eventually leads to the formulation of an objective stance that guides the state in establishing strategic policies (Berman, 2001; Dueck, 2008).
Based on these arguments, one can safely assume that ideas might gain significance through the broader acceptance in the FPEs’ circle and in society, as well as through the process of institutionalization. Adler (2008) reinforces this proposition by emphasizing that through the practice of institutionalization, social facts are “routinized”, and “habitualized” on a day-to-day basis, eventually becoming taken for granted as the constitutive rule of identity and interest (p. 196). Social facts, in this case, are similar to ideas, as they refer to the collective understanding of a group of people or shared interpretations given by a group of people to particular situations or objects (Flockhart, 2012, p. 83). 
The institutionalization process will determine the contours of domestic structures. The structures provide the “rules and norms” that socialize and enforce the agents “into following” (Wendt, 1992, p. 399). “The rules that are followed may be formal rules that exist in a written or spoken form, but they may also be a less formal form of rule conceptualized as norms, which are taken for granted, are unquestioned, and are associated with specific identities and belonging to a specific community or social group” (Flockhart, 2012, p. 84). Furthermore, the state might pursue an unfavorable policy option, such as attacking a potential ally, due to deeply institutionalized ideas in its domestic structure. The ideas in this context mainly refer to the norms that constitute the understanding of the ‘self’ about the ‘other’. Or, in other words, it concerns the ideas held by the unit about the other unit or object. This idea becomes the foundation of the treatment of the other unit, because units act to other units according to the “meaning of those units for them” (Malik, 2015, p. 77). Thus, there might be a construction of ideas that circulate within the state and frame the discourse of the ‘other’ as an ‘enemy’ of the ‘self’. Moreover, since the self sees the other not as a friend but as an enemy, the ideas might have emerged in the form of antagonism that separates the identities of the state and the potential ally. This antagonism eventually results in the policy of the ‘self’ that discriminates the ‘other’. 
Prior to the policy of attacking, the antagonism must have been constantly enhanced by a prolonged practice of institutionalization. The regular conducts within the bureaucracy, especially of those around the FPE circle, manage to intensify and strengthen this antagonism. This eventually makes hostility an automatic and taken-for-granted option and prevents the state from considering other policy options, such as initiating cooperation with the potential ally. Based on these arguments, the fourth hypothesis that can be formulated is:
H4: A state opposes a potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because of a growing, institutionalized antagonism among a state’s foreign policy executives against the potential ally.
2.4.  Analytical framework
Based on the theoretical explanations above, four different hypotheses have been formulated. These hypotheses give rise to four independent variables (IV), namely the potential ally as the bigger systemic threat (balance of threat), domestic threat (neo-classical realism), domestic mobilization (neo-classical realism), and institutionalized antagonism (constructivism). Moreover, the dependent variable (DV) for this research is essentially the state’s foreign policy. Foreign policy itself can simply be defined as the conduct of or acts carried out by the actors in the international system for particular purposes (Hellman, 2016). With regards to the research topic, foreign policy specifically refers to the state’s hostility against a potential ally. Thus, an act committed by the state that opposes the potential ally, such as a series of bombardments, becomes the phenomenon we seek to explain through the examination of the hypotheses. 
Furthermore, since there are four independent variables, there are also four testable conditions in which the state’s hostile policies against the potential ally can be contextualized. The first condition is that in which the potential ally poses a greater threat than the common enemy, or in other words, when the potential ally becomes the bigger systemic threat in itself. The second condition is that in which the domestic threat is more devastating than the systemic threat or the threat brought by the common enemy. The third condition happens when there is a particular interest in undertaking a domestic mobilization policy. The fourth condition is when there is an institutionalized idea of antagonism toward the potential ally. Hence, the causal connections to be tested are structured as follows:
Figure 1: The analytical framework1st IV: The potential ally as the bigger threat (balance of threat)
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3. Methodology
This chapter outlines the main methodology for the research. The first section explains the background of the case selection and specifies the mechanism used to examine the hypotheses. The second section provides a detailed operationalization of the concepts that define the independent variables used in the hypotheses. The last sections provide clarity about the data collection and consider the limitations of the methods.
3.1. Case and methods

3.1.1. Case selection
The decision behind the selection of the case is motivated partially by ‘deviant’ and ‘most likely’ phenomena. To begin with, the ‘deviant’ case becomes the first concern in the selection process. Deviant in itself means that the observable case shows some surprising characteristic that deviate from the common expectations based on previous research or theories (Gerring, 2008, p. 655). This surprising feature can be seen in the form of unusual causal mechanisms or in the relation between the variables that differs from the general understanding or particular theory about the topic (Gerring, 2008). In other words, there is a discrepancy between the actual reality and the expected reality and this condition invites further observations. With regards to Turkey’s case, the gap between reality and expectation is between Turkey’s actual conduct and the expectation caused by the balance of threat theory. In this case, the hostility against the potential ally violates the ‘balancing’ principles and thus creates a puzzle that is worth analyzing. This puzzle then becomes the initial basis for the selection of the case.
Nonetheless, through the application of the chosen theoretical approaches, the observed phenomenon also turns into a ‘most likely’ case. A ‘most likely’ case refers to a condition in which the observable phenomenon seems likely to follow from or validate the causal explanations based on general expectations or theories (Gerring, 2008). With regards to the research topic, the case of Turkey’s hostility against a potential ally seems confirm and strengthen other theoretical arguments apart from the ’balancing’ theory, such as arguments from neo-classical realism and constructivism. Thus, the purpose of either confirming or disconfirming this ‘likely condition’ is another driving force for the selection of the case.


3.1.2. Method of inquiry
The main method employed in this research is the process tracing method. As a qualitative research method, process tracing “involves looking at evidence within an individual case or temporally or spatially bound instance of specified phenomenon, to derive or test alternative explanation of that case” (Bennett, 2008, p. 705). Moreover, it is also concerned with the practice of capturing a detailed “series of events” within one particular case (Brecher and Harvey, 2002, p. 443). Thus, process tracing essentially seeks for “historical explanations” and for a chronological illustration of events that can either induce a new perspective or confirm the relevance of the previous theoretical foundations (Bennett, 2008, p. 705). There are two main types of process tracing, inductive process tracing and deductive process tracing (Bennett, 2008). Since this research uses previous theories to construct the hypotheses, the deductive process-tracing or process-tracing theory-testing approach is preferred. The process-tracing theory-testing method itself entails specifying the causal relations based on the existing theories and evaluating whether the expected causal mechanisms are present and “functioned as theorized” within the case (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 11). 
The method contains several essential steps. First, it is important to convert the relevant arguments from the theories into specific sentences or statements. These statements may also refer to the hypotheses and should adequately connect the relations between the independent variable (X) and dependent variable (Y). For this purpose, the different causal explanations regarding the state’s hostility against a potential ally as covered in the second chapter have been converted into four specific hypotheses. Next, the variables from the hypotheses should be converted into observable indicators. This is necessary in order to develop a measurable standard for the examination of the hypotheses. This particular step is performed through the mechanism of ‘operationalization’.[footnoteRef:2] The third and the most crucial step is the empirical observations. This step refers to the mechanism of collecting historical evidence related to the state’s hostility against the potential ally and connecting this evidence to the causal expectations derived from the theories. The ultimate aims are to answer the research question and either refute or confirm the hypotheses.  [2:  See the operationalization in chapter 3.2] 

3.2. Operationalization
This section provides the operationalization for the different variables used in the hypotheses. This operationalization itself entails the mechanism of converting the our independent variables (threats, domestic threat, domestic mobilization, institutionalized antagonism) that are to be tested into more observable forms or measurable indicators. The aim is to make it possible to empirically examine the effect of each variable on the dependent variable (hostility against the potential ally).
Potential ally as the bigger threat (balance of threat)
The first hypothesis is mostly concerned with the term ‘threat’ or systemic threat as described by Walt (1985). As previously discussed in the theory chapter, the indicators of threats as defined by Walt (1985) contain four major elements; “aggregate power”, “proximity”, “offensive capabilities”, “offensive intentions” (p. 9).[footnoteRef:3] Thus, in order to examine the first hypothesis, it is necessary to refer to these indicators. However, if we refer to the case of Turkish hostility against its potential ally, it is not feasible or effective to apply all indicators. First, since it is concerned with the entire economic, populational, and technological capabilities, the indicator of aggregate power seems to be more relevant for examining the state actor. This seems unrelated to the current research, because the units to be examined in this research are non-state actors (ISIS as a systemic threat and the Syrian Kurds as a potential ally). Second, it would be inefficient to include the indicator of proximity. In this case, since both ISIS and the Syrian Kurds operate within areas which are geographically close to the state (Turkey), it is fairly clear that both parties have fulfilled this criterion. Thus, a further examination of this indicator would be redundant for this research.  [3:  The explanations of these indicators are covered in the theories section (chapter 2.1)] 

Therefore, the first hypothesis is tested on the basis of “offensive intentions” and “offensive capabilities”. In this case, it is worth considering how the two indicators apply to both the existing systemic threat (ISIS), and the potential ally (Syrian Kurds). Afterwards, we compare the two results. Hence, the confirmation or the refutation of this hypothesis is determined by (1) whether the potential ally and the systemic threat meet the criteria for offensive capabilities and (2) whether the potential ally and the systemic threat meet the criteria for offensive intentions. As implied by Mislan (2008, p. 11), the relevance of offensive capabilities is determined by the possession of advanced military weapons, such as nuclear, navies, and arsenals. Besides, one might argue that this element is also strongly linked the amount of arms and soldiers available to the parties. Accordingly, these figures are used to assess this indicator. In this case, if it is proven that the systemic threat and the potential ally maintain a large number of soldiers, arms, and sophisticated weapons, then the criteria for offensive capability are met, otherwise, they are not.  On the other hand, the “offensive intentions” element can easily be examined by considering the frequency or the intensity of the attacks from the two parties against the state.  Thus, the indicators are set up as follows:
Indicators:  (1) offensive capabilities: the amount of military weapons and soldiers and how advanced they are of both the existing systemic threat (ISIS) and the potential ally (YPG); (2)  offensive intentions: the frequency of attacks or aggression performed by both the existing systemic threat (ISIS) and the potential ally (Syrian Kurds) against the state (Turkey). 
Domestic threat (neo-classical realism multi-tiered threat)
The second hypothesis is concerned with the significance of the domestic threat, or more specifically the condition in which the threat posed by a domestic opponent exceeds that of the systemic opponent. In order to test this hypothesis, a historical comparison about the frequency of the attacks against the state also needs to be carried out. In this case, however, unlike the operationalization of the ‘offensive intentions’ in the balance of threat perspective, the frequency of terror attacks by the systemic threat (ISIS) is compared with the frequency of attacks by the domestic opponent, and not with those of the potential ally. 
As previously outlined in the theories chapter, the domestic opponent can be seen as a group of people that contests the government and that shares its loyalty or identity with other groups across the borders (Lobell, 2009, p. 50). The presence of this domestic opponent might encourage the state to engage in a cross-level practice of foreign policy (e.g. acting internationally to achieve a domestic aim) (Lobell, 2009, p. 51). If we reflect on Turkey’s case, one might argue that the potential ally is the international representative of a group that the domestic opponent shares its loyalty with. The term ‘domestic opponent’ might then be given to the oppositional group within the state that has a similar identity as the potential ally. Thus, since the potential ally is the Syrian Kurds, the domestic opponent are the Turkish Kurds. Moreover, as previously stated in the hypothesis, the state’s hostility against the potential ally is understandable if the domestic threat supersedes the systemic threat. Hence, in order to prove this proposition, a comparison needs to be made on the basis of the number of attacks by both the systemic threat (ISIS) and the domestic opponent (Turkish Kurds).
Indicators: the intensity of the terror attacks from the domestic opponent (Turkish Kurds) compared to the intensity of the terror attacks from the systemic threat (ISIS) against the state (Turkey).

Domestic mobilization (neo-classical realism)
The third hypothesis deals with the domestic mobilization policy. As shown by Christensen (1996) through the case of the China-US conflict in the Cold War, this policy entails the process of maximizing the national income from the domestic resources, especially from the people. This policy then requires some compulsory measures such as a tax increase and a wage reduction. It is thus possible to test the hypothesis by studying if the state shows a tendency to take some benefits or advantages from its people due to the attacks against the potential ally. 
Indicators: The state’s (Turkey) national policies or acts that indicate an effort of taking some benefits from the people or its citizens following the hostility against the potential ally (Syrian Kurds).  
Institutionalized antagonism (Social constructivism)
As discussed in the theories chapter, institutionalized ideas are relevant, because they show how particular norms are taken for granted and automatically applied by FPEs (Kitchen, 2010; Adler, 2008; Flockhart, 2012). Moreover, this ‘taken for granted’ element violates the core of rationalist ideas, which assume that the state would act to respond the certain conditions (e.g. a power shift or the presence of threat) or to pursue rational interest (e.g. security and survival). In this case, since it is taken for granted, the idea still applies despite these particular factors or interests. 
With regards to the research topic, the institutionalized antagonism can be seen in how the state consistently opposed the potential ally in the peaceful period of relations between the two. In other words, this concerns the hostile conducts undertaken by the state in times when there was no resistance from the opposing side or from the potential ally itself. Thus, the confirmation or refutation of the hypothesis is decided by whether there is substantive evidence proving that the FPE has consistently been hostile against the potential ally during the peaceful period, eventually reaching a tipping point (when the state actually attacks the potential ally). In this case, the indicators chosen to examine this hypothesis are the hostile or discriminative policies against the potential ally, apart from actual attacks, as well as the hostile statements made by the state during the peaceful period prior to the attack against the potential ally. Thus, institutionalized antagonism is tested by studying whether the state consistently tends to carry out hostile policies against the potential ally within this period. If such discriminative policies are indeed performed frequently by the state during the time before the first attack, institutionalized antagonism becomes relevant. Otherwise, if initiatives by the state to carry out discriminative conducts against the potential ally prior to the actual attack are only minimal, institutionalized antagonism becomes irrelevant.
Indicators: (1) discriminative policies and hostile statements from the Turkish Government against the potential ally (Syrian Kurds) over a given period of time before the actual attacks. 
3.3. Data and limitations

3.3.1. Data collection
This research mostly relies on secondary data sources. This comprises previous publications, such as journals, books, and articles related to the topic of the research. Media coverage is also used as another important source. This includes a broad range of articles from widely known news websites, such as the BBC, CNN, and Aljazeera, as well as the Turkish national media, such as HurriyetDailyNews and DailySabah. Moreover, the information about ISIS’s military potencies is taken from the ISIS Weapons and Amunitions report by International Relations Insights and Analysis (IRIA) (2015), whereas the estimated military strength of the Syrian Kurds is based on several other sources, such as Global Security Project. The only primary sources incorporated in this research are the previous speeches, press releases and statements made by the Turkish Government, FPE, and related parties. These are gathered from the media coverage and official governmental sources, such as the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
3.3.2. Limitations
The research method has a few shortcomings. The first shortcoming concerns the issue of validity and generalizability. Since the process tracing method seeks for an in-depth explanation of a single or specific case and focuses on the detailed black box of the causal mechanism, generalizability becomes an issue. In this case, the research is more likely to capture internal validity rather than external validity, which means that it seeks for more in-depth knowledge of an individual phenomenon, rather than attempting to provide an acceptable perspective for other cases on a broader scale (Seawright & Collier, 2010).  Consequently, it becomes less generalizable than for instance the quantitative approach, which uses many cases or multiple observations. The second concern is related to the use of the data. Since the research mostly relies on secondary sources, the validity of the empirical evidence is not uncontestable. In the absence of primary sources, such as actual insights from real FPEs, one might wonder if the available data can adequately cover the full complexity of the case. Moreover, the researcher was restricted by financial and temporal limitations. Had this not been the case, it might have been possible to carry out interviews with actual Turkish foreign policy officers. Then, the unique insights of the individuals who carried out the policy might have been incorporated in this research. This additional approach would have provided a remedy for the above-mentioned issue, enhanced the validity of the data, and increased the strength of the analysis and conclusion.






















4. Empirical findings
This chapter contains the empirical findings and analysis of the research. The first section (4.1) provides a further description of the dependent variable and the context in which the hostility against the Syrian Kurds is carried out. The last four sections (4.2 to 4.5) present the empirical findings for the examination of the first (balance of threat), second (neo-classical realism, multi-tiered threat), third (neo-classical realism, domestic mobilization), and fourth (social constructivism) hypotheses, respectively. 
4.1. Turkish hostile conducts against the Syrian Kurds
As previously hinted, the dependent variable of this research refers to the hostile acts committed by the Turkish Government toward the Syrian Kurds. During the past few years, the Turkish Government has constantly conducted military operations against its fellow member of the US-led anti-ISIS coalition, the Syrian Kurdish force, or, more specifically, the YPG. These operations include a series of military attacks and bombardments targeted directly at Kurdish combatants or at the specific areas in which they mostly operated. These actions have been carried out on a consistent basis, caused considerable losses to the Syrian Kurds, and have hindered their goal of defeating ISIS in Syria. For a detailed depiction of these conducts, it is worth considering some of the most notable events
In July and October 2015, the Turkish Government performed a military attack against the YPG’s position in a Kurdish village near Kobane, Zormikhar, on 26 July 2015. The YPG’s officers claimed that the Turkish tanks entered the area and shelled their fighters (BBC, 2015a). Nonetheless, the government later denied this claim by stating that the attack was carried out to counter an imminent threat to Turkey’s security and that it had not been specifically targeted at the Syrian Kurds (BBC, 2015a). On 26 October 2015, the Turkish military struck the YPG’s base in the city of Tal Abyad, Syria. It was later reported that the attack did not cause significant damage, as it mostly utilized machine guns to fire at the targets (New York Times, 2015a). Moreover, at this time, the Turkish Government confirmed its involvement in the attack as the Prime Minister Ahmet Davutoglu said that they managed to hit the Kurdish position twice (New York Times, 2015a).
In February 2016, within a period of one week (13-18 February 2016), the Turkish Government undertook a series of artillery attacks on the Kurdish base in the northern Syria. These heavy artillery attacks were specifically targeted at “several YPG-held villages”, such as “Miremin, Malkiyah, Menagh, Tannab, and Meranaz” (ARANews, 2016a). Although they caused considerable material damages, this attack did not result in serious casualties, since there were no YPG fighters in the targeted areas by the time the operation was conducted (Bianet, 2016). Nonetheless, this action immediately sparked international attention. Among the reacting parties was the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), which strongly urged Turkey to restrain itself and respect the rule of “the international law in Syria” (RT, 2016). Furthermore, on 19 February 2016, the Turkish military once again committed artillery attacks, this time on the Kurdish city Afrin. Afrin itself is a city controlled by the YPG and located north-west of Aleppo.  (ARANews, 2016a). It was later reported that dozens of civilian casualties resulted from these attacks, including women and children (ARANews, 2016a).
On 23 August 2016, the Turkish military carried out a bombardment in northern Syria. This bombardment was targeted at the YPG’s position in two cities near the Turkish southern border, Jarabluz and Manbij (BBC, 2016a). By using artillery, Turkish managed to shell the areas and kill tens of Kurdish fighters. An important and disturbing issue with this attack is the fact that the bombarded cities were actually areas that had recently been taken by the YPG from ISIS (BBC, 2016a). Thus, the consequences of this attack for the YPG on the one hand and ISIS on the other present a stark contrast. The bombardment weakened the YPG’s position in its endeavor to counter ISIS while gave an upper hand to ISIS to re-strengthen its position in the battle. 
On 20 October 2016, the Turkish Armed Forces (TSK) carried out an air operation and hit around 18 YPG targets in Maarrat Umm Hawsh, north of Aleppo (Aljazeera, 2016). Turkish officials later confirmed that the airstrike managed to kill around 200 YPG combatants. However, the Syrian Kurdish leader denied this claim by stating that there were no serious casualties among the YPG’s combatants, and most of the victims were actually civilians (Bianet, 2016). The report of the Syrian Observatory of Human Rights (SOHR) also stated that the attack only killed nine YPG fighters and injured 26 others (Aljazeera, 2016). Despite the uncertainty about the exact amount of the casualties, this airstrike policy certainly showed the unwillingness of the Turkish government to stop or even restrain itself from continuing its offensive maneuvers toward the Syrian Kurds. 
On 25 April 2017, and thus only very recently, the Turkish Government carried out a policy of airstrikes. This policy was reported as an operation to neutralize the PKK’s position in Iraq and Syria (Roberts; Walsh; Alkashali; Tawfeeq, 2017). Nonetheless, the airstrikes hit the Syrian Kurdish base in the Karachok Mountains, northeastern Syria. Consequently, as reported by the SOHR, at least 18 YPG combatants were killed and 18 others injured by the airstrike (Roberts et al., 2017a; Aljazeera, 2017). This event has further worsened the relation between the two, as the YPG depicted the Turkish airstrike as a “cowardly attack” and even demanded that the other prominent members of the anti-ISIS coalition group, such as the US, to carry out an immediate counter action (Roberts et. al, 2017a).
In brief, based on the description of the series of events above, it can be argued that the Turkish Government does not hesitate to show its hostility against the Syrian Kurds. Besides, the number of attacks during the past year strongly indicates that the Turkish Government has committed genuine efforts to counter the Syrian Kurds and has undertaken fairly consistent measures in battling the YPG’s activities in northern Syria. Moreover, the Turkish Government appears to have ignored all criticism from the other parties, such as the US and the United Nations, concerning these actions. Hence, one might wonder why the Turkish Government has been this hostile against a party who is also fighting against the same emerging terrorist group, ISIS. This question is answered in this and the following chapters.
4.2. ISIS vs Syrian Kurds: who is the bigger threat?
H1: A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because the potential ally in itself is a bigger systemic threat to the state (balance of threat)
To examine the first hypothesis from the balance of threat theory, this section provides a comparison between the indicators of offensive capabilities and offensive intensions of ISIS and the Syrian Kurds. The first part outlines the reports of the military equipment, weapons and soldiers both parties have access to (offensive capabilities). The second part illustrates the frequency of the attacks performed by both parties against Turkey (offensive intentions). Based on these comparisons, the last part of the section clarifies which one of the two is actually posing the greater threat to Turkey.
4.2.1. Assessing ISIS military equipment
As an emerging terrorist group in the Middle East, ISIS is known to possess considerable military strength. This is reflected not only in the amount of its soldiers or weapons but also in the strength of the arms and ammunition it uses for its operations. As reported by IRIA (2015), ISIS makes use of weapons from many different countries, namely the USA, the Russian Federation, China, Iran, Germany, Turkey, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Rumania, Serbia, etc. These weapons comprise both heavy arms, such as tanks or missiles, and small arms, such as rifles (IRIA 2015). More detailed information about the estimated amount and characteristics of the ammunitions is provided in Table 1 below:

Table 1: ISIS military equipment I
	Classification
	Specific type
	Estimated amount

	Guns & Rifles
	Kalashnikov rifles  
	4.500

	
	M-16 rifle
	60-80

	
	M14 rifle
	12+

	
	Romanian AIM/OM63 rifle
	100+

	
	VZ.58 assault rifle 
	20+

	Tanks & Vehicles
	US-badged armored vehicles
	80+

	
	Humvees	
	24+

	
	155mm howitzer
	1

	
	Soviet T-55 tanks
	32

	
	Soviet T-72 tanks
	10

	
	Others
	27


Source: IRIA ISIS weapons and ammunitions report (2015)
Table 1 above shows the exact types and approximate numbers of the ISIS-held military weapons. Nonetheless, not all ISIS military tools are covered in Table 1. Apart from those outlined above, it is also reported that ISIS has access to other military ammunition whose exact amount remains unknown. Information about these other weapons can be seen in Table 2 below:
Table 2: ISIS military equipment II (without estimated numbers)
	Classification
	Specific Type

	



Guns & Rifle
	Russian SVD rifles

	
	Indian Trichy Assault rifle

	
	New CZ 805 Bren

	
	Skorpion EVO submachine guns

	
	CZ 75

	
	ZU-23-2 anti-aircraft guns

	
	MJ79 Osa

	
	HJ-8

	
	AT-4 Spigot anti-tank

	
	9x19 Luger

	
	9mm Makarov

	
	Hand gun Wist 94

	
	Submachine gun PM-84_

	
	UKM 200 machine guns

	
	M-16

	
	XM-15 rifles

	Missiles and Rockets
	SA-7 surface air missiles

	
	BM-21 rocket launcher

	
	Fim-92 Stinger Manpad

	
	M79 anti-tank rockets

	
	SA-6 2k12

	
	SA-7 

	
	SS1 Scud 

	
	Saudi M79 90 anti-tank rockets



 Source:  IRIA ISIS weapons and ammunitions report (2015)
In addition, it is also reported that ISIS owns a great number of Soviet weapons such as “Dragunoz SVD”, “RPG-7 AT rocket launcher”, RPK machine gun, etc. (IRIA, 2015). Apart from the weapons and military equipment, ISIS also consists of a large number of combatants. In 2014, Kurdish senior leaders estimated that there were around 200,000 ISIS fighters operating throughout Iraq and Syria (Cockburn, 2014). Nonetheless, the exact number is unconfirmed and other estimates are lower.[footnoteRef:4] Moreover, the amount seems to have been gradually declining over time. In February 2016, US intelligence even estimated that there are only 20,000-25,000 ISIS combatants left in Iraq and Syria (USAToday, 2016).  [4:  For instance in 2014, CIA estimated that the number of the ISIS combatants is only around 31.500 (Cockburn, 2014)] 

According to the data and estimations above, ISIS seems to have possessed a considerable amount of advanced military tools. These include sophisticated missiles, rockets, tanks, and various kinds of guns and rifles. Besides, ISIS’ strength was also built upon tens of thousands, possibly hundreds of thousands fighters, which were recruited over the last few years. This means that as an emerging power, ISIS is more than capable of disseminating serious threats, as also clearly shown by countless number of terror attacks in the region since 2014. Moreover, based on the data, one might also assume that ISIS has a genuine potency to stand in an equal military contest against its opponent (e.g. the anti-ISIS coalition group). This could be successful not solely through a guerilla war strategy, but also through maximizing and collecting the “armored vehicles” and “weapons” (IRIA, 2015).
4.2.2. Assessing Syrian Kurds military equipment
In order to determine the Syrian Kurdish military strength, it is worth considering the information about the military tools held by the YPG. Since there is not much information about the exact amount of weapons or ammunitions held by the YPG, nor about their types or characteristics, the current research relies on data from sources closest to the unit of analysis, which is the official press releases from the YPG. More specifically, the press releases used for this research are the YPG’s report The Balance Sheet of War against Hostile Group in Rojava 2015 and 2016. This report provides an overview of the military equipment obtained and captured by the YPG on a year-by-year basis. By using these sources, the YPG’s military potency is as follows:                                                    
Table 3: YPG’s military equipment 2015
	
	Type
	Amount

	Weapons/equipment captured by YPG forces:
	AK magazines
AK rifles
PK machine guns
RPG rockets
RPG rocket launcher
60 G3 magazines
G3 rifles
M16 rifles
Vz. 24 Carbines
Sniper rifles
Zagros rounds
Zagros anti-material snipping rifle
Anti-material Shiyar snipping rifle
Uzi guns + hand guns
Hand grenades
IEDs
Anti-tank mines
Anti-personnel mines
Ammunition-carrying vests
Suicide vests
Sniper scope
RPG scope
Tank scope
Artillery scope
Armored vest
Gas mask
DShK 12.5 heavy machine guns 
DShK 14.5 heavy machine guns 
DShK 23.5 heavy machine guns 
A4 weapon
Katyusha rockets
Katyusha rocket launchers
60mm artillery
82mm artillery
120mm artillery
130mm artillery
160mm artillery
220mm artillery
133 tank rounds
Humvee vehicles
Military-utilized vehicles
VBIEDs secured
Grad missiles
Konkors rocket launchers
SPG-9 rocket launchers
Trucks
Dozer
Loader
Autobuses
Tractors
Motorcycles
	3500+
2181
289
870+
258
60
10
28
62
13
200
2
2
28
1350+
2400
650
77
700+
35
1
1
1
1
3
1
38
23
11
1
85
7
9
42
8
2
1
2
133
7
90
15
8
2
21
9
1
1
1
3
12


Source:  YPG’s Press Office: The Balance Sheet of War against Hostile Group in Rojava 2015 (2015) taken from Derechos (2015)
Moreover, the YPG was initially estimated to have around 30,000 to 50,000 combatants in 2014 and was reported to have approximately 65,000 fighters in 2016 (Globalsecurity, 2016). Following the latest press release of the balance sheet of war 2016, the YPG officially reported that during the operations against ISIS in 2016, around 4,000 fighters were killed and around 300 units of military equipment destroyed (YPGRojava, 2016). Nonetheless, the YPG managed to seize as much as 2,574 military tools, which includes arms, ammunitions, and military vehicles (YPGRojava, 2016).[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the YPG also relied on support from the US as another source of military weapons. This could be seen more recently, in April 2017, when the US supplied machine guns and mortars to the Syrian Kurds in the northern Syria (RT, 2017).  [5:  The balance sheet of war press release 2016 does not incorporate the detailed type of military weapons captured by the YPG group.] 

Based on the information presented above, it is clear that the YPG possesses a large amount of arms, which have mostly been obtained by force from opponents. Although lacking missiles, it possesses substantive amounts of machine guns, tanks, and rifles. These resources can potentially be maximized to further engage in current and future military operations in the region. Moreover, the growing number of military equipment also indicates that the YPG has fought a very effective battle in Syria, especially during its involvement in the anti-ISIS war. Besides, the amount of its combatants seems to have been increasing instead of declining throughout the period of 2015 to 2016. Potential back up in the form of military supplies from the US and other important members of the coalition group might further strengthen its position. Thus, for the current period, one might argue that as a military unit, the Syrian Kurds are a force to be reckoned with.
4.2.3. Overview: ISIS offensive actions in Turkey
Since its emergence in the Middle Eastern region in 2014, ISIS has expended serious effort in spreading terror in Turkey. Several bombings or attacks in cities such as Istanbul and Ankara have been identified as parts of ISIS’s operations. These include the suicide bombing in Sultanahmet square in 2016, the terror strike at Suruc, on the Syrian border, in 2015, and others (Dailysabah, 2016). A more detailed chronological overview of major ISIS attacks in Turkey is provided below.
On 20 July 2015, a suicide bombing hit Suruc, a city on the southern border of Turkey. This attack was targeted at the area outside the cultural center of Suruc. Consequently, 30 people, mostly students, were killed and 100 others injured in the attack (Hall & Wyke, 2015a). Based on the evidence, Turkish officials confirmed that ISIS was responsible for the attack (Hall & Wyke, 2015a). Months later on 11 October 2015, two massive bombings struck the capital city Ankara. The bombs exploded in the middle of a leftist group rally in the city center (Aljazeera, 2015). Around 95 people were killed in the attack and as many as 200 people suffered injuries (Aljazeera, 2015). Once again, the Turkish Prime Minister strongly linked this attack to ISIS activities (Culinane, 2015).
Moreover, these attacks were followed by several terror operations in the early of 2016. First, on 12 January 2016, ISIS group member undertook a suicide bombing in Sultanahmet Square, close to the Blue Mosque (BBC, 2016b). This attack killed at least 10 people and injured 15 others (BBC, 2016b). Among the victims were several tourists from Germany. Later on, the Turkish government reflected on this event by stating that Turkey had become one of the main targets for terrorist groups (BBC, 2016b). Second, on 19 March 2016, the main shopping areas near Istiklal Street in Istanbul were hit by another suicide bomb. Five people were killed and 36 wounded in the attack. Some of the victims were identified as Israeli and Iranian (Letsch, 2016). It was later confirmed by the Turkish interior minister that the suspect was a “Turkish member of the ISIS group” (Arango & Yeginsu, 2016).
Following the bombing in Sultanahmet square and Istiklal Street, three other attacks have been performed in June 2016, August 2016, and January 2017, respectively. On 28 June 2016, Ataturk Airport in Istanbul was hit by a gun attack and suicide bombing. This attack was considered among the deadliest ones as it caused a large number of casualties. It was reported that there were around 41 people killed and more than 230 people injured by the attack (BBC, 2016c). After information about the suspects had been gathered, a Turkish official declared that the attack had strong connections with the ISIS group (Karimy & Almasy, 2016). On 21 August 2016, at least 50 people were killed by an explosion in Gaziantep, a city located in the southeastern of Turkey (Nelson, 2016). Moreover, the attack was specifically targeted at a Kurdish wedding party that was occurring at the time. It was once again reported that ISIS was the major suspect for the attacks (Aljazeera, 2016a). Finally on New Year’s Eve (1 January 2017), a suspected terrorist performed a shooting attack at a nightclub in Istanbul. It was reported that there were 39 people killed and around 70 people injured by the shooting (BBC, 2017). A few hours later, ISIS made an official claim stating that it was responsible for the attack (McKirdy, Yan, & Lee, 2017).
Based on the series of the events presented above, it is clear that ISIS has made some fairly aggressive gestures against Turkey. The amount of attacks in the last few years and the number of civilian casualties resulting from these attacks clearly reflects this. Besides, the attacks prove that ISIS has a legitimate ambition and genuine intent to further spread its influence in the region, especially in this case, in Turkey.
4.2.4. Assessing Syrian Kurds offensive actions 
Compared to ISIS, the Syrian Kurds appear to be less hostile towards Turkey. There is little evidence that the YPG has performed bombings or terror attacks in Turkey. Instead, judging from the circumstances over the last few years, the YPG seem to have been focusing itself on the anti-terror war against ISIS. This can clearly be seen by the way it constantly battled ISIS’s position in northern Syria and how it has concentrated on the goal of taking over previously ISIS-held territories, such as Manbij and Kobane. However, although they are not many, there have been a few terror attacks in Turkey that are linked to the YPG’s activities. For instance, on 17 February 2016, a car bomb hit a military convoy in Ankara, killing 28 people and injuring 60 others in the process (Letsch, 2016b). This attack was strongly linked to both the Turkish Kurds as incorporated in the PKK and to the Syrian Kurds. In this case, the Turkish Government sensed the strong connection between the YPG and the PKK’s terror activities, as it was later confirmed by the Turkish Prime Minister that the main perpetrator for the attack was a member of the YPG (Letsch, 2016c). This eventually triggered a violent response from the Turkish government as shown by the massive counter attack on the YPG’s base a few days later.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  See the overview of the attack in the chapter 4.1 at the section of the February 2016 attacks. ] 

Nonetheless, the connection between the YPG and the car bomb has not been fully confirmed since there is no genuine evidence that can legitimately prove this. Instead, the connection was only based on the claim made by the Turkish government. Moreover, the Syrian Kurds themselves strongly denied responsibility for the attack. In October 2016, the co-chair of the Democratic Union Party (PYD), a Syrian Kurdish Party with which the YPG is affiliated, firmly stated that the YPG had never undertaken any attack, nor planned any offensive military operations against Turkey (Bianet, 2016). He insisted that Turkey had arbitrarily accused the YPG of responsibility for attacks it had never committed and further argued that the maneuvers carried out by Turkey seemed to indicate some support for ISIS’s position in northern Syria (Bianet, 2016). 
One more example of an attack could be seen recently, in April 2017, when the YPG fired at the Turkish army in Rojava, northern Syria, and killed one Turkish soldier and wounded three others (ARANews, 2017a). The attack was a part of heavy clashes between the two, which had originated in the Turkish military attack on the Kurdish town Derbassiye days before (ARA News, 2017a). A representative of the YPG later confirmed that the attack had also been necessary to prevent the Turkish army from interfering with the battle against ISIS (ARA News, 2017a). 
In this case, the attack by the YPG on the Turkish army appears evident and intentional. It is also clear that YPG was the one committing the action. Nevertheless, just like in earlier occasions in the YPG-Turkish army conflict, the attack was part of an ongoing clash. In other words, it was carried out during an active battle between the two sides. Not to mention that the Turkish military seemed to be the most active party of the two and was usually the first to provoke the confrontation. Therefore, one might argue that the Syrian-Kurdish attacks as shown by this particular case and other similar conducts in the past are more acts of self-defense rather than offensive military operations or terrorism.
4.2.5. Conclusion: ISIS as a legitimate systemic threat
Based on the findings above, the question whether the Syrian Kurds are an as great or greater systemic threat to Turkey than ISIS can be answered. First, with regards to the indicator of the offensive capabilities, the two parties seem to meet the criteria as a genuine threat in the region. This can clearly be seen by the amounts and strengths of the military tools both parties possess. Besides, both parties also have a large number of soldiers, although the Syrian Kurds seem to have been more capable of maximizing the number combatants for the current period. Thus, judging from their offensive strengths, ISIS and the Syrian Kurds are both capable of posing a considerable threat. On the other hand, the findings for the indicator of the offensive intentions show a different condition. This is proven by the intensities of the attacks performed by both parties over the last few years, which indicates a strongly diverging trend. ISIS showed a far greater initiative to commit attacks and disseminate threats in Turkey than the Syrian Kurds did. Therefore, ISIS meets this criterion, whereas the Syrian Kurds do not. According to all the findings, ISIS is the still the bigger threat of the two, as it met the requirements for both indicators. 
Table 4: Result of the empirical analysis 4.2
	Systemic threat indicators
	ISIS
	Syrian Kurds

	offensive capabilities
	√
	√

	offensive intentions
	√
	X



Since ISIS is still the most genuine threat, the first hypothesis is clearly refuted. This means that in a broader sense, the balance of threat theory cannot provide a plausible explanation for why Turkey does not opt for the ‘balancing’ strategy and even attacks the Syrian Kurds, despite them being a potential ally against ISIS. This condition opens the field for a further examination using another theoretical framework. 
Furthermore, as suggested in Section 4.2.4, the Turkish Government seems to pay serious attention to the role of the Turkish Kurds or the PKK in spreading terror in its internal environment. This raises the question whether this domestic phenomenon plays a role in Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds. The neo-classical realism multi-tiered threat perspective certainly embraces this possibility and this idea is the basis for the formulation of the second hypothesis. Thus, in order to clarify this possibility, the significance of the Turkish Kurds as a domestic threat is examined in the following section.
4.3. The significance of the domestic threat
H2: A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because there is shift in a hierarchical order of threats in which the domestic threat becomes the main concern (neoclassical realism)
This section examines the significance of the domestic threat for Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds. The explanation itself is split into three parts. The first part briefly illustrates the potential connection between the Syrian Kurds as an external opponent and the Turkish Kurds as an internal opponent. The second part provides the main core of the analysis by outlining the intensities of the attacks carried out by the Turkish Kurds as a domestic opponent and comparing them with the intensities of the attacks performed by ISIS as a common enemy. The third and concluding part answers whether the threats posed by the Turkish Kurds are indeed more significant than those posed by ISIS and if this explains the hostile policies against the Syrian Kurds. 
4.3.1. YPG-PKK connection
As discussed in the theories chapter, neo-classical realism acknowledges the possibility that internal and external threats may be intertwined or connected. Thus, it is very possible for a state to act against an external threat as a response to a domestic threat. In this case, when there is a considerable increase of the domestic threat, the state is likely to adjust its policies toward the external threat as a counter measure. 
This particular analysis rests on the above-mentioned propositions and embraces the idea that the Turkish Government opposed the Syrian Kurds due to a rise in domestic threats. Therefore, it relies on the empirical evidence that the Syrian Kurds as the external threat are connected to the Turkish Government’s domestic opponent. In Turkey, the domestic opponent is the Turkish Kurds, or specifically the PKK, a Kurdish terrorist group aiming to establish its own independent state. Therefore, in order to present an overview of the connection between the Syrian Kurds and the Turkish Kurds, it is worth exploring the elements that connect the PKK and the YPG. In this case, there are several dimensions in which the two sides can be closely linked together. First is the fact that the Kurds are essentially an ethnic group which is spread out over several Middle Eastern territories.  While they are a single ethnical entity, there are numerous Kurdish groups inhabiting different nations, such as Iraq, Armenia, Iran, Turkey, and Syria. Although they live separately, they are “bound together by common ties of race, culture, and language” (Federici, 2015, p. 81). The presence of these racial and cultural ties is the first element indicating that the Syrian Kurds and Turkish Kurds potentially share the same goals and loyalties. 
The second dimension lies in the historical background of the Democratic Union Party (PYD). The Democratic Union Party itself is a Syrian-Kurdish political party with which the YPG is affiliated. The Democratic Union Party is considered to be an extension of the PKK, since it was originally established by former members of the PKK in 2003 (Thornton, 2015, p. 871). Since it was formed by remnants of the PKK, it is believed to have the same ideology of Kurdish nationalism (Federici, 2015, p. 83).[footnoteRef:7] Thus, given the fact that the YPG is the PYD’s military wing, there is a strong suspicion that the YPG basically fights for the PKK’s goal.  [7:  Mainly refers to the Kurdish social and ideological movement standing on the main principle that the Kurdish community deserve to determine its own faith, and establishes its own sovereign nation.] 

The third dimension is the condition in which the PYD and the YPG have both been striving for an autonomous area. In fact, the YPG has established its own Kurdish administrative territories, called Rojava, in northern Syria. This condition may reflect two issues. First, the tendency to pursue its own autonomy makes the PYD/YPG similar to the PKK, which has struggled continuously for its independence in Turkey. Second and more importantly, the Syrian-Kurdish autonomous region might potentially become an offshoot base for the PKK that can help them to accomplish their goal of an independent state. 
The fourth and most crucial dimension is the fact that the Turkish government has constantly depicted the YPG as being the same terrorist group as the PKK. The Turkish Government sees the YPG as a genuine representative of the PKK in Syria. At almost every occasion, the Turkish Government has declared that the attacks on the YPG’s base are a part of their war against the PKK. President Erdogan has even firmly stated that the connection between the two is undeniable, despite an official statement made by the YPG claiming no ties (Yenisafak, 2017). Hence, the fact that the Turkish FPE itself sees the external opponent as no different from its domestic opponent becomes the most prominent ground to incorporate the domestic threat factor in the analysis of Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds.
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The dimensions above illustrate the connections between the Syrian Kurds and the Turkish Kurds as a domestic opponent. Moreover, in order to plausibly explain why the Turkish Government opposes the Syrian Kurds as a potential ally against ISIS, the threats brought by the Turkish Kurds need to be greater than the threats posed by ISIS. This becomes the major reason for the Turkish Government to ignore the balancing option, since the domestic threat is even bigger than the threat of the common enemy. This proposition is examined in the following sections.  
4.3.2. PKK’s recent uprising and offensive actions in Turkey 
Since the 1980s, the Turkish Government has been involved in a prolonged domestic war with a non-Arabic minority ethnic group, the Kurds. Within Turkey, in the end of the 1970s, the Kurds established the Kurdistan Worker’s Party (PKK), one of the most influential oppositional groups in the country (Ozkahraman, 2017, p. 54). The PKK is considered to be the most prominent Kurdish community in Turkey and aims for the establishment of its own autonomous state. Nonetheless, an absolute objection made by the Turkish Government against the PKK and its independence goal eventually sparked the conflict that has already lasted for decades. It is estimated that at least 30,000 people have been killed since the war between the PKK and the Turkish Government first broke out in 1984 (Cornell, 2001, p. 31). Moreover, both the Turkish Government and PKK had temporarily enjoyed a peaceful period due to the ceasefire between 2013 and 2015. However, this ceasefire collapsed in July 2015, when the Turkish military shelled a PKK base in northern Iraq (Nena News, 2015). Afterwards, the tension increased drastically, as both parties began to actively confront each other. The escalation of the conflict that mainly took place in the southeast of Turkey subsequently led to constant warfare that has caused the loss of soldiers on both sides. The International Crisis Group even estimates that 2,844 people have been killed since 2015, comprising 944 Turkish security force members, 395 civilians, 1,286 PKK members, and 219 unidentified youths (International Crisis Group, 2017). 
Furthermore, during the post-ceasefire period, the PKK has acted in a fairly aggressive manner against Turkey. It has been involved in a series of terror attacks targeted directly at Turkish military personnel or at particular areas and places in Turkey. Some of the attacks were directly carried out by the PKK, whereas others were performed by internal Kurdish groups affiliated to the PKK. These attacks have also resulted in casualties among both Turkish security force members and civilians. To present a clearer impression of this phenomenon, a chronological overview of the PPK’s terror attacks against the Turkish Government is presented below.
On 9 August 2015, terrorists attacked the police station in Sultanbeyli, Istabul, with a car bomb, killing one Turkish police officer and injuring two civilians (Dailysabah, 2015; Aljazeera, 2015). A day later, the PKK’s armed wing People’s Protection Force (HPG) claimed to be responsible for the attack (Dailysabah, 2015). Months later on 23 December 2015, a mortar bomb attack was carried out at Sabiha Gocken Airport, Istanbul, killing one female civilian and injuring another (The Guardian, 2015). The Freedom Falcon of Kurdistan (TAK), another armed wing of the PKK, claimed to be responsible for the attack (The Guardian, 2015).
The two attacks in 2015 were followed by another string of terror attacks within the first three months of 2016. First, on 13 January 2016, the PKK carried out a truck bomb attack at the police station in Cinar, a small town in the southeast of Turkey (Cakan, 2016a). It was reported later that the attack had killed six people, including women and children (Cakan, 2016a). Second, on 17 February 2016, a PKK-linked heavy car bombing happened again in Ankara. This terror attack was targeted at Turkish military personnel who were doing a convoy (Letsch, 2016d). Twenty-eight people were killed and 60 people were injured during the attack. Third, on 13 March 2016, a large suicide bomb hit the areas around the Kizilay neighborhood, Ankara (Osborne & Whitnall, 2016). This attack killed at least 34 people and injured around 125 others (Osborne & Whitnall, 2016). The TAK once again claimed to be responsible for the attack (BBC, 2016c). 
Moreover, on 10 May 2016, a PKK-linked car bomb operation hit a police vehicle in Diyarbakir city, killing three people and injuring 45 others (Aljazeera, 2016). A month later on 7 June 2016, the PKK and TAK were once again linked to a car bomb in a police vehicle in the Vezneciler district, Istanbul (Lestch, 2016e). This car bomb killed at least 11 people, including seven Turkish police officers and four civilians (Letsch, 2016e). Moreover, this event was immediately followed by another terror attack. A day later (8 June 2016), a car bomb hit a police station in the province of Mardin, southeast which killed at least six people (Yenisafak, 2016). Finally, on 13 June 2016, the PKK placed a car bomb in the Ovacik district, Tunceli province, which wounded at least nine people, including a Turkish police officer (Hurriyetdailynews, 2016).
Several car bombings in the mid of 2016 were immediately followed by a couple of similar attacks within the following months. First, on 18 August 2016, the PKK carried out a car bombing at the police station in Elazig city, eastern Turkey. This attack killed at least six people and injured 100 others (Parfitt, 2016). Second, on 9 October 2016, PKK militias placed a car bomb in Hakkari province, southeast Turkey. This attack was targeted at areas near a military checkpoint and killed at least 17 people (Kiper, 2016). It was later reported that there were nine Turkish soldiers and eight civilians among the victims (Kiper, 2016). Third, on 10 December 2016, the PKK carried out large twin bombings in the areas outside Besiktas football stadium, Istanbul. These attacks killed around 38 people and injured 160 others (Lockett & Awford, 2016). Among the victims were 30 police officers who were carrying out their duty around the targeted areas (Lockett & Awford, 2016). Finally, on 5 January 2017, a car bombing struck the areas outside the courthouse in Izmir, Turkey. This attack killed at least two people, including a police officer and a courthouse member (Dearden & McKernan, 2017). Based on to the evidence, PKK militias were reported to be responsible for the attack (Dearden & McKernan, 2017).
Based on the series of events listed above, it is clear that the intensity of the terror attacks carried out by the PKK against the government seems to be stable. This is evident from the amount and momentum of the attacks throughout the period 2015 - early 2017. Within this period, the attacks were carried out on a consistent basis and there was no large time gap between one attack and another. Besides, the terror attacks were mostly carried out using a car-bomb approach and targeted at indirect representatives of the Turkish Government, such as security forces or police officers. This condition indicates that after the ceasefire breakdown, the PKK considered the Turkish Government as a serious enemy and the primary target for its operations.  
Nonetheless, it is evident that during the same period, the Turkish government was engaged in another battle with the common enemy in the region, ISIS. As outlined in Section 4.2.3, Turkey also suffered from a series of ISIS attacks in the period of 2015-2017, such as the major bombing at Ataturk airport and the Istanbul shooting on New Year’s Eve 2017. Hence, the government actually engaged in a simultaneous war against the two parties. While battling the threat from the PKK in its internal realm, it was confronting ISIS’s offensive maneuvers from the systemic realm. It now needs to be determined whether the Turkish Government faces a bigger war against the PKK than it does against ISIS. This question can be answered by examining which of the two parties actually poses the more critical threat. For this purpose, it is plausible to compare the frequencies of the terror attacks carried out by ISIS[footnoteRef:8] and the PKK, as shown in Table 5 below: [8:  A more detailed overview can be seen in the section 4.2.3: ISIS’s offensive conducts in Turkey] 



Table 5: The comparison: ISIS-PKK terror attacks (since 2015)
	Suspected ISIS attacks in Turkey
	Suspected PKK attacks in Turkey

	
2015:
1. 20 July: Suruc bomb
2. 10 October: Ankara bombings

2016:

3. 12 January: Sultanahmet square  bombing
4. 19 March: Istanbul main shopping attack
5. 28 June: Ataturk airport bombings
6. 21 August: Gaziantep attack

2017:
7. 1 January: shooting attack at the night club, Istanbul
	
2015:
1. 9 August: Sultanbehli attack
2. 23 December: Sabiha Gocken airport attack

2016:
3. 13 January: Cinar bombing
4. 17 February: Ankara bombing
5. 13 March: Ankara bombing II
6. 10 May: Diyarbakir attack
7. 7 June: Vezneciler district attack
8. 8 June: Mardin police station attack
9.13 June: Ovacik district bombing
10. 18 August: Elazic city attack
11. 9 October: A car bomb in Hakkari
12. 10 December: Twin bombings in Besiktas football stadium, Istanbul

2017:
13. 5 January: Izmir city bombing



Judging from the data presented in the table, the frequency of the PKK’s terror attacks in Turkey (13 attacks) appears to exceed that of ISIS attacks (seven attacks). This means that since 2015, the PKK has been a more active actor in spreading terror in Turkey than ISIS. Based on this fact, one might argue that the threat caused by the PKK in the internal environment is even more critical than the threat brought by ISIS in the systemic environment. Thus, it is highly possible that the Turkish Government focused more on overcoming this domestic challenge and performed its policies based on this incentive.
4.3.3. Conclusion
Based on the findings, it is safe to assume that for the Turkish government, the domestic threat is indeed greater than the systemic threat. Thus, the second hypothesis is confirmed, since a shift in the hierarchical order of threats does exist and the domestic threat is a primary factor. In this case, the Turkish government sees the uprising of the PKK and the increase in domestic violence as the most crucial concern. Countering this internal disturbance is even more urgent than engaging in a concentrated battle with ISIS. This shows how the Turkish Government formulates its policies in the international environment. 
Moreover, the war with the PKK after the ceasefire breakdown heavily influenced Turkey’s behaviors against the YPG. Since the threat posed by the PKK is even bigger than ISIS’s threats, the Turkish Government no longer considered it important to treat the YPG as a strategic partner in anti-ISIS operations. Instead, it perceived the YPG as a representative of its current major enemy, the PKK. This situation has resulted in a series of hostile conducts against the YPG in northern Syria. One actual example can clearly be seen in February 2016, when the PKK carried out a massive car bombing against a Turkish military convoy in Ankara, killing 28 people in the process. The Turkish Government was convinced about the involvement of the YPG in the attack and determined to carry out a counter-measure. This eventually resulted in the decision to carry out a series of artillery attacks on the YPG’s base in Arfin city several days later. 
Furthermore, as the collective battle with ISIS continued, the YPG’s activities in northern Syria became more intensive. This condition might potentially explain why the Turkish Government seemed to be very persistent in attacking the YPG’s base. In this case, amidst the large ongoing war with the PKK, the Turkish government considered all maneuvers carried out by the YPG as strategic efforts to maximize and strengthen the PKK’s position against Turkey. For example, the establishment of the Kurdish administrative territories in Rojava or the seizing of the strategic city Kobane from ISIS was feared as acts of expanding the PKK’s base outside Turkish territory. Thus, the more actively the YPG conducts its operation, the more hostile the Turkish policies to oppose it become. Based on these conditions, it can be concluded that as long as the war against the PKK continues or if there is no sign of an immediate decline in the domestic terror by the PKK, the Turkish Government is more likely to continue its operation to counter the YPG’s position in Syria. 
This analysis thus proves the significance of the domestic threat for Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds. Nonetheless, the existence of the multi-tiered threat only covers a single perspective in which the domestic factor might establish such hostilities. There are possible reasons for why the state acts against its potential ally. As discussed in the theories chapter, instead of responding to a growing threat from its domestic opponent, the state might intentionally attack its potential ally to achieve a domestic mobilization goal. One might argue that this remains an open possibility for the case of Turkey itself. Thus, the next empirical section considers whether there is such interest (domestic mobilization) precipitating the Turkish FPE to opt for hostile policies against the Syrian Kurds
4.4. Domestic mobilization
H3: A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because of an interest in domestic mobilization (neoclassical realism)
This particular section examines the third hypothesis of the research. The presentation itself is divided into two parts. The first part tests the causal relevance of particular Turkish domestic policies with the actual attacks against the Syrian Kurds. The last part concludes the analysis by giving the answer to whether or not there is an interest in domestic mobilization behind the Turkish hostile conduct against the Syrian Kurds. 
4.4.1. Does the Turkish Government mobilize its domestic resources?
As mentioned in the theories chapter, a state might decide to attack its potential ally in order to make it possible to carry out a domestic mobilization policy. The domestic mobilization itself is necessary to upgrade the state’s national strength for the sake of balancing with the ruling power in the international system. Hence, this proposition rests on the empirical evidence that the state needs a significant improvement in its material capabilities to respond to a systemic threat. Moreover, if we apply this idea to the case of Turkey, one might expect that the Turkish Government may have needed to upgrade its material capabilities to battle ISIS. This situation may have led to the decision to manipulate the conflict with the Syrian Kurds, since by attacking the Syrian Kurds, the Turkish government could maximize its internal resources to accomplish the balancing goal. Based on this argument, we would expect the Turkish Government to carry out certain policies to utilize its people and internal resources or obtain some benefits in its domestic capabilities due to its hostile conduct against the YPG.
Nonetheless, these expected conditions do not seem to be fully manifest in the actual phenomena. The first gap in the argument occurs when considering the Turkish material capabilities. As one of the leading powers in the region, Turkey is known to possess considerable military strength. In 2015, the Global Firepower positioned the Turkish military in the top 10 worldwide, with an estimation of its strength of up to 411,000 military personnel, 1,020 war aircraft, and 3,778 advanced tanks and military vehicles (Hurriyet Daily News, 2015). Recently, in 2017, Turkey even managed to occupy the eighth rank of the top militaries list worldwide (Global Fire Power, 2017). Moreover, this overwhelming military statistic is followed by an improvement in the economic sector. According to an overview from the World Bank, Turkey has enjoyed significant economic growth since 2000.  It has managed to steadily increase its rate of employment, significantly improve its overall income, and significantly reduce poverty (the World Bank, 2017). As a result, it has succeeded in becoming “an upper-middle-income country” (the World Bank, 2017). Although it has suffered some setbacks since 2012, as shown by the stagnation in the GDP per capita (ibid.), Turkey has actually managed to establish a strong foundation for its economy.
The facts presented above cast some doubts on the urgency for Turkey to further mobilize its domestic resources. In this case, the material strength that Turkey possesses, both in the economic sector and in the military sector seem to be sufficient to engage in an equal contest with ISIS as the common enemy. Moreover, some anti-terror approaches undertaken by the Turkish military actually managed to inflict considerable damage on ISIS. These conditions indicate that it is basically not that crucial for Turkey to manipulate another conflict with the YPG to further increase its national power. 
The second gap in the argument lies in certain internal policies made by the Turkish Government that indicate an effort to mobilize its people following the hostility against the Syrian Kurds. In this case, there are two major cases worth to observe: first, the mobilization of the Kurdish-nationalist voters in 2015 and second, the referendum policy of 2017. The following section examines these two issues.
4.4.1.1. AKP’s mobilization of voters 2015
In June 2015, for the first time since 2002, the right-wing ruling party affiliated with the Turkish government, the Justice and Development Party (AKP) failed to gather sufficient votes to dominate the parliament. In this election, the AKP only received 40.87 percent of the votes, which is less than the 49.83 percent it obtained in 2011 (O’Driscoll, 2015, p. 1). It is believed that the primary reason for this failure is the uprising of the People’s Democratic Party (HDP), a Kurdish left-wing party which managed to obtain 13% of votes and thus gained a substantive amount of seats in parliament (O’Driscoll, 2015, p. 1). This condition eventually triggered strategic counter measures by both the Turkish government and the AKP. Immediately after the June election, President Raccep Tayyip Erdogan made the decision to call for a snap election by November of the same year (Tol, 2015). In this second election, the AKP finally managed to regain its domination by obtaining close to 50% of votes and winning back the majority in parliament (Tol, 2015).
Moreover, within the months before the November parliamentary re-election, the Turkish Government actively engaged in open warfare and conducted a series of attacks against the PKK. Among the attacks was the airstrike on the Kurdish position in northern Iraq in July 2015, which officially ended the ceasefire between the PKK and the Government. Besides, the Turkish military also carried out some attacks against the YPG’s position in northern Syria during this period. These include the tank bombardment in the Kurdish village Zormikhar in July and the attack on the town of Tal Abyad, Syria, in October 2015.
Furthermore, this offensive anti-PKK-YPG policy is believed to have contributed significantly toward the AKP’s win in the November election. It succeeded in encouraging swing voters from the nationalist side as well as some Kurdish voters to switch to AKP. On the one hand, nationalist voters who strongly disagree with the government-PKK peace talks thought that the government made the right decision to battle the PKK and decided to give their vote as a support for this policy (Afanasieva, 2015). On the other hand, some previous HDP voters, such as those from the Kurdish city Diyarbakir feared that the escalation of the AKP-PKK conflict would resemble that of the 1990s war in which a large number of Kurdish civilians were killed (Tol, 2015). Thus, they decided to vote for the AKP in order to maintain the peace and prevent the conflict from escalating in a more harmful fashion (Tol, 2015). 
It is thus evident that there are some efforts by the Turkish Government to mobilize its own domestic resources for particular offensive policies against the PKK and the YPG. It seeks to mobilize the Turkish voters in order to regain domination in the parliament. Nonetheless, this phenomenon cannot quite answer the research topic comprehensively, since most of the Turkish offensive operations were targeted at the PKK’s position in Turkey or northern Iraq and not many of them were directed at the Syrian Kurds.  This is also reflected by the fact that throughout the period of June-November 2015, the Turkish Government appeared to be a bit passive in confronting the YPG’s position in Syria, as there were only two or three attacks performed against the YPG, compared to dozens against the PKK. Moreover, the decision of the swing voters to switch their support to the AKP was mostly influenced by the harsh steps taken by the Turkish Government against the PKK and not by its decision to physically confront the YPG in northern Syria. Thus, the hostile conducts against the YPG did not actually contribute to the mobilization of voters prior to the AKP’s winning the November elections.  
4.4.1.2. Turkish referendum 2016-2017
On 16 April 2017, the Turkish Government won a constitutional referendum as a majority of the Turkish people voted in favor of the amendments draft proposed by the ruling party, the AKP. The proposal of the new constitution itself consisted of several crucial points, such as a change of a parliamentary system into a presidential one, strengthening the presidential position, and an adjustment in the check-and-balance procedures (Bora, 2016). By passing the referendum, this new constitution will replace the old one. 
However, the referendum policy and the proposed constitution have become the topic of criticism. Some people believe that these steps were taken by the Turkish Government to further strengthen the supremacy of President Erdogan and the AKP. In this case, the presidential system would certainly allow the government and the ruling party to maximize their authority over the people.
Besides, there are also growing concerns that the outcome of the referendum might put Turkey under an authoritarian regime. These concerns mainly refer to the fact that through the application of the new constitution, President Erdogan would enjoy several fundamental privileges over parliament and the Prime Minister. For instance, the President would both become the head of state and the head of government. He would also be able to adjust the national budget and issue decrees for particular laws (BBC, 2017). 
Furthermore, to accomplish the referendum goal, the government has actually attempted certain steps of mobilization. In this case, the Turkish Government managed to unite the people into supporting the project of the new constitution by bringing up the issue of stability. This can be seen in how the supporters of the new constitution frequently mentioned the importance of switching to a more solid governmental system with the presence of strong leadership (Bora, 2016). This step was considered necessary in order to avoid political turmoil, reduce unnecessary frictions, and guarantee domestic security. To reach this goal, a new constitution was required and the referendum was the way to achieve that. 
However, the major security concern that led the people to support the new constitution was not actually related to the Turkey-Kurdish or Turkey-YPG conflict. This is evidenced by the fact that the public seemed to pay less attention to this issue despite the fact that during the period of 2016-2017, the Turkish military force intensively targeted the YPG’s position in northern Syria. Instead, the tipping point for the mobilization of the masses in the pursuit of constitutional reform was essentially a failed coup attempt in 2016. This was the military operation linked to the Turkish prominent oppositional figure, Fethullah Gulen on 15 July 2016, aiming to topple Erdogan’s regime. Although it ended in failure, the operation resulted in significant casualties since there were as many as 208 people killed and 1,400 others injured in the process (Research Turkey, 2017). 
The coup attempt marked an entirely new phase with regards to Turkish internal stability. President Erdogan declared a state of emergency for three months and even extended it twice until March 2017 (Research Turkey, 2017). This situation has placed the Turkish people under significant pressure and the urgency for more stable domestic politics began to prevail. In this case, the defective parliamentary system was among the issues that were blamed for the government’s failure to maintain stability. This factor was also considered as the major cause for the political crisis that led to the coup attempt. Thus, the public began to feel the need to have a stronger presidential figure that could stand against unexpected plots from oppositional groups.  The Turkish foreign policy advisor, Ayze Sozen Usluer, even wrote that the state needed a presidential system in which a President who is elected by popular vote or by the majority of populations can force political groups to “compromise with one and another” (Washington Post, 2017). In short, all these stability concerns and the discourse concerning the constitutional reform became the primary issues for the AKP’s campaign prior to the referendum 2017. 
The mobilization process carried out by maximizing the public’s demands for stability appears to have been successful, as the majority of the voters supported the new constitution in the referendum of April 2017. However, as mentioned previously, this strategy may have been effective due to the failed coup attempt in July 2016, which caused the public to seriously consider options for improving the presidential role. In this case, the other security issues, such as the protracted war with the PKK and the YPG, seemed to play only a minor role in generating the votes.  
4.4.2. Conclusion
Based on the findings, it is evident that during the period of war against ISIS and the YPG in 2015-2017, the Turkish Government has taken steps to mobilize its people. This is clearly reflected in its maneuvers to gather mass support for the parliamentary election in November 2015 and the constitutional referendum in 2017. Nonetheless, the reasons behind the actions appear to deviate from the basic idea of domestic mobilization as developed by Christensen (1996). In this case, the application of the mobilization strategy for the parliamentary election and for the referendum was mostly influenced by the goal of strengthening the government’s position in domestic politics, rather than balancing with ISIS as a common enemy. This can be seen in how the mobilization of voters was seemingly carried out to make it possible for the AKP and President Erdogan to gain political supremacy and not to obtain the necessary resources for the war against ISIS. Besides, the fact that Turkey is not actually in urgent need for significant material improvements further confirms this idea. 
Moreover, the role of the anti-YPG war seemed to be very small in the mobilization efforts. The findings show that the major determinant for the AKP’s win in the election was an active battle with the PKK and the primary factor precipitating the government’s win in the referendum was the failed coup attempt in July 2016. Judging from these situations, it seems unlikely that the manipulation of conflict with the YPG was also a part strategy behind the mobilization. In brief, since there is no evidence to confirm the causality between the hostile conducts against the YPG and the acts of mobilizing the supporters in the two cases, the third hypothesis is refuted. 
All in all, the application of the neo-classical realism theory uncovers the potential domestic factor in generating Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds. Nonetheless, both analyses (domestic threat and domestic mobilization) remain firmly based within the realm of rationality. In other words, they still rest on the argument that the hostility against a potential ally is based on rational interests, such as the interest in countering a domestic opponent or the goal of mobilizing internal resources. The role of other, potentially less rational factors, such as a taken-for-granted idea held by the Turkish FPE, needs to be considered. This factor is examined below in order to discover whether an ideational element plays a role in the case of Turkey. 
4.5. Turkish institutionalized antagonism
H4:  A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because of the growing institutionalized antagonism among a state’s foreign policy executives against the potential ally (social constructivism)
Applying the constructivist approach, this section examines the significance of institutionalized antagonism in constructing Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds. The first section outlines the findings by examining certain hostile policies carried out by the Turkish Government against the Syrian Kurds in the peaceful period prior to the series of aggressions in 2015-2017. The second section considers whether institutionalized antagonism plays a significant role in Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds.
4.5.1. Turkey’s discriminative policies against the Syrian Kurds in the peaceful period
As outlined in the previous chapters, the concept of institutionalized antagonism goes against the account of rationality in which the state would oppose other parties for the sake of pursuing certain goals or interests. Instead, it represents a subjective idea, a taken-for-granted hostility embraced by the foreign policy executives against a particular object or entities. This subjectivity is not constrained by the question whether the object really poses a threat or whether the hostile policies carried out against the object convey benefits to the state. Rather, it refers to an automatic perception adopted by the FPE which states that the object is an enemy of the state and thus, that certain drastic measures need to be taken against it. Based on this proposition, it might be expected that the Turkish Government attacked the YPG simply because of the subjective perception that the YPG is an enemy of Turkey, which then constitutes a taken-for-granted antagonism within the FPE circle. 
Furthermore, in order to test the significance of the taken-for-granted antagonism, it is worth observing particular antagonistic policies carried out by the Turkish Government against the YPG during the time prior to the ceasefire breakdown and the first Turkish aggression towards the YPG’s base in Zormikhar, July 2015. Given that this was a peaceful period, the existence of Turkish hostile policies during this time span shows whether the Turkish FPE already held an initial perception that the YPG was a potential threat even before the uprising of the PKK in 2015 or the rising of ISIS as a common enemy in 2014. Based on this observation, it is possible to determine whether there is indeed such antagonism triggering the Turkish hostile conduct against the YPG throughout 2015-2017.
4.5.1.1. Analysis
It is evident that the Turkish foreign policy executives consider the YPG as both a terrorist group and a representative of the PKK in Syria. In an interview with CNN on 27 October 2015, the Turkish Foreign Minister Feridun Sinirliogly strongly emphasized that the YPG essentially operate under the authority of the PKK and takes orders directly from the PKK’s elites (Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2015). He further insisted that this connection makes the YPG a dangerous terrorist group and that it therefore does not deserve to receive military backup in the war against ISIS (Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2015). This statement was given in answer to the question about the Turkish attacks on the YPG’s base in Tel Abyad days before. This means that the interview reflects two major issues. First, it explains the Turkish official stance on the Syrian Kurds following the ceasefire breakdown in July 2015. Second, it clarifies the reason why the Turkish Government began to initiate a military operation against the YPG in the first place. 
Furthermore, one might initially argue that the statements were mostly triggered by the growing influence of the PKK and the YPG. This could be the case, since the interview was held after the ceasefire breakdown. The intense domestic war with the PKK had thus already begun. Besides, at this time, the YPG was fighting ISIS position intensively throughout the Syrian-Turkish border area. This leads to an initial assumption that the hostility against the Syrian Kurds was precipitated by these situations. 
However, the signs of Turkish antagonism can actually be seen long beforehand. The first sign can be traced back to discriminative conduct against the Syrian Kurds, especially the PYD, in 2011. As mentioned previously, the PYD is a Syrian-Kurdish party fighting for Kurdish administrative rights. It has become an important political body with which the YPG is affiliated.  Although there is little legitimate evidence, the Turkish Government has been accusing this party of being an offshoot of the PKK in Syria.
In July 2011, the Turkish Government joined a conference with an Egyptian-based Sunni-Islamist body, the Muslim Brotherhood, the National Organization of Human Rights (NOHR), and other related stakeholders in Antalya, Turkey. According to the conference’s official website, this meeting aimed to discuss ethnical unity issues as well as the political reform in Syria (Kurdistan Commentary, 2011). Nonetheless, the meeting was boycotted by almost all Syrian Kurdish communities, including the PYD, due to distrust against Turkey and the Muslim Brotherhood, which have been seen as potential threats to the Kurds (Kurdistan Commentary, 2011). The boycotting decision was also triggered by the exclusion of the Syrian Kurds in the discussion process prior to the conference itself (Kurdistan Commentary, 2011). This strengthened Kurdish suspicions against the purpose of the meeting and some people even considered the conference to be an effort to initiate a discriminative plot against Kurdish groups in Syria. 
In an interview with the KurdWatch months later (9 November 2011), the Chairman of the PYD, Shalih Muslim Muhammad, did not hesitate to argue that the Turkish-Muslim brotherhood’s plan was to counter the PYD in Syria (Ekurd Daily, 2011). In this interview, he declared his refusal to cooperate with the Muslim Brotherhood on the ground that Turkey and the Muslim Brotherhood agreed to denounce and exclude the Kurds in Syria “if they come to power” (Ekurd Daily, 2011). Therefore, further engagement with both parties would be counter-productive for the PYD and the Syrian Kurds in general. 
Apart from suspected conspiring with the Muslim Brotherhood, the Turkish Government was also linked with another case of hostile conduct. In this case, Turkey has been suspected to support the terrorist group Jabhat al-Nusra in the war against the YPG. This can be seen in November 2012, when the Turkish Government supported al Nusra’s operation in the city of Ras al-Ayn (Al Jazeera, 2015). During the operation, around 200 combatants from both Al-Nusra and the YPG clashed in Jazira, one of the largest Kurdish cities in northern Syria (Al Jazeera, 2015). At this time, the Turkish Government was reported to have opened the border between Syria and Turkey, allowing a great number of Syrian oppositional forces to access Ras-al-Ayn and fight the YPG (Al Jazeera, 2015).
It is evident that this event took place only a year after the YPG publicly declared itself as a legitimate Kurdish force following the Syrian civil war in 2011. During the period of 2011-2012, the YPG battled with Syrian Government forces and multiple terrorist groups, such as al-Nusra. Yet, at this time, the YPG’s influence was not as significant as it was in 2014-2016, when ISIS emerged in the region. Besides, it never actually touched Turkey nor committed any effort that could directly or indirectly have an impact on Turkey. Based on these facts, one might argue that the Turkish government already perceived the YPG as a potential enemy soon after its establishment. Besides, the maneuver in Ras al-Ayn clearly indicates an early tendency by the Turkish Government to counter the YPG’s activities in Syria and shows that it sought to minimize its influence as early as possible. 
Two years later, in October 2014, the Turkish Government laid siege against the YPG in the battle against ISIS at Kobane, northern Syria. It prevented military supplies and reserve soldiers from crossing the Turkish border and accessing the city (Letsch & Traynor, 2014). Consequently, the YPG’s force was cornered and Kobane was temporarily taken by ISIS. This action was among the earliest Turkish actions against the Syrian Kurds and sparked confusion. In this case, although the YPG had become more active since the rise of ISIS in 2014, the Turkish Government seemed to have very weak grounds for the siege. Turkey and the Kurds were technically speaking at peace following the ceasefire agreement with the PKK in 2013. Thus, at this time, both the government and the Kurdish community were actually trying to carry out a self-restraint policy and to reconcile with each other. On the other hand, ISIS had clearly declared war against all the parties in the region, including Turkey. Due to this, one might argue that ISIS was far more of a threat to Turkey than the Kurds. The Turkish Government should thus have focused on confronting ISIS and assisting the YPG, rather than the other way around. In short, the fact that the Turkish Government nevertheless carried out the siege clearly signaled the presence of a less rational motive. This less rational motive was the subjective idea of the Turkish FPE that the Syrian Kurds were an enemy or threat.  
4.5.2. Conclusion: The significance of an institutionalized antagonism
It is evident that prior to the series of military attacks against the YPG throughout 2015-2017, the Turkish Government had already been hostile towards the Syrian Kurds. This can be seen in how it carried out a constant series of discriminative acts against the PYD, the YPG, and the related Syrian-Kurdish groups within the period of 2011-2014. Based on this fact, one might argue that the Turkish FPE had already been antagonistic and that this guided them in how to behave and carry out policies. 
Moreover, given the prolonged and bloody war between the government and the PKK since the 1980s, this antagonism was most likely constructed by the deeply rooted idea that the PKK is an enemy and a dangerous threat to Turkey. This idea expanded to a perception that the PYD and the YPG, as other Kurdish military groups, are as dangerous and are definitely related to the PKK. This constitutes a taken-for-granted antagonism within the circle of the Turkish FPE, which has resulted in the less rational hostility against the Syrian Kurds over the last couple of years.
Furthermore, it is also evident that this antagonism has been preserved and even strengthened over time. This condition is proven by two major factors. First, as mentioned above, the Turkish Government has carried out discriminative policies and shown signs of hostility against the Syrian Kurds on a fairly consistent basis during the peaceful period.  Second, these hostile conducts have become more violent and evident over time, as shown by the fact that in 2014, the Turkish Government no longer showed hesitation in publicly opposing the YPG in Kobane, something which had not happened before. Based on these conditions, it can be assumed that institutionalized antagonism does exist and that it has been growing significantly prior to the beginning of the military aggression against the YPG in 2015.



















5. Conclusion
This final chapter contains the conclusion of the research. The first section sums up the findings and provides an answer to the main research question. The second section contains some reflections and suggestions for future research. 
5.1. Findings
This research revolves around a puzzle concerning the decision of the Turkish Government to carry out a series of military attacks against the Syrian Kurds during the period of 2015-2017. As outlined in the first chapter, this policy appears to violate the principle of ‘balancing’, according to which the Turkish Government would be expected to cooperate with the Syrian Kurds as its potential ally against ISIS as a common enemy. Thus, there is a gap between the expectations of Turkish behavior in the international system and the reality of Turkish actual policy. In response to this gap, this study has considered the potential causes behind the Turkish hostility through answering the following research question:
Why does the Turkish Government oppose the Syrian Kurds, even though they also fight ISIS as their common enemy? 
In order to answer the question, this research used three theoretical approaches, namely the balance of threat, neo-classical realism, and social constructivism. Based on these theories, four different hypotheses were formed. These four hypotheses were tested in the analysis of the findings (Chapter 4). Based on the empirical findings for the case of Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds, two hypotheses were accepted and two rejected, as shown in Table 6 below. 
	Table 6: The result of the empirical analysis
	Theories
	Hypotheses
	Result

	Balance of threat
	H1: A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because the potential ally in itself is a bigger systemic threat to the state.

	Rejected

	Neo-classical realism
	H2: A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because there is shift in a hierarchical order of threats in which the domestic threat becomes the main concern.

	Accepted

	
	H3: A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because of an interest in domestic mobilization.

	Rejected

	Social constructivism
	H4: A state opposes the potential ally despite the presence of a common enemy because of the growing institutionalized antagonism among a state’s foreign policy executives against the potential ally.

	Accepted



The findings show that the major cause for Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds, or more specifically the YPG, is circumstances within the Turkish internal environment. In this case, these circumstances are the growing threats from the Turkish domestic opponent, the PKK. The threats posed by the PKK began to increase drastically following the end of the ceasefire agreement with the Turkish government in July 2015. This ceasefire breakdown, which marked the ending of the peaceful period between the two parties, has provided momentum the PKK’s rise and has allowed it to regain its significance. This can clearly be seen by the PKK’s strong initiative to spread terror and openly confront the Turkish Government since 2015.
Furthermore, the growing domestic threats, which culminated into numerous terror attacks carried out by the PKK, exceeded the threat posed by ISIS as a regional enemy. This is proven by the fact that the PKK’s terror operations in Turkey during the post-ceasefire period have been far more frequent than those of ISIS. This condition has subsequently caused the Turkish FPE to switch the focus of its policy and prioritize the goal of defeating the PKK over the goal of countering ISIS. Therefore, given that the Turkish Government clearly sees the YPG as being the same Kurdish group as the PKK, the act of countering the YPG’s activities in northern Syria is considered necessary to hinder the PKK’s expansion. This has eventually resulted in Turkish hostile behaviors against both the PKK and the YPG throughout the period of 2015-2017. 
Apart from the shift in the hierarchical order of threat, the ideational element of growing antagonism is also apparent in Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds. In this case, it has been proven that the Turkish FPE was already convinced that the YPG is an offshoot of its domestic enemy, the PKK, long before the major crisis with the Kurds in 2015. During this period, although the YPG and the PYD hardly made any threatening moves that could potentially harm Turkey’s security, the Turkish Government continued to carry out discriminative actions that clearly indicated a degree of hostility. This taken-for-granted hostility itself has grown and developed over time and culminated in a more harmful polices, such as the siege at the Turkish border during the Kobane crisis in 2014 and eventually a series of military attacks against the YPG since 2015.
Moreover, the existence of institutionalized antagonism does not necessarily undermine the significance of the domestic threats. Instead, they are connected and support each other. On the one hand, the initial antagonism makes it easier for the Turkish FPE to develop hostile policies against the YPG in response to the PKK’s uprising in 2015. On the other hand, the growing threat from the PKK since 2015 strengthened and further intensified this antagonism. Based on these propositions, it is safe to conclude that the hostility against the Syrian Kurds results from an institutionalized antagonism held by the Turkish FPE, which eventually manifested as actual hostile policies following the rise of the PKK as a domestic threat. 	
5.2. Reflection and suggestions
This research applied three different strands (balance of threat, neo-classical realism, and social constructivism) in IR studies to uncover the determinants of Turkish hostile policies against the Syrian Kurds. Based on the overall findings, the balance of threat perspective is considered to be irrelevant, since ISIS is proven to be a more legitimate threat to Turkey than the YPG. Thus, the reasons for the Turkish decision to attack its potential ally against ISIS the YPG cannot be determined by this approach. On the other hand, both neo-classical realism and constructivism provided a more plausible explanation by uncovering the relevance of the domestic threat and institutionalized antagonism in precipitating the Turkish hostile conduct against the Syrian Kurds. Hence, the answer to the research question is mainly derived from these two approaches.  
In a broader sense, this research has three further outcomes. First, it problematizes the contemporary relevance of a systemic or structural level analysis. In this case, following the failure of the balance of threat theory in explaining Turkish behavior, the reliability of systemic IR strands such as balance of power or more broadly, structural realism in observing current IR phenomenon becomes contestable. Second, given the success of neo-classical realism in approaching the case, there needs to be more awareness about the importance of the state’s internal environment and a unit-level approach in contemporary foreign policy analysis. Thus, for the future research, the IR scholars should urgently unpack the domestic black boxes behind a particular state’s policies. Third, based on the use of the constructivist approach, the role of ideas needs to gain further prominence. Thus, one might further realize the importance of incorporating ideas held by the individuals who govern the state as well as the perception of the FPE among the crucial factors in analyzing the state’s policies.
As an additional reflection, the geopolitical aspect of the case was not extensively captured in this research. A comprehensive explanation of how the geographical considerations influenced the cost-benefit calculations prior to policy making remains to be developed. Consequently, it remains unknown whether this factor also played a part in precipitating the hostility.  Thus, future research on this topic should fill of this gap and consider the geopolitical concerns from the Turkish FPE’s point of view in constructing hostile policies against the Syrian Kurds.
Moreover, this research has captured the causalities between the hostility against the Syrian Kurds and Turkish institutionalized antagonism. Nonetheless, given the limitation of the sources, this research could only go as far as proving the existence of this antagonism and was unable to delve deeper into the complex process that led to this antagonism. In this case, how the regular formal or informal norms and practical rules within Turkish foreign policy institution potentially affect or strengthen the antagonism remains to be seen. Therefore, it is strongly suggested that future research with an access to the primary sources carry out a more sophisticated constructivist approach on the topic. Through this step, it is possible to comprehensively uncover exactly how the antagonism against the Syrian Kurds was established within the circle of the Turkish FPE. 
Last but not least this research managed to capture the existence of the domestic mobilization effort from the Turkish Government in the cases of parliamentary election November 2015 and referendum 2017. Despite proven to be irrelevant to the case of Turkish hostility against the Syrian Kurds, this mobilization issue is an interesting subject to observe further. Given that there are not much studies which have extensively discussed this element, it is strongly suggested that future research delve deeper into this topic and seek for a more comprehensive explanation about the potential causal connection between the mobilization policies and particular issues of Turkey’s internal politics, such as the conflict with PKK.

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Reference:
Adler, E. (2008) The Spread of Security Communities: Communities of Practice, Self-Restraint, and NATO’s Post Cold War Transformation. European Journal of International Relations 14: 195-239
Afanasieva, D. (2015) Turkey Ruling Party Hopes that Crackdown on Kurds Will Win Back Support in Heartland, 29 October, http://www.reuters.com/article/us-turkey-election-akp-heartlands-idUSKCN0SN1WO20151029 accessed 15 June 2017
Aljazeera (2015) How Turkey Misread the Kurds, 20 January, http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2015/01/how-turkey-misread-kurds-201511910421859659.html accessed 7 June 2017
Aljazeera (2015) Nearly 100 Dead as Ankara Peace Rally Rocket by Blast, 11 October, http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2015/10/explosions-hit-turkey-ankara-peace-march-151010073827607.html accessed 6 June 2017
Aljazeera (2016), Turkish Hit Kurdish Targets After Ankara Bombing, 19 February, http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2016/02/turkey-blames-pkk-allies-ankara-blast-160218085117514.html accessed 5 June 2017
Aljazeera (2016) Turkey: Army Kills up to 200 YPG Fighters in Aleppo, 20 October, http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2016/10/turkey-army-kills-200-ypg-fighters-aleppo-161020070457309.html accessed 6 June 2017
Aljazeera (2016) Turkey Arrests Pro-Kurdish Opposition Leaders, 4 November, http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2016/11/turkey-arrests-pro-kurdish-opposition-leaders-161104141452597.html accessed 14 February 2017
Aljazeera (2016) Turkey: Suicide Bomber Kills More Than 50 at Wedding, 22 August, http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2016/08/injured-blast-hits-wedding-hall-gaziantep-160820204150494.html accessed 8 June 2017
Aljazeera (2017) Turkey Targets Kurdish Fighters in Iraq and Syria, 25 April, http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2017/04/turkey-targets-kurdish-fighters-iraq-syria-170425081224935.html accessed 7 June 2017
Altunisik, Meliha B. (2016) Turkey at a Crossroads: The Inflexibility of Turkey’s Policy. Mediterranian Yearbook 2016. Institut Europeu de la Mediterrania(IMed), pp. 39-44
Aranews (2017) Heavy Clashes Hit Rojava as Syrian Kurds Respond to Turkish Attacks, 27 April, http://aranews.net/2017/04/heavy-clashes-hit-rojava-as-syrian-kurds-respond-to-turkish-attacks/ accessed 7 June 2017
Aranews (2017) Syrian Kurds Respond to Turkey’s Offensive on Afrin, Bomb Army Base, 13 April, http://aranews.net/2017/04/syrian-kurds-respond-to-turkeys-offensive-on-afrin-bomb-army-base/ accessed 7 June 2017
Aranews (2016) Turkey Strikes Kurdish City of Afrin Northern Syria, Civilians Casualties Reported, 19 February, http://aranews.net/2016/02/turkey-bombs-kurdish-city-of-afrin-northern-syria-civilian-casualties-reported/ accessed 6 June 2017
Arango, T. & Yeginsu, C. (2016) Turkish Member of ISIS Carried out Istanbul Bombings, Official Says, 20 March, https://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/21/world/middleeast/istanbul-suicide-bombing-turkey-isis.html?_r=0 accessed 5 June 2017
BBC (2016) Ankara Blast: Kurdish Group TAK Claims Bombings, 17 March, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-35829231 accessed 5 June 2017
BBC (2016) Ankara Blast: Turkey Syrian Kurds of Deadly Attack, 18 February, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-35602288 accessed 7 June 2017
BBC (2016) Istanbul Ataturk Airport Attack: 41 Dead and More Than 230 Hurt, 29 June, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-36658187 accessed 8 June 2017
BBC (2017) Istanbul New Year Reina Nightclub Attack ‘Leaves 39 Dead’, 1 January, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-38481521 accessed 4 June 2017
BBC (2016) ISIS Suicide Bomber Kills 10 in Istanbul Sultanahmet District, 12 January, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-35290760  accessed 4 June 2017
BBC (2015) Syrian Kurds Accuse Turkey of Attacking Their Forces, 27 July, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-33675760 accessed 4 June 2017, 
BBC (2016) Turkey Shells both IS and Kurdish Position in Syria, 23 August, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-37161538 accessed 4 June 2017
BBC (2016)  Who are the Kurds?, 14 March, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-29702440   accessed  15 February 2017.
BBC (2016) Who are Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK) rebels?, 4 November, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-20971100  accessed 19 February 2017.
BBC (2017) Why did Turkey Hold a Referendum?, 16 April, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-38883556 accessed 16 June 2017
BBC Monitoring Analysis (2016) Turkey v Syria's Kurds v Islamic State, 23 August, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-33690060 accessed 15 February 2017.
Beach, D. and Pedersen, R.B. (2013) Process Tracing in Social Sciences. Process Tracing Methods: Foundations and Guidelines. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, pp. 1-22

Bennett, A. (2008) Process Tracing: A Bayesian Perspective In Box-Steffensmer, J.M., Brady, H. E., & Collier, D. (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

Berman, S. (2001) Ideas, Norms and Cultures in Political Analysis. Comparative Politics 33(2): 238-239

Bianet (2016) PYD Co-chair Muslim: YPG Never Attacked Turkey, Turkey Would Never Fight ISIS, 21 October, http://m.bianet.org/bianet/world/179860-pyd-co-chair-muslim-ypg-never-attacked-turkey-turkey-would-never-fight-isis accessed 6 June 2017
Bianet (2016) Turkey Attacks on PYD, 13 February, http://m.bianet.org/bianet/crisis/172092-turkey-attacks-on-pyd  accessed 4 June 2017
Bosch, K. M. (2015) How The Expansion of The Islamic State Influences The Peace Process Between Turkey and The PKK and How It Affects the Prospects of An Independent Kurdish State. MSc thesis, Utrecht University, Utrecht. 

Breacher, I.M. and Harvey, F.P. (2002) Qualitative Methods in International Relations. International Studies: 432-454

Christensen, T.J. (1996) Useful Adversaries: Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sino-American Conflict, 1947-1958. Princeton: Princeton University Press

CNN (2017) Istanbul attack: ISIS Claims Night Club Shootings, Killer still at Large, 3 January 2017, http://edition.cnn.com/2017/01/02/europe/turkey-nightclub-attack/ accessed 5 June 2017
CNN (2017) Turkish Airstrikes Kill US-backed Kurdish Forces Battling ISIS, 25 April, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-33690060 accessed 5 June 2017
CNN (2016) Turkey Strikes ISIS, Kurds in Northern Syria, 23 August, http://edition.cnn.com/2016/08/23/middleeast/turkey-syria-isis-kurds/ accessed 15 March 2017
Cockburn, P. (2014) War with ISIS: Islamic Militants Have Army of 200.00, Claims Senior Kurdish Leader, 16 November, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/war-with-isis-islamic-militants-have-army-of-200000-claims-kurdish-leader-9863418.html accessed 4 June 2017
Cornell, S.E. (2001) The Kurdish Question in Turkish Politics. Elsevier Science Limited

Cullinane, S. (2015) Turkey Bombings: ISIS Focus of Investigation, Prime Minister Says, 12 October, http://edition.cnn.com/2015/10/12/middleeast/turkey-ankara-bomb-blast/index.html accessed 4 June 2017
Dailysabah (2015) Kurdish People Unite Against Terror: Tribe of 65.000 Stand up Against PKK , 9 September, https://www.dailysabah.com/politics/2015/09/09/kurdish-people-unite-against-terror-tribe-of-65000-pledge-to-stand-up-against-pkk accessed 15 June 2017
Dailysabah (2017) PYD Continues of Arbitrary Arrest of Critical Kurdish Voices, 25 May, https://www.dailysabah.com/war-on-terror/2017/05/25/pyd-continues-arbitrary-arrests-of-critical-kurdish-voices   accessed 7 June 2017
Dailysabah (2016) Turkey Will not be Eurpoe’s Firefighter, 21 August, https://www.dailysabah.com/editorial/2016/08/21/turkey-will-not-be-europes-firefighter accessed 7 June 2017 
Dailysabah (2016) US Arming PYD/YPG in Syria Source of Concern for Turkey, Erdogan Says, 23 September, https://www.dailysabah.com/politics/2016/09/23/us-arming-pydypg-in-syria-source-of-concern-for-turkey-erdogan-says accessed 6 June 2017
Derechos (2015) Balance of The War Against Hostile Groups in Rojava, Northern Syria: year 2015 , 15 December, http://www.derechos.org/peace/syria/doc/ypg.html  accessed 7 June 2017
Dueck, C. (2008) Reluctant Crusaders. Princeton University Press.

Ekurd Daily (2011) Turkey’s Henchmen in Syrian Kurdistan are Responsible for The Unrest Here, 9 November, http://ekurd.net/mismas/articles/misc2011/11/syriakurd383.htm accessed 15 June 2017
Federici, Vittoria (2015) The Rise of Rojava: Kurdish Autonomy in Syrian Conflict. SAIS Review of International Affairs 35(2): 81-90

Flockhart, Trine (2012)  Constructivism and Foreign Policy.  In:  Smith, Steve and Hadfield, Amelia and Dunne, Tim, (eds.) Foreign Policy: Theories, Actors, Cases. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 78-93. 
Foulon, M. (2015) Neo-classical Realism: Challengers and Bridging Identities. International Studies Review 17: 635-661
Gerring, John (2008) Case Selection for Case-Study Analysis: Qualitative and Quantitative Techniques, in Box-Steffensmeier, Janet F., Henry E. Brady, and David Collier, (Eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

Global Fire Power (2017) 2017  Turkey Military Strength. Retrieved from http://www.globalfirepower.com/country-military-strength-detail.asp?country_id=turkey 

Global Security (2017) Kurdish People’s Protection Unit YPG, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/para/ypg.htm accessed 6 June 2017
Goldstein, J. and Keohane, R.O. (1993) Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs Institutions and Political Change. Itacha: Cornell University Press
Hall J. & Wyke, T. (2015) Horrifying Moment Women Suicide Bomber Killed Dozens of Students as They ate Lunch in Turkey: 31 Victims of ISIS Attacks Were on Their Way to Kobane to Deliver Aid, 20 July, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3168086/At-20-people-killed-ISIS-suicide-bomber-blows-cultural-centre-southern-Turkey.html accessed 5 June 2017
Hurriyet Daily News (2017) Us Dispatched 100 Trucks Packed with Military Equipment to YPG, 23 May, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/us-dispatches-100-trucks-packed-with-military-equipment-to-ypg.aspx?pageID=238&nid=113445&NewsCatID=352 accessed 4 June 2017
International Crisis Group (2017) Turkey’s PKK conflict: The Rising Toll, retrieved from http://www.crisisgroup.be/interactives/turkey/
Jackson, R. & Sorensen, G. (2006) Introduction to International Relations: Theories and Approaches. Oxford: Oxford University Press
Jamal, M.A. (2015) ISIS Weapons and Ammunitions. International Relations Insights & Analysis (IRIA)

Karadenis, T. & Cakan, S. (2016) Turkey Blames Kurdish Militants for Istanbul Car Bombing, 9 January, http://www.reuters.com/article/us-turkey-blast-idUSKCN0YU0T4 accessed 5 June 2017
Karimi, F. & Almasy, S. (2016) Istanbul Airport Attack: Planner, 2 Bombers Identified, Report Says, 2 July, http://edition.cnn.com/2016/07/01/europe/turkey-istanbul-ataturk-airport-attack/index.html accessed 8 June 2017
Keohane, R. O. (1986). Theory of World Politics: Structural Realism and Beyond. In R. O. Keohane (Eds.), Neorealism and Its Critics. New York: Columbia University Press, pp. 332-346
Kitchen, N. (2010) Systemic Pressures and Domestic Ideas: a Neoclassical Realist model of Grand Strategy Formation. Review of International Studies 36 (1): 117-143.
Krieg, A. (2016) Externalizing The Burden of War: The Obama Doctrine and US Foreign Policy in Middle-East. International Affairs 92(1): 97-113
Kurdish Commentary (2016) Turkish Policy towards Kurds Leads to Boycott of Antalya Conference by Kurdish Parties in Syria, 29 May, https://kurdistancommentary.wordpress.com/2011/05/29/boycott-antalya-conference-kurdish-parties-syria/ accessed 18 June 2017
Letsch, C. (2016) At least 28 Killed by the Ankara Car Bomb Targeting Military Personnel, 17 February, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/feb/17/ankara-explosion-turkey-injures-large-number-of-people-reports-say accessed 6 June 2017
Letsch, C. & Tapper, J. (2016) Istanbul Hit by Suicide Attack, 19 March, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/mar/19/istanbul-hit-by-deadly-bomb-attack accessed 5 June 2017
Lestch, C.  & Traynor, I. (2014) Kobani: Anger Grows as Turkey Stops Kurds from Aiding Militias in Syria, * October, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/oct/08/kobani-isis-turkey-kurds-ypg-syria-erdogan accessed 5 June 2017
Lobell, Steven E. (2009) Threat Assessment, the State and Foreign Policy, in: Steven E. Lobell, Norrin M. Ripsman, and Jeffrey W. Taliaferro (eds.) Neoclassical Realism, the State, and Foreign Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 42-74.
Malik, S. (2015) Constructing Security In Hough, P., Malik, S., Moran, A., & Pilbeam, B. (Eds.), International Security Studies: Theory and Practice, New York: Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, pp. 72-84
Mearsheimer, J. J. (2001). The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. New York: Norton.
Morgenthau, H.J. (1985) Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace 7th Edition. New York: McGraw-Hill
NDTV (2016) Major Bomb Attacks in Turkey, 11 December, http://www.ndtv.com/world-news/major-bomb-attacks-in-turkey-1636508  accessed 19 February 2017.
Nelson, K. (2016) Turkey Wedding Bomb: Death toll Rises to 50 after 'Isis' Terror Attack as Suicide Vest Found at Blast Scene, 20 August, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/turkey-wedding-bomb-blast-latest-news-death-toll-victims-erdogan-gaziantep-a7202156.html accessed 8 June 2017
Nena News (2015) Who Caused The Collapse of The Turkey-PKK Ceasefire?, 8 August, http://nena-news.it/who-caused-the-collapse-of-the-turkey-pkk-ceasefire/ accessed 15 February 2017.
Neufeld, M.A. (1995) The Restructuring of International Relations Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
O’ Driscoll, D. (2015) AKP Snap Election Tactic Turmoil in Turkey. The Polish Institute of International Affairs 33 (135): 1- 6

Ozkahraman, C. (2017) Failure of Peace Talks between Turkey and PKK: Victim of Traditional Turkish Policy or of Geopolitical Shift in the Middle East?. Contemporary Review of the Middle East 4 (1): 50-66

Rai, M. (2017) The YPG is not a Threat to Turkey, 7 May, http://www.nrttv.com/en/birura-details.aspx?Jimare=5903 accessed 6 June 2017
Rathbun, B. (2008) A Rose by Any Other Name: Neo-Classical Realism as the Logical and Necessary Extension of Structural Realism. Security Studies 17: 294-321
Research Turkey (2017) An Overview of the Post-Coup Attempt Measures in Turkey, 10 April, http://researchturkey.org/an-overview-of-the-post-coup-attempt-measures-in-turkey/ accessed 17 June 2017
Reus-Smit, C. (2005) Constructivism. In Burchill, C. et al. (Eds.) Theories of International Relations 3rd edition. Basingstoke: Palgrave 
Reuters (2015) Kurdish PKK Militants End Unilateral Ceasefire in Turkey: Agency, 5 November, http://www.reuters.com/article/us-turkey-kurds-ceasefire-idUSKCN0SU1EU20151105  accessed 15 February 2017.
RT (2016) Turkey Blames Syrian Kurds for Ankara Blast, They Deny the Claim, Point to ISIS, 18 February, https://www.rt.com/news/332848-ankara-blast-syrian-kurds/ accessed 7 June 2017
Said, R. & Perry T. (2016) Syrian Kurds Win Battle with Government, Turkey Mobilizes Against Them, 23 August, http://www.reuters.com/article/us-mideast-crisis-syria-kurds-idUSKCN10Y127 accessed 14 June 2017
Seawright, J. and Collier, D. (2010) Glossary. In Collier, D. & Brady, H. E.  (Eds.), Rethinking Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standard. Plymouth: Rowman and Littlefield Publisher, Inc., pp. 313-359
Snow, S. (2017) Syrian Kurds Now Armed with Sensitive US Weaponry, and the Pentagon Denies Ssupplying it, 7 May, http://www.militarytimes.com/articles/syrian-kurds-ypg-us-military-weapons accessed 4 June 2017
Southfront (2016) Syrian War Report-November 29, 2016: Syrian Army & YPG Attack Turkey-led Forces East of Alleppo, 29 November, https://southfront.org/syrian-war-report-november-29-2016-syrian-army-ypg-attack-turkey-led-forces-east-of-aleppo/   accessed 9 June 2017
Taliaferro, W.J. (2000) Security Seeking under Anarchy: Defense Realism Revisited. International Security 23(3)
Tharoor, I. (2017) Turkey’s Referendum is The Ultimate Vote on Erdogan, 14 April, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2017/04/14/turkeys-referendum-is-the-ultimate-vote-on-erdogan/?utm_term=.1b91a3890dd6 accessed 5 June 2017
The Guardian (2016) Turkey Arrests Pro-Kurdish Party Leaders and Claims of Internet Shutdown, 4 November, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/nov/04/turkey-arrests-pro-kurdish-party-leaders-mps accessed 14 February 2017
The Guardian (2016) Turkey Says Kurds in Syria is Responsible for Ankara Bomb, 18 February, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/feb/18/explosion-hits-another-turkish-military-convoy-one-day-after-ankara-attack accessed 6 June 2017
The New York Times (2015) New US-Backed Alliance to Counter ISIS in Syria Ffalters, 2 November, https://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/03/world/middleeast/new-us-backed-alliance-in-syria-exists-in-name-only.html?_r=0 accessed 5 June 2017
The World Bank (2017) Turkey Overview, 20 April, http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/turkey/overview  accessed 15 June 2017

Touloumakos, P. (2016) Turkey Caught in The Maelstrom of Syria. Turkish Policy Quarterly 14(4): 129-137
Tol, G. (2015) Turkey’s Kurds Spilt by AKP Policies, 10 December, http://www.reuters.com/article/us-turkey-election-akp-heartlands-idUSKCN0SN1WO20151029 accessed 15 June 2017
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2016) Full Transcript of Foreign Minister Feridun Sinirioglu’s Interview to CNN International on 27 October 2015, retrieved from http://www.mfa.gov.tr/full-transcript-of-foreign-minister-feridun-sinirlio%C4%9Flu_s-interview-to-cnn-international-on-27-october-2015.en.mfa
USA Today (2016) New US intelligence Estimate Sees 20-25K ISIL Fighters, 3 February, https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/world/2016/02/03/isil-fighters-new-estimate-25000-iraq-syria/79775676/ accessed 4 June 2017
Walt, S. M. (1985) Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power. International Security 9(4).
Waltz, K. (2000) Structural Realism after the Cold War. International Security 25(1): 5-41
Waltz, K. (2004) Guest Essay Neorealism: Confusions and Criticism. Journals of Politics and Society: 2-5
Wendt, A. (1992) Anarchy is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power Politics. International Organization 46: 391-421
Wendt, A. (1999) Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Yenisafak (2017) Erdogan Says PYD/YPG Links to PKK is Undeniable, 12 January, http://www.yenisafak.com/en/news/erdogan-says-pydypg-links-to-pkk-undeniable-2595678 accessed 8 June 2017
Yenisafak (2016) PKK Terrorists Claim Car Bombing Attack in Mardin, 9 June, http://www.yenisafak.com/en/news/pkk-terrorists-claim-car-bombing-attack-in-mardin-2478367 accessed 6 June 2017
YPG Rojava (2016) YPG Releases 2016 Balance Sheet of War, 5 January, https://www.ypgrojava.org/YPG-releases-the-2016-balance-sheet-of-war accessed 5 June 2017 

