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TURKEY’S QUEST FOR PEACEFUL
NUCLEAR POWER

by Mustafa Kibaroglu1

Thirty years ago, Turkey
launched the first feasibility
studies for a nuclear power

plant with a view to benefit from
peaceful exploitation of nuclear en-
ergy. However, neither that nor sub-
sequent attempts have come to
fruition for a variety of reasons,
ranging in part from a lack of a well-
defined national strategy in this area
to domestic political problems. But
the most significant hurdle has been
the Western countries’ fear of a re-
transfer of nuclear material and tech-
nology from Turkey to third parties.
Specifically, the United States has
feared a Turkish-Pakistani connec-
tion. India and Greece have further
fueled these fears by disseminating
rumors about such a connection. As
a result, the United States has put
pressure on supplier countries and
firms to deny transfers of nuclear
reactors and related technology to
Turkey.

Notwithstanding the allegations of
a Pakistani connection, Turkey be-
came a state party to the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT) by signing it on
January 29, 1969, and ratifying it on
April 17, 1980. Turkey concluded a
“full-scope” safeguards agreement
with the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency (IAEA) in 1982. In ac-
cordance with its foreign and security
policy,2  Turkey has also become a
state party to international agree-
ments that seek to prevent the spread
of all sorts of weapons of mass de-
struction, such as the Biological
Weapons Convention of 1972 and the
Chemical Weapons Convention of
1993. At the NPT Review and Ex-
tension Conference, held in New
York in April/May 1995, Turkey gave
its full support to the “indefinite and
unconditional extension” of the
Treaty. Turkey also used its influence
on the Turkic republics of Central
Asia and the Caucasus to induce

them to behave the same way. More
recently, Turkey assumed a full mem-
ber status in the Conference on Dis-
armament (CD) in Geneva after a
long period of attending the meetings
as an observer. As a country that
never sought to acquire weapons of
mass destruction, Turkey has en-
dorsed efforts to strengthen the
nuclear nonproliferation regime and
the verification mechanisms of the
IAEA. Therefore, Turkey pays close
attention to the proceedings of the
IAEA’s “Programme 93+2,” in its
efforts to make IAEA safeguards in-
spections more comprehensive.
Above all, Turkey has been a
“staunch ally” of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) coun-
tries since 1952 and has carried a
significant portion of the burden of
defending the West against the So-
viet Union.3  Thus, the opposition of
the United States (as well as of
Canada and Germany) to Turkey’s
attempts to benefit from peaceful
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uses of nuclear energy is difficult to
understand.

Turkey is a rapidly growing coun-
try, and its present and forecasted en-
ergy needs extend well beyond its
currently installed power generating
capacity. Despite outstanding suc-
cess in completing power generation
projects in the 1970s and 1980s,
Turkey now suffers from frequent
power outages that have caused se-
rious losses, especially to its indus-
trial output. Since the early 1990s,
Turkey has not been able to finance
dozens of projects of different sizes
that would further exploit its power
generating potential. But these ef-
forts are likely only to postpone the
energy crisis it will soon face unless
it resorts to sources of energy other
than those traditionally exploited
thus far. That is, Turkey’s hydro-
power and thermal energy sources
will not be sufficient to meet the
steady increase in its energy require-
ments in the decades to come. Cur-
rently, Turkey has a population of
approximately 65 million, and an
estimated population of 85 million
in 2010.4  Turkey has insignificant re-
serves of oil and natural gas and thus
is dependent on other countries. But
Turkey has other sources of energy,
such as hydro power, coal, geother-
mal, wind, and solar, as well as con-
siderable reserves of uranium and
thorium. Of all these, however, only
hydro power and coal have been
properly exploited over the past few
decades.5  Research indicates that
demand will again exceed domestic
supply in the early 2000s.6  Conse-
quently, resorting to peaceful exploi-
tation of  nuclear power is currently
being discussed and will continue to
come to the fore as an alternative
strategy for Turkey to diversify its
primary sources of energy.

This article will explore how and
why Turkey has not succeeded in in-
stalling a substantial nuclear power
infrastructure, despite serious efforts
over the last three decades. It will
discuss the reasons behind the fail-
ure of past attempts and make rec-
ommendations for guiding further
Turkish efforts to acquire nuclear
power and technology.7  It argues that
the fear of Western supplier coun-
tries of alleged Pakistani connec-
tions has had a negative effect on
Turkey’s initiatives in the past. Thus,
it makes the case that Turkey’s cur-
rent tender for nuclear reactors could
be a timely opportunity for both the
West and Turkey to mend these re-
lations.8  Finally, it concludes that if
Western countries are to be expected
to assign a higher priority to
Turkey’s energy requirements, Tur-
key must be willing to take steps to-
ward greater transparency in its
nuclear-related transactions and ac-
tivities.

TURKEY’S ATTEMPTS TO
EXPLOIT NUCLEAR
ENERGY & ALLEGATIONS
OF AN ILLICIT PAKISTANI
CONNECTION

Turkey’s attempts to exploit
peaceful nuclear power have been
shadowed by allegations of its illicit
cooperation with Pakistan. Thus,
these two developments will be dis-
cussed together in chronological or-
der. Turkey began thinking about the
development of peaceful nuclear
energy after Eisenhower’s “Atoms
for Peace” initiative speech before
the U.N. General Assembly in 1953,
and the Geneva Conference of 1955.
Many of the secrets in the nuclear
field were disclosed during the con-
ference, particularly by the United
States and the Soviet Union, to al-

low more countries to exploit nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes. In
1956, the Turkish Atomic Energy
Commission (TAEC) was estab-
lished under the auspices of the
Prime Ministry to coordinate efforts
to build nuclear research and train-
ing centers, and to issue licenses for
nuclear power plants.

First Phase: The 1960s & 1970s

In 1961, Cekmece Nuclear Re-
search and Training Center
(CNRTC), the first nuclear research
and training center in Turkey, was
established. That was followed by
the installation of a one megawatt
thermal (MWth) pool-type research
reactor TR-1 in CNRTC a year
later.9  Then, in 1966, Ankara
Nuclear Research and Training Cen-
ter (ANRTC) was established in the
environs of the capital, as the sec-
ond major branch of TAEC, for car-
rying out “fundamental and applied
research to use nuclear energy and
technology for the benefit of the
country and to support the national
development.”10 With a view to ex-
ploit Turkey’s natural uranium re-
serves, the first feasibility studies for
the construction of a 300 to 400
megawatt electric (MWe) pressur-
ized heavy water reactor (PHWR)
were launched in 1967 in order to
start generating electricity by the
year 1977. However, domestic eco-
nomic and political developments
halted that initiative.11 In a second
attempt, the Nuclear Power Plants
(NPP) division of the Turkish Elec-
tricity Authority (TEK)—which had
undergone a reorganization in 1970—
carried out comprehensive feasibil-
ity, site selection, and bid specifica-
tion studies between 1972 and 1974
for a 600 MWe nuclear power
plant.12 Surveys for the selection of
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a nuclear site were conducted
throughout Turkey. Due to its stable
seismic conditions, Akkuyu Bay on
the Mediterranean coast—about 43
kilometers southwest of Silifke—was
selected.13 Next, TAEC issued a li-
cense in 1976 for the site selected
by TEK. After the preparation of the
necessary paperwork for bidding,
with the assistance of a consortium
of one French and three Swiss firms,
negotiations on the construction of
a 600 MWe nuclear power plant, fuel
services, and the financing of the
investment were begun in 1977 with
two half-state-owned Swedish firms,
namely Asea-Atom and Stal-
Laval.14  These negotiations were
interrupted by the military coup in
Turkey in 1980.15

Second Phase: The 1980s

In 1979, the 250 kilowatts ther-
mal (kWth) Triga Mark II research
reactor started operations, and in
1981, the TR-1 research reactor,
which was shut down in 1977, was
replaced by a five MWth pool-type
research reactor TR-2. These two
research and training reactors are the
only reactors currently operating in
Turkey. In early 1980, a site selec-
tion survey for a second nuclear
power plant began. Then, Inceburun,
the northernmost point of Turkey in
the central Black Sea region located
some 25 kilometers west of Sinop,
was selected by the NPP division of
TEK. The early 1980s also marked
the beginning of allegations of illicit
cooperation between Turkey and Pa-
kistan. In 1981, the United States
expressed concerns about a Turkish-
Pakistani alliance on the grounds of
alleged shipments from Turkey to
Pakistan of strategic material with
potential nuclear weapons implica-
tions. The United States feared that

Turkey’s help would enable Pakistan
go ahead with its quest for uranium
enrichment technology. It was re-
ported that Robert Strausz-Hupe, the
U.S. ambassador to Ankara, dis-
cussed the matter with Turkish Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs Ilter
Turkmen. Ambassador Omer Ersun,
who was then-Chief of the Policy
Planning Staff at the Turkish Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs, confirmed that
the U.S. administration raised con-
cerns about the $30,000 shipment of
inverters to Pakistan by a Turkish
textile firm. Ambassador Ersun
stated that neither the Turkish Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs nor the pri-
vate textile manufacturer had any
specific knowledge that the invert-
ers were  intended for Pakistan’s ura-
nium enrichment program.16

Allegations of an illicit Turkish-Pa-
kistani connection indeed owe much
to the unique characteristic of rela-
tions between the two countries. For
almost any Turkish citizen, Pakistan
is believed to be the one and only
really friendly country to Turkey.17

Revolutionary thoughts and the prin-
ciples of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk in-
spired the Pakistani people in their
fight for independence against the
British. As an indication of the coun-
tries’ ties, Ataturk’s name has been
given to a variety of institutes, librar-
ies, and to the most beautiful districts
in Pakistan’s big cities.18 Turkey’s
historic relations with Pakistan gained
momentum with the 1964 Agreement
of Regional Cooperation for Devel-
opment (RCD) that brought together
Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan.19  The
warm and friendly relations were
further intensified in many respects
in the aftermath of the military coup
in Turkey on September 12, 1980.
Military leaders of Turkey and Paki-
stan, namely President General

Kenan Evren and President General
Zia ul-Haq, respectively, paid a se-
ries of visits to each other’s country
until the latter was killed in a plane
crash on August 17, 1988. These cer-
emonial visits increased the magni-
tude of sympathy and of trade and
cooperation in many fields, including
civilian and military spheres. There
was, therefore, fertile soil for rumors
to grow. Hence, when NATO
blocked Pakistan’s enrichment pro-
gram in early 1980s, President Zia
ul-Haq reportedly opened talks with
Turkey, taking advantage of his
“brotherhood” with his Turkish coun-
terpart Kenan Evren. At the same
time, Greek Prime Minister
Papandreou told U.S. Secretary of
State Alexander Haig about Turkey’s
work on the nuclear bomb.
Papandreou reportedly said that “Pa-
kistan expected Turkey to act as a
transshipper of material for a nuclear
bomb and would reciprocate by
proudly sharing the nuclear bomb
technology with Turkey.”20

In 1982, TAEC was abolished and
succeeded by the Turkish Atomic
Energy Authority (TAEA). TAEA
was established by law as a govern-
mental organization under the direct
supervision of the prime minister.21

In the fall of 1983, in order to rein-
vigorate the interrupted efforts,
seven major suppliers were invited
to submit bids to install nuclear
power plants in Turkey. Eventually,
letters of intent for the supply of
three power reactors in two sites
were issued to three firms: Atomic
Energy of Canada, Ltd. (AECL) for
a 655 MWe CANDU reactor in
Akkuyu; Kraftwerk Union (KWU)
of Germany for a 990 MWe PWR in
Akkuyu; and General Electric of the
United States for one or two 1,185
MWe boiled water reactors in Sinop.
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The total cost of these three units
was estimated to be $3.4 billion.22

Talks with Canadian and
German Firms

Preliminary results of the site sur-
veys conducted in Sinop by an ex-
pert team dispatched by General
Electric, as well as the team’s con-
sultations with experts from the
IAEA and from Turkey, who had
previously carried out similar stud-
ies in the region, concluded that a
nuclear power plant was not feasible.
They determined that, without con-
ducting much more elaborate and
comprehensive studies to assess the
impact of the fault lines deep in the
Black Sea basin on the probability
of an earthquake in the region, no
further steps could be taken to con-
struct a nuclear site. Hence, nego-
tiations with General Electric came
to an end. However, negotiations
with AECL and KWU continued
throughout 1984, and the parties
agreed to several points for the
preparation of contract documents
and the financing schemes for a turn-
key approach. At that time, the
newly established government in
Turkey suggested a so-called “built-
operate-transfer” (BOT) model for
the supply of power reactors. The
BOT model was launched with a
view to attracting foreign invest-
ments to Turkey in many fields, and
the nuclear deal was also considered
in the same vein. With BOT, the
Turkish government suggested that
AECL and KWU construct the
nuclear sites by forming joint ven-
ture utilities (JVU) with Turkey’s
TEK; operate the reactors for 15
years by selling the generated elec-
tricity to TEK; and then hand over
their share in the nuclear site to TEK.
Both AECL and KWU were also

required to be responsible for a
greater portion of financing of the
power plants that they would build
in the form of a JVU with TEK.23

While both firms agreed in principle
to such a plan, KWU would later
decline to undertake the supply of
the reactor, reportedly due to a dis-
agreement about the financing con-
ditions imposed by the Turkish
government. Hence, AECL was left
as the sole potential supplier for all
three reactors. On January 3, 1985,
Turkey reportedly invited AECL to
conduct final negotiations for the
supply of reactors for its Akkuyu and
Sinop nuclear units.24 The Canadian
firm was said to have made serious
attempts to find loan guarantees to
finance the Akkuyu reactor and re-
quested a $1 billion loan guarantee
both from the Canadian government
and banks.25 However, negotiations
with AECL ran into problems when
the Canadian government failed to
approve the plan.26 The Canadian
government requested government
guarantees from Turkey for the fi-
nancing, and submitted a proposal
containing a credit package and cer-
tain conditions. But, the Turkish
government did not find the proposal
consistent with the requirements of
the BOT scheme, and the deal was
suspended.27 Although the deal was
declared to be terminated by the
Turkish Minister of Energy Cahit
Aral, an AECL official stated that
his organization was still negotiat-
ing with Turkey for a contract to build
and operate a CANDU reactor near
Akkuyu.28 But, another AECL offi-
cial apparently admitted that “it [was]
not possible for an agreement to be
reached within the framework of a
build-own-run formula with the Turk-
ish government.”29 Yet, in January
1987, Prime Minister Turgut Ozal
was quoted as saying that Turkey

was ready to evaluate further pro-
posals from AECL to go ahead with
the reactor deal.30 And, in June 1987,
it was reported that negotiations with
AECL continued after the Canadian
government failed to approve a plan
for AECL to build the plant and run
it for 15 years. It was also reported
that talks with KWU were re-
opened.31

Nevertheless, none of these talks
have come to fruition, not only be-
cause of financial problems, but also
because of political considerations
of the Canadian and German gov-
ernments. The main reason behind
the withdrawal of KWU from the
deal was probably the reaction of the
West German government to
Turkey’s improving relations with
East Germany. Although such a view
cannot be attributed to any official
communication or document, it was
perceived in Turkish diplomatic
circles. With regard to the Canadian
firm, it was reported that AECL had
withdrawn its bid for a nuclear plant
“in response to pressure from West-
ern countries which [are] concerned
that Turkey may build a nuclear bomb
based on CANDU technology.”32

Opposition from Greece, Israel, and
France resulted in a deadlock in ef-
forts to procure financing for the
project.33 Western countries feared
that Turkey would do what Pakistan
did—modify the technology to gain
the capability to build an atomic
bomb.34 Allegations increased espe-
cially in the aftermath of the inter-
view of Abdel Qader Khan, a key
figure in Pakistan’s nuclear program,
with an Indian journalist in March
1987. Thereafter, in a press confer-
ence held on October 28, 1987,
Ambassador Inal Batu, then-spokes-
person of the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, explicitly denied re-
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ports that Turkey would sell material
for nuclear arms production to Paki-
stan. Ambassador Batu said that
“Turkey fulfilled with great care its
obligations under the NPT.”35

Later, Indian sources reported that
the Indian government was looking
over reports that Turkey was ille-
gally selling nuclear weapons-re-
lated materials to Pakistan. Kapil
Verma, a member of the Congress-I
Party, was quoted as saying that “In-
dia should try to persuade the Turk-
ish government to give up their
strategic nuclear equipment.”36 In
mid-1988, Leonard S. Spector, from
the Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace, reportedly indicated
that “although the United States had
put an end to the smuggling of sen-
sitive material by Pakistan, both In-
dia and Pakistan had accumulated
the nuclear materials necessary for
bomb production.”37 Building upon
Spector’s views, Indian authorities
argued that “Turkey was used as an
intermediary in many of Pakistan’s
clandestine activities,” even though
Spector did not cite any country’s
name.38

Talks with Argentine Firms

When talks with Canadian and
German firms for the construction
of nuclear power plants ran into
trouble, Turkey sought other part-
ners in the nuclear field. Hence, Tur-
key signed a 15-year nuclear
cooperation agreement with Argen-
tina on May 3, 1988. The agreement
paved the way for potential trans-
fers from Argentina of technical as-
sistance, including front-end nuclear
fuel cycle research and develop-
ment; and research on power and
research reactor planning, construc-
tion, quality assurance, operation,
and regulation. IAEA safeguards

would apply to all nuclear material
designed for the use of nuclear tech-
nology to be transferred under the
accord. Turkey and Argentina also
agreed that safeguards on Argentine
supplies would continue even if the
agreement expired. At the same time,
Turkey became interested in the 380
MWe Argos PWR design unveiled
a year earlier by Empresa Nuclear
Argentina de Centrales Electricas
(ENACE).39  Argentina agreed to
help Turkey study the feasibility of
a site for Argos in Turkey. As part
of this agreement, Turkish scientists
and technicians would go to
Argentina’s Bariloche Nuclear Cen-
ter for training. The two countries
explored other areas for cooperation,
including uranium mining, nuclear
fuel plants, industrial production of
radioisotopes, and safety require-
ments.40

Turkey also sought an agreement
with Argentina for the construction
of an Argentine-made 25 MWe
nuclear reactor, the CAREM-25, in
Ankara. Professor Atilla Ozmen,
then-director of TAEA, stated that
“the offer [would] include financial
help, as well as technical person-
nel.”41 The CAREM-25 reactor was
developed by Investigaciones
Aplicadas (INVAP) at Bariloche, to
be fueled with four percent enriched
uranium. During a visit in late April
1989, Professor Ozmen reportedly
said that “Prime Minister Ozal [was]
looking to follow the example of Ar-
gentina in achieving independence in
certain high technology fields such
as nuclear energy.”42 He said, “Turk-
ish engineers, scientists and compa-
nies would fully participate in
construction of the Argentine reac-
tor, and the eventual purchase of the
Argentine [Argos] reactor [would]
also help ease power shortages in

Turkey forecast for the mid
1990s.”43 Argentine officials were
hopeful Turkey would buy a 380
MWe Argos PWR from ENACE,
provided the CAREM-25 reactor
project worked out well.44

In October 1990, Turkey and Ar-
gentina agreed to form a joint archi-
tect-engineering firm to develop
Argentina’s modular low power
CAREM-25 reactor. Two Turkish
firms, Sezai Turkes-Fevzi Akkaya
(STFA) and TEK, and two Argen-
tine firms, Comision Nacional de
Energia Atomica, and INVAP
formed the new firm. The agreement
included a commitment to build two
25 MWe CAREM-25 units, one in
each country. While Turkey agreed
to provide most of financing for the
work, Argentina agreed to provide
most of the technology. Accordingly,
Argentina would provide Nuclear
Steam Supply System (NSSS) tech-
nology, basic and detailed engineer-
ing for the balance of plant,
construction management, and regu-
latory expertise. If preparations for
building of two units had gone ahead
as planned, work on the first unit in
Argentina would have begun in
1991, and construction of the sec-
ond unit, in Turkey, would have be-
gun in 1992.45 The long-term goal
of the joint venture was to export the
reactor to other nations in Latin
America, Africa, and the Middle
East.46  Turkish Prime Minister
Turgut Ozal and the Argentine Presi-
dent Carlos Menem had corre-
sponded and met regarding the
project, and hence played a key role
in obtaining agreement.

Despite the fact that elaborate and
high-level talks in the nuclear field
have been held between Argentina
and Turkey and have culminated in
a formal document, no progress has
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been made. Reportedly, Argentina’s
decision in the early 1980s to appoint
Adolfo Saracho, a former head of
Argentina’s nuclear energy commis-
sion, the new Ambassador to An-
kara, made “the United States, the
Soviet Union, and German diplomatic
missions in Buenos Aires uneasy.”47

When Turkey and Argentina agreed
in October 1990 to set up a joint ven-
ture company to build CAREM-25
reactors in each country, “the United
States, the Soviet Union, and Ger-
many believed that Turkey’s acqui-
sition of nuclear technology would be
disadvantageous.”48  Hence, the
United States was said to have “wor-
ried because of the fears that Tur-
key might sell this technology to
Pakistan.”49  William Rope, first
undersecretary at the U.S. embassy,
has reportedly made several calls try-
ing to determine how nuclear coop-
eration between Turkey and
Argentina would affect other coun-
tries in the region, particularly Paki-
stan.50

Although the formal agreement
for nuclear cooperation with Argen-
tina is still in force, the CAREM-25
project was canceled a year later by
a unilateral decision of executives at
TAEA. Professor Yalcin Sanalan,
then-director of TAEA, was espe-
cially influential in the decision. He
notes that “[he] found the prospects
of the CAREM-25 deal ambiguous”
on the grounds that “CAREM-25
was too small for electricity genera-
tion and too big for research or train-
ing, however, very suitable for
plutonium production” and thus a pro-
liferation concern. Therefore, Pro-
fessor Sanalan “concluded that such
an ambiguous project would de-
crease the chances of Turkey in its
current and future quest for large-
scale nuclear power plants which the
country really needed.” In Profes-

sor Sanalan’s words, “when TAEA
declared that it unilaterally canceled
the CAREM-25 project, [he] as the
director of TAEA was then fre-
quently invited to ‘inner circle’
meetings and dinners of the OECD/
NEA.” Professor Sanalan also notes
that “the OECD countries then
openly expressed in these meetings
their wishes to help Turkey acquire
nuclear power plants, provided the
latter had well defined objectives in
that area.”51  By  implication, the
OECD countries prior to and after
the unilateral cancellation of the
CAREM-25 project by Turkey, were
concerned about proliferation prob-
lems if Turkey acquired advanced
nuclear technology and material.

Third Phase: The 1990s

Despite the concerns of Western
nuclear supplier countries about
Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear
power plants and thus advanced
nuclear technology, Turkish experts
continued to make estimates in the
early 1990s of the amount of nuclear
energy that Turkey will need in the
next decades. Figures provided by
experts indicate that, in order to meet
Turkey’s ever growing energy needs,
a 1,000 MWe capacity per annum
should become operational as of
2005. Total installed nuclear power
capacity should reach 34,000 MWe
by 2040. Experts came to this con-
clusion by considering both the esti-
mated population growth rate and the
yearly increase in energy consump-
tion in Turkey during the first half of
the 21st century. Hence, an approxi-
mate and rather stable 5,000 (kWh)
per capita consumption (based on a
population of 110 million in the year
2040) will result in the need for 550
(TWh) energy by then. But, since
total electricity production by domes-
tic resources will barely attain the 320

TWh level, then the difference (i.e.,
230 TWh) will have to be generated
by relying on various non-domestic
sources. Given that a 1,000 MWe
nuclear reactor capacity can gener-
ate 6,750 MWh electricity per an-
num, operating on average at 70
percent productivity, then 34,000
MWe installed capacity would yield
an estimated energy generation of
230 TWh in 2040.52 Although the
above scenario envisions a solution
to Turkey’s long-term energy needs,
installation of some 35 large-scale
nuclear power plants seems very un-
likely, and not only because of tech-
nical or financial constraints. Fears
of a Pakistani connection appear to
still exist in 1997 linked to the fact
that Pakistan reportedly succeeded
in assembling one or more nuclear
explosive devices in the early 1990s,
or will soon have the capability to do
so. The disintegration of the Soviet
Union and Turkey’s intensified rela-
tions with the Turkic republics in
Central Asia and Caucasus, some of
which have nuclear installations, have
only increased the West’s concerns.

One of the most significant accu-
sations regarding Turkey’s alleged
role in Pakistan’s nuclear weapons
program in the 1990s came from
U.S. Senator John Glenn. In his ar-
ticle published in The Washington
Post on June 24, 1992, Senator Glenn
pointed to the history of the Reagan
and Bush administrations in dealing
with the issue of nuclear prolifera-
tion in regards to Pakistan. Senator
John Glenn and Senator Stuart
Symington had amended the Foreign
Assistance Act in 1977 so that no
country could receive U.S. aid if it
imported or exported unsafeguarded
nuclear enrichment or reprocessing
materials or equipment. In 1979, U.S.
aid to Pakistan was cut off for viola-
tions of this act. Senator Glenn
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claimed that “the credibility of the
Bush and Reagan administrations’
commitment to nuclear nonprolifera-
tion has been destroyed by their will-
ful misinterpretation of the U.S.
laws.”53  He said “U.S. assistance
allowed Pakistan to divert funds to
its nuclear program, thus damaging
the nuclear nonproliferation effort.”54

In that context, Senator Glenn also
mentioned the “failure of the Glenn-
Symington amendment to stop aid to
Turkey, because of its involvement
in aiding Pakistan in its acquisition of
uranium enrichment equipment.”55

As a reaction to Senator Glenn’s ac-
cusations, Turkish officials promptly
denied that Turkey was supplying
Pakistan with sensitive equipment
used in the production of nuclear
weapons. Also in 1992, U.S. con-
gressmen reportedly accused Turkey
of helping Pakistan with its nuclear
program.56

A more recent concern about the
possibility of a Turkish-Pakistani
connection and Turkey’s alleged
nuclear weapons ambitions, came
from Greece. Thanos Dokos from
the Greek Foreign Ministry states
that “[a]lthough Turkey does not
possess the technological capability
to develop nuclear weapons in the
near future, Greece is worried about
the alleged nuclear cooperation be-
tween Ankara and Islamabad, the
rise of Islamic fundamentalism and
(unconfirmed) reports that Turkey
might try to acquire nuclear weap-
ons material and technology and re-
cruit nuclear scientists from the
Muslim republics of the former So-
viet Union.”57  Other sources in
Greece have disseminated informa-
tion to the same effect. For instance,
a Greek daily, I Kathimerini, alleged
that: “Turkey is attempting to acquire
nuclear technology and nuclear war-
heads from the Islamic republics of

the former Soviet Union, and is try-
ing to acquire nuclear potential by co-
operating with Pakistan in particular.
The government of Greece is there-
fore deeply concerned by the devel-
opment.”58 In response, Ambassador
Filiz Dincmen, then-spokeswoman of
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs, said that “no efforts had been
made to obtain raw materials or tech-
nology used in the manufacture of
nuclear weapons from the former
Soviet republics of Central Asia,”
and reiterated that “Turkey [was] a
state party to the NPT and [had] full-
scope safeguards agreement with the
IAEA in force.”59

Although, the veracity of these  al-
legations is highly suspicious,60 their
probable role in Turkey’s failure to
install nuclear power plants is worth
serious consideration by the Turkish
government if it hopes to avoid an-
other backlash against initiatives to
install such plants. Turkey’s future
energy production and consumption
profiles indicate that peaceful exploi-
tation of nuclear power may soon
turn out to be a necessity for Turkey,
although it should not be seen as a
panacea.

Turkey’s Recent Initiative for
Installing Nuclear Power Plants

In early 1995, it was reported that
request for bids to construct a
nuclear power plant at the Akkuyu
site would be issued during the year.
Later, the Turkish Electricity Gen-
eration and Transmission Company
(TEAS) considered bids for a
consultancy contract for the power
plant project. TEAS was reported to
have received bids from at least 14
consortia, including Turkish partner
companies. In March 1995, the Ko-
rean Atomic Energy Research Insti-
tute (KAERI), with a consortium of

Korean companies and Turkish en-
gineering firms, was said to be posi-
tioning itself as a contender in the
upcoming bid to supply a nuclear
plant to Turkey. KAERI had already
begun work in Turkey in December
1994, along with Turkey’s Gamb.61

KAERI won the contract to evalu-
ate the nuclear development pro-
gram drawn up by TEAS. The
contract’s main objectives included:
investigation of internationally ac-
cepted contemporary nuclear power
plant types and systems feasible for
Turkey; review of bids solicited dur-
ing previous attempts to set up a
nuclear program in Turkey; and con-
sultation with TEAS during bid
evaluations and contract negotia-
tions.62 KAERI examined the feasi-
bility of renewing Turkey’s project
at Akkuyu. A review process was
then scheduled for completion by
mid-1996. A contractor will be se-
lected by 1998, with construction
scheduled to begin in late 1998.
Atomic Energy of Canada is ex-
pected to offer a 680 MWe CANDU-
6 heavy water reactor, and Siemens
of Germany is likely to offer a 1,400
MWe pressurized water reactor.63

According to the Turkish media,
in December 1996, the Turkish gov-
ernment planned to accept bids for
the nuclear plant to be built either as
single unit with a capacity of 1,200
MWe or two equal units each with a
capacity of 600 MWe. The cost of
the plant is estimated to be about $1.5
billion. However, because of recent
political developments in Turkey that
resulted in the so called pro-Islamic
government coming to power, bid-
ders were said to be reluctant to go
ahead with the nuclear power plant
deal. On January 20, 1997, at the
request of the companies, Turkey
extended the deadline for bidding
which expired that day.64 Finally, the
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Minister of Energy Recai Kutan
stated on April 28, 1997 that bidders
will be announced on June 30,
1997.65

TECHNICAL & POLITICAL
PITFALLS OF NON-
NUCLEAR ALTERNATIVES

Turkey has learned little from its
the past failures and has not taken
measures to alleviate fears of West-
ern nuclear supplier countries. Thus,
Turkey’s current attempt is likely to
be another failure and a waste of time
and resources. Why does Turkey still
insist on installing nuclear power
plants, particularly in light of height-
ened public awareness on nuclear
and environmental issues in the af-
termath of the Chernobyl disaster?
Demonstrations against nuclear
power plants have been staged spo-
radically both in big cities and the
selected nuclear sites. Thus, conven-
tional wisdom may suggest seeking
alternative ways of generating elec-
tricity. There are, however, techni-
cal and political constraints on
utilizing Turkey’s other domestic
sources of energy. There has not
been a significant coordinated effort
in Turkey to make use of geother-
mal, wind, or solar energy potential
of the country. Full-fledge feasibility
studies as to how to exploit these
sources on a large-scale  virtually do
not exist. There has been plenty of
rhetoric by successive government
programs, but no concrete work has
been accomplished. In addition, train-
ing a sufficient number of scientists,
technicians, and administrators
within the framework of master plans
in these areas would take decades.66

Nevertheless, these alternatives
should be studied.

There are political implications,
along with the financial and techni-

cal difficulties, if Turkey exploits its
fresh water resources in its south-
ern and eastern regions.67 Construc-
tion of dams on the Euphrates and
Tigris rivers in southeastern Anatolia
has always been a serious bone of
contention between Turkey and its
downstream neighbors, Syria and
Iraq, as well as the Arab world.68

Formal declarations of the Arab
League summits accuse Turkey of
“using water as a weapon” against
the Arabs. A clear indication of this
can be seen in their objections to the
construction of the large-scale
Keban and Karakaya dams in the
1960s and 1970s. Syria and Iraq have
successfully lobbied in the Arab
League in order to induce the latter
to put pressure on international finan-
cial circles to block loans and assis-
tance to Turkey’s projects on the
Euphrates and Tigris rivers. Hence,
Ataturk dam, the fourth largest in the
world, was constructed without any
foreign financial or engineering aid.
As a result, it has suffered from sev-
eral delays and a considerable in-
creases in total cost.69

Against this background, it be-
comes clear that unless Turkey in-
stalls nuclear power plants as an
alternative primary source of energy,
it will resort increasingly to foreign
sources of energy such as imported
oil and natural gas. Both of these
commodities, however, are quite ex-
pensive as well as less reliable be-
cause their availability is highly
dependent on several factors, includ-
ing the nature of international poli-
tics. Turkey has been using Russian
natural gas primarily for heating in
heavily populated cities like Istanbul,
Ankara, and Bursa. New projects
are said to be underway to expand
that network. However, as a result
of the recently strained relations be-
tween the two countries, particularly

over Chechen and Kurdish (PKK)
issues,70 negotiations for the renewal
of the agreement that would also
double the amount delivered to Tur-
key have been stalled for a consid-
erable period. The strain has also
jeopardized the overall effectiveness
of the agreement.71 Moreover, pipe-
lines that will deliver natural gas and
oil from Central Asia to the West
appear highly unlikely to traverse Tur-
key because of the opposition of
Russia, which is eager to host the
pipelines.72 Hence, with a view to
diversify its sources of energy, Tur-
key concluded a $20 billion long-term
natural gas agreement with Iran in
August 1996. This new agreement
prompted serious concerns in the
West. The U.S. administration, in
particular, considered such a move
by the Turkish government as incom-
patible with its policy of containment
of Iran, and asked Turkey not to go
ahead with the deal.73

Therefore, because of the com-
plex political implications of further
exploitation of Turkey’s fresh water
resources or reliance on Russian and
Iranian natural gas, nuclear power
development prevails as a techni-
cally and economically feasible, as
well as a politically more viable, al-
ternative. Moreover, environmental
experts consider nuclear energy to
be cleaner than thermal energy gen-
erated by fossil fuels that cause car-
bon dioxide emissions. With regard
to nuclear infra- and superstructure,
TAEC/TAEA and TEK/TEAS have
gone through a learning process over
the past three decades during the
deliberations for nuclear technology
transfer. Likewise, Turkish scientists,
technicians, and administrators have
accumulated a good deal of knowl-
edge and experience in the nuclear
field, and conducted studies, among
other issues, on recovery of uranium
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from various districts of the country.
Design studies on uranium extrac-
tors and uranium dioxide (UO2) pow-
der production, as well as the
operation of a pilot plant, proved suc-
cessful, and the first pilot plant started
to operate in late 1986 with 1.5 ton
uranium concentrate imported from
Canada.74 Turkey’s natural uranium
and thorium deposits are said to be
8,400 tons and 380,000 tons, respec-
tively, of which the former may con-
stitute a basis for three 650 MWe
pressurized heavy water reactors.75

Thorium reserves may also be used
for nuclear energy generation, pro-
vided the necessary technological
steps are taken. All in all, a fertile
soil exists in Turkey for peaceful ex-
ploitation of nuclear energy.

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

If successful, nuclear power gen-
eration will still be expensive and
dependent on foreign assistance in
many respects. However, Turkey’s
partners will be mainly its long-term
allies, such as the United States,
Canada, Germany, France, and Bel-
gium, as well as its emerging trade
partners, such as Japan, South Ko-
rea, Argentina, and Brazil. The pace
of relations is less likely be affected
by irrational political moves if both
sides take the measures necessary
to ensure that there are neither pos-
sibilities for diversion of technologies
to Pakistan nor avenues for unsub-
stantiated rumor-mongering.

 The primary duty to take correc-
tive steps certainly rests on the side
of Turkey. First and the foremost, the
Turkish government should commis-
sion comprehensive studies with a
view to work out a master plan re-
garding: the possible role of nuclear
energy in Turkey’s overall energy

needs; the country’s uranium, tho-
rium, and other nuclear-related natu-
ral resource reserves; the selection
of nuclear reactor types; and the
identification of sites for the reac-
tors that will be needed in the de-
cades to come.76  The master plan
should be worked out fully using all
of the necessary scientific and eco-
nomic criteria. It should then be codi-
fied by law so as to make it immune
to changes in the domestic political
climate. The relevant cadres of sci-
entists and technicians, whose insti-
tutes have been either abolished or
hurt by bureaucratic transitions over
the years, should again be gathered
together and oriented towards a well-
defined, civilian nuclear energy pro-
gram. To complement this, Turkey
should express its eagerness to ac-
cede to the Nuclear Suppliers Group
and to abide by its guidelines by pass-
ing the necessary export control
laws.77 These new laws could hurt
Turkey’s industrial exports.78 How-
ever, the benefits of the peaceful ap-
plication of nuclear energy, such as
plentiful and relatively cheap elec-
tricity, may offset these costs. In-
formed cadres in the nuclear field
should take steps to create and then
develop a proper nuclear culture in
all respects (e.g., nuclear safety, non-
proliferation, and environmental pro-
tection). Above all, Turkish
politicians, public servants, and other
officials must be briefed about inter-
national concerns pertaining espe-
cially to nuclear nonproliferation.
Before putting the blame on exter-
nal actors for Turkey’s difficulties to
date in acquiring nuclear technology,
Turkey must adopt the necessary do-
mestic measures to silence those
concerns.

As for the corrective actions sug-
gested for the Western nuclear sup-

plier countries, some new thinking
should be applied regarding the treat-
ment of Turkey. Western countries
should assign a much higher priority
to Turkey’s energy requirements.
They should consider the socio-po-
litical as well as the foreign policy
implications of the possible deterio-
ration of Turkey’s economy in case
of a serious energy crisis. Such a cri-
sis might have unanticipated and un-
precedented consequences not only
for Turkey, but for the broader re-
gion. A few Turkish politicians have
made irresponsible and reckless
statements in the past that have
added impetus to rumors about pos-
sible misuses of a would-be nuclear
capability of Turkey. However, their
significance should not be exagger-
ated. Turkey is a democratic coun-
try and, although they might be less
developed than those in advanced
countries in the West, checks and bal-
ances do exist. Moreover, Turkey, as
a state party to the NPT, is and will
be subject to the IAEA’s scrutiny
according to its obligations under the
“full-scope” safeguards agreement
in force since 1982. Furthermore,
cadres of Turkish scientists, schol-
ars, and technicians with solid back-
grounds and advanced education in
the fields of nuclear engineering and
nuclear physics from the world’s
best institutes are well aware of the
political implications of improper use
of nuclear technologies.  If these
guidelines are followed by the rel-
evant parties, thre should be no
grounds for Turkey to be neglected
by the West any longer.
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