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1 Turkish soft power politics in Georgia

Making sense of political and cultural
implications'

Vahram Ter-Matevosyan

Introduction

Until recently, relations between Turkey and Georgia attracted relatively
little scholarly attention. Most studies mainly concentrated on the geopoliti-
cal, bilateral and regional dimensions of those relations, paying little or no
attention to the soft power politics that Turkey has been exercising since the
beginning of the 2000s. Georgia interests Turkey for various strategic and
political reasons, although there are equally important cultural, religious and
social factors that play a significant role in shaping Turkey’s policy towards
Georgia. It is the combination of these policies that shapes the essence and
objectives of Turkey-Georgia relations.

To unveil the defining features of those relations, this chapter looks upon
them through the lens of soft power politics. Primarily, it discusses various
projects that a number of Turkish governmental and private institutions have
carried out in economic, religious, cultural, educational and humanitarian
spheres. It also touches upon the practical implications and the cultural and
social perceptions of these projects in Georgia, as exemplified by the findings
of in-depth interviews conducted by the author. In examining the religious
dimension, this paper argues that the religious component of Turkey’s soft
power politics cannot be properly understood without considering the specific
political and religious features of Georgia’s domestic context. The study of
Turkey’s religious interests in Georgia needs to be contextualized in order to
unveil its limitations.

Turkey’s political priorities and their reception in Georgia

The research on Turkish foreign policy in the South Caucasus (Yavuz 1998,
p. 19-41 Aras 2000, p. 53-68, Davutoglu 2001, Kotchikian 2004, p. 33-44,
Celikpala 2007, p. 25-30, Davutoglu 2008, p. 77-96, Kirisci 2009, p. 29-57,
Arasand Akpinar 2011, p. 36-58, Balci2014, p.43-52) can be divided into several
groups. According to some experts, Turkey has elaborated and is carrying out
a clear-cut and comprehensive regional policy in the South Caucasus, which
has enabled it to become a key regional actor. Another group of researchers
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do not pay much attention to the religious, social and cultural implications
which influence their bilateral relations to various degrees. Nor do they care
to discuss how exactly Turkey, which has its own seemingly insurmountable
problems with the EU, can serve as a bridge between Georgia and Europe.

A set of complex and systemic factors has influenced the development
of the Georgian political elite’s perceptions of Turkey. In elaborating policy
approaches towards Turkey, the attitudes of the Georgian leadership (both
under Mikheil Saakashvili and later under the Georgian Dream coalition)
seem determined by a number of geopolitical, economic, infrastructural
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Eka Tkeshelashvili, Georgia’s former minister of foreign affairs and former
secretary of the National Qecurity Council, mentioned during an interview
conducted by the au thor that ‘in order to get the complete idea of the Turkish
policy in Georgia one should clarify Georgia’s pursued interest too. And only
in combining the interests of those tWO we could thoroughly comprehend the
policy objectives of the sides’. She also defined Georgia's interest as follows:
‘to take advantage of Georgia’s geographical position in {he region, to become
a “regional hub” and apply the key elements of economic liberalism in that
process’ (Interview with Eka Tkeshelashvili, 7/ 10/2014). Both Turkey and the
Turkey-Georgia relationship were assigned a key importance in Georgia’s
National Security Concept for 2005 and in its revised version from 2011 (both
documents Were adopted during Saakashvili’s presidency)- In between the
fwo versions, & few differences appeared. For instance, 10 the 2005 version
of the document, Turkey was distinguished as a ‘strategic partner’, a lead-
ing regional partner’, *an important trade partner’ and ‘a valuable strategic
partner’ (National Qecurity Coneept 2003). Meanwhile, in the revised version
of 2011, Turkey is characterized as ‘Georgia’s leading partner in the region’,
‘Georgia’s largest and economic partner’, a regional leader’ and ‘an impor-
tant military partner’ (National Security Concept 2011). Thus, in the revised
version, the ‘strategic partner’ formulation 1s gONE; the government at the time
did not elaborate on the changes.

The things started to change. however, in the lead-up to the 2012 elec-
tions. While campaigning for the elections, @ number of single-seat candidates
from the Georgian Dream coalition (then in the opposition) for the Batumi,
Shuakhevi and even Gardabani districts, 48 well as party leaders, artists and
TV anchors, promoted anti-Turkish sentiments at election rallies. MOSt vocal
among them was Murman Dumbadze, a former associate professor at Adjara
State University and a former member of the conservative Republican Party,
who built his reputation on being an ardent opponent of rebuilding mosques
in Adjara. He was expelled from the Republican Party but was handpicked
by the jeader of the Georgian Dream coalition, Bidzina vanishvili, to be
nominated asa coalition majoritarian candidate (Civil Georgia 2012). He was
elected to Parliament and later became @ deputy speaker. Beka Mindiashvili,
an official at the Georgian Ombudsman’s office, claims that since 2007 all elec-
tion campaigns have been known for their ‘electoral xenophobia’, because of

a calculatingly cons ructed ImMage of enemy’ and other phobias. He particu-
larly underlined the fact that during the 2012 elections, the Georgian Dream
coalition conceived of Turkophobia and ‘a new «enemy” of the country was
identified—the Aziziye mosque and the smell of chorba and doner kebab on
Batumi Boulevard’ {Mindiashvi\i 2012).

Following the change of power in 2012-2013, Georgia’s new leaderships
the Georgian Dream coalition, gave in 10 the concerns of some public cir-
cles. At the same time, it was also forced to recalibrate its anti-Turkish rhet-
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Turkish economic policy in Georgia
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from two Georgian airports to Ankara and Istanbul. The latter has also
become an important transit hub for travelling in and out of Georgia. More
notable is the agreement signed between Turkey and Georgia on 14 March
2006 regarding the joint operation of the Batumi Airport, which enabled
the small Turkish city of Hopa—on the coast just 10 kilometres south of
the border and without an airport—to be included in Turkey’s domestic
flight system. In other words, the Hopa Airport mentioned in the Turkish
versions of various Turkish airlines’ websites is in reality the same as Batumi
Airport®.

The branches of two commercial banks, T.C. Ziraat Bankas1 and Tiirkiye
Is Bankasi, operate in Tbilisi and Batumi. The first bank was established in
Thilisi in 1998, initially under the name Emlak Bank Tbilisi Branch, and
in 2001 was registered as JSC Ziraat Bankasi A.S. Tbilisi Branch. It should
however be noted that the Turkish name “T.C. Ziraat Bankasi” is written at
the entrance of the bank. The second bank, JSC Turkey Isbank A.S. Batumi
Branch, was opened in Batumi in July 2012, and has the same status as a
bank branch in Turkey would have (National Bank of Georgia, Financial
Indices, n.d.). Each of the banks has only one office and no other service cen-
tres on Georgia’s territory. Moreover, reports prepared by the bank indicate
that financial and credit transactions are relatively modest in comparison to
other commercial banks operating in Georgia. This rather modest presence
in the Georgian banking industry is explained by two factors: (a) Georgia’s
small economy is already over-banked, and (b) these branches simply fol-
lowed their business to Georgia to perform services to a restricted number of
clients (Patsuria 2012).

The enhancement of economic cooperation after 2004 and the growth
of Turkey’s macroeconomic figures stimulated the Georgian labour force to
explore employment opportunities there. Especially after 2006, due to the
cancellation of the visa regime between the two countries, an unprecedented
number of people left for Turkey. In the following years, Turkey became one
of the most important destinations for Georgian labour migration (ERGEM
2013). Remittances from Turkey to Georgia have shown some interesting pat-
terns too. Those data show that just like in the cases of trade turnover and
foreign investments, 2004 was a turning point for money transfers as well.
Between 2004 and 2007, remittances from Turkey totalled $46.7 million; after
the Free Trade Agreement was signed (21 November 2007), they reached
$179.4 million in 2008-2013 (National Bank of Georgia, Statistics, n.d.).

Nonetheless, it is thought in some Georgian public and analytical circles
that despite the Georgian leadership’s work in engaging Turkish invest-
ments, the results fell short. As Alexander Rondeli, president of the Georgian
}:oundation for Strategic and International Studies, put it during an interview:
the Turkish great capital never came to Georgia’ (Interview with Alexander
Rondeli, 6/10/2014). Most of the interviewees shared that idea and agreed that
the efforts to attract Turkish capital did not go hand in hand with the observ-
able results. In their thinking, no matter how open the Georgian market was
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for Turkish (or any) capital, it wasn
than its actual size allowed.
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oriented towards t £ Turkish capital
cal figures openly expre n over Turkey's growing role. On top
of the negative position ers of the Georgian Dream coalition
during the pre-election campaign and following the clections, there are sOmMc
political forces outside the parliament. namely the nationalist Free Georgia
party and (he Alliance of Patriots of Georgia, which have been particularly

outspoken. For example, the head of the Free Georgia party. Kakha Kukava,
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Cultural—religious implications of Turkish soft power politics
in Georgia
In parallel with the economic expansion, Turkish leadership has also attached
a particular importance 1O religious, educational, cultural and humanitarian
initiatives. Some interpreted the a - these initiatives as purpose-
ful steps to shape a positive attitude towards Turkey in Georgian society;
olicies, questioning

others saw & lack of synchronizatian among these D
whether they were systematica'nly designed and implemented from one centre.
The fact remains that just like in dozens of other countries, Turkey started
to apply leverage to spread its religious, ideological and cultural influence
in Georgia. By and large, those initiatives are coordinated by three increas-
ingly infl uential state institutions attached to the Turkish Prime Ministry: the
Turkish Cooperation and Development Agency (T iirkiye Isbirligi ve Kalkinma
fdaresi, TIKA), Yunus Emre Turkish Cultural Centres (Oktem 2012) and the

Presidency of Religious Affairs (the Diyanet).
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Yunus Emre Turkish Cul(zl(;fzflrﬁle(;ﬁrte)e(t)ween (tlhe " Coun’trieS, (ThenTb?]rit:i
B s : . pened 2012). A i
jrory the };he L%(T;a(t)it; th? university noted that the cgntret vtvlcl)eul(épsm‘n% sroat
B o bason of Torts nia énd cq]tural life of Georgia’ (ibid.) Accf::o od' o
e mod depayr trr;l eorgia, the .Yunus Emre Turkish éultura; éng .
B e et CI‘ItS of Turkish Studies in Akaki Tsereteli State
L verstty | Univers.,t ef second lgrgest city in Georgia, and in til State
B e gely it bl ty c(1) Akhalts1.khe, a city in the sou’theast f ; Sta'te
e o }:eethp)é Armen.lans‘ (Dasisleri Bakanlhig 20]2)0 Ceorera
< A ey 1rf state institution, the Presidency of Religi
e iy slate t as _ogused on a couple of spheres in Geor ia which
jireommanty ot D.o religious and spiritual issues. Unlike thegla Wl'nCh
e aCEiVit at1)yanet 1:1215 been active in Turkey since 1924 ind has
" dealinyWit;oal since the 1980s. Subsequently, it has s3 ar}f(ii -
fereriencein de Onlg e uslim communities abroad. Acc,ordin tlg’t?l1 ot
Musiiom (o014 éens l)l/ H per cent of the Georgian population igdO _32014
B o e §). owever,'the leaders of Muslim organiz t?ntlﬁed im
able declasing thor 1slgt_1east_tw1ce that, as many people don’t fa 11OnS o
e orimaciisin th religious identity. The Muslim populatio G Comfor't_
e Pty in btz) :ﬁgsl(})ln‘s of Kvemo Kartli, Kakheti and Adr'l': o
i‘ism and Sunnism. The Diyanet and i]tsrjo?lr;iliontl—
ants
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provide various religious services in Georgia: helping Georgian nationals in ; The Giilen schools i Turkish soft power politics in Georgia 31
organizing the hajj, teaching imams, training theologians and ]_Jrovid'mg schol- operate under th :(; s 1n.Georgia are widely known as “Turkish ,
arships for post-graduate studies. 1t also coordinates financial support and . Egitim Kurumlar: CE;EICCS of Fhe Caglar Educational Instl‘st S_Chools >and
the building of new ones (Korkut ’ ), established in February 1993. Sin 1 rhtlons (Caglar
. Since then, the CEK

}.;d\-’lSlnj_._'. in the restoration o'l_ mosun:s .anld_ | oW A : h.as established seven schools and .
2010, p. 117-139). The Turkish consulale in Batumi supports the Diyanet 1n tion of the first two school :11 hOIle university in Georgia®. With th
s and the universit : e excep-
y, the other five we .
re established

gpreading [slamic literature in‘Georgian in Adjara, and sends Turkish reli- after the Rose Revoluti )

gious leaders {here to preach in various mosques (Balci and Motika 2007, are largely res oution during Saakashvili’s presidenc b
349). The Diyanet leadershi s Georgia regularly and holds m ot | i ponsible for both administrati residency. Turkish citizen
P . yanet leaders ip visils eorgla regu arly and holds eetings | Giilen schools. The inistrative duties and the t . S
with the leaders of Georgia's mu'ftiates. It was also behind the initiative L0 ‘ advanced techﬁical :f)llslct:.hoo]s are known for state—of-the-arte?:hifl.g at the
gest madrasa in Georgia in the village of Meore Kesalo1n the Turkish Language O‘}‘;:;p Tzey(gay special attention to Partif:li;)t;fiso and
iads (Tirkce Olimpi : o in

piyatlarr), which allow
> stu-

open the second big

2000 (Ganich 2011). In 1995, the Presidency of Religious Affairs established ~ dents to visit Turkey, b ;

the Eurasian [slamic Council (Avrasya [slam Surasi, E1C), which has become contacts. Notabl ;’:ﬂ € ?CQuamted with the program organize ;

an important factor in promoting Turkey’s interests among Muslim commu-= between the sch (3,(,)1 e):ilble anq complementary system has brs and eSta,thh

nities in the Balkans and former Soviet states (Oktem 2012, p. 89). So far, the ates receive tuitionsfan Fhe university. Pre-school and middl een established

E1C has organized cight conferences which have been‘attended by Georgian university years Studeee td iscounts when studying at uniVCTSite S(I:;loc')l gradg_

Muslim community leaders, including muftis from Adjara. _ in Turkish CU]tl;I‘a] nts also have the opportunity to period)'/. uring their
vement, Balci and events and often visit Turkish educationallczilg takcel P

academic

Despite the Diyanet’s seemingly widespread invol
Motika argue that its impact is far less significant than that of religious

brotherhoods, Turkish transnational religious movements and missionary

institutions. Even th
AT ough these sch
according to a ools were established iileni
& overt propap;:;gessfor at the International Black Sea U];y the. Gillenists,
ganda for the Giilen movement or for Turkel;/e'm?}/; there s
in the curric-

organizations and their local partners, which lack the Diyanet’s means but ulum (Interview with Nik ;

are more efficient in promoting Islam and the re-Islamization of formerly flag flies alongside th G1 a (?hltadze, 10/10/2014). Meanwhile, th i

Muslim people in Adjara (2007, p. 348-349). Thus, a number of religious flags, shaking hands e heorglan flag in front of all the buildiri e Turkish

brotherhoods and schools of Sufism, which are officially banned in Turkey with each other, are imprinted on the lo E% a? d both
gos of all the

SC]lOO]S. /£ &t a.ny Iate, Studellts alld teaChe] S CIlCOuIlteI Iurkey-aSSOCIated Sylll'

_ since 1925, were quick to Open branch offices in Adjara and in Thilisi. For bols every day. In fact, Balci
instance, there are at least a few dozen unregistered madrasas and conven- schools ‘COIltribute tc ,b alci and Motika claimed in 2007 that th _
tion centres in Adjara which allegedly belong to the Nagshbandi, Siileymanci, the medium term th : a.lance the poor image of Turks in Geo © Fethullahi
Nurchular and Fethullahe religious movements and orders (lvanov 2011, (2007, p. 348). The "lzl V\ll(lll certainly educate some of the countr glfl, and over
p. 93-94, Mkrtchyan and Khutsishvili 2014, p. 254), The informal operation not listed in ihe embur ls,h Embgssy in Georgia also carries rys new elite
of these organizations oftentimes collides with the activities of the Diyanet. that his organization 1?ssy?. website. For instance, Alexanderoﬁt programs
In addition, Viadimir lvanov claims that Turkish citizens of Georgian origin program with the assi ad implemented the Atatiirk Lessons i iﬂdell Sa{d
contributed to the spread of Islam in Georgia, particularly in Adjara (lvanov = program’s four mont;lstance of the Turkish Embassy in Tbililp Dea(.iershlp
2011, p. 94). It s believed that Turkish businessmen operating in Georgia also ent ministries deliverez (;f operation, around two dozen Ofﬁciaslls' £ uring the
support thfese movements (Balci and‘Motika 2007, p. 348). the course a Turkish di leCtures on different topics, and in the larct)m differ-
In addition to the above-mentioned state institutions, a number of in Establishing the N p Omat’ga‘/e a series of lectures titled ‘At S w,eek of
Turkish educational institutions belonging to the Fethullah Giilen network allocated for that pro ew State’. Tcns of thousands of Georgia at]‘jrk.s Role
also operate in Georgia. Before the rift between the Turkish ruling party— light of the variouz Tgrirf (Interview with Alexander Ron del%l 6I/11 Olarls were
espectally Recep Tayyip Erdogan—and Fethullah Gilen in December 2013, question is whethe t}?r ish Outr_each projects in Georgia, the » 0110, 2014). In
that network provided significant support to many Turkish policy initiatives- r they are having the desired effect » the next important
As long as the Turkish government and the Giilen network peacefully cOeX= Eimerod ' .
cted in Turkey, many of their activities in Georgia, and elsewhere for that erging disapproval towards Turkish policy

matter, complemented cach other and were mutually supportive. As inde- A public opinion surve
pendent actors the two groups have sometimes challenged each other and Caucasus Research R y conducted every year between 2009 and 2
engaged in fierce competition, but by and large {he government and the Giilen among Georgians (Crf(:)source Center (CRRC) (n.d.) shows a notabl 013 by the
o7 1 have contributed to creating a positive image of Turkey among many asked fo gauge publicss_c?u'ntry data sets 2009-2015). Two quesi.tendency
of doing ioi iblic opinion about the Turks: . 1075 Wers
g joint business with Turks and (b) what 'tlgzg/ :‘{lhoattlgll)lt:O;}lthhOUght
of Georgian
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women marrying Turks. The following table (Table 1.1) reflects the change in | the efforts to creat urkish soft power politics in Georgia 33
public opinion throughout the last five years. same time’. Rond ¢ a strong and efficient state’ (Celikpala 20

The president of the CRRC noted that the Georgian public is in fact . » Rondeli goes on, pala 2007, p. 28). ‘At the
predominantly in favour of developing interstate relations with Turkey, rather

: : ‘ : : [TThe histori .
ing inter-societal and mlerpersonal relations (Interview with rical memory is, in any case, alive, and a great
’ ’ reat part of the

than enhanc o N
ulat i1l vio .

Turmanidze). i)hepTurllc(;nnlls btllljl v1g.11.ant against the Turks. The public i
Taking the above-mention‘ad facts into consideration, what is the reason || RUSSia-Orien?yd © Qdeed in two groups: those, who perception about
for the observed differences in perception between the Georgian public and who are mor: rp(1>.11c_y, do not acknowledge the %Urks ang)o?tl){ aplzil'ove a
ealistic, are for the T riori, and those
> urks. When you a
re under Russia’s

the political leadership regarding the Turkish presence in Georgia? Which ' pressure, then

groups (public, political or institutional) are expressing opinions that differ ently. Of’ . you natura]ly‘have to look at both Turke :

from those of the authorities in regards tO Turkey’s growing influence? One of the part b s¢ a large [anti-Turkish] propaganda is y 'and Iran differ-

of these, of course, is the Georgian Orthodox Church, which has been an part by circles closely related to the church SOI;:;:: ?Il:t f(()ir most
’ s they deserve

it and sometimes no i
t. Anti-Turkish
examp]e’ if i > propaganda has al :
media trumpl::tsomes to the Turkish brothels, then tﬁewg o, o
word is said. (I to . qnd on, but in case of Georgian broth leorglan e
. (Interview with Alexander Rondeli, 6/ 10/2012)5, fota single

important factor in shaping Georgian identity and has often played a major
role in domestic political discourse. Although ‘its impact on Georgian for-
eign policy can best be described as marginal® (Jones and Kakhishvili 2013,
p- 22), 1t has nonetheless been instrumental in shaping and disseminating
anti-Turkish sentiments within Georgian society. With apparent endorsement
from the Georgian Dream coalition, the church grew more outspoken about
its religious obijectives, which included defending the exclusive rights of the
Orthodox Church in Georgia, re-Christianization in {slamic communities and what is the difference? (Intervi .
dcff\mg nsTng Is‘lam}‘st tendencies. g ) For his part, Saakashvi‘leirwew with Sergi Kapanadze, 7110/2014).
s a matter of fact, Georgians attitudes towards Turkey and the Turks Turkey for travel il regrets not having sent man
also continue to be shaped by specific historical factors. Primarily, the mem- and studies during his term. y young people to
_ory of conflicts and encounters during the Ottoman period 15 still vivid in
the general Georgian public perception (Djikija 1947, Paicaje 1989). Some
analysts contextualize the historical factor of public opinion within modern
influences. Rondeli argues that ‘[without] Turkey’s support in the first years
of independence, it was quite possible that Georgia might not even exist’
{_imerview with Alexander Rondeli, 6/ 10/2014). Celikpala similarly stresses |
that “Turkey prevented Georgia from turning into & failed state by supporting |

Kapanadze comm
- ents that ‘the rol :
discussed in publi roles of Russia and Turke
Turkey in fa(I:)t halscodce‘bat.es. And in this comparison it is beir? h?ve b.e en often
cupied more territories from Georgia th%url) EPOI.nted that
ussia did, so

Very few people i
ple in my countr

some old preiudices untry actually know Turkey. Thi :
they couldp:)eél::(aillsci;:s remain. There are many prejudi):;es lésftegplllz}ms why
But (...) we did nczlt (;Ze]rf:omﬁ, It was overcome at the govern;elrrlltd ] Bult

) alize that judi . evel.
of the . . prejudices prevail

population. (Interview with Mikheil Spaakzlsﬁsil?r;glnf so;)e_ parts

. p-20-21)

As Goksel i
) puts it, the Turkish-Georgi
projects have no seorglan economic and st S .
t been accompanied by the development of rg:;%;:tmtegratlon
ween opin-

ldbl(. 11 Eubhc :I i !
5 dla

, . e s £ Georgl communiti e .

e e s M T i e by St e

2009 75% Yes 19% Yes I| $$Tcl(};;§t22;;3?ainp (}:llili)]i(i:s debates (ggknszllg (};‘;?t;‘rasl) T?St}?;ﬁ alrllzv(fzr?cei-ved

2010 66% Yes 19% Yes EZF push the public to)‘lbecgrcr):evllasrtl%i?ktil;ﬁ public, despite all effort: lst ﬁz‘:;

2011 66 Yes 51% Yes ing replaced with Turkish ones. He c]airr;sa&itcrfrfé;ndg;ditlions are not
play a signifi-

cant role, but not a

> s much as th
2012 65% Yes 20% Yes Kapanadze, 7/10/2014). On th ¢ EU and the US do (Interview with Sergi
the Institute for Eurasian o E;l f)‘[herl h.and, Gulbaat Rtskhiladze directoergf1
expansion’ to G rasian Studies, claims that because of » director o
advanced nati COTEId, an IMage of Turkey is cultivated i Turk1.s h “cultural
27% Yes nation, which as it turns out, had do ale in Georgia, as a very
’ ne only positive thin i
gs during

nstory” (Mikhaylov 2015).

2013 72% Yes 23% Yes
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Turkish organizations Tufl a variety of humanitarian, cultural and
educational programs, which have attracted wide attention in Georgia.
Those projects are serving their purpose and generally 2 positive rather
than negative Image of Turkey has been slowly but steadily taking shape in
Georgia. Simultaneously different political and social groups are trying to
reach out to the public and communicate what they see as the “true nature” of
the Turkish presence in Georgia, with various negative implications. Religious
and historical arguments are widely used to back up their opinions, which still
seem to be quite dominant among the Georgian population.

Adjara: questions of cultural and religious heritage

in bilateral cooperation, certain ¢
tries. We will focus here mostly on the emblema

Besides achievements omplexities still exist
between the two counl tic and
revealing case of Adjara.

The National Statistic Office of Georgia has published a report on the pop-
ulation of Adjara, which reveals some interesting trends. First, the populalion
in the administrative region of the Autonomous Republic of Adjara has

grown by more than 26,000 people between 2004 and 2014, reaching 396,000
s internal migration,

(National Statistic Office of Georgia, 2014a). Beside
the growth in the population is due to several thousand Turkish citizens of
Georgian origin being granted Georgian citizenship (the circulated figure is
20,000); they are assumed to have settled mainly n Batumi. As was argued
_in various inferviews, only Turkish nationals who were able to prove their
Georgian origin were granted citizenship.
The Turkish economic and cultural presence is more visible in Adjara than

in other parts of Georgia. According to data from 2002, more than 120,000
Muslims lived there, amoun {ing to 30 per cent of all Georgian Muslims. The
figure is likely 10 be higher today. Their main places of residence are Batu mi,
the mountainous regions of Keda and to a lesser extent Khulo, Kobuleti and

Shuakhevi (Menagarishvili ¢f al. 2013, p. 107). A 2013 report also explains
that the socioeconomic conditions in the mountainous regions of Adjara are

harsh, and the local Muslim population undergoes various manipulations
from the Turkish side in addition to facing discrimination by the local self-
governing authorities (ibid.).

Turkish religious organizations have a few dozen boarding schools in
Adjara where children from poor families get free education, after which many
go to Turkey for religious studies. Notably, since 1993 thousands of Georgian
tly from Adjara and Kvemo Kartli, a region of southeastern
Georgia with a Jarge Muslim population-dhzwc left for Turkey for religious
education (both higher and yocational) and Quranic courses (Aslamova 2014).
Most of them have returned and enlisted for service in mosques in different
Georgian settlements. It is worth noting that besides Turkey, some Georgian

oclime also leave for Iran and Saudi Arabia (Menugarishvili et al. 20‘_3‘
e temra were 311 TMOSQUES in Georgid

citizens—mos

s 3 A Toudain

Diyanet 2018 atthongh most o thTurklsh soft power politics in Georgia 35
( em are pr. 5 i
12 (;noofsevl}lleizz.h iis\f::b(;gndgta:] fr.om 2009, 184I[c))fa {§23e0$§:q0§§ lzilrlclsy'regAiSt?red
In the past few years <;1 lbt s over & e o
Turkey i Georata e ,b ez ates over a number of programs impleme
oo e o ‘ome espe.01ally intense, particularly concer I¥ted by
rostoration o mosdues <l,.onstru<,:t10n of new ones. The Georgian Onlng o
o for the Com,ersi)(l, s Ol;g]g 1n]g agalpst the Turkish presence in gGeor ‘rthfsl) i
B Soraian ot on %ca Mushm.s to Christianity and the reconglta ’ g'ht-
o ot A grklsh t(?rrlto_ry. A number of Georgian cls v
B o Sta; ‘e-¥urk1ﬁcatxo.n have been most renownedefr g}’l}?e}l
an lsake . (,I;Ckhi:(); (t)ll;iziirn;ze mass baptisms administe;)erdt ‘fc:;
o s E . ncestors’ religion’ ishvili
crat Adjpal > ‘iitlhzg])(.)(?dne of the priests, Father Theoior, st(all\:[eesnta}llg;r‘llsmlh
e bloodud Grorgian and violence (...) Those who adopted Islam s ed
- 2(g) 14)5 "?Ed refused to mix their blood with than}l‘smy'ed
T . The cons_truction of a huge Orthodox chlel }?ﬂ'(ISh
0 the oot o Georgia,n aO pigdommantly Muslim town in Adjara izc n'gl'lt
e ten a5 oo rd odox. Church’s efforts. The local po lilat'a T
s siop 25 provocatts a]n conﬂlc'tual (Menagarishvili ¢t al. 21(;13 o 1o,
oo of Mustine oo 111;]: l:dg the dismantling of mosques an;i minz,i o ]'21)'
D karo). bicamy dlz) wi e settlemepts (Chela, Samtatskaro Nigvzzzts' and
e ox v oemein :mosque (1r.1 the village of Mughar’llo Gardml;lnq
B o e et gainst the Friday prayers in some mo ’ vhich
i ang;ectted b):j the Orthodox Church saues, whieh
‘ , ysts and political circl hint :
b iontin: b : circles hint at t
B ks Z(Citsi 3{ tei?lsgn ba§ed on religious identity. ggrﬁ?;%prlnem 'Of
targeted at creating a);trong}?c(:lrgliérll g}t(j)rigt's Sllilpport o Mi;ii]inir;
joeiod atare : ia. However, it is i i
unacceptable’t{)::éaﬁgilﬁms of othe.r ethnic groups, whon?I?(;gltz}ilr(l):/[ uih'ms,
o ceplable, bosaust Inoscz1 (ail.c?usatlons paint them as incomplete Gz rgians
acts in oo z;t laa ition, they insist that Turkey pursues ecorglar'IS
Rerests i oo ot forg% and Georgian Muslims lack effective to n(l)mlc
B o soas vt oo nr1 urkey (Menagarishvili et al 2013, p 125(3)0 ”Sl"to
B e borle and more reports filed about C(;nf.ront).' he
i Intmicatic G,uriar 12 offences a.nd warnings between the reagonsa
g , ‘vemo Kartll and especially Adjara. Th ers
fmd s o Christian Vi ?ger_s refer.rlpg to their Muslim neighbou.rs a e‘r; Wer":
e pciontin ettt Gorelgp I‘CllglOI}’, which were perceived ne atiS latars
e clomtive e pro,}; te(()irglan Muslims (Sutidze 2013). Emergirgl ive -
B o i P (r))rgernzng young .people in Adjara to recong gEi;atfllI(;e_S
theA(ie(;;gian o (L 201 6;) p;)rcelved as more legitimate members 01;
. other controversial issue i’ he 1 i
e : n the relations betwe i
B ,i, lr:s;r;itgga:;:e and disposition of the cu?glr(;le(;lreg;;aand ot
e development of interstate relations [%jrtci{ull); tlh
' rly
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p Orthodox Church has been con§1stent1y po:lnllgwne‘
; ferw churches and monasteries in the n(f:r:]\efhum

l‘ ; K 5 > il n L E.

: 4 Otkhta, Ardashen a
ke, K s ﬁcity of the Georgian Orthodo.x‘
tioned by the Armenian Apostolic

since 2003, the Geor.gia
issue of rcconst_ructlf}g
art of Turkey (Oshki,
f;:avoslavie.ru 2013). Altho_llgh the ﬂuth? .
Church’s claim to those sitesis regulafly ql;r:d art historians, at this point .Lhe
. - Armenian historians ) . the reconstruction
Church and some : " cistent in pressing ior
1 Church is more P C 1 e nsis reconstruc-
oo Orthl?d*ogimultaneously, the Turkish side ?nsw:t;shonéilﬁ_ g st
O.f those Chlg?i:;b.e Mosque in Batumi and the repair O,a{\khzhsikhe. It should
t.lon-OF o - ;d ’fhc Ahmadiya and Jakeli Mosques 1 73 S5 and the lists of
in KO?:;"I;:I the conditions put forward by ;hc LW(()Nliidr:diash\’i“ 2012).
Be RO : jodically change 12004,
igi of (s tABIO BE alking about building a new
whémus ?l'll;lui;?;im leaders insist 12 berorlilld“fl:fsl;b;&gress the issue of
gOTEL JOM: - .. one should seric dres _
' - repairing one in Adjara. 9 o ieti) diocese, locate
Gt 01, Eﬂdgllur%:hes of the TﬂYk'tharjk {raO-KltatrlJl:tilr] inalienable right
preserving theastern Turkey. They also argue abou e Georgian clergy
mostly ‘_“_“10 Tr religioﬁs ceremonies and services then?. i hould be
o admimsh?i just like Armenianis Lires and_ it ith legal status and
demtnj tr;n:n?)trijty‘rightﬁ in Turkey, which will pm“d?z;ifr‘:;es * nd monasteries
Bramie ; 7 he return of € _
whi i followed byt i<h side ¢ .argues that
which G he!leve(\;::llllgzox Church’. The Turkish smd‘a‘: c__ousr‘i;?;‘ﬂirrghy it
fo the GBOTE‘&H S . k were granth re lg‘lOll
if the Georgians living in Turkey % stive +t on the return
et GLD;E;;: g number, it would have no rc-':troau.twu egzzd 195
due to their gf:)dl Georgian church estates and nwe:moryr chmgian ios
Lo tihe;;:gﬁfs;ng 3;he realities in Adjara and the 'St::utll?a? e Sohol ol
1G5 1 Impressio A
ildings 1 : : might get the HPres audi fact, the
bmld_mi_-:.l‘{» i jfr::;:;k\i?'::t'r?t"lli‘urkigh policy either silently or audibly. In
public disagr

inds Saakashvili’s
~<hvili reflects the mindset of
i Eka Tkeshelashvili re
following argument by
presidency:

as never played any deconstruclive role

g hich might cause anybody's C].IS({)(::I-

s nel od i§ very -

{. For those living in Adjara, Turkeys nmgki)ﬁurj::l et fairs

tent. = ot | economic, ds

i . ac ~poperation 1 t . s

= essence; active coop C ] o segebn vt ‘
cﬁ::aw H:e:ateﬂ no uneasiness at all. (Interview with E

spheres ¢ -

7110/2014)

2aki Turkey h
Flrankly speaking (--.) b
EEAdjara and has done nothing W

. : "
jons and pubhc circles which conde

anjzat _ s i —
e ariticized 0% O e ‘deconstructive and anti-democra

Turkey but glorify Russia, calling them
forces’ (ibid.).

Conclusion

(anTo1l S T T I more tha“b\;l(le“t c\lldthe all[lua“y g‘o"

———7

Turkish soft power politics in Georgia 37

dynamics indicates that in deepening bilateral relations, Turkey and Georgia
pursue different objectives deriving from different (geo)political realities and
ambitions. If Turkey aspires to a geopolitical, economic, religious and socio-
cultural presence in Georgia, then Georgian policy towards Turkey is based
primarily on trade, economic and social factors. Most Georgian public and
political figures, as well as the vast majority of the research community, is
positively oriented towards Turkey’s presence in Georgia’s economic and
strategic spheres. Nevertheless, there is visible and growing resistance from
some political forces, the Georgian Orthodox Church and church-affiliated
circles. Due to the importance of these groups for Georgian society, a sizeable
part of the population supports the resistance. The people debate about the
inherent problems that Georgia faces when it allows a strong Turkish presence

in Georgia’s strategically important domains. Since 2004, Turkey’s growing

influence in the Georgian economy, Georgia’s engagement in the energy

programs directed from the Caspian region to the West and the ongoing

ambiguity in relations between Georgia and Russia have created a systemic
opportunity for Turkey to extend its political influence in Georgia.

Religion also plays a role in Turkey’s policy towards Georgia. Unlike the
economic and political dimensions of Turkey’s soft power politics, the reli-
gious component faces certain difficulties and hurdles. The criticism and
counteractions by the Georgian Orthodox Church and different sections
of Georgian society have visibly limited the options for Turkish religious
influence. In spite of that, a limited number of communities in Georgia are
poised to cooperate with Turkey in religious affairs. For now, Turkey has not
been able to completely rely on these groups for two reasons: their number
is small and cooperation could lead to conflict with the religious majority
organization in Georgia. This indicates that the religious part of Turkey’s soft
power policy towards Georgia remains subordinated to the general goals. As
manifestations of soft power on religious groups have become more visible,

the distinction between the religious aspects and the cultural and economic
aspects of soft power has grown.

Notes

1 Certain ideas and approaches of this research have been discussed in my previous

works “The Kars-Akhalkalaki Railway Project: Why Armenia Should Revisit its

Position’, Turkish Review, 6 (3), 2016, p. 130135, and ‘Cooperation Paradigms in

the South Caucasus and Beyond: Making Sensc of Turkish-Georgian relations’,

Erudes Arménicnnes Contemporaines, 4, 2014, p. 103-125.

This argument was made by Davutoglu as an advisor to the prime minister. The

script of the interview was published as an article: Davutoglu 2008, p. 80.

The latter has built more than 20 airports both in and out of Turkey.

4 The Batumi Airport is to be administered by TAV until 2027, and the Thilisi
Airport exploitation contract was prolonged from predetermined 2027 to 2037.

5 Passengers departing from Hopa check-in at the Turkish Airlines Office situated at
the Hopa port, and then they are taken to the Batumi Airport by HAVAS company
buses. Thal journey takes about 30 minutes, and what is more, the buses do not
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