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The first part of this article discusses the current state of International
Relations (IR) in Turkey and begins with the argument that the local disci-
plinary community shows a lack of adequate communication and interac-
tive scholarly debates, and therefore of knowledge accumulation. This arti-
cle proposes that the growth of such engagement could be encouraged by
increased methodological diversity, in particular additional research using
quantitative methods. It argues that quantitative research could contribute
to engagement by providing conceptual and methodological clarity
around which scholarly debates could develop and ultimately contribute
to Turkish IR’s progress as a disciplinary community. To substantiate these
claims, this article goes on to discuss the development and contributions
of quantitative research to global IR and illustrates the potential benefits
of using quantitative methods in the study of Turkish foreign affairs.
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Turkish International Relations (IR) is a growing discipline both in terms of the
number of researchers working within it and the broadness of subjects being cov-
ered. Particularly in the last decade, IR publications by scholars based in Turkey
have reached unprecedented levels. A quick search through the Web of Science
for articles in the areas of political science (PS), IR, or area studies (AS), with au-
thors providing a Turkish address, confirms this observation.2

Although such proliferation is welcome in many respects, it is reasonable to ask
whether those sheer numbers have contributed to an improved understanding of
the subject matters and whether they reflect a growing sense of local disciplinary
identity. In this article, we argue that this proliferation can only be fruitful if it
generates debates within the community. Moreover, such debates are possible
and progressive only if there is sufficient theoretical and methodological diversity.
To support our argument, we highlight the current state of Turkish IR as ob-
served by leading local scholars and as suggested by both the findings of a recent

1The data set used for the analysis here is archived at Aydinli, Ersel, and Biltekin, Gonca (2015), “Replication
Data for Time to Quantify Turkey’s Foreign Affairs: Setting Quality Standards for a Maturing International
Relations Discipline,” http://dx.doi.org/10.7910/DVN/P6CPAF, Harvard Dataverse, V1.

2The exact search term used was WC¼political science OR area studies OR international relations AND
AD¼Turkey and document types: (article). Timespan: All years. Indexes: SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI.

Aydinli, Ersel and Gonca Biltekin. (2016) Time to Quantify Turkey’s Foreign Affairs: Setting Quality Standards for a
Maturing International Relations Discipline. International Studies Perspectives, doi: 10.1093/isp/ekv009
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Teaching, Research, and International Politics (TRIP) survey and by our review of
the research published in four leading journals of Turkish IR. We argue that, in
contrast to what has been claimed informally, it is not the lack of theoretical diver-
sity that impedes debates but a lack of methodological diversity. Our findings sug-
gest that Turkish IR is predominantly qualitative and that this uniformity of
methodology ultimately impedes debate. The lack of debate, in turn, hinders
both community building and the accumulation of knowledge.

First, the article looks at the current state of Turkish IR and reveals a frag-
mented community with limited scientific interaction—as evidenced by the obser-
vations of leading scholars, co-authorship ratios, and citation counts. Second, we
argue that one of the major reasons for such fragmentation is the lack of method-
ological diversity. Based on a survey of 251 IR articles by scholars based in Turkey
and published in four journals, we find a predominant use of similar, mostly qual-
itative, methods. We argue that, in the case of a very young and underdeveloped
disciplinary community like that of Turkish IR, the use of more quantitative meth-
ods3 would help to generate debates and engagement among members, thereby
benefitting the discipline in three inter-related ways:

1. On the empirical level, Turkish IR scholars would be encouraged to better
define concepts, which would lead to more meaningful debates.

2. On the social level, long-term research programs specially designed to
generate data would help establish a sense of community.

3. On the methodological level, Turkish IR scholars would be encouraged to
address the problem of selection bias more systematically.

Third, the positions taken draw on the development of the Correlates of War
(COW) project and show how the aforementioned benefits materialized in the
global IR community through the introduction of quantitative studies. Finally, we
provide a brief review of some existing quantitative research in Turkish IR to illus-
trate how these potential benefits can be materialized in the local community.

The Current State of Turkish IR: Still a Fragmented Community?

In 2005, the Turkish Council of International Relations (UIK) started a series of
biennial conferences to bring the Turkish IR community together in order to
launch discussion on the local discipline’s status, problems, and advancement. In
the first of these meetings, the participants widely agreed that there was not
enough communication within the community:

We do not know about each other’s studies. In other words, what they have been do-
ing in Istanbul, we have no clue. In Istanbul, they do not know what we are doing in
Ankara. I believe it is the same for universities in Anatolia. Some publishing compa-
nies that work in Istanbul do not even send their publications to Ankara, and vice
versa (Aydin 2005, 28–29).

Another scholar added that the lack of communication was not restricted to
that between universities in different cities, but also between universities within
Istanbul (Hatipo�glu 2005). In a similar meeting that same year at the Middle East
Technical University, another senior scholar bluntly stated that there was “no col-
laboration” between departments in Turkey (Eralp 2005).

Collaboration can, of course, refer to a number of things (Glänzel and
Schubert 2005). It can be broadly related to social interaction, such as meetings

3Quantitative method refers to a number of processes related to empirical research, including a) collection of
numerical data (e.g., foreign trade data), b) numerical data generation (e.g., event data), c) quantitative data analy-
sis (statistical methods), and d) inference based on numerical calculations (e.g., game theory).
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and conferences, the institutionalization of the community in the form of profes-
sional associations, and the overall level of personal acquaintance among commu-
nity members. Although this form of communication and “collaboration” may be
beneficial for scientific productivity (Moody 2004), it is not necessarily essential. A
more important form of collaboration is that of scientific interaction. Scientific in-
teraction can basically take two forms: indirectly, when a researcher acknowledges
the contributions (arguments, findings, or methods) of other researchers in one’s
own work, or directly, when two or more researchers conduct research together.
The first form can be gauged by citation analysis and the second form by levels of
co-authorship within a community.

Such scientific interaction requires a certain amount of agreement in research spe-
cialty. A disciplinary community’s members will not be scientifically engaged with
each other if their subject matters are so disparate that other scholars’ works are irrel-
evant to one’s own. In other words, if there is too much diversity within a community
with respect to research interests, it is unlikely that an individual researcher would
cite another scholar’s work or that two or more researchers would consider conduct-
ing research together. Therefore, in looking to interpret the degree of collaboration
with the Turkish IR disciplinary community, the first step is to consider whether
there is at least sufficient overlap of subject matters to enable collaboration. To an-
swer this initial question, we collected a sample of 1,550 articles by authors based in
Turkey, published between 1980 and 2015 in all ISI indexed journals that are catego-
rized as AS, IR, or PS. The top 10 most frequently used words in their titles are pre-
sented in Table 1. Not surprisingly, the most commonly used words in the titles of
these articles are Turkish, Turkey, policy, political, relations, and foreign.

A narrower sample, which includes only IR articles4 published in four Turkey-
based or Turkey-focused journals between 2008 and 2014 and written by authors
based in Turkey, also reveals little variation in these top most-used words. Three
journals were chosen to reflect the most acknowledged studies by Turkey’s IR
community; Bilig, Turkish Studies, and Uluslararası _I lis�kiler are the Social Sciences
Citation Index (SSCI)-indexed top three PS, AS, or IR journals in which Turkey-
based scholars published in the 2008–2014 period. Together, these journals’
works have comprised half of all studies published by Turkey-based scholars since
2008. We also included New Perspectives on Turkey, a social science interdisciplinary
journal, because it publishes a substantial number of influential IR articles. On av-
erage, 80 percent of all authors who published in these four journals are Turkey-
based. Bilig, Uluslararası _I lis�kiler, and New Perspectives on Turkey are Turkey-based

Table 1. Top 10 most used words in articles by Turkey-based scholars in all ISI journals

Word Rank Number of articles Percentage

Turkey 1 504 32.5
Turkish 2 311 20.1
Policy 3 117 7.5
Political 4 101 6.5
Relations 5 88 5.7
Foreign 6 87 5.6
Case 7 86 5.5
European 8 84 5.4
Politics 9 76 4.9
Analysis 10 64 4.1

N¼ 1,550.

4IR articles are defined as having either explanans or explanandum as an international or transnational phe-
nomenon (e.g., process, actor, structure, system, behavior).
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journals, whereas Turkish Studies is published by the Rubin Center for Research in
International Affairs (formerly the Global Research in International Affairs
[GLORIA] Center) in Israel. Table 2 presents the basic statistics on this narrower
sample, and Table 3 presents the variation in most-used words.

Clearly, Turkey and its foreign and domestic politics are popular subject mat-
ters for these scholars publishing in both Turkey-based/focused journals and
other SSCI journals as well. The results imply that, despite Turkey’s growing inter-
est in the outside world, Turkish IR is still predominantly “inward looking”
(Turan 2012).

Despite having an extensively shared research subject, to what extent does the
community of Turkey-based IR scholars scientifically engage with each other? As
“one of the most tangible and well documented forms of scientific collaboration”
(Glänzel and Schubert 2005, 257), levels of co-authorship may give a clue.
According to a recent survey, the attitudes of Turkish IR scholars about co-author-
ship and its impact on one’s professional achievement do not seem to differ
widely from those of the rest of the world (Aydin and Yazgan 2013, 32), but in
practice, differences emerge. Looking at the same set of 248 locally published IR
papers, 26.8 percent were multiple-authored, and in the larger sample of 1,550,
the ratio was 35.1 percent. These numbers are somewhat low compared to those
in other social science communities. In American PS, the level of co-authorship
has been consistently above 30 percent in all years since the late 1970s and in re-
cent years has reached close to 50 percent (Fisher et al. 1998; Chandra et al.
2006). In American sociology, more than 45 percent of articles annually have
been co-authored since 1980, rising above 60 percent in the late 1990s (Moody
2004); and in Public Administration, the average percentage of co-authored arti-
cles rose from about 40 percent in 1973 to 84 percent by 2007 (Corley and
Sabharwal 2010). Defined in terms of co-authorship, therefore, with the exception

Table 2. Top Turkish-based or Turkish-focused journals

Journal Number of IR articles by
Turkey-based authors

Number of articles by
Turkey-based authors

Total number of
published articles

Bilig 44 310 340
Uluslararası _I lis�kiler 113 125 162
New Perspectives on Turkey 19 68 89
Turkish Studies 75 175 240
Total 251 678 831

Table 3. Top 10 most used words in articles by Turkey-based scholars in four Turkey-
based/focused journals 2008–2014

Word Rank Number of articles Percentage

Turkey 1 87 35.1
Policy 2 50 20.2
Turkish 3 50 20.2
Foreign 4 42 16.9
Relations 5 41 16.5
International 6 35 14.1
European 7 21 8.5
New 8 19 7.7
Security 9 19 7.7
Case 10 17 6.9

N¼ 248.
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of the year 2010, the level of collaboration within Turkish IR can be considered
lower than that of similar disciplines in the global academic community.

Turning to the other form of scientific interaction: To what extent do members
of the Turkish IR community cite each other? Based on a Histcite analysis
(Table 4), the larger sample of 1,550 articles contains a total local citation score
of 865 and a total global citation score of 4,522. In other words, if we look at the
ratio of Turkey-based citations to global community-based ones, on average each
article in the larger pool is cited 0.56 times by other Turkey-based scholars and
2.92 times by other researchers, while in the smaller subset of articles in local jour-
nals (n¼ 248), each article is cited 0.35 times from within the community and
1.17 times from outside the community. These numbers suggest a level of engage-
ment among Turkish IR scholars that seems low for a community that publishes
in similar journals, is located in one country, and mostly shares a common re-
search subject.

This impression is substantiated when we look at the citation practices in detail.
Based on the ratio of local cited references (LCRs) to total cited references
(TCRs), on average, only 2 percent of all citations in a given article are of other lo-
cally produced articles. This ratio drops to 1 percent when more narrowly defined
Turkish IR is considered. Granted, the LCR/TCR ratio may be somewhat mislead-
ing as TCR counts include all references irrespective of publication type, such as,
for example, books, newspapers, magazines, or non-ISI journals, whereas LCR
counts do not include locally produced books, non-ISI journals, or articles that
appeared in ISI-indexed publications in other areas (such as economics or his-
tory). Therefore, it is likely that the LCR/TCR ratio is actually somewhat higher
than presented here. Nevertheless, since articles are the most cutting-edge publi-
cations related to a field, the fact that approximately 77 percent of all locally pro-
duced IR articles do not cite any other locally produced IR article (Table 5)
corroborates the observations by senior scholars about limited scientific engage-
ment within the community. Coupled with limited co-authorship, this limited en-
gagement is suggestive of a fragmentation in Turkish IR.

Theoretical and Methodological Diversity in Turkish IR

Although there may be various personal or structural reasons for such limited en-
gagement, a couple of factors endogenous to local research practices may also be
relevant. For more engagement, researchers need a common background upon
which they can base both their agreements and their disagreements. Whether for
purposes of confirmation or contradiction and disapproval, researchers should
have a mutually shared definition of what they do or do not agree about. As theo-
ries and paradigms have such pre-established definitions, it is easier for two re-
searchers who share the same theoretical assumptions (or who can clearly point
to distinct theoretical or paradigmatic disagreements) to interact scientifically. A
limited engagement with theory in general might, therefore, be an impediment
to scientific interaction. Researchers who use the same conceptual frameworks in
their studies are encouraged to look at similar explanatory or constitutive

Table 4. Average number of cited references and citation scores

The type of citation score N¼ 1550 N¼ 248

How many publications x cites (TCR) 40.17 44.46
How many times x is cited globally (GCS) 2.92 1.17
How many times x is cited locally (LCS) 0.56 0.39
How many local articles x cites (LCR) 0.70 0.39
LCR/TCR 0.02 0.01
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variables that have an effect on what is being explained. As such, those re-
searchers are more likely to go through the previous research informed by the
same theoretical framework and cite it in their own work. This form of citation is
usually a confirmative citation that affirms or builds upon the previous work.
Engagement with one paradigm may also encourage engagement with rival para-
digms, generally taking on the form of negational citations, that is, those reflect-
ing criticism or repudiation of another study (Moravcsik and Murugesan 1975).
When a study does not employ any particular framework, however, the authors
may be less likely to cite other, more theoretically informed works.

Indeed, participants in the UIK conferences have also argued that few Turkish
IR researchers have an interest in theory. The chief editor of Uluslarası _I lis�kiler
Dergisi, the flagship journal of UIK, noted that most submissions of works based
on empirical research in the form of AS are rejected from the journal because
they lack any kind of conceptual framework. Similarly, a 2008 study on Turkish IR
confirmed the chief editor’s comments, describing the community’s engagement
with theory as “complex and uncomfortable” (Aydinli and Mathews 2008, 695).
Interestingly, there seems to be at least a huge reported interest in more theoreti-
cally informed work. According to a recent UIK and TRIP survey (Aydin and
Yazgan 2013, 18), 89 percent of Turkish IR scholars say they use a theoretical
approach—a figure higher than the world average of 78 percent, the North
American average of 79 percent, and the European average of 72 percent. There
is also considerable diversity reported in theoretical approaches. Although realism
is the most popular (26 percent), constructivism is a close second (24 percent),
and no single approach seems to dominate the discipline. One Turkish respon-
dent commented that the survey question5 is not a proper one since published
work may incorporate different theories at different times. For example, s/he re-
ported conducting research in the realist, post-structuralist, and constructivist tra-
ditions. The comment implies that, at least for some, theoretical diversity is
embraced not only at the disciplinary level but at the individual level as well.

These figures imply that Turkish researchers are becoming increasingly inter-
ested in theoretically informed work, yet they seldom take part in global theory-
shaping debates as there are only a very small number of researchers who do what
is classified as “pure theory.”6 Accordingly, only 3 percent of Turkish IR scholars
report that their work is primarily analytic/non-formal conceptual”7 rather than
empirically oriented. Most of the “theoretically informed” work takes the form of
application studies, that is, using concepts of core paradigms and testing those
paradigms’ theoretical insights against the case at hand. As an unusually high per-
centage of the Turkish respondents stated that IR studies should be motivated by a
paradigm (22 percent vs. a global average of 4 percent), the end result often

Table 5. Percentage of local articles that cite other local articles

Number of local references N¼ 1,550 N¼ 248

0 0.69 0.77
1 0.15 0.14
2–4 0.12 0.07
>¼5 0.04 0.01

5 The wording of the question is “Which of the following best describes your approach to the study of IR? If you
do not think of your work as falling within one of these paradigms, please select the category in which most other
scholars would place your work” (Maliniak, Peterson, and Tierney 2012, 27).

6 Pure theory consists of grand theories that account for large numbers of phenomena with no reference to spe-
cific regions or areas.

7 The analytic/non-formal conceptual category refers to “attempts to illuminate features of IR or IR theory with-
out reference to significant empirical evidence or a formal model” (TRIP 2013, 13).
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becomes one of finding data, usually government supplied, that fit into the theory
at hand, rather than generating data in an effort to answer a specific research
question and only then searching for theories that might best help interpret those
data. This practice turns Turkish IR into a hunter-gatherer society, in which one
starts out with an argument and then selectively picks out numerical data to sup-
port that claim and leaves behind anything that is non-confirmatory.

As suggested by the citation records in the previous section, on a theoretical
level, scholars and students of Turkish IR interact with Western-originated ideas
far more than they interact with each other’s ideas. In their research, a whopping
97 percent of Turkish IR scholars report “regularly” using materials written in for-
eign languages (Aydın and Yazgan 2013, 26), and more than half of the reading
materials they use in their introductory-level IR classes are written by US-based au-
thors. It is not surprising that they are far more likely to identify themselves with
particular American or European schools of theory (Bilgin 2005; Aydinli and
Mathews 2009; Yalc�inkaya and Efegil 2009; Aydin and Yazgan 2010), rather than as
an epistemic community of their own (Bilgin and Tanrisever 2009). Since science is
a social enterprise, such exclusive theoretical engagement, combined with poor
communication within the Turkish IR community, makes fruitful debate within
Turkish IR unlikely. Although the level of reported theoretical diversity would seem
to be sufficient for dialogue and debate, the lack of identification and familiariza-
tion with each other’s work makes Turkish IR a fragmented community.

How might this fragmentation, defined in terms of exclusive theoretical en-
gagement with the West and lack of scientific interaction within, be overcome?
Why is theoretical diversity insufficient for generating debates? The answers might
lie, at least in part, in the lack of diversity in another vital factor involved in re-
search. Sezer (2005), a senior Turkish scholar, points out that although different
theories are employed, most IR scholars in Turkey use more or less similar forms
of gathering, presenting, and analyzing data, with the only identifiable differences
emanating from the individual quality of the selection and collection of resources,
differences in personal traits, and ideological differences. Consequently, she
notes, studies by members of the Turkish IR community are all very much alike,
even repetitive of each other. Others argue that there is an overreliance on histor-
ical methods, which mostly consist of chronological descriptions of events
(Aydinli, Kurubas�, and Özdemir 2015).

We argue that apparent theoretical diversity and an undeniable proliferation of
studies do not transform into debates because of this very lack of diversity in
methods. It is important, therefore, to explore further the exact nature of this al-
leged lack of methodological diversity. Forty-three percent of Turkish TRIP survey
respondents report using primarily qualitative methods, while 40 percent report
engaging in policy analysis.8 Only 9 percent report using any quantitative methods
and just 2 percent use formal modeling. Compared to the survey results from the
global discipline, this degree of methodological diversity is in fact not very far
from average (Bennett, Barth, and Rutherford 2003; Maliniak et al. 2011).
Globally, 58 percent of TRIP respondents reported that qualitative methods are
their primary research method, policy analysis makes up 17 percent, quantitative
15 percent, and formal modeling only 1 percent.

To explore this issue further and to examine in detail the salience of particular
research methods in Turkish IR studies, we analyzed our subset of IR articles9 in
four journals by Turkey-based scholars between the years 2008 and 2014. We first

8 This category includes “articles whose primary purpose is the evaluation of options available to policymakers
to respond to a specific policy problem” (TRIP 2013, 13).

9 For automated HistCite Analysis, a sample of 248 articles was used. In the sample for our subsequent manual
coding, we included three more articles, which were published in one of four journals at the time but not yet in-
dexed by the Web of Science.
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considered “quantitative” in terms of four processes related to empirical research:
(1) the use of readily available numerical data (such as foreign trade data); (2) nu-
merical data generation (such as event data); (3) quantitative analysis of data (infer-
ential statistics); and (4) inference based on numerical calculations (such as game
theory).

We coded an article as actually using quantitative methods only when the au-
thor(s) used statistical modeling to infer a relationship between at least two vari-
ables operationalized in numerical form, and we coded those articles that used
formal, derived mathematical equations or diagrams (such as game theoretic deci-
sion trees) as formal theory. However, we coded an article as qualitative if it used
numerical, textual, or visual data to describe/explain/interpret contemporary or
historical trends or events related to IR only through verbal argumentation. As
such, the “Qualitative” category included case studies and descriptive studies,
even if they referred to numerical data. The “other” category was applied to stud-
ies incorporating simulations and experiments. Since these four broad types of
methods can be used simultaneously, any article that satisfied the relevant criteria
could be coded as qualitative, quantitative, formal, other, or a combination of
these. The last category, “meta-theoretical,” consisted of attempts to elaborate on
conceptual issues in IR theory without reference to empirical evidence or a formal
model. An article could not be coded as meta-theoretical if it was coded as utiliz-
ing one of the other four methods.

Our findings showed that 82 percent of the 251 IR articles in our sample used
qualitative methods, 6 percent used inferential statistics (regression), 5 percent
used formal modeling, and one (0.4 percent) used the experimental method.
Eleven percent of the articles were meta-theoretical.10 When we compare these re-
sults with the findings of a study about methodology in leading IR journals
around the world (Maliniak et al. 2011), we find that the lack of methodological
diversity is striking (Tables 6 and 7). Moreover, on a global level, the percentage
of articles employing quantitative methods has increased every year from 1992 to
2006, reaching a total of 53 percent in 2006 (Maliniak et al. 2011, 451).

The apparent discrepancy between reported and actual practices seems to stem
from the interpretation of what constitutes quantitative research. What our study
revealed was that more than half of Turkey-based IR research (55 percent) does
refer to numerical data descriptively to substantiate the arguments, but of these,
only 12 percent actually employ any statistical methods.

Table 6. Methodology of articles by Turkey-based scholars

Articles Quantitative Formal theory Meta-theoretical Qualitative Other

Number 16 12 28 207 1
Percentage 6.4 4.8 11.2 82.5 0.4

Table 7. Methodology of articles in US-based journals

Articles Quantitative Formal theory Meta-theoretical Qualitativeþdescriptive Other13

Number 2,955 1,116 1,405 4,432 767
Percentage 32.7 12.4 15.6 49.1 8.5

Source: Maliniak et al. (2011).

10 The articles that are exclusively qualitative comprise 79 percent. The total percentage exceeds 100 percent as
13 articles use multiple methods.
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This lack of methodological diversity can also be found in teaching practices.
In Turkish undergraduate and graduate IR programs, there are no examples of
separate qualitative and quantitative research methods classes; and the second de-
bate on behavioralism, which identified the major fault lines between different
methodological approaches in IR, is rarely discussed. This approach is somewhat
surprising given that a large number of the younger generation of IR scholars
pursued graduate studies abroad and have likely taken quantitative methods clas-
ses themselves. Bennett, Barth, and Rutherford (2003) found that 20 of the top
30 university graduate programs in PS in the United States require a course in
quantitative methods in their curricula, while 7 more offer them as an elective. In
Turkish universities, on the other hand, 95 percent of the undergraduate pro-
grams and 71 percent of the graduate programs (MA and PhD) require a single,
general course in research methods (Tepeciklio�glu 2013, 311), but none include
courses designed for teaching specific quantitative or qualitative research methods.
Although some universities require descriptive statistics classes at the undergradu-
ate level, inferential statistics and advanced techniques are almost never taught at
the graduate level. Even these basic statistics classes that are required in some un-
dergraduate programs have come under criticism, with one author comparing their
necessity for IR research to that of taking an accounting class (Kasim 2005).

Ultimately, the result is an extremely heavy reliance on qualitative methods in
Turkish IR, and, as argued earlier, this single methodology is less conducive to
the generation of debates. The further argument has also been made that greater
use of quantitative methods could be instrumental in stimulating critical engage-
ment within the local disciplinary community because of those methods’ compar-
ative advantage in being more explicit than qualitative methods. Goertz and
Mahoney (2012), in a discussion of the problems they faced in comparing qualita-
tive and quantitative methods, argue that with respect to quantitative research,
they find it easier to “focus on explicit practices that follow well-established advice
from the methodological literature. Quantitative research methods and proce-
dures are often clearly specified, and quantitative researchers often quite explic-
itly follow these well-formulated methodological ideas” (Goertz and Mahoney
2012, 7). The same cannot always be said of qualitative research: “In general, qual-
itative methods are used far less explicitly when compared to quantitative meth-
ods. At this stage, in fact, the implicit use of methods could be seen as a cultural
characteristic of qualitative research . . . qualitative methods are often used
unsystematically” (Goertz and Mahoney 2012, 8). Although qualitative analysis
can certainly be as rigorous as quantitative analysis, this tendency for being im-
plicit is not conducive to critical engagement. With conceptual and methodologi-
cal explicitness, assumptions, theories, methods, and findings can be discussed,
compared, challenged, or constructively criticized in a systematic manner.
Dialogue is possible only if individual positions on method and theory are put for-
ward and clarified. This clarity, we argue, is more likely to be attained if we incor-
porate more quantitative methods, as one of the major advantages of quantitative
studies is the transparency in the operational definitions of concepts and the
methods used in collecting and analyzing data, something arguably lacking in
many qualitative studies (Moravcsik 2010, 2014; Elman and Kapiszewski 2014).

In its current state, most studies on Turkish foreign affairs (TFA) remain
insular—either engagement with the global community fails to be adequately crit-
ical or scholarly engagement within the local community is insufficient.
Therefore, with such limited engagement at the methodological or theoretical
levels, either there are no debates in Turkey or those that exist seem to be increas-
ingly shaped by political debates of national policy, with strong underlying ideo-
logical biases (Bilgin and Tanrisever 2009, 179). As such, Turkish IR seems to be
a field of endeavor in which persuasion through verbal argumentation rather than
informing through providing novel information is the norm. Interestingly,
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although these discussions tend to be based mainly on ideological preferences,
they are also tinted with methodological criticisms, such that when results of re-
search are politically unwelcome, the researchers may be accused instead of suf-
fering from “misuse of theory” or of “slanting” the data (Yesiltas 2014, 35).

We propose, therefore, that the use of quantitative methods can enhance dia-
logue within Turkish IR in three interconnected but analytically identifiable ways:

Using quantitative methods encourages conceptual clarity as it compels the researcher to think
of the most appropriate ways to operationalize concepts.

When a researcher tries to quantify a concept, the first step is to devise quantifi-
able indicators, and this demands that the researcher provide a clear definition.
The result of this process of definition through operationalization may not neces-
sarily be considered by everyone as accurate or complete, but it is explicit. The
operationalization process demanded by quantitative studies may thus serve to in-
still in researchers some degree of self-consciousness about the extent to which
their definitions and choices are informed by theoretical assumptions, as well as
their limitations in representing the concepts.

Quantitative methods generate standardized data. Accordingly, they allow for comparative as-
sessment of findings and make it possible to avoid shortcomings related to selective engagement
with idiosyncratic data.

Dealing with numerical data forces one to consider available options about
what and how to measure. Most quantitative methods involve specific procedures
and rules, including clarifying the selection of sources, coding procedures, and
models and, ideally, providing justification for each of these. These procedures
also involve specific precautions to ward off biases associated with, for example,
source selection, sampling, and aggregation. All of this serves to generate stan-
dardized data, thereby making those data comparable to findings of other studies
using the same method. Such common backgrounds in empirical data make it
possible for newer studies to confirm or refute the previous findings of fellow re-
searchers with shared subjects of interest and, ultimately, serve to foster intra- and
inter-community discussion and debate.

The use of quantitative methods facilitates methodological clarity by offering a standardized—
though open for revision and improvement—procedure.

Quantitative methods could encourage scholarly debates on appropriate meth-
odologies specifically because of the methodological and conceptual clarity that
they are, arguably, better equipped with providing. At the most abstract level,
quantitative methodologies can stimulate conversation about the best ways to
study international phenomena. On a more practical level, debates about the
shortcomings and benefits of quantification in general and individual quantitative
methods in particular, as well as suggestions for improving those methods in vari-
ous ways, may ensue. Specifically, because methodologies cannot be divorced
from other philosophical positions on what is and how it can be known, we also
hope that our call for quantitative methods at this juncture in the evolution of a
still developing disciplinary community may itself trigger debates about ontology
and epistemology within that community.

Quantitative Research and Disciplinary Development in Global IR:
The COW Project

The main purpose of most academic quantitative research is to find statistical reg-
ularities. To this end, researchers collect and code data according to clearly
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defined procedures and in most cases use statistical methods to infer those regu-
larities. In this section, we discuss the development of one such project, the
COW, in an effort to clarify how this effort helped generate critical engagement
within the global IR discipline.

The COW project began in 1963 at the University of Michigan (Dessler 1991).
Inspired by a mathematical turn in behavioral sciences such as psychology (Geller
2004), COW became “one of the most ambitious social scientific projects of the
late twentieth century” (Vasquez 1987, 35) and has spawned more than 350 stud-
ies over the years.11 From the very beginning, the project was at the center of criti-
cal engagement within the wider discipline. It is reasonable to argue that the
second great debate of IR, although it had its origins elsewhere, was shaped by
the COW project. As the research design, coding procedures, and methods of
data analysis in the COW project evolved, so did the debate on the merits of a
quantified IR. The project itself instigated additional philosophical debates about
methodology and epistemology from the level of analysis problem (Singer 1961)
to discussion about induction versus deduction.

One of the major contributions of the COW project was that it provided indica-
tors and measurement techniques for a wide range of concepts by explicitly stat-
ing operational definitions of concepts used. These definitions and
measurements were criticized and improved in later periods; ultimately, new mea-
sures for polarization, status inconsistency, concentration of power, and arms
spending were devised. As Singer (1972) claimed, one must first describe the cor-
relates of war before they can be explained, and such measures help to clarify
what is meant by those concepts. A systematic empirical work, especially “the
translation of ideologically loaded verbalization into operationally defined vari-
ables,” may help scholars to discover “a considerable degree of convergence
amongst theoretical models” (Singer 1981, 14). In the case of COW, those who
shared certain common assumptions about methodology were able to improve
and contribute to the discussion by pointing out shortcomings and possible im-
provements. For example, Zinnes (1967) reviewed the definitions of “balance of
power” and compared them to Singer and Small’s (1967) definition. She pro-
posed an arguably more accurate measurement of alliance density in the interna-
tional system so that studies might better account for the relationship between
alliances and the onset of war. Most and Starr (1983) argued that war is an inter-
actional concept and as such not attributable to properties of individual states.
Therefore, they criticized research designs that try to account for wars as out-
comes of national attributes. Similarly, Siverson and Sullivan (1983) criticized re-
search designs that posit that an equal distribution of power leads to war, arguing
that they use data not closely related to theory, that they reduce the variance in in-
dependent variables, and that they are subject to selective use of cases. Altfeld
(1983) agreed with Wallace’s (1979) definition of an arms race, but argued that
his measurement was inaccurate and offered an alternative way. All of this criti-
cism came from within the “scientific” paradigm, that is, from scholars sharing ba-
sic epistemological and methodological assumptions, and resulted in new efforts
to improve the quality of the research being done (Colaresi and Thompson
2005).

For example, initially, Small and Singer (1976) defined war as sustained combat
involving at least one organized armed force, resulting in a minimum of 1,000 bat-
tle-related fatalities among combat personnel. They differentiated between inter-
state (when all participants are sovereign states) and extra-systemic wars, in which
one sovereign state fought against a “less than sovereign political entity” (Small
and Singer 1976, 52). This distinction was itself based on a definition of member-
ship in the international system for which they also made a list to clarify what they

11 ICPSR Website shows 369 publications with references to Correlates of War data sets.
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meant in an operational sense by “sovereign state” (Singer and Small 1966b).
By 2000, the typology had expanded: interstate wars remained the same; extra-sys-
temic wars were now referred to as extra-state wars; the category of civil wars was
expanded to intrastate wars (now including inter-communal wars); and a new cat-
egory of nonstate wars was added (Sarkees and Schafer 2000).

Another major contribution was the systematic collection of data in order to
test rival hypotheses about war. The project began with data on wars since 1815,
both interstate and civil, and contained information about who fought, with
whom, the time and duration, severity (number of battle deaths), regime type of
the warring parties, and the identity of the initiator. Over the years, owing to criti-
cisms voiced both from within and outside the project, the data set was expanded
to incorporate data on alliances and diplomatic ties between states, the number
of intergovernmental organizations, the national capabilities of the major powers,
and contiguity. The collection of data on these other variables was shaped by rival
arguments about the subject matter. For example, Singer and Small (1966a) re-
leased the first data set on international alliances (see also Gibler and Sarkees
2004). Wallace (1973) found that when there are too many or too few alliances,
there are more wars. Bueno de Mesquita (1978) found that increasing tightness
and more alliance bonds is associated with longer wars. Discussions also emerged
about contiguity and the relative likelihood of war. Criticisms that war proneness
has less to do with regime type but more with border contiguity (Stinnett et al.
2002) led Leng to investigate the relationship. A new data set on contiguity was es-
tablished to test this rival claim and led to findings that the relationship between
contiguity and war proneness is not straightforward, as disputes are less frequent
in border zones, which have higher population densities, better transportation fa-
cilities, and more economic transactions (Leng 2002). Further debates around
COW, especially on what constitutes war, led to the establishment of still more
data sets, such as the Militarized Interstate Disputes (MID) (Gochman and Maoz
1984). Based on an understanding of the importance of individual decision mak-
ers, the Behavioral Correlates of War (BCOW) data set on bargaining techniques
was established (Leng and Goodsell 1974; Leng 1987). As a consequence of a nor-
mative preference for a positive definition of “peace,” rather than a negative one
of “absence of war,” some aspects of the COW project evolved into a subfield of
peace studies, thereby changing the normative focus from “what causes war” to
“how to establish peace” (Singer 1970).

Lastly, the COW project helped generate theories. One way it did this was by
connecting the hypotheses that were tested and confirmed by COW data and
transforming them into models. Two examples are Vasquez’s steps-to-war model
(1987) and Gochman’s model on phases of interstate conflict (1993). Both of
these studies connect the empirical findings of the project in a temporal manner
to explain sequentially how and under what conditions a conflict becomes more
likely, escalates, and transforms into war.

The second way in which COW helped theory development was by pointing to
puzzles. One of the most robust findings of the project—that is, democracies do
not fight each other, though they do fight wars as often as do nondemocratic
states—has become a puzzle for researchers to explain and has given way to a sep-
arate democratic peace research program. The claim itself was not new. Babst
(1964), a sociologist, had argued as far back as 1964 that no two democratic states
had ever fought a war, but it took the COW project’s quantified data (Small and
Singer 1976) to reveal the puzzle by introducing data on nondemocratic states as
well, that is, when compared to nondemocracies, democracies are not less war
prone. The COW project brought the discussion to the forefront and provided
the systematic, longitudinal data to spark real debate on the issue. This revival of
interest “can be explained primarily by reference to the quality of the evidence
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and even the coherence of the theoretical structure on which it has been based”
(Ray 2002, 107).

Indeed, the COW project is important not because the findings are undoubt-
edly objective or truthful but because these studies established some criteria ac-
cording to which scholars could meaningfully evaluate and criticize each other’s
claims. Such criticisms led to, for example, a finer discussion of what exactly de-
mocracy or war is and how these concepts should be defined; epistemological de-
bates on empiricism and induction; and discussions on rival variables, which led
researchers to develop even more comprehensive data sets. The policy relevance
of these findings also led to normative discussions, such as those on the legitimacy
and efficacy of promoting democracy abroad to eliminate wars. The empirical
background and explicit methodology that COW provided has made such wide-
ranging debates possible.

An important consequence of this intense interaction inspired by COW was its
success in community building. Apart from the core researchers and graduate stu-
dents at the University of Michigan, other scholars later joined the project from
both the United States and Europe (Vasquez 1987). With those engaged in sec-
ondary data analysis, the number of researchers who have networked through the
project runs into the hundreds. This networking has become possible mostly be-
cause COW designated a clear temporal and spatial domain for research, encour-
aged and used clear definitions for concepts, and established common variable
operationalizations and shared data, and all this made possible replication and
constructive criticism. From the beginning, Singer and Small were determined to
share the data within the wider discipline (Vasquez 1987, 110). Currently, COW’s
numerous cross-national and cross-time data sets are run by a loose network of re-
searchers and institutions from around the world. Each host maintains a major
data set and its documentation and ensures its consistency. This “coordinated de-
centralization” (Correlates of War Project 2015) helps researchers not only share
the costs of data hosting but also sustain a sense of community.

Overall, this review on COW suggests that quantitative methods, especially
those that are incorporated into large-N data-building efforts, encourage re-
searchers to better define concepts on an empirical level and be clear and explicit
about their methodology. In turn, this offers scholars a standardized pool of evi-
dence for testing rival claims, and the totality provides a foundation for fruitful
debates that are less mired in misunderstandings about others’ use of concepts.
On a social level, the resulting heightened interaction serves to establish a sense
of community and helps overcome local disciplinary fragmentation.

In the next section, to gauge whether the aforementioned benefits may be via-
ble for a developing disciplinary community like that of Turkish IR, we review a
few examples from the Turkish IR literature that either descriptively use numeri-
cal data to indicate dependent or independent variables or that statistically estab-
lish associations between them. We look at both descriptive and inferential
studies, as we believe both play a role in producing the aforementioned benefits.

Quantitative Research in Turkish IR

Turkey’s foreign affairs–focused political actors, the foreign actors they engage
with, and the relations established have not only increased numerically in the last
decade but have grown ever more complex. A comprehensive analysis is therefore
difficult to make. Currently, Turkish IR community members are—to echo the
old Indian parable—like blindfolded people trying to describe an elephant based
solely on the limited information available to each of them individually. Hence,
although their observations might be true for a specific time period, region,
group of people, or type of relation, their conclusions differ enormously; they are
not only disparate but sometimes conflicting. The qualitative methods that are
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commonly used in TFA studies clearly do offer some in-depth and detailed infor-
mation; however, the introduction of more quantitative analytical methods could
enable theorists to more easily and efficiently look at the subject matter in a longi-
tudinal and holistic manner and provide opportunities for broad comparative
analyses. In this section, we draw on a few examples of already existing quantita-
tive research in Turkish IR in order to highlight three potential benefits of quanti-
tative methods and the generation of numerical data.

Clarifying Concepts: What Kind of Indicators, How to Define?

To begin with, consider the notion of “foreign policy” as either a dependent or in-
dependent variable and how quantitative studies on TFA have defined it. One way
is to define foreign policy as an outcome, that is, the results when particular for-
eign policy decisions are executed. In this sense, a commonly used indicator of
Turkish foreign policy has been the volume and distribution of Turkish foreign
trade across countries and regions. For example, Kiris�c�i and Kaptano�glu (2011)12

rely on foreign trade data supplied by the Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK) to
argue that economic factors drive Turkish foreign policy. Although they suggest
the trend began in the 1980s, Turkey’s status as a trading state has become more
prominent in the 2000s. Babacan (2010) also refers to changes in foreign trade
data to establish that there has been a change in foreign policy. These studies use
empirical data to describe changes in Turkey’s foreign policy outcomes. In other
words, they use foreign trade data as an indicator of the dependent variable, al-
though their independent variables differ. For instance, Babacan (2010) refers to
the global economic climate as an independent variable, while Kiris�c�i and
Kaptano�glu (2011) refer to economic rationality as an independent variable.

Still other studies define foreign policy as “foreign policy behavior” by decision
makers. For example, Tezcür and Grigorescu (2014) show that the proportional
change in the distribution of foreign trade volume may not be a proper indicator
for assessing change in Turkish foreign policy behavior; they argue that Turkey’s
increasing foreign trade volume with the Middle East might be due to a change
in oil prices. They use Turkey’s voting patterns in the United Nations General
Assembly over the past three decades as an indicator of Turkish foreign policy be-
havior and, accordingly, assess change in that voting. Another study that defines
foreign policy as behavior is Civan et al. (2013), who used then Prime Minister
Recep Tayyip Erdo�gan’s foreign visits as an indicator of foreign policy and investi-
gated the effect of foreign visits on international trade by using a standard trade
gravity model.

Hatipo�glu and Palmer (2014) also combine two quantitative indicators to mea-
sure Turkey’s foreign policy change. The authors argue that as Turkey’s capabili-
ties increase, the country is more drawn to efforts to change the status quo. As
indicators of foreign policy change, they use official foreign aid figures and
NATO figures on the Turkish military’s capital intensiveness. Use of foreign aid
and the military’s technological capability, the authors argue, are suitable indica-
tors for gauging Turkey’s foreign policy change as they are more effective as tools
for instigating change than for maintaining the status quo. Therefore, although
the researchers do not develop quantitative indicators for foreign policy per se,
they use quantitative indicators for foreign policy change, at least as indicators of
the “intent to change.”

12 They also use data from the Higher Election Board of Turkey on party vote distribution in the 2002 and 2007
general elections in the so-called Anatolian Tiger cities and data on the entry of persons from Turkey’s neighbor-
hood compiled from data obtained from the Foreigners Department of the Ministry of Interior and State Statistical
Institute Annual Reports.
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A brief comparison of these studies gives clues about different meanings that
might be associated with foreign policy. On the surface, all these studies are about
Turkish foreign policy change, and all of them suggest that there has been a
change, but the use of quantitative indicators, and the explicitness that those de-
mand, makes it easier to understand what the authors mean when they use the
concept of foreign policy (outcome or intention) and what aspect of foreign pol-
icy they are investigating.

Another important contribution these works have made is their attempt to clar-
ify what is meant by the notion of the “West” or the “Middle East.” According to
their aggregation of data, Tezcür and Grigorescu (2014) identify the latter as
Algeria, Bahrain, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco,
Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, the United Arab Emirates, and
Yemen. Their comparison of Middle Eastern countries and Iran thus becomes
less certain, as a decrease in foreign policy affinity with Iran would also decrease
the measure of affinity with other Middle Eastern countries since the two variables
are dependent by definition. This criticism is only possible because in aggregating
the data, the authors were forced to explicitly state, rather than imply, what they
meant by the “Middle East.” Their propositions are open to debate, but it is the
conceptual clarity demanded by the use of quantitative indicators that makes such
debate possible.

Standardized Data to Compare Empirical Claims

A recent study shows that published articles that cover Turkey as a subject area
are predominantly single case studies. Only 3 out of 627 articles published about
Turkey between 1990 and 2014 in the top 40 ISI journals were large-N studies,
and 164 were comparative case studies (Somer 2014). Although single case studies
may have certain strengths, such as providing in-depth, intensive information
about a phenomenon or tracing the processes and mechanisms between causes
and observed outcomes, they are limited in establishing external validity, that is,
in the extent to which their results can be generalized to other cases (George and
Bennett 2005). The evidence posited by each case study necessarily confirms the
theoretical position of that study. For assessing a particular claim, one needs a
sample of evidence that is different from the one used to build that claim.
However, when each study is based on a separate collection of data and when the
data collected are not standard across studies, comparing their findings is no lon-
ger entirely feasible as the observed convergence or divergence between findings
may be related to differences in data collection procedures rather than to an ac-
tual substantive difference. Quantitative data-building research (especially large-N
studies), conversely, provides a standardized pool of evidence for testing hypothe-
ses generated from existing theories across a multitude of cases.

Until such projects take off in a developing discipline such as Turkish IR, ef-
forts can still be made to improve the external validity of single cases. The first
step is to build up data on Turkey in a manner comparable to other studies so
that the findings can be integrated into existing large-N studies, even if the au-
thors do not actively take part in the core research group. Using the same coding
criteria, selecting sources that are analogous to those used by an existing large-N
study, and using the same analysis software or techniques can make the findings
of an otherwise independent study comparable to a large body of other findings,
as the data generated will be in standardized form. Two examples of such studies
are those by Görener and Uc�al (2011), who explore then Prime Minister
Erdo�gan’s worldview and leadership style, and Kesgin (2013), who analyzes not
only Erdo�gan’s style but also that of all Turkish prime ministers since 1990. Both
studies utilized the Leadership Trait Analysis method developed by Hermann
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(1980), a method consisting of systematic content analysis of decision makers’ ver-
bal records, using content analysis software. By using a well-established and clearly
defined method, both studies were able to draw on earlier insights related to that
method. For example, both chose to use so-called spontaneous material—rather
than speeches and other prepared documents as proposed by the method’s origi-
nal developer—in order to avoid the shortcomings associated with analyzing the
traits of speechwriters rather than leaders. Second, and more importantly, they
can reliably compare their findings with other studies that have used the same
method. For example, Görener and Uc�al (2011, 365) were able to state that
Erdo�gan’s traits resemble those of other Middle Eastern leaders, except in terms
of self-confidence. Kesgin (2013, 146), on the other hand, was able to argue that
when compared to Turkey’s other leaders, Erdo�gan’s self-confidence was close to
the mean.

The method used in these studies was explicit in terms of what source material
should be chosen and how the data should be grouped, enabling the researchers
to produce comparable results. The methodological clarity provided made it eas-
ier for their work to be part of a wider global comparative foreign policy network,
and as such, their results have become part of a growing collection of data about
leadership traits, which can then be of use to other researchers worldwide.

Methodological Clarity: How to Measure?

Quantitative studies can also trigger debates about methodology because of their
comparative explicitness in collecting and measuring data. Consider two recent
cases of originally created event data sets that have been designed specifically for
understanding Turkey’s foreign relations. The first of these attempts is an ongo-
ing effort to generate an event data set that will cover the behaviors of all political
actors in Turkey and their relationships both with each other and with foreign ac-
tors. Turkey’s Foreign Affairs Dataset (TFAED) uses the CAMEO codebook devel-
oped by Schrodt (2012) and covers the years 1991–2014, using Agence France Presse
reports as its data source. An offshoot of this is an effort to extend TFAED by cod-
ing Turkey-based Anatolia News Agency (AA) reports using TABARI (version 8.4b1)
software (Tuzuner and Biltekin 2013).

A second event data set has been constructed covering the behaviors of govern-
mental actors in Turkey in the years 2002–2012 (Beriker 2014). The project uses
verbatim policy declarations and factual reported data on foreign policy actions as
they appear in four Turkish-language and two English-language Turkey-based news-
papers. The coding was done manually and contains 4,673 entries. Unlike TFAED,
Beriker developed an original coding framework—the Foreign Policy Circumplex
(FPC-TR)—that prescribes a different set of criteria in coding actors’ behaviors.

Since both of these data sets measure Turkey’s foreign policy behavior, a com-
parison between them may reveal various weaknesses or advantages of different as-
pects of event data research and possibly lead to the creation of better tools. For
example, there is an ongoing discussion in the global/core disciplinary commu-
nity over the validity and reliability of event data generated from open news sour-
ces for analyzing actors’ behaviors (Taylor 2013). Several studies have questioned
the reliability and validity of data sets from newspapers, arguing that selection
bias (the subjective judgments of editors and reporters while deciding which
events will be reported) and description bias (representation of news in a manner
that will invoke strong audience interest) may impede such studies. Since these
two Turkish data sets use different types of sources (domestic vs. international),
their comparison could provide an important contribution to these debates.
Another comparison could be made with respect to human coding versus
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machine coding. Both of these are potential methodological contributions with
value for the global IR discipline.

Indeed, such methodological contributions in which local quantitative research
may help instigate communication with the global discipline have materialized al-
ready in the case of the Hatipo�glu and Palmer (2014) study. In using the
Composite Index of National Comparability (CINC) database, the authors discov-
ered a measurement error; the size of Turkey’s urban population had been mis-
calculated for the previous 8 years, resulting in an apparent decline in total
capabilities. By corresponding with the hosts of the data set, they were able to get
the data updated, a correction that would not have been possible if the coding
and measurement standards of the CINC were not explicit.

Conclusion

Scholarly debates are key to a disciplinary community’s academic and social devel-
opment. One of the major conclusions of this evaluation has been that Turkish
IR is a fragmented community that does not actively engage in scholarly debates.
We argue that one way of overcoming such fragmentation and spawning debates
in a developing disciplinary community can be to have more studies using quanti-
tative research methods. The logic behind this call starts with the simple reality
that in a discipline still dominated by qualitative research, the increased use of
quantitative methodologies constitutes more diversity. More importantly, though,
this call builds on the idea that quantitative methods produce methodological
and conceptual clarity by suggesting specific step-by-step processes in the opera-
tionalization of concepts, the selection of sources and units of observation, and
the analysis of data. This clarity can in turn allow for more systematic criticism,
thereby generating fruitful debates and contributing to scientific progress and de-
velopment within a maturing disciplinary community. Quantitative methods may
therefore help Turkish IR build the foundations upon which synchronized theo-
retical and methodological development can be based.

Using quantitative methods may also help theoretical innovation not just locally
but on a global disciplinary scale by increasing scholarly communication and col-
laboration. A group of scholars who use a particular method to work on different
aspects of a certain subject will necessarily develop shared axioms about ontology,
methodology, or both. Even such a partial, basic consensus can pave the way to
more fruitful and progressive debates, as defining research groups is the most
practical way to make clear who agrees (or disagrees) with whom and on what
grounds. In particular, the generation of large-N data sets, which are built and
can be improved on through extensive collaborative work over time, is an experi-
ence that itself can be conducive to establishing and developing a community.
This call should obviously not be construed as a proposed “enforced conversion”
of researchers into a single group; indeed, the more communities the better.
Ultimately, our call is not one for paradigmatic uniformity but an echo of those
supporting theoretical and methodological diversity in the global discipline
(noted most recently by Ferguson 2015), but our proposed method of achieving
that diversity in the case of Turkish IR is through greater use of quantitative
methods.

We therefore suggest, in a perhaps counterintuitive manner when encouraging
diversity, that by working with clearly defined, quantitative methods, Turkish IR
scholars can build bodies of consensus along various shared principles. The aim
of using these methods and building these bodies of consensus is not to put an
end to all disagreements and magically bridge the axiological and theoretical di-
vergence in the subfield. On the contrary, we hope that the use of these methods
and their outcomes will attract fierce criticism on all grounds—from the ontologi-
cal level to those of data collection, analysis, and interpretation. Such systematic
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criticisms and meaningful interaction are extremely valuable as they provide fer-
tile grounds for disciplinary progress.

Finally, it would be remiss of us not to mention the major criticisms against
quantitative methods that come from critical approaches that argue that quantita-
tive research methods are “instruments for structuring reality in certain ways” and
that “under the guise of ‘objectivity,’ statistical procedures can serve to legitimize
and universalize certain power relations because they give a ‘stamp of truth’ to
the definitions upon which they are based” (Tickner 2005, 15). The neutrality ar-
guably associated with quantitative research is used to avert questioning by others
on moral grounds “when in fact the value sets and assumptions of the researchers
tacitly guide problem definition and analysis” (Carley 1981, 20), especially with re-
spect to policy-related research. When the data are obtained from formal institu-
tions, their reliability is deemed even more questionable because of such
institutions’ interest in bolstering public perception of the government’s or that
specific institution’s performance.

We would counter, first, that the use of quantitative methodologies does not
necessarily indicate a commitment to an objectivist/neutral epistemology, as, by it-
self, use of quantitative methods does not entail any claims as to “the existence of
objective knowledge, discrete variables or the appropriateness of dominant dis-
courses of epistemology and ontology” (Sjoberg and Horowitz 2013, 105).
Indeed, because of its explicitness, quantitative research may arguably help to re-
veal a researcher’s preferences, values, and omissions and, hence, allow the reader
to more readily evaluate the resulting research based on normative questions and
political implications of such choices. Moreover, if critical theorists deal with “the
questions that are not asked because of the lack of data” (Tickner 2014, 110 ft.28),
then one way to generate more questions is to collect such data, particularly if
ready-made government-collected data are found to be unreliable.

More importantly, perhaps, it is imperative to remember that critical theory is
the product of a disciplinary community that has gone through many stages of de-
velopment and that can afford to question those accumulated past experiences.
Such questioning is even healthy in a context of established paradigms and ongo-
ing intradisciplinary debates. In a still developing discipline like Turkish IR, tak-
ing to heart criticisms against a particular methodology or methods that have not
yet been given a chance to be used, challenged, and revised would be preemptive
and would rob that discipline of the chance to learn from that process. As with
any evolving entity, a maturing discipline must learn from its mistakes; without
that, it will unfortunately remain stunted and naı̈ve.
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