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As I have been in this country for thirty years, I feel that besides looking at things as a Turk, I am also able to see things
from the American perspective. My last job in the World Bank was Managing Director, after about ten years as Vice
President for the East Asia Region. Presently, in addition to my current job as an Advisor to the Istanbul Chamber of
Industry (ISO), I am also a member of the Science Board of the Scientific and Technological Council of Turkey. I mainly go
around the country visiting universities, chambers and other civil society organizations to give lectures. I particularly like the
discussion part of those lectures because it gives me a sense of what people think and how they approach to general
problems in the country. I will try to do the same thing here, but also give you my impressions of how Turkish people view
things.

I feel a bit uncomfortable with the term Turkish "economic" crisis. I think it is more appropriate to say that it is the "Turkish
crisis," because it is not limited to the economy. It also encompasses political and social domains. The most biting part, of
course, is the economic part of it. Many perceive the current crisis differently. For instance, the institutions that are most
interested in what Turkey is doing these days have very positive impressions about what is happening in Turkey. Mr.
Deppler, the director of the European Department of the International Monetary Fund (IMF), said in his August 14 article in
the Financial Times: "It may well be just a matter of time for markets to appreciate Turkey's stronger fundamentals. The
inflation is already slowing, the current account is swinging sharply a surplus, and growth appears to be turning on the
strength of the booming tourism. With disciplined implementation, this is a program that is on the verge of paying off." "We
do think that the program is well implemented," Deppler added. There is clearly a problem of market confidence, which we
think still continues, and sustained implementation should take care of. Apart from such positive statements by some
American visitors and former members of the State Department, there are also problems expressed by people in the
capital markets. For instance, in recent Deutsche Bank review, there is a grim evaluation of Turkey's ability in managing its
debt problem, which was before the decision announced in Argentina. 

Many politicians are quite unhappy about the situation in Turkey. However, the political leadership claims that everything is
going fine and they are very happy with the implementation of the program. The people, on the other hand, are concerned
with an increasing number of unemployment, and the Turkish business is living under the constant threat of bankruptcy
due to high interest rates. 

This reminded me of what happened to me in mid-80s in one of the Southeast Asian countries. I gave a lecture
somewhere and talked about how well the country was doing. A young and extremely capable journalist caught me
afterwards, and said: "How dare you say that everything is going so fine?" She was a member of a minority group in that
country, and gave me a long list of the problems as she sees them. I said she was right. She said: "What do you mean I'm
right, you said everything is going fine." I replied: "Yes, if I were a citizen of your country, I would complain about the same
things. But, when I look at your country from an international organization, I compare it with other countries dealing with
similar problems, and pass judgment on the performance of your country, and decide accordingly. And, on that score, your
country is doing well." Therefore, when I look at what people say about Turkey, this problem of perspective is something
that I always remember and when there is an occasion, I mention it to remind others. In terms of what Mr. Deppler says in
his article that the current account deficit is being reduced, there is an increase in export and tourism earnings in view of
the fact that the very steep devaluation of Turkish currency is increasing. Therefore, the current account is bound to be
positive and the inflation is going down. Despite all these positive developments, the economy came almost to a standstill.
If the program can be implemented well, we will be out of the macroeconomic difficulties. But are there other problems to
think about? I see these problems in four different groups that are closely interrelated: Macroeconomic, Structural,
Behavioral, and Strategy.

The macroeconomic problems that we feel since 1999 with the earthquake and the impact of the Russian crisis, with the
loss of confidence and strong capital movements outside of the country, and a very strong decline in the GDP and the IMF
program at the end of 1999, I think there was a strategic mistake. The program was put in place at a time when the
Turkish currency had already started to be overvalued. A modest devaluation at that point would have helped the program.



In fact, the program appeared to be succeeding at the beginning, and received accolades from some economists as a
successfully implemented program. However, the lack of decline in inflation was such that the current account deficit was
increasing and the gross reserves in the Central Bank were reasonably high - at the order of 28-29 billion. But it was clear
that with the lack of confidence and lack of serious and determined implementation of some policies, especially structural
policies, this could not continue. Therefore, the speculative action became very dominant, and we reached the beginning
of the first big crisis in October 2000.

By the beginning of December, Turkish economy came to the point of melting down. In fact, we all got very worried about
it. I, myself, made a special trip to Ankara to try to convince the government to agree with the IMF, but they said they
wouldn't agree with the IMF, because the latter was asking to float the currency. I told them this was the biggest chance
the IMF was offering to them, because if the IMF offered floating the currency, then you could negotiate with the IMF about
the conditions of this floating. The IMF expected the results of the floating and if these results were not achieved, it would
be committed to additional action in order to carry out the program. But they insisted to keep the program as it was with
very minor changes and, of course, it didn't continue very successfully, and we fell into another big crisis at the time of the
National Security Council meeting, where the Prime Minister came out and you know what happened. Anyhow, the crisis of
February broke out, the Turkish currency was floated, that float is still continuing and is causing quite a bit of unhappiness,
especially on the part of businessmen because they can't foresee their future, make commitments, undertake investments,
so they feel that we are in a difficult position. There has not been a successful control of the inflation. In the first part of the
program, inflation started to go down, which was seen as one of the major signs of success, but at the same time, the
current account deficit was increasing so the discrepancy between the objectives and the limitations was becoming
obvious. Now, there is a situation where the changes in the value of the Turkish currency are creating quite a bit of a
problem. The interest rates have not gone down as much as expected. There is a slight decline in the inflation rates, and
this is the rate that Mr. Deppler refers to. The problems in the financial sector have not been put under full control yet.
There are quite a number of banks currently under the control of the Saving Deposit Insurance Funds; and the selling of
these banks is recently moving faster than it was until the last few days, but it's still a problem. Although the
macroeconomic situation is showing some signs of improvement, according to the Deutsche Bank's fund management
assessment, there may be a problem in Turkey's managing its debt.

What about the structural problems? If you only look at macro problems and if you were able to put them under control,
would all of Turkey's problems disappear, or do we still face some other issues that need to be tackled? There was a
mistaken impression in the Turkish public opinion that passing about two dozen laws would put the structural problems
under control. Turkish structural problems, of course, will not be solved with the passing of fifteen laws. It will surely help to
solve some other problems but it is just a beginning. If you pass fifteen laws, which prevent monopolies, reduce
government's control over the economy, and improve human rights, then it will be a solution to Turkey's structural
problems. Obviously, there is some relation between macroeconomic problems and some of these laws, which are related
to structural problems. They are basically related to the control of the economy by the government such as the telecom
law, tender law, and things of that kind. However, the structural problems are not limited to those. They ask me, "What is
the economic solution to those problems?" and I say, "I started life as an economist and people think of me as an
economist, but I'm not going to give you an answer as an economist. The most important problem in Turkey is the rule of
law and the functioning of the judicial system, because in a country where the rule of law is not supreme and the justice
system is not functioning effectively, you can't have a smoothly working economic system. You can't have an economic life
within which you can have your contracts safely and have clear belief that disagreements and disputes will be solved in a
fairly short time which will make you say that justice has spoken. This is one of the most important problems Turkey has to
solve." 

I returned to Turkey in 1995 from the World Bank, and one of the first things I did was to look at the budget. There were
some funds based on transfers from the budget. Among them, what surprised me most was a comparison I made
between the fund for the improvement of the judicial services and the religious funds. The money allocated to the religious
funds was about more than 10 times than the fund for the improvement of the judicial services. In this type of situation, you
can't easily expect an effective functioning of the judicial system. So much so that, in 1997 or 1998, the Chief Justice of the
High Appellate Court, or more precisely the Appellate Court, that is what we call 'Yargitay', said that the judges have to
make a choice between their conscience and their pockets. The Turkish words rhyme: "Cuzdanlari ve vicdanlari." Vicdan is
your conscience and cuzdan is your pocket. So, when the situation comes to that point, you really have to see where you
have to start making changes. You can pass several laws, and you can feel that passing the tender law is much more
important than anything else. That's how it looks from outside. From inside, the order may be different, although you want
to achieve the same results.

In terms of behavioral problems, Turkey, unfortunately, has a weakness of "social capital with positive externalities." As
you know, social capital is defined as people in a society coming together, having confidence in each other, and trying to
solve problems together. That is rather weak in the Turkish society, or was rather weak, because when I come to how I
look at the future, I'm going to use it as one of the things, which I feel is on the verge of a very significant change. In
Turkey, people do not come together; they have a tendency to split when they have slight differences of opinion; and rather
than keeping their energies and their strength to fight other groups, they have a tendency to fight among themselves even
if they may be on the same side of the political spectrum. The second thing is: we love in Turkey to find single dimensional
miraculous solutions to problems. But, we also feel that somebody else has to foot the bill. It is our problem that you want
problem to be solved, but somebody else has to pay for it. That somebody else usually is the government, but it may be
the rich, it may be the farmers, it may be anyone. So, there is a general tendency that when there are problems, we always



look for the solution of problems in the shortest time period, and we want them to be solved with one miraculous action,
and we want them to be paid by somebody other than us. I have been fighting with this in the ISO, since I have been
advising them and I think I made a little progress in what I'm trying to explain to them. So, these are the behavioral
problems, which need to be changed.

What are the problems of strategy? I do not think that the politicians and people who finally sign letters of intent to the IMF
or write political party programs fully understand and think very carefully on the dynamics of change on the effect of
interest groups in preventing significant changes. I have experienced this several times in Turkey and in other countries;
therefore, it helped me to try to understand what social change means, when and how you can do it. Because when you
start changing something, even with the most simple and justifiable reason of having accustomed to do something like
that, somebody comes and tries to change it, so you become a part of the interest group which tries to prevent the
changes you are trying to put in place. However, it is the time of crisis when relationships among these interest groups
weaken. In fact, they find themselves in conflict with one another. Therefore, the times of crisis are the times when you can
really undertake significant changes, and Turkey is living in such a period. The interested parties, which usually join forces,
now find each other in their way, and there is a problem in trying to find something to satisfy several groups at the same
time, and that forces different groups of people to look for some compromise. Turkey, unfortunately, has been having
strategic problems in the last 2-3 years. When you start making structural changes, you have to make sure that you do it in
short enough time so that the reform fatigue does not settle in. When you ask people to make sacrifices, they are prepared
to make sacrifices for some time, but they immediately want to see the benefits of their sacrifices. If you do it in a longer
period of time, then you can't expect people to continue making sacrifices. The second thing is, if it is a long period of time,
then the powerful groups can renegotiate the burden they have to carry on their own shoulders, and they start making
some deals with the governments and shift the burden to some other groups. This happened in Turkey during the first year
of the program. There were certain things regarding the banking system, the business sector, and taxation. Since the time
was long enough, the powerful interest groups renegotiated their burdens and shifted them. This was one of the reasons
where the program could not result with success. However, there is the other side of the story as well. The program has to
be laid off to a long enough period so that people do not immediately go to the streets. So it is the very fine political
judgment which is very important to have a program in short enough time to avoid the first problem, and long enough to
avoid the second. Turkey is fighting with these types of problems. When people ask, "Why haven't you been able to solve
these problems?" first, the problems are much more complex and interrelated with each other. Second, it really requires
very different type of political assessment, judgment, and action.

Now, let me tell you what is happening in Turkey today. Since I travel a lot and talk to different members of the civil society,
they may have asked me to talk about international organizations, their policies, about the Turkish technology or scientific
research. But at the end, when we come to the discussion period they all turn to the same questions. Well, I have been
following Turkish politics with some degree of understanding and closeness from 1945 onward, from the period when we
initiated the multi-party system. I have never seen such an intensive, and, to a large extent, enlightened discussion of
Turkish problems. You won't see it as much in the press, or when you talk to the politicians. However, when you go to the
grassroots, you discover that there is a different attitude. People in little towns organize themselves to have conferences
and they invite speakers from outside. They are not close friends at the beginning, but they decide that this is something
they have to do. Wherever they have these meetings, they refuse requests for a full table, because they don't want a family
to come and sit together and talk to each other. They also bring their adolescent children with them, and they ask you
questions, which you never heard being asked before. It is not ideologically colored; it is a mixture of ideas. Therefore,
what gives me great hope about Turkey is that under the surface, there is quite a bit of a change going on. For instance, in
some of the foundations we come together with the leadership group, not the chairman of the party, but deputy chairmen
of all different parties, discuss issues and try to find problems for corruption, try to find effective ways to do something to
change the Constitution and to find the possible impact of the economic or legal changes in the system. As I said before,
social capital is a group of people coming together, so a gang is based on a social capital among themselves, but its
externalities are primitive. What I'm talking about is people coming together with positive externalities, not only helping
themselves, but also helping the society in general. This is the thing that has been happening very rapidly in Turkey. We
are on the verge of some really important changes. Whether these changes come at the time of the next elections or they
start having an impact on some unexpected time that I can't know. What I can say, after having failed myself several
times, I had to resign as the head of the Economic Planning Department because I couldn't convince the government
about the land reform, the reorganization of the state economic enterprises. I again resigned in 1972 from the government,
which I was invited to write its program, and carry out the reforms, which they are still trying to implement. However, today,
we have a different atmosphere. 

Let me give you one last example. In the ISO, they decided to study strategically the conditions for competitiveness for
certain sectors. The ISO is the largest industry chamber in Turkey with 9,000 members approximately, and has 53 sector
committees. We announced this to sector committees, and we said that we would help you with advice and with the staff
of the Chamber to prepare a strategic look for competitiveness of your sector. We asked: "Which sector wants to be the
first one?" We thought that either textile or leather industry would be in the lead. But, it was consumer electronics. They
came with a shopping list, saying that the government should do this, provide that, etc. I had a discussion with them, and
said, "This is a shopping list which has no strategic value, no significance. Why don't you start thinking more strategically
and see if it is all on your shoulders? How would you do it in cooperation among yourselves? You may compete
domestically; sometimes you may act jointly in the markets outside. And supposing that you won't get any subsidies, or any
financial encouragement from the government, what would you do?" I also gave them an example of one or two strategic



papers prepared by some countries on these types of studies in the automotive sector and the chemical sector. And now
we establish a relationship between the research institutes of the Scientific and Technological Research Council and the
members of the ISO to study bio-industries. At the beginning, the industrial groups were very surprised, but now they start
accepting more. I said, "Look, forget the good-old days where you don't have to do anything. I won't prepare and present to
you everything on a platter so that you will enjoy that and you will make big profits. If there is a big profit to be made, it will
be on the basis of your competitiveness and your selection of the right industry, technology, and the management
techniques." There are still people who complain that the government is not giving us this, not doing that, etc. I think these
are very important and encouraging changes that are happening. I am personally looking forward to see that Turkey will
solve its problems, maybe not in the near future, but there will be significant leaps forward for a different society and for a
different production structure and social and political behavior.

Question: The one word that you did not use in your speech that is so commonly used in Turkey is "psychological". People
talk of psychological problems that negatively affect the Turkish economy from within as well as from without. I'd love you
to expand on that. Another question I have is, given the fact that we do not have elections on the horizon, and without
focusing specifically on Mr. Dervis' program, can you look at the other side of the coin in reference to the opinion poll and
give us the less optimistic possibility, which is inherent even in your own analysis?

Attila Karaosmanoglu: Yes. I complained about people asking me when the next crisis would be rather than whether there
would be a crisis at all. Let me give you an example. Once, I was going somewhere and my driver had to stop by a gas
station. The station attendant came up to him and they started talking for a while. When the driver came back, I asked him
if he knew the station attendant. He replied that he did not know him, and the attendant asked him what the rate of
exchange at such and such date would be, and when the driver wondered why the station attendant asked him about this,
the latter replied, "Well, isn't it Karaosmanoglu in the car? He must know, he should tell you." Therefore, psychological
problems are not unimportant but they are of short duration. For instance, when Mr. Dervis came to Turkey, he was
announced as a savior. Now, on the other hand, people blame him on grounds that he says pink or white lies about the
optimistic outcome of the economic developments. The most important factor is the government control. In Turkey, the
government wants to be a referee and a player at the same time. However, if you are both at the same time, it is clear who
will win the match. This needs to be changed through some structural legislation regarding the monopolies, or other
government-owned businesses. But it must not stop there. If the government accepts the free economy, it should accept
other things as well that go along with it. For instance, people say Ozal opened the economy, he did this, he did that etc.
Indeed, he did open the economy, but he did not make the necessary changes, which have to go along with the economy
such as by reducing intervention to the economy in the areas where it is so needed. Therefore, I believe that the
government should leave the judgment to an independently functioning authority. This is an extremely difficult thing to do.
For instance, some of the boards that are to be established now are supposed to be independent of the government, but in
reality they are not. Once, at the end of a speech that I gave, the chairman of the organization that presided the speech
came up to me and said, "You have given us a speech that we are not accustomed to listen but we benefited from it."
because I tried to explain that, with time, monopoly action has to be defined in terms of monopolies' effect on the final
consumer, and not in terms of the market size. The main factor has to be the final consumer. These types of speeches
could not have been imagined a few years ago, nobody would listen to them, but now everyone wants to.

Question: The IMF and the Turkish government have had monthly negotiations. It seems evident that the IMF does not
have a very good record, not only in Turkey but also in other countries. So, what I do not understand is why the Turkish
government should continue to negotiate with the IMF, and what would happen if the Turkish government, in fact,
attempted to sort its problems on its own without adopting some very disastrous IMF policies, such as floating the
currency, or the anti-growth policies such as extreme taxation. In your view, could you explain the relationship with the IMF
and how that might have to change in the future to realize some of the structural and behavioral changes that Turkey
requires?

Question: I'd like you to elaborate on the possible implications of the IMF's Argentina package. Secondly, from this point
on, what do you suggest the government to do to make the program work, or any suggestions that could make things
better?

Question: As Turkey goes through the eighteenth standby program with the IMF; I'd like to know if you know of any
countries that have survived thanks to the IMF's support? Secondly, what do you think of Turkey's chances to catch up
with the western developed countries? Also, are you interested in politics in Turkey in the near future? 

Question: I am not a critic of the IMF, but I want to ask a question concerning the advocacy of the foreign exchange or
debt repayment, both in the public and private sectors. Do you anticipate a London or Paris club rescheduling? I know that
IMF and the World Bank both have money to lend to Turkey. The private banks in Germany have huge amount of
exposure. Obviously there were a lot of claims on whatever foreign exchange is available out there. I'd like to get your
informed speculation of what might transpire over the next six months?

Attila Karaosmanoglu: I will take on the question about the IMF first. Who else would lend $18 billion to Turkey? The IMF
has some idea of a program, which will provide macroeconomic stability in a country that will enable the country to pay its
external obligations. Of course, it has some rules about how much it can give according to the existing policies and share
in the IMF quota to the countries; but ultimately, it is up to the countries how to go about it. Nobody forces any country to
go to the IMF. If you need the money, you need to find certain sources. Moreover, IMF's assessment of a country's
economic liability in terms of international economic relationship is still recognized by the business community in the world.



Therefore, no one can complain that IMF imposed this or that on a certain country. Usually what happens is, whenever a
country asks for some sources from the IMF, the country is asked whether it has a program. After they examine the
program, and decide that it would not bring about the desired outcome, they provide their own. At this point, the country
has to comply in order to receive the IMF funds. There is no rule in the IMF, which the Turkish representatives have not
approved of, because Turkey has been a member of the IMF since the beginning. Therefore, I think it is unfair to accuse
IMF in this type of situations.

Now, how to proceed without the IMF? So far, Turkey has not been able to receive foreign investment. What you are
saying comes close to what Mr. O'Neil was saying when he became the Secretary of Treasury. He said, "Let us forget
about the IMF programs, the countries should make themselves 'bankable', and when they are 'bankable', they can get all
the necessary money they need." But now, he made a statement about Argentina saying that he is happy the Argentinean
government, the IMF and the US government can agree on a basis, and that the IMF will lend $8 billion more in addition to
the $14 billion lent before. This sum is already out of proportion to Argentina's quota in the IMF.

Question: Is there any other country that has that track record with the IMF? 

Attila Karaosmanoglu: Well, let me give you a historical example from a good old friend of mine, who was the Chancellor
of the Exchequer. They went up to him and asked for a letter of intent to which he replied, "My letter of intent is my budget
which I gave to the Parliament." That budget had all the necessary policies, which would be acceptable to the IMF. Of
course, it was the Great Britain, so the IMF could not refuse easily. There is, however, also a possibility for the applicant
country in trying to convince the IMF of its program. It should also be taken into account that in today's globalizing world,
there is no financial architecture in which the IMF could play the supervisory role comfortably and effectively. So, there
were cases in the past where the IMF has been successful, but it was a different financial world structure. By the same
token, it is not the same world of 1997, when the former Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board said that if the capital
flows cannot be followed then the world would be left in the hands of rubbers and pirates. Today, one of the weakest points
in these economically suffering countries (including the Southeast Asian countries) is the banking sector. I witnessed the
'Asian miracle' since I was the Vice-President from 1981 to 1991. We had all kinds of reforms carried out in South Korea
and Malaysia. Yet, they never could do anything about the banking system. It always proved to be the most impenetrable
sector, which today is the cause of the headaches in all of these countries.

Now, I would like to address the question about Turkey's catching up with the West. Mr. Demirel announced in 2000 that
Turkey would reach the average income of the industrialized OECD countries. For my part, what I did was arithmetically
correct. My mistake, however, was I did not appreciate the difficulty in explaining the simple arithmetic to my countrymen.
At the time, I had said, "If OECD countries grow as much as they did in the last 10 years between 1960 and 1970, and if
Turkey grew at the same rate as it did between these years, it would take Turkey more than 2000 years to catch their
average. Therefore, we have to increase our savings, be more careful with population planning, and we have to reduce the
capital-output ratio in our investments." I also showed how rapidly we would be able to catch up with the West.

When the crisis broke out last year, Turkey had enough foreign currency reserves, giving the impression that it was in a
comfortable situation. Not all the money that disappeared from the reserves did go outside the country. Many families took
money out of the circulation as a safeguard. This money can come back to the economy depending on the market
confidence. Just like Argentina, Turkey needs to work on the consolidation or the foreign exchange of debt for a different
structure, since the steep debt payment is due in a very short period of time. The Turkish debt is now close to the total
national income. This can be paid if there is an appropriate payment structure. There was an additional operation that was
made, but it was an operation within the public sector. They have extended the payment period for some of the interest,
which needed to be paid immediately. The IMF is supporting a similar plan in Argentina. As a matter of fact, $3 billion out
of the $8 billion is expected to be used to facilitate the restructuring of the debt payment.

Question: Why are the Turkish sectors in such extreme debt?

Attila Karaosmanoglu: Today, you cannot separate public from private, short-term from long-term debt. When there is an
inability in a country to pay debt to whatever sector it may be, everything comes together. Today, the Paris and London
clubs as well as other bilateral agreements no longer function as they used to function in the past. 

Question: Are you proposing an IMF-supported debt-restructuring program for Turkey?

Attila Karaosmanoglu: I am not proposing it now. If it comes to the point where Turkey cannot meet its obligations, it
seems that the IMF is prepared to do something different than we are accustomed to see in the past cases. I hope we do
not need to do that.

Question: What do you think are the most important similarities and differences between this crisis and the one in 1994,
and how those differences might affect the outcome relative to what happened in 1994?

Attila Karaosmanoglu: Unfortunately, I do not have the data with me to give you a good comparison of the two crises. One
always learns a lesson out of every crisis but the lessons are not always entirely ingrained in those crises. You have to find
solutions in today's conditions.

Question: Does the social capital, or positive externalities that you talked about, get through to those making the decisions
and governing the country? Do you see any sign that this somewhat fermented situation is getting up?



Attila Karaosmanoglu: It is not very easy to talk about certain things. For instance, I was invited, on many occasions, by
some members of political parties and had private discussions with them. Therefore, I can see the way members of
Parliament are looking to their leaders. They are also very uncomfortable with the positions taken by their leaders. It is true
that in Turkey, the leaders do not have to listen to their subordinates but it is becoming more and more difficult not to
listen.

Question: Looking at the last CSIS analysis, "Politics under the Shadow of the Third Wave", you can make the case that
this system will only undertake the changes in extremes when the third wave really does hit. Until then, Turkey and the
government is going to live beyond its means. To a non-economist, I have a real problem being optimistic; worrying about
the rescheduling of the Turkish debts. You can only get funds from within, from taxation and from lending in getting people
to buy bonds. From abroad, you can either raise the money from the private financial markets, or you get it from the
international financial institutions. When it can, Turkey has to borrow at an exorbitant rate, while others, like Greece,
borrow at LIBOR + .5. There is no way on earth, that any government can sustain itself this way. Taxes will be very difficult
to raise, since the economy has shrunk by 5 percent, maybe more and, again domestically, you have to borrow at a very
high interest rate. Yet, the Turkish government is still living beyond its means. An example is the way in which the Turkish
public sector is going to be further strained by Turkey's obligation with respect to the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline.

Attila Karaosmanoglu: If you look at it in the short-term, the way the Turkish government is still forced to borrow is an
unmanageable position to be taken. It cannot continue without a serious restructuring of debt. Turkey has been able, since
1968, to pay its debt. Turkey also had leaders who said that the debt is the "whip of the brave". Turkey has a leader who
said that high inflation is a part of growth and development and cannot be pushed aside. Of course, with this type of
leadership, you are bound to end up in all kinds of disasters. I hope that management issues are fully understood and
implemented. I do not think Mr. Dervis is somebody who would not understand the dynamics of the existing debt policies.

Question: In fact, in a speech recently, he said that he had thought about and then decided against rescheduling back in
March.

Attila Karaosmanoglu: No, he said moratorium, even more serious than that. And it kicked up the exchange rates
immediately. 


