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Abgract

Greek-Turkish rivary continues to produce ingahility in war-torn Southeastern Europe,
threstening the very coheson of NATO. Recently however, there have been some promising
dgns of a breskthrough, following three devadtaing earthquakes in Greece and Turkey. The
causss for this progress should be explored in rdation to an internationd environment that is
increesingly conducive to such progress. In addition, more importantly, they are located in the
ggnificant domedtic changes—culturd and inditutiond—that both Greece and Turkey are
experiencing. Thee changes involve the liberdization of ther polity and economy and ae
directly linked to the effects of and responses to globaization. For Greece and Turkey, the
driving force of modernization and globdization has been the demands of European integration.
Participating in European structures has meant democratic and market reforns and the spread
of West Europeen liberd vaues.

Contrary to traditiona security studies of Greek- Turkish relations, the present research
is inter-disciplinary and ams a integrating comparative politics, higorical sociology and other
fidds of sodal stences to the dudy of internationd rdations. The research’'s underlying
assumption is that both Greece and Turkey are experiencing radicad rethinking of traditiond
configurations of the nation gate and dramatic redefinition of its role in today’ s world. National

intered, to the degree thet it is nat limited to the exigentid surviva of the dae, is not pre-



determined and datic but rather, it is congantly negotiated among political actors with different
views and preferences.

Although Greece participates fully in the EU. and enjoys a sable democracy while
Turkey does not, some pardles can be drawn in the domestic palitics of both countries which
center around the emergence of reformist agendas in eaech. In Turkey this agenda involves a
break with conservative Kemdism and the search for a liberd and democratic podst-Kemdigt
consensus. Having left the “ phantom of Sevres” behind, reform-minded Turkey feds confident
about its pogtion in the region, measures power in economic rather than military terms and, in
place of confrontation, seeks regiond cooperation and European integration. In Greece,
reformism means a pog-nationaist reading of international and domestic palitics and apolicy of
engaging rather than isolaing Turkey in support of the latter’s Europeanization. The desire for
domestic modernization has raised avareness among refomers on both sdes of the Aegean that
resolution of the Greek-Turkish dispute is necessary. In this very important respect, they sharea
common interest. Faced with this difficult chdlenge, Gregk-Turkish reformers have come to
redize that Europe, with the support of the United States, can provide the best framework for a
Settlement.

This report is based on the findings of severd research projects | hdped organize inthe
period between 1995 and 1999:

A 2-day conference entitled, “The Greek Paradox: Promise vs. Performance,” John F.

Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, October 1995;



A 2-day conference entitled, “Security in Southeestern Europe and the U.S.-Greek
Rdationship,” Washington, D.C., May 1996, jointly organized by the Karamanlis
Foundation and the Indtitute for Foreign Policy Andysis,

A 1-day workshop entitled, “Greek - Turkish Relations and in the Pogt- Cold War Era Criss
or Déente?,” Center for European Studies, Harvard University, November, 1997,

A 2-day workshop on Greek-Turkish Relaions and the Cyprus Conflict, Rhodes, Greece,
June 1998, jointly organized by the Kokkais Program, the Internationd Inditute for
Strategic Studies and the Hdlenic Foundeation for Europeen and Foreign Policy
(ELIAMEP);

A 2-day conference entitled, “The Future of Turkish Foreign Policy,” John F. Kennedy
School, Harvard University, October 1998;

A 2-day Transatlantic Conference on “NATO and Southeastern Europe: Security Issues
for the Early 21 Century,” Washington DC, April 1999, jointly organized by the Kokkdis
Foundation and the Indtitute for Foreign Policy Andlyss.

For more information on these projects pleese vist the rdevant web dtes a

www.ksg.harvard.edu/kokkalis and www.ifpaorg Mot of these mestings published their

proceedings under the same titles, in what should be consdered ground-bresking works for
understanding contemporary Greek and Turkish redities. These projects were inter-disciplinary
in their scope and reformist in their agenda. Many of the findings of this reseerch derive directly

from the debates these meetings dicited.
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1. Introduction: Towardsa Greek-Turkish Entente?

During the second haf of 1999, Greek-Turkish relations entered a phase of déente.
This was prompted by the solidarity exhibited by the Greek and Turkish people in the face of
the humanitarian disaster caused by devadtating earthquakes in both countries. Although the
recent rgpprochement remains tenuous, it has dready yidded some postive resultsin decreasing
tendons in the Aegean, promating low palitics cooperation, opening the way to Turkey's
candidacy to the European Union, and initiating proximity talks between the leaders of the
Greek and Turkigh Cypriot community in Cyprus. These promising developments are the result
of the new geodraegic environment, but more importantly, they sem from inditutiond and
culturd changesin the polity of both countries.

NATO' s intervention in Kasovo and the continuous ingability in much of Southeastern

Europe highlight the need for an end to antagonism between the two pivota Sates of theregion,

Greece and Turkey. By far the strongest nations in Southeastern Europe , war between Greece

According to the Economig Intdligence Unit’s 1999 country profiles, Turkey has a GDP of
200 billion dollars and Greece of 130 hillion dollars. In comparison, Romania's GDP is 40
billion, Croatia and Sovenia's 20 hillion eech, Yugodavias 13 hillion, Bulgarids 11 hillion,
FYROMacedonia' s 3 hillion and Albania s only 1.5 hillion. Thus, whereas the combined Greek
and Turkish GDP is gpproximately 330 hillion dollars and growing, the rest of the Balkans have




and Turkey would devadtate the region as no other and jeopardize the very exisence of NATO
due to the two countries membership in the dliance. As Washington and other Western capitd's
find themselves degply involved in Bakan palitics 10 years after the fdl of the Berlin Wall, they
redize that thar efforts to “Europeanize’ this corner of Europe can better succeed through

Greek-Turkish and Euro- Turkish cooperation.

However, despite the importance of positive externd influence in resolving disputes, the
magor factors that fecilitate or impede this rgpprochement should be traced in domedtic
devel opments and relaed with the modernization of the Greek and Turkish polities and the way
the two daes negotiate thelr responses to globdization. Both nations have experienced
ggnificant changes during the pagt twenty years The end of protectioniam, import-substitution
and nationdization has given rise to the emergence of vibrant market economies and powerful
busness interests. The abolition of state monopaliesin broadcasting and education has caused
a media exploson and led to the establishment of independent informational and educationd
networks. Findly, the demands of European integration, the growth of middle dasses in each
country, the expanson of mobile, urban, and consumerigt society, the arriva of economic

immigrants, and the eruption of ethnic conflicts in the vianity have al simulated a debate over

anationd product of less than one third of that and decreasing. Smilar differences are exhibited
in export performance, investment and military spending. Actudly, Greece and Turkey are the
only countries in the region with a Wesermntrained and equipped military with modern ar and
nava capabilities.

Both Greece and Turkey, the latter with few exceptions, participate in the liberd common
mearket regime of the European Union. Privatization has accelerated pace in the lagt two years
with proceedings exceeding one hillion dollars a year for each country. According to EUI
datidics, Turkey has grown on average by 4% a year snce 1980, whereas Greece by 2%, but
since 1997 growth in Greece has picked up speed to 3.5%, exceeding the EU average.



identity thet challenges traditiona conceptions of the nation-date and demands an indtitutiona
and cultural nationd redefinition.

Contrary to the Studtion in the padt, today's foreign policy-makers operate within the
context of an aspiring civil sodety, a vibrant media and private economic interests, and a
tightening nexus of internationd regimes. This cregtes condraints and a palitica fragmentation
that can cause a certain policy pardyss In the short run, it often exacerbates the populace's
nationdig reflexes and adventurism but, in the long run, it could fadilitate the trangtion to more

liberd, open, diverse and tolerant societies.



2. Theory: Domestic Developments-External Behavior and the new Europe

Since the publication of Kenneth N. Waltz's dassic Man, the Sate and War in 1959,
the debate over leves of andysis has dominated internationd-relations theory. Waltz located the
causes of war on three levels human nature, the nature of States and the nature of the
internationd system. The "leve of andyds problem” is about how to identify and treet different
levels of explanation for observed phenomena

The issue emerged within the broader behaviord movement and generd systems theory
of the 1950s, when socid scientigts tried to introduce the methodology and rigor of the naturd
stiences into the sudy of socid phenomena. Waltz's isolation of the internationd system itsdlf
as a location of explangion in its own right dso saved to increase the didinctiveness of
internationd rdaions as afidd—an gopeding collaerd for internationa relations scholars.

The debate over levds of andyss is informed by the broader episemologica debate
between the two primary agpproaches to undadanding socid events atomidic, i.e the
fragmentation of a subject into its component parts, and halidic, i.e. the sudy of the whole
which is assumed to be more than the sum of its parts.

Since then, the debate has focused on identifying various leves of andyss (individud-
bureaucracy-state-regioninternationa system) and how they relate to each other. A mgor shift
in thinking occurred with Waltz's Theory of International Politics in 1979—a semind work

For more on neoredlism see James E. Dougherty and Robert L. Pfatzgraff, J., Contending
Theories of Internationd Rdaions, (New Y ork: Longman, 1997), pp. 80-89.

Bary Buzan, "The Levd of Andyss Problem in Internationd Rdaions Recongdered,” in
International Relations Theory Today, ed. Ken Booth and Steve Smith, (Philaddphia The
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1995), pp. 212-213.
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on the sysem and its dructure at the internationd levd. He focused on sysem leve theory in
order to explain why different units behave amilarly, rdegating al other explanations to what he
coined "reductionism.” He was quickly criticized on the bass that, snce he had defined
dructure in highly redrictive teems, he could not avoid pushing a vast aray of causes and
effects down to the unit level. As Robert Keohane and Jossph Nye argued “making the unit
level the dumping ground for dl unexplained variance is an impediment to the development of
theory.” The debate has enriched the sudy of internationd reaions and is far from
over. Wha is the primary unit-of-analysSactor and how it relaes to various levels remains a
the very center of any internationd relations sudy.

Clesscd realist theory holds that the key internationa actors are nation States, that
dates have equd legd sovereignty but gradations of capability, that Sates are unitary actors,
that domedtic palitics can be separated from foreign policy, and that tates are rationa actors
that serve as a vehide for maximizing the nationd interest.  According to Hans J. Morgenthau
political leaders "think and act in terms of interest defined as power.” In hisview, internationd
politics is a process in which nationa interests are accommodated or resolved on the basis of
diplomacy or war.  Where ndions interact drategicdly with one another in an essantidly
anachic, high-risk environment, differences among countries do not matter much. Kenneth
Watz's structural realism devates the sructure of the international system, defined as the

The response is powerfully articulated in Robert Keohane, ed., Neoredism and Its Critics
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1987).

“Structure indludes only what is required to show how the units of the sysem are positioned or
aranged. Everything d<e is omitted,” Kenneth Waltz, Theory of Internationd Politics (Reading,
MA: AddisonWedey Publishing Company, 1979), p. 82.

Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence (Glenview, Ill.: Scott
Foresman, 1989), p. 17.

Dougherty andPfdtzgraff , Contending Theories of Internationd Reldions, p. 58.

Hans J Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 5th ed., rev., (New Y ork: Knopf, 1978), p. 4.

Dougherty and Pfatzgraff, Contending Theories of Internationd Rdlaions, p. 71.
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digribution of cgpabilities among the units, as the independent varidble. He defines dates as
"unitary actors."

Critics have long questioned the nature of nationd interest, power, capabilities and the
unitary character of dates. Thirty years ago, Raymond Aron offered a devadtating atack againgt
the vagueness of the term “nationd interest” and argued that to invokeit post facto bestows no
power in predicting behavior: “..whatever the diplomacy of a State may be, nothing prevents
one saying after the fact that it was dictated by consderations of ‘nationd interest’, aslong as
‘nationd interest’ has not been dtrictly defined. Indeed, the so-caled theory of ‘nationd interest’
ather suggests something as undeniable asiit is vague - - that each actor thinksfirgt of itsdf -- or
else tries to oppose itsdf to other pseudo-theories, for example that the foreign policy of Sates
is dictated by politicd ideology or mord principles. Each of these pseudo-theories means
something only in connection with the other. To say thet the Soviet Union conducts its foreign
afarson the basis of its ‘nationd interes’” meansthat it is not guided exdusvely by its ambition
to spread Communism. Such a propostion is undenigble, but to condude from it thet the rulers
of a non-Communist Russa would have hed the same diplomatic palicy...is Smply aosurd. The
purpose of the empiricd sudy of internetiond relations consgts precisdy in detlermining the
higorica perceptions that control the behaviour of collective actors and the decisons of the
rulers of these actors” More broadly, as it is argued in the following pages, ‘interest’ is
culturdly congructed, and no socid action takes place outsde the context or sructures of
meaning. Thus, the determination of what congtitutes the ‘nationd interest’ of each particular
date a each particular time is not a given but the very product of political processes and the
interplay of politicd vaues a the domedtic level.

An equaly important criticiam is that “an analyss of preferences is andyticaly prior to

vaidion in environmenta condraints The reason for the priority of preferences is ample

Waltz, Theory of Internationd Politics, pp. 93-101.
Raymond Aron, “What Is a Theory of Interngtiond Rdations” Journd of International
Affairs, 21 (1967): p. 192.
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preferences dictate which sysemic theories are gppropriate to explain intersate draegic
interaction. A ample ‘Dahlian’ example from the study of a core redist concept, power, makes
this dear: we cannot know whether * A influenced B to do something’ (power) unless we know
‘what B would otherwise do’ (preferences).”  Itis at this point of preference-andyssthat the
sudy of nationdiam as a powerful palitica ideology in the present internationd system of nation-
dates becomes important for internationa relations. An andyss of the preferences and,
ultimately, the interests of internaiond actors inevitebly leads us to examine domedic
developments and thus, to attempt to explain internationd afarrs, a least patidly, through the
sudy of comparative politics.

It isnot only redists who rgect compardive palitics. Inditutionadism, often viewed asa
polar oppodte of rediam in paradigmatic debates, is dso “systemic.” Both redism and
inditutionalism assume unitary rationa dates with fixed preferences and both attribute the
patterns of outcome to variations in the palitica sructure of the international sysem . Redids
focus on the dructure of capabilities while inditutiondlists concentrate on the sructure of
information. However, the importance of different preferences that dates bring to drategic
interaction implies that comparative palitics -- variation in those preferences -- does métter.

The mogt cdebrated preference based theory in contemporary internationd rdaionsis
republican liberalism and democratic peace theory, which Bruce Russtt terms “the closest
thing we have to a law in internationa rdaions” Republican liberdiam points to domestic
regimes to explain foreign behavior by linking democracy to peace. Such an emphasis on
domedtic regimes and date preferencesis aso to be found in studies of decison-meking darting

Andrew Moravcsk, “From the Outgde In: International Relations and the * Obsolescence’ of
Comparative Politics” American Political Science Association Comparative Politics Newd etter
7:2 (Summer 1996): p. 9.

For an excellent account on both see David A. Badwin, ed., Neoredism and Nedliberdism:
The Contemporary Debate (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1993).

For a gpod review of the democratic peace theory see Michad E. Brown, Seen M. Lynn-
Jones and Steven E. Miller, eds,, Debating the Democratic Peace (Cambridge: The MIT Press,
1996).
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with Graham Allison's tregtise on the Cuban Misdle Criss, Jack Snyder’s work on
imperidism, and Hden Milne’s dudy on taiff policy. Lisa Martin has explored the role of
executives and legidaures in foreign policy-meaking using theories drawn from the study of the
U.S. Congress. James Fearon has shown that deterrence must be understood as a selection
process that separates governments with varying preferences; an andyd's of those preferencesis
thus a precondition for understanding the outbresk of war. Studies of the conduct of war and
the desgn of foragn ad programs by Jfry Legro and David Lumsdane illudrate the
importance of domedtic idess and values. Peter Haas, Robert Keohane and Marc Levy have
reconcaved internationd inditutions as mechaniamns for the muder of domedtic politicd
support.  All these schalars criticize Morgenthau, who bdieved a concern for the motives of

datesmen to be afdlacious way to undergand foreign policy.
The andyds that follows rests upon the following theoretica assumptions. States are the

primary but not the only internationd actors; they possess legd equdity but different cgpabilities
as well as different preferences, the definition of nationd interests is not pre-established  but
mutable and negotiable among various domestic condituencies within a certain politica culture;
dates might gopear unitary on an officdd levd but they are not black boxes their policy
responses to outsde simuli are only the product of the balance of competing domegtic interests
and externd pressures; and domedtic and internationd politics are increasingly  inter-penetrable

and thelr drict separation has become problemétic.

Peter Gourevitch, “On the Interaction of Comparative and Internationd Politics, APSA-CP
Newdetter 7:2 (Summer 1996): p. 16.

Moravcsk, “From the Outsde In: Intenationd Reations and the ‘Obsolescence  of
Comparative Politics” p. 18.

David A. Badwin, "Neoliberdism, Neoredism, and World Politics”” in Neoredism and
Neoliberadism: The Contemporary Debate, ed. David A. Badwin, p. 7.
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The end of the Cod War, the collgpse of communism and growing economic
globdization have further advanced the ‘domestication’ of foreign policy. Increased popular
paticipation & home and economic competition abroad have mede ruling dites and
governments more vulnerable to both internd and externd pressures. At the same time and in
cartain, not dways welcoming, ways, the autonomy of individud governments has increased
with the de-linking of locd problems from the Cold War, Eas-West competition, and the
drategic retreat of Russa and the resurgence of isolationiam in the US. In such an environmernt,
“low poalitics’ are becoming the true high palitics of the day.

The process of European integration embodies and best exemplifies this process
European integration provides the linkage between domestic and foreign palicy. It is the most
powerful agent for the “domestication” of foreign policy and for the softening and broadening of
nationa security towards low politics and economics. It demands the re-conceptudization of the
nation-gate and the pooling and sharing of nationd sovereignty. It accderates economic
globdization by bresking down economic barriers and establishing a single market. It forces the
modernization of backward polities and economies by promoting competition. Most
importantly, by adopting the traditionally high democratic sandards of Europe's Northwest as
the bagis for afuture palitical union, it has heped the democratization of the rest of the continent.
European integration has focused palicy-makers attention and has provided useful roadmaps,
linkages and trade offs for panful inditutiond reforms. Ultimady, it has initisted a learning

process oreading vaues, mentdities and behaviors from Europe' s northwestern core to its

periphery.
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Most of the domestic changes described in the following pages are directly or indirectly
linked to the demands and benefits of European integration. In the case of Greece, an EU
member since 1981, changes preceded accession, continued with sgnificant delays during the
first decade after that and have picked up speed in the 1990s. In the case of Turkey, the desire
for European integration has informed the Kemdig vison and program from its very inception.
Although Turkey is not an EU member and will remain outside the union for the foreseegble
future, the EU and Turkey have come doser together paliticaly and inditutiondly over the
years , and have embarked on a “dructured” didogue that provides the roadmap for what
needs to be done in order to achieve Turkey's candidacy and eventud membership.

If Cypriot candidacy and fast-track accession to the Union are added to this picture, it
becomes clear that Greek- Turkish relations have become part of and could be resolved through
the broader European agenda.  This report ams a exploring these linkages and highlight the
mog effective policies for the dabilization of the Greek-Turkish frontier from Thrace to the
Aegean to Cyprus and ultimately, for rendering it irrdlevant.

It seems that in Europe today, from nationalist Britain to Euro-federdist Germany, there
exig two types of palitics traditiona power politics that emphasize security issues, military might

and gate sovereignty on the one hand, and the “post-modern” politics of palitica and economic

The EU is by far Turkey's mogt important trading partner, accounting for half of its externd
trade and mogt of its foreign investment. The two have Sgned numerous agreements. Turkey is
not only an associate member of the EU but dso of the WEU and afull member of NATO and
the Coundil of Europe, dl three important European ingtitutions whose agendais EU-related and
whose membership mostly overlgps with that of the EU.
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integration, which downplay the need for a poweful military, dress socio-economic
development and “soft power” in Joseph Nye's words , and do not recognize “internd
matters” on the other. The former are best understood through a redigt reading of the
internationd environment and a preference for rative gains. The latter reflect gregter liberdism
and absolute gains, they acknowledge the supremacy of the Sate in internationd affairs, but they
recognize that in an ea of rgpid globdization, identities loydties and sovereignties are
increesingly overlgoping and shared. As Susan Woodward argues, “palitica dignments in most
if not dl countries are largdy between defense and geodrategic- oriented interests within the
economy (but dso in perceptions of nationd identity), versus those who orient themselves
toward trade and greater internationd openness”  The process of European integration
informs the choice between the two. Being part of asupra- nationa Europe, ultimately involvesa
certain supra-naiond underganding of palitics and internationd relations.

A dmilar choice confronts present EU candidates and future membersincluding Turkey.
A ussful yarddtick for gauging Turkey's entry into the EU, is the acceptance of the Internationa
Court of Judice as a mechaniam for the settlement of digoutes with neighboring countries,

including Greece. Acceptance of ICJ s jurisdiction will agnd that Turkey is becoming a good

Repeated European Councils (Lishon 1992, Luxembourg 1997) have daed that the
resolution of Greek-Turkish differences is a precondition for progress in Euro-Turkish
cooperation.

See Joseph S, Nye, “Greece and the Bakans: A Moment of Opportunity,” in The Greek
Paradox: Promise vs. Performance ed. Graham T. Allison and Kadypso Nicoladis (Cambridge:
MIT Press, 1996), pp.145-149.

Susan L. Woodward, “The Security Environment,” in Security in Southeastern Europe and
the U.S-Greek Rdationship, ed. Robert L. Pfdtzgraff, J. and Dimitris Keridis (New York:
Brassey’s, 1997), p. 28.
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“European ditizen” by submitting its foreign policy to the authority, scrutiny and congrains of
internationd inditutions. It would dgnify a fundamentd change in Turkey’s perception of the

world and, inevitably, the world' s perception of Turkey.

3. Turkey after the Cold War: the Road to Europe and to a post-K emalist
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Consensus

Since the end of the Cold War, Turkey has emerged from the periphery to the very
center of Eurasan security. This is due to Turkey's geography and demography. With a land
mass and a populaion larger than that of France, Turkey is dearly an important Eurasan
power, controlling the land route between Europe and the Middle East and the sea lanes
between the Black and the Mediterranean Seas. Beyond its geodtrategic endowments, Turkey's
contemporary emergence as a power isthe result of the success of economic reformsinitiated in
January 1980 and the sgnificart, if erratic and unequa, economic expansion thet followed. Ina
region of chronic economic mismanagement and backwardness, Turkey dands out as a
powerhouse. With a GDP of 200 hillion dollars, the Turkish economy, depite rather then
because of Ankara, isthree timesthe sze of Egypt' s and aslarge as the economies of dl Bakan
countries combined.

The combination of naturd and human resources has placed Turkey in a urnique
pogtion. No longer concerned with its own surviva as was the case for many centuries until the
end of the Cold War, Turkey (like Greece) can, for the firg time in its modern higtory, project
its influence beyond its borders and trandform itsdlf into a regiond leader. Since 1989 the
Turkish foreign policy agenda has expanded draméticdly. Today, Turkey has interests in the
Bdkans, the Caucasus, the Middle East, and the Mediterranean. The collgpse of the Soviet
empire to the north has opened a vast region for the projection of Turkish influence— from the
Adridic to China and from the Black Sea to the Persan Gulf, and thus, offers greet economic

and political opportunities.
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In this process, Turkey is supported and impeded by past legacies and presart redlities.
Since 1989, Turks have rediscovered ther ethnic kinsmen in the Bakans, the Caucasus and
Centrd Asa This has been accompanied by a smilar re-discovery of the Ottoman legecy.
Wheress ethnic and culturd &finity has been hdpful in promoting rdaions, old historicd
antagonisms, such asthose with Armenians and Greeks, have impeded them.

The mog troubling thing is a certain imperidigt, hegemonic, and neo- Ottoman discourse
that, despite its usefulness for domestic political consumption, @n lead to serious policy
blunders. Since 1989 the Turkish public has been fed, to the horror of its neighbors, a congtant
diet of grandiose projects with dubious returns: from the greet Egnatia highway linking Albania
to Istanbul to the BakuCeyhen pipdine. Turkey entered the Bakans in 1991 with bravado,
projecting itsdf as the guarantor of Bakan Mudims and Saes such as Albania, Bosnia and
FY ROMacedonia, only to withdraw in 1995. This hgppened as Albaniaand FY ROMacedonia
drew closer to Greece, Bulgaria and Romania focused on their accesson to NATO and the
EU, and YugodaviaBosnia fel gpart. By far, Turkey's greatest disgppointment has been its
adventure in the Caucasus and Centrd Asa Herdded as Turkey's backyard or *near abroad,”
it soon became gpparent that Turkey did not have the resources to play the leadership role it
envisoned. The overthrow of the pro-Turkish Azeri president in 1993 was a turning point and
had a sobering effect on Turkish policy and forced a scae-down of its expectations. It appears
that this experience has sobered Turkish politicians infusng more flexibility and a sense of
proportion into their regiond palicy.

The vagt mgority of Turks take greet pride in the legacy of the founder of the modern

Turkish republic, Kema Ataturk. However, twice in the past they abandoned his cherished
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foreign policy principas. After the Second World War, Turkey moved away from its inter-war
neutrdity and its specid understanding with the Soviet Union to activey link itsalf to the West. It
became a member of NATO and leased military bases to the United States. After 1989,
Turkey abandoned Kemdist inwardness to teke an active interest in the well-baing of Turkic
and Mudim populaions in its “near droad.” This was a process that had sarted with its
entanglement in Cyprusin the 1950s but intensfied with the end of the Cold War.

However, for dl its regiond didractions, Europe has become Turkey's firg foreign
policy priority. The accderation of European integration since the second haf of the 1980s, the
prospect of a European palitica union, the political and economic benefits associated with EU
membership as exhibited by the growing line of goplicants to join, and findly, the lack of any
credible dternative to European membership easly explain Turkish priorities

Turkey's regiond and European aspirdions cannot be undersood without an
goprecidion of the dramatic internd changes that the country has experienced over the ladt fifty
years. What used to be a conservative, rdigious, patriarchd, peasant, immobile and illiterate
sodety has been trandformed into afairly urban, indudtridized, highly mobile and fairly educated
nation thet is increesingly open and cosmopolitan. The ariva of “modernity” was bound to

create tendons and cause enormous didocations.  As a reault, threg, if not four times, the

Greece, like S0 many other developing nations, experienced smilar changes and didocations
with serious paliticd ramifications. However, the number of people involved was much amdler
and the period of time much longer so that the whole process was more graduad and was
dready completed by the late 1970s.
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democratic palitica process was trampled by the intervention of the army. However, the rgpidly
decreasing population growth rate  dgnifiesthat the processis, a ladt, entering maturation.

Since the end of ANAP s hegemony of Turkish palitics in the early 1990s, Turkey and
the Kemdist establishment have been chalenged from two sdes the Idamists and the Kurdish
nationdigs. Both chalenges and the policy responses they generate have serious implications for
the image and pogtion of contemporary Turkey in the world. Both have thar roots in
Kemdism's exdusionary vison and intolerance towards rdigion and ethnic diversty. As an
inter-war eite-driven, top-down, authoritarian movement, Kemdism dlowed little room for
socid plurdism and srove to build a modern, homogeneous and secular society.

The present incarnations of the Idamic and Kurdish chdlenges are the result of both the
ucceses as well as the incomplete and dysfunctiond nature of Kemdist modernization.
Success can be measured in the sodid plurdization and the emergence of a vibrant, diversfied,
complicated and sophisticated civil society outsde the reach of the offidd date; these are
inevitable byproducts of modernization. The fact that politica Idam and Kurdish nationdism
have found fertile ground in the least modern and most traditional sectors of Turkish society, i.e.
among recent peasant immigrants in the urban peripheries and in the Southeast, demondtrates
the incompleteness of Kemdis modernizetion. The falure of Kemdiam is goparent in the

Idamigts success in capturing the protest vote of the populous lower socid drata thet feds

On the importance of demographic change for Turkey’s progpects for modernization and
socid dability see TUSAD's former presdent Muharem Kayhan's intervention in the
conference proceedings on The Future of Turkish Foreign Policy, ed. Dimitris Keridis and
Lenore Martin (Cambridge: MIT Press, forthcoming).
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inadeguately represented by the officid Kemdist politica establishment. To put it more
succinctly, such movements have filled the vacuum cregted by the collgpse of the Turkish Left.

This brings us back to the 1980 coup and the actions taken by the military to, as the
military viewed it, resore sodd order and bdance in Turkish politics Much of Turkey's
present-day Idamic and Kurdish problems have thar roots in these policies. Fird, in thar effort
to reduce the Left'sinfluence, the generds, and later Ozd, supported “law-abiding, conservative
Idam” and thereby dlowed the opening of thousands of the rdigious schooals thet the military is
currently in the process of dosng down. Second, by imprisoning any moderate Kurdish
naiondig, the military provided fertile ground for the rise of the most maverick, ruthless and
uncompromigng of dl chdlenges—the PKK—whose leadership hed dready escaped safely to
Syria.on the eve of the coup.

As Turkey moves dosr to Europe and aspires to obtain full membership in the
European Union, it is not surprigng that its domedtic palitics are coming under increesed
internationd scrutiny. The gability and qudity of Turkish democracy, the condition of human
and minority rights, the level of economic development and income, and regiond inegudities
have become, especiadly after 1989, issues of European concern.

Euro-Turkish relaions carry their own higtorica baggage. At the height of Ottoman

power in the 16th century, Turkey was an important European power participaing and

See Hdil Berktay's commentary in Greece, Turkey and the Cyprus Conflict, ed. Dimitris
K eridis and Dimitris Triantafyllou (Brassey's. New Y ork, forthcoming).
See Kemd Kiristi’s paper on Turkey's Kurdish Problem in The Future of Turkish Foreign

Policy.
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maintaining the balance of power d the time by dlying itsdf to France againg the Habsburgs
European-inspired reforms did not gart with Kema but were more than a century old by the
time he came to power.  After the Second World War, Turkey fully oriented itsdlf towards the
West, abandoned its immediate neighborhood in the troubled Middle East, and Strove to
integrate paliticdly into the Euro-Atlantic dliance. This new orientetion was attempted through
its entry to NATO in 1952 and its 9gning an assodation agreement with the European
Communities in 1963. However, the end of the Cold War and the emergence of Centrd
Europe suddenly put Turkey further behind in the line for accession, while renewed interest in
the dtrict observance of democratic preconditions for membership further complicated Turkey’s
efforts.

Turks object to Europe's reluctance to admit them on two grounds they suspect
Brussds of neo-colonidism and racism. Modern Turkey cannot but carry the traumas of the
Ottoman Empire and the memories of the repeated, quasi-colonid interventions of Europes
greet Chridian powersin its internd affairs under the pretext of protecting minority rights. After
dl, such intervention culminated in the nightmare of the Sevres tregty of 1920 and the

dismemberment of not jugt the empire but the Turks very homedand in Anatolia Thus, Turks,

Cemd Kafadar, “The Ottomans and Europe,” in Handbook of European History 1400
1600: Late Middle Ages, Renaissance and Reformation. 2 Vols. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994-1995.
Vol 1: Structures and Assartions.

Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968),
pp. 75-128.

See Feroz Ahmad, “Retrospective on Turkish Foreign Policy on the75th Anniversary of the
Republic, in The Future of Turkish Foreign Palicy.
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epedidly of the most naiondist ilk, are espedidly sendtive to the dictates of foreigners.  But
the very nature of membership in the European Union involves, & a minimum, the voluntary
surrender of parts of sate sovereignty to a supranaiona organization, if not the complete re-
thinking of the gat€'s role and the limits of its sovereignty in today’s world. Europe does not
and cannot draw aline a “internd affairs” It is in Turkey's interet to build an open, tolerant
and democretic society that will take itsrightful place in Europe.

Many indde Turkey and aoroad are dl too ready to tadk of Kemdiam's criss. The
“crigs’ discourse is neither new nor unique to Turkey. Since its inception, Kemaism seemsto
be in perpetud criss. Waant it in criss when the Democrats ousted the Republicans from
power with the landdide of 1950? Waant it in crissin the late 1970s when radicd |eftigts and
rightists killed each other in university campuses? Those who point to the success of the PKK in
plunging the Southeest into anarchy, should not overlook the fact that the magority of Turkey's
Kurds are wdl integrated into Turkish society, teking advantage of whatever politicd and
economic opportunities are open to them. Those who panicked with Refah's success in
cgpturing more than one-quarter of the vote in 1995 should not forget thet various maingream
rightis and leftis Kemdids captured the other three-quarters. The thousands of Turks who
periodicaly demondrate in defense of secularism, women'srights, and other liberd vaues area
tetimony to Kemdism's trandormetion from an ditis modernizing movement of officers,
bureaucrats, and intellectuds to a popular ideology that commands the support of the Turkish
masses and the middle dasses in particular. Kemdiam's ability to adapt to changing conditionsis

adgn of vitdity: Turkey went from the date-led corporaist autarky of the inter-war period and

Berktay, in Greece, Turkey and the Cyprus Conflict.
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the import-subdtitution indudridization of the 1960's and 1970's to the liberdization of the
1980's and the privaization of the 1990's Moreover, it went from the one-party
authoritarianism of the inter-war years to the palitica opening in the post-war period. A Smilar
adaptation, if not complete trandformetion, is required today in order to democratize the Turkish
condiitution by reducing the role of the military in palitics and liberdize socio-culturd inditutions
in order to accommodate diversity and repect minority rights.

Ultimately the chdlenge ahead requires nothing short of overcoming the fundamentd
internd contradiction of Kemadism and its top-down modernization program for Turkish society.
The question is how Turkey can turn from arepublic to a democracy? Thet is, how canit move
away from being aregime that actively promotes and suppresses certain values and behaviorsto
one that recognizes independent public spaces and leaves room for ethnic, culturad and politica

diveraty?

4. Turkish Polity and Culture: Jacobins Vs. Reformers and Greek-Turkish
Relations
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Traditiond Ieft-right palitical disinctions in the conventiond European sense carry little
meaning in Turkey. The Kemdigt body palitic (some 75% of the totd) is roughly divided among
two main poles Jacobines and reformers. The former, ridiculed as sone-age Kemdidts, adhere
to a drict interpretation of Kemdism and rgect any devidion from seculaism and uni-
culturdism. Advocates of such a program are to be found mosly in the center-|eft, the military
and in the top levds of bureaucracy. For this group, secularism does not mean Smply the
separation of church and gate, but the suppression of rdigion from the public sphere and its
complete, if possble privaization. In amilar logic, minority rights are suspect tools of foreign
agents who want the belittling of modern Turkey in the same way as 19" century Europeen
concern for Ottoman Chridians led to the dismemberment of the empire and the treety of
Savres All too reedy to amplify risks abroad into foreign thregts, they are hard-line nationdiss
who define Turkey's nationd interest in narrow security terms and fed uncomfortable with the
rapid economic liberdization of the last two decades.

On the contrary, present-day reformers, products of policies implemented by the late-
presdent Ozd, undergand the limits of Kemdism and the need for reaching a new pod-
Kemdig consensus—one which is better suited to a society that has developed dramatically
and plurdized radicaly during the lagt half century. Kemalism sarved its modernizing purpose
wall, but in this new pheseit isa“draghtjacket” Turkish sodety can ill aford, inhibiting the full
consolidation of an open, liberd and democratic pality. Reformers, most numerous among the
center ight, the Left and among cosmopolitan business dites of Istanbul, would like to see
recent economic opening be trandated into asmilar politica opening up. Reform-minded Turks

envison condtitutiona reform that would bring the army back to the barracks, consolidate the
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paty sysem into two or three poles, and move it away from today's persondity-based,
patriarchicd and dientdigtic formations. Such changes would lead to the rise of mechanisms for
effective and consensud governance and guarantee the rights—induding culturd rights—of all
ctizens agang an intrusve, secretive, athoritarian date. The reformers recognize Turkey's
muliti-cultural and multi-ethnic background, but taking pride in the country’s recent SUCCeSSes,
remain confident thet Turkey has nothing to fear and much to gain from a more open, relaxed,
and cooperaive policy abroad. For them, nationd interes is not just military strength and
security. They want Turkey rich in not only “hard,” “pushing” power but in “soft,” “pulling”
power aswell.

Turkish redity has often been conceptudized in dudities. For example, developed
Western Turkey is viewed in contradiginction to backward Eagtern Turkey and modernizing
Kemdig Turkey is seen as the polar opposite of traditiondist Idamist Turkey. More recently, a
very important antithetica relationship is being drawn between Ankara and Istanbul—that is
between the date and society. This shows in the fracturing of the Kemdist body palitic as
described above. Outside observers—often Do reedy to tak of one, satic and monalithic
Turkey and to ignore the plurdity and internd fragmentation among competing interests with
different policy preferences—mugt take these dichotomies into account. Ankara representatives
make a consavaive ndiondid, and often defendve reading of Turkish foregn palicy.
Iganbulites, however, project the vison and assertiveness of a new Turkey that wants to be
fully integrated into Europe, build economic, culturd and politica bridges with dl its neighbors,

and project its influence across its region from the Middle East to Centrd Asiaand the Balkans.



28

For thisto be possible, Istanbulites need to successfully answer the question confronting
al reformers. how can change be managed safely? In other words, how can they ensure that
politicd opening will not bring a fundamentais regime to power and while Smultaneoudy
enauring the recognition of Kurdish rights without leading to their secesson. Fir, reformers
should have confidence in the successes of modern Turkey. They should know better than many
foreigners who are al too ready to confuse Iran with Turkey and Turkey's mogtly mild Idamigs
with religious fanaics e sewhere. They should understand that in the trangtory period, it is only
naturd that the emancipation of civil society and the emergence of independent socid agents will
increase fragmentation and give rise to every kind of populism, induding rigious, economic and
naiondigt. Strong inditutions should be able to withsand the populist assaults The safest
framework within which Turkey could navigate through change is Europe. The success of the
dructurd trandformation of Southern Europe in the 1970s and Centra Europe in the 1990s
show that Europe can provide the necessary anchor for the trangtion from a dosed, monalithic
system towards an open and plurdist one.

Many could rightly dlaim that it is often the army that has put a breek on the nationdist
adventures of populig politicians. None of the numerous Greek-Turkish crises of the lagt forty
years occurred while Turkey was under military rule. In fact, Turkey alowed Greece to re-enter
NATO's military wing only &fter generd Evren took over power in 1980. Senior amy
commanders have made some of the most promising satements for the need to put an end to
Greek-Turkish enmity. On the other hand, mogt Greeks and many foreigners believe that
Turkey is aggressive because it is run militarily and the military, by its very neture, isfavorable to

confrontation, expanson and war.
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The heavy-handedness of the Turkish military is detrimenta to Greek- Turkish rdaions.
This is not because the military itsdlf is expansonist but because it prevents the maturation of
Turkish politics Turkish political leeders can safely defer to populist and netiondist politics
(witness the Ciller premiership) without having to bear the cods of their actions Snce they know
the military will come to ther rescue. Unless paliticd leedership emancipates itsdf from military
guidance, it will remain proneto populism and Turkish foreign policy will continue to be hostage
to nationdliam.

The incompetence and confusion of the officid Turkish Sate, the public adminidration
and the military, in the face of the earthquake disaster of August 17, 1999, as contrasted to the
comprehensve humanitarian relief provided by NGOs and foreign countries, re-ignited the
dae's legitimecy crigs and forcefully put into question its paterndigtic authoritarianiam, the so-
cdled “baba devieti.” The Greek mobilization a the date and society levd to provide ad to
neighboring Turkey chalenged nationdist stereotypes of the Greek “enemy” that have kept the
debate on Greek-Turkish reations for years hodage. Liberated from the confrontationd
discourse of the padt, it is up to political leaders to seize the opportunity and provide for a
comprehengve settlement of the Greek-Turkish dispute.

Inthis the role of Europe is crucid. However, thisrole is not to be played in throwing
its weight in favor of its member-state Greece, as many Greeks hope and Turks fear. Rather
Europe should participate in securing domestic change in both countries and the victory of
reformersin both sdes of the Aegean.

Ultimately, Euro-Turkish relations depend on Greek-Turkish reations, as successive

European Councils and Presdent Clinton, during his November 1999 vigt to Ankara and
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Athens, confirmed. This, to the degree that Turkey remains interested in Europe and the need
for thisinterest isfully appreciated by Athens, should provide the framework for a solution.

Turkish interest in Europe is not a given. It is not only the Idamists who, at times, have
opposed Europe. Conservdive members of the Kemdist establisnment find Europe too
intrusve and thregtening to Turkey. They are rductant to give up the sat€'s mechaniams of
socid control and the army’s prerogatives in favor of an dusive and distant European future.
Ther underganding of internationd relations as baance of power remains deeply redist and
suspicious of supra nationalist experiments.

In the mid-1990s, advocates of this podtion took the initiative and concluded an
agreement with Igad for a comprehensve hilaterd military cooperation. This agreement
provoked the fierce reection of the Arab world which saw this as ameans of increesng
pressure on Syria by both parties. Consarvative Kemdigts continue to think that a “specid
relationship” with the United States and Isradl is a good dternative to Euro-membership. They
received a boogt by the EU’s refusa—at Luxembourg in December 1997—to grant Turkey
candidacy dtatus The rebuff hurt Turkish nationd pride and undermined the postion of
reformers indde Turkey. In the April 1999 dections, the nationdigt left and the far right came
fird.

The whole episode was a good lesson for both Sdes: Turkey should not exaggerae its
expectations for membership prior to implementing far-reeching domegtic reforms and the EU
should redlize that it has no interest in isolating Turkey in a category of its own. In the second

haf of 1999, Euro-Turkish rdations entered a more promising phase and Turkey and the EU
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should be gble to outline aroadmep for Turkey's accession in the next summit of the European

Coundil in He9nki in December 1999.
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4. Greece: The Great Realignment-The End of Higtorical Polarizations and
Clientelism and the Rise of “Modern” Palitics

Following the Bakan debecles of the early 1990s, Greek foreign policy is currently
exhibiting a growing redism and flexibility as aresult of the broader modernization of the Greek
political system and culture. However, despite the recent progress, much il depends on the
outcome of a confrontation “between the conservetive populist forces on the one hand, which
represent dientdidtic palitics, populiam, and introverson [and nationdism in foreign policy], and
modernizing European forces on the other.”

Often, Greek andysts underestimate the importance of Greek domestic politics for
Greek-Turkish relations. Some use internaiona-rdaions theory to dam tha domedtic
developments have no reevance to the externd behavior of dates. Others, while dl too ready
to blame every criss on Turkish domedtic palitics (i.e. the paliticd autonomy of the Turkish
militay and the atempt of a digntegrating Ciller adminigration in January 1996 to gain
popularity through a hot incident in the Aegean), nevertheess refuse to look to the Greek sde
for factors of equa importance in improving or hampering Greek-Turkishrelations.

Mogt of these andyds take refuge in the beief thet Greece isin favor of the Satus quo
and think that any further andys's on the Greek dde is redundant. However, while the definition
of the gatus quo remains partidly undetermined (i.e. is the expangon of the territorid waersin
the Aegean to 12 miles consdered part of the status quo? Is the current divison of Cyprus part

of the Status quo or not?) drategies for dedling with the Turkish threat and the broader Srategy
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of Greece vis-aVis its large neighbor dso remain unresolved (i.e. yes or no to Greek-Turkish
didogue, isolaing or engaging Turkey €c).

This part of the report focuses on the recent palitical reslignment in Greece and the rise
of new politicd agendas polarized around the question of the gate's role in the economy and
society and the affect this development has had on Greece's rdations with Turkey. The
following part explores the preferences and srategies of various condituencies within Greece,
induding the palitica, business and media dlites of the country, and the specific factors that
facilitate or impede a Greek- Turkish rapprochement on the Greek sde.

Up to the middle of the 1980s, the politica identity of Greeks was the product, to a
large extent, of the two grest cleavages of the fird hdf of he twentieth century and of a
continuoudy increasing system of dientdig relaions with an expanding sate.  The bregking of
cooperation between Prime Miniger Venizeos and King Congantine in 1915 divided Greeks
between Venizdigs and roydigts and determined Gresk political developmentsfor the following
thirty years. The civil war of 1946-1949 between communigts and loydids further introduced an
additiond polarizing factor. These conflicts produced memories, grand higtoricd narratives and
collective identities, that were repestedly recycded and paliticized younger generdtions. As a
consequence the qudity and style of Greek politics was held hostage by these divisons,

especidly in the countryside, up to 1989.

Loukas Tsoukdlis, “Gresce's Role in the Emerging European Environment,” in Security in
Southeagtern Europe and the U.S-Greek Rdationship, ed. Robert L. Pfatzgraff, . and
Dimitris Keridis (New York: Brassey's, 1997), p. 28.

Sathis Kayvas. “Polarization in Greek Politics PASOK’s Fird Four Years, 1981-1985.”
Journd of the Hellenic Diagpora 23: 1 (1997), 98.
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The two great deavages of the 1910s and the 1940s were the result of Greece's effort
to move away from a dosed, digarchic parliamentarianism of the nineteenth century to amuch
more open, paticpatory and plurdigic palitical sysem. The integration of the risng middle
classes firg and the lower-middle and working dasses (induding the incoming refugees) later
into the Greek body palitic ddegitimized old vaues, destabilized established practices, and gave
rise to tendons that led to divil conflict twicein thirty years Theright (roydigsfirg and nationa-
minded ethnikofrones later) emerged as the temporary victor, preserving its control over the
date gpparatus in the period between 1935 and 1981 with few brief bregks in between, thanks
to the divison of therivd anti-right camp into liberd Venizdigs and communigs

Up to the middle of the 1980s, Greek palitical parties (including the Communist Party)
were |ess the expresson of class struggles and interests and more the products and the carrying
agents of the two great historicd conflicts of 1915 and 1946-1949. Greece isa country with a
week indudtria base and a smal working dass The socid mgority is mainly composed of avil
sarvants and the sdf-employed (in faming in particular).  According to a recent eectord

study, socid class does not determine the dectord behavior of Greeks.  Indeed, Greece came

The gory of the rise of the communigt left and the divison of the Venizdis camp between
liberds and socidigs is brilliantly narrated by George Mavrogordatos in his masterfull Stillborn
Republic. Socid Caditions and Paty Strategies in Greece, 1922-1936 (Berkdey, Cdifornia
Univergty of Cdifornia Press, 1983).

Kongantinos Tsoukaas, Kratos, Koinonia, Ergesa i Metapolemiki Ellada[State, Society,
Labor in Pos-War Greece], Athens. Themdio, 1987.

Spyros Takis Peppas, The Making of Paty Democracy in Greece, Ph.D. Thess, Yde
University, 1995,




3<

last in agtudy of Sxteen countriesin regard to the class determination of voting behavior.  The
old Popular Party was supported by both the poor and the rich. Until 1985 the same was the
cae for its successors— the Greek Raly, ERE (Nationd Radicad Union) and New
Democracy— and their opponents—the Liberd Paty of Venizdos, the Center Union and
PASOK. In the 1981 dections, PASOK was voted in urban didtricts and the countryside, in
the wedthy firgt didtrict of Athens and the popular neighborhoods of Western Attica. According
to George Mavrogordatos, in 1981 PASOK drew popular support equdly from dl socid
drata

The agtonishing dectord rise of PASOK in the late 1970s was based, to a great extent,
on the successful unification of the two paliticd traditions thet were left out of power for fifty
years—the old Venizdigs and EAM’s (NLFNationd Liberation Front) leftigs From the
moment the Communist Party refused its de-ddinization in 1968, a vacuum was cregted in the
center-|eft that was eadly filled by PASOK. The rgection of the center-left, euro-communist
trandformation of the CP within the framework of a strong pog-junta EDA (Greek Democratic
Left), sedled CP's dectora fate and kept its apped to 10% of the votes. The sacrifice of
eectord success for ideologicd purity, dlowed PASOK which had no such ‘ideologica
resraints—to successfully gppropriate the left's tradition and sphon away itsvotes. Already, in

the 1958 dections, this congtuency had given EDA an agtonishing 25% of the vote.

S. Ersson, K. Janda and JE. Lane, “Ecology of Paty Srrength in Western Europe: A
Regiond Andyss” Comparative Political Sudies 18:2 (1984), 170-205.

George Mavrogordatos, “Rise of the Green Sun: The Greek Election of 1981.” Occasond
Paper No. 1. London: Centre of Contemporary Greek Studies, King's College, 1983.
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PASOK, in other words, was the most origind and successful product of the Greek
politicd sysem as it was defined in the 1910s and the 1940s. Its strategy was based on a
number of factors. These included ideologica edecticiam, a“catch-dl’ dectord goped, thelong
tradition of populiam and nationdism in Greek palitics Snce the time of Theodore Deligiannisin
the nineteenth century, and after 1981, the use and expanson of the sae gpparatus in the
sarvice of dientdism and favoritiam on a grand nationd scale. Moreover, the condruction of
Greek cdllective palitica identities was informed by historica conflicts and deavages and the
desire of paliticaly margindized Greeks to see the dedtruction of therightist Sate.

Whenever atempted, the unification of the fragmented anti-right achieved greet eectora
results. George Papandreou, having goproached the left through a rdentlessy uncompromising
anti-ERE gruggle in the early 1960s (the so-cdled anendotos), received 54% of the votesin
1964. In 1981 Andreas Papandreou, helped by the lack of Ieadership in the centrigt EDIK, the
interna crigs of New Democracy, the ideologicd isolaionism of KKE and the wider
radicdization of Greek society following the fdl of the junta, was handsomdy rewarded with
48% of the votes for the formation of an anti-right front of “democratic forces” He was never
tired of trying to further solidify this front until the end of the 1980s, through polarizing rhetoric
and practice. Thiswas done in order to weaken the left and keeping the centrist voters hostage
to the PASOK camp.

The firg red bresk with this higtoricd tradition of ‘dasdess’ ideologicdly edlectic,
higoricaly condructed politica struggles came with the dection of Congtantine Mitsotakis to the
leadership of New Democracy in September of 1984. Mitsotakis ‘ideologized New
Democracy darifying its idedlogicd profile and ‘de-hisoricized” the Greek consarvatives,
depping up efforts—dready initiated by Condantine Karamanlis in 1974—to turn New
Democracy from the har of royaists and nationa- minded anti-communists into amodern liberd
European party. New Democracy could no longer dectordly afford the separation of Greeks
into ‘democras and ‘right-wingers” Mitsotakis himsdlf, a nephew of Venizdos and a former
anti-right leader in the early 1960s, was never part of the right’s historicd tradition. In addition,
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PASOK’s mismanagement of the Greek economy in the 1980s, added impetus to the demand
for economic reforms that was successfully voiced by the new leadership of New Democracy.

It is very indructive to notice that PASOK reacted to the dection and drategy of
Mitsotakis by trying to revive old dividing lines and polarizations and strengthen the higtoricity of
Greeks politica identities. The 1985 dections stand out as the gpogee and conclusion of this
attempt. Greeks were told to vote not for petty things such as the price of tomatoes and related
economic issues but for the greater question of protecting the Greek-PASOK republic from the
“German collaborator” and the “traitor of the 1965 defection.”  Andreas Papandreou used the
panful memories of July 1965 to thaer maximum eectord potentia and warned left-wingers not
to repeat the migake of 1952, when they refused to vote for liberd Plagtiras and dlowed
consarvaive Pgpagos to win the dections. Karamanlis dection to the Presdency was
sacrificed in favor of a candidate whose only "qudification” was his revivification in the dearest
way possble of the old divisons among Greeks.  Clientdism was coupled with higorica
divisons while the economy greetly suffered through generous pre-dectord hand-outs and
appointments of PASOK-loydigsto thecivil service.

PASOK'’s drategy was temporarily successful in 1985, but quickly reached its limits
when New Democracy won the municipa dections of 1986 (the first dections the party hed
won dnce 1977). This was achieved through a campagn for “nationd reconcliation” and
through KKE' s abgtention from the second round of voting. This abstention, moreover, proved
for the firg time that communist support of PASOK should not be taken for granted. During the
falowing three years, New Democracy made “nationa reconciliation” the central theme of its
palitica rhetoric. In addition, it cultivated its relaions with the communist left (surrendering, for

In duly 1965 Mitsotakis led the defection of one third of the Center Union deputies that
brought the centrist-reformist government of George Papandreou down and opened acyde of
crisesthat eventudly led to the 1967 collgpse of Greek parliamentariam and the military’ s open
intervention in politics

The PASOK candidate and eventua Presdent, Christos Sartzetakis, wes a senior jurist who
in the 1960s hed led the investigation for the murder of Lambrakis, a deputy of EDA, againgt
the efforts a concedment of an dl encroaching rightist Sate.
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example, the management of the newly established radio gation of the City of Athens to well-
known left-wing journdigts) in its efforts to ‘de-hidoricizeé Greek politicd life. Mitsotakis
draegy was completed with the unprecedented formetion of the Tzanetakis codition
government (between ND and KKE) in the summer of 1989, which ended the nationd divisions
established during the civil war and delinked Greek paliticd life once and for dl from the
traumas and pregjudices of the pagt. The Tzanetekis government and its ecumenica successor
(with the participation of PASOK) mark the end of metapoliteys and the hitoricd cirdle thet
was initiated with the 1915 deavage. Since then, the rules of the palitical game have changed,
and palitica life has been normdlized, europianized and liberated from atificid and obsolete
divisonsthat had cast their shadows over and condrained it for decades.

Today Greek palitics are dominated by the ideologicdly charged and class dependert,
centrd question of the Sat€’ srole in the economy and society. Contemporary Greek politicsare
polarized not around the old higorica divisons between a “consarvative’ right and a
“progressive’ |eft. Rather, they position themsdlves vis a vis palitica forces which in turn, are
formulated in relaion to the grest economic and political changes necessitated by economic
globdization, the rise of information sodiety and the need—as George Pgpandreou dlams of “a
a degper levd, redefining [Greek] identity in the multiculturd settings of Europe, the Bakans,
and the Mediterranean.”

Nationadism goes hand in hand with economic protectionism and ete corporatism.
Greece is no exception. Having orchedrated the fal of the Mitsotakis government in September
1993, Antonis Samaras judtified his action as necessary in order to prevent the imminent Sgning
of a compromisng agreement on the Macedonian issue and the privaization of the date
monopoly over the telephone system. Both, he argued, threstened to surrender Greek netiond
identity and the economy to foreigners

George Papandreou, “Greek Politicsin the 1990s” in Pfdtzgraff and Keridis, 39.
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It is important to note that the true politica conflict in contemporary Greece occurs
between those who indgt on a large date, corporatism, economic protectionism, the narrow
ethno-centric definition of Greeks' identity and the isolaion of Turkey by dl means and at dl
cogts, and those who support reformist demands for the reduction and reconceptudization of
the role of the dae in the economy and sodiety, the full integration of Greece into the
internationd didribution of labor and European dructures, the redefinition of Greek identity
within the framework of an open, multi-cultura European society, and the supplementing of the
exiding policy of asrong deterrence of the Turkish threst with anew policy of engagement thet
would promote the European orientation of Turkey.

These two poles (which define the political confrontation in fin-de-secle Greece), are
not to be found among but rather within political parties This gives rise to tendons and
defections and fuds discussion around the reformulaion of the Greek paliticad paty sysem so
that it better represents the post-metapoliteys redity. During the lagt five years both New
Democracy and PASOK witnessed the defection and creation of competitive parties by former
members (the Political Spring in 1993 and the Democratic Socid Movement in 1996). Through
such efforts, these paliticians gave voice to the dissatisfaction of traditiond voters towards the
painful economic and socid changes that New Democracy and PASOK had adopted, in
reponse to the pressure of accderating European integration and economic globdization.
Smilar protes movements should not be ruled out in the future. Even the two main parties
themsdves are not immune to higtorica regressions, as it was shown with the Evert Interregnum
in New Democracy between 1993 and 1996. During this time, the party reverted to an old-
fashioned datigm, populism and nationdian. Often the dear cut didinction between
‘modernizers and ‘naiondigs is very difficult as Theodore Pangdos policy in the Minidry of
Foreign Affars showed and which, while firmly Euro-oriented, was not free of nationdist
outburgts for populist domestic consumption.

The ‘idedlogization’ of New Democracy within the framework of European liberdism
changed its dectord gpped and profile. In the period between 1985-1990, New Democracy
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atracted the votes of the urban milieu, the youth and dl those with a fairly high income and
educetion levd. In other words, New Democracy was voted by the most dynamic Strata of
Greek society who were not afrad of but demanded change. On the contrary PASOK was
abandoned by the modernizing forces that had helped to bring it to power in 1981. Although its
electora gpped was reduced only dightly (to around 40%), its political apped was limited to
the least dynamic, most sate-dependent socid groups (i.e. farmers, civil servants, pensioners),
who were the mog threstened by and resdant to change. These groups continue to
overwhdmingly dominate PASOK’ s rank and file, representing around 90% of the ddegates in
the last two party congresses (in June 1996 and March 1999).

However, between 1990 and 1996, PASOK succeeded fairly well in adgpting to new
politicd and economic redities, further promoting the modernization of the Greek paliticd
system. PASOK becarme member of the Soddig Internationa, darified its ideologicd profile,
made peace with economic raiondity and the Euro-Atlantic sructures, and modernized its
politica message from the historical embodiment of palitical polarizations to the representaive
of European socid-democracy in Greece. The dection of Costas Smitis to succeed Andreas
Papandreou in January 1996 initiated a series of developments that had been underway long
before. Smitis symbolizes European normdcy as opposed to Greek exceptiondism. The
‘modernization’ of PASOK's palitica profile did not go unnoticed by voters and had significant
consequences for its dectord compostion. The result was the strengthening of its gpped in
large urban centers and among entrepreneurid dites while diminishing its popularity among low
middle and working-dass digricts and in the countryside.



6. New Paliticsand Greek Foreign Palicy: Agendasand Actors
Greek foreign policy haes suffered from features that have been detrimentd to Greek-
Turkish relaions to the degree tha they make engagement and compromise difficult if not
impossble. These indude a genera date of misnformation about Turkey, the exigence of a

nationdig-oriented education and public discourse, asege mentdity that exaggerates threats

41
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but overlooks opportunities for cooperation, the conflation of minority issues with territoria

dams, a supeiority-inferiority syndrome, the criss of the professond foreign service, and an
overemphads on rights rather than interests. These traits are described below with the
understanding thet Turkish foreign policy has suffered from smilar pathologies and thet, recently,
Greece, under Prime Miniger Smitis, has exhibited an encouraging determination to overcome
them and to change the public discourse on and undergtanding of Turkey as a prelude to a
Greek- Turkish rapprochement.

Greek policy-making dites, in their urge to integrate into the European maindream, have
often neglected their immediate region. Despite Turkey’s Sze and importance for Greek foreign
policy, Greek palitical, media and busness dites suffer from a profound Turkish illiteracy and
the reduction of a complex redity into few dereotypes (i.e. on the Turkish military, Kemdism
and therdle of Idam) that eventudly find their way into officid Greek palicy.

Greece missed, for example, an opportunity between 1983 and 1988 to respond
condructively to Ozd’s leadership in Turkey. By the time Oza’s demonization eased and a
breskthrough materidized in Davos in Ferbruary 1983, both Pgpandreou’s and Ozd’s
leadership was in serious trouble. At present, besdes a smal number of under-financed
programs in Ottoman studies, there is no academic department in Greece devoted to the study
of Turkey. Eqablishing educationd projects, training new experts in Turkish affairs and shifting
some of the little research conducted on Western Europe towards Turkey could help enhance
Greece s knowledge of its neighbor.

Greeks are brought up within a closed, over-centraized, Helleno-centric educationd

system thdt, in its emphasis on the glory of dasscad Greece, neglects and often didorts the
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country’s recent Ottoman and pogt-Ottoman padt. Greeks are educated to ignore the multi-
ethnic background of their country and to believe in a white washed “nationd history.” Four
centuries of Ottoman rule and political and cultura coexisence with the Turkish people are
reduced to the stereotype of the “ Ottoman yoke.”

Often, minority issues, are not thought of as questions of human rights but are factored
into geo-drategic condderations. Despite ther long-standing participation in the European
humean rights structures (i.e. the Coundcil of Europe), much of officid Greece seems unaware of
the Sgnificant evolution that occurred between 1945 and 1989 in the perception and expected
trestment of minorities This explains the ease with which Greeks, like so many other peoplein
Southeastern Europe, conflate minority issues with issues of sovereignty and borders and
quickly equate accusations of minority midrestment with teritorid dams This conflaion,
historicdly attributed to the fluidity of Balkan borders, helps explain the traditiond difficulty of
Athens in acoepting the mere existence of ethnic minarities in Greece and the self- designation of
parts of the Mudim minority of Western Thrace as“ Turkish.”

Occasiondly, the country appears to suffer from a certain sege mentdity epitomized
best in what former Presdent of the Republic Christos Sartzetakis cdled the “brotherless,
friendless Greek nation.” This Sege mentality makes Greeks defendve and oversendtive. This
over-sengtivity is Sgnificant to the degree that it fuds the potentid to exaggerate risks and turn
them into threats. The resolute face off of such threets becomes a nationd interest and priority.
Offidd policy loses the initidive and the necessary perspective to evauate risks camly. It

becomes reactive and is driven by impulses, volile public opinion, and demagoguery. Populist
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paliticians and a polemica media in pursuit of sensationdist Sories are ready to assume the
worgt and pick up inggnificant “provocetions’ to reinforce Greeks' reactionary defensveness.

Many Greeks exhibit an arrogance based on a perceaived “higtorica superiority” thet
bestows a status-bearing dassca heritage and dl its culturd capitd on contemporary Greeks
and often demonizes neighboring Turks as “unavilized Adans” This arrogance is drangdy
coupled with a victimization mentdity that often leeds to higtoricad nihilism in which Greeks are
no longer the subjects but only the mere objects of history.

The Greek sate which was dready overextended, overdaffed and badly mismanaged in
1974, auffered greetly by the implementation of “democratization” pdicies Snce then. Such
polices have often led to the abolition of hierarchy, control and accountability of deate
employees and the date' s submisson to a powerful ruling party-trade union dliance. Today, the
Gregk foreign, military and intdligence services sand unprepared to successfully fend off crises
asthey arise, asthe Ocaan debacle in February 1999 clearly illudtrates.

Findly, politica discourse in Greece emphasizes Greek rights, which are thought to
extend back to ancient times, rather than Gresk interets, which require an gppreciation of
current redities and a defense usng arguments and intdligent diplomecy. Viewing Greece's
relations with Turkey as a matter of judtice and the repeated references to rights rather than
interests, make negatiations and a bilatera give-and-take with Ankara dmost impossible and,
cartainly, more difficult to sdl to the wider public. This difficulty isevident in Greece' s rductance
to subscribe to CBMs in the Aegean out of fear of compromising its legd soveregnty. The
discourse on “rights” is the product of a certain populist palitical culture that refuses to bear the

politica cost of aticulating bilateral differences in terms of diverging interests and of identifying
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common pogitions and potentia convergences. Having separated declarations, demands, and
higorica rights from underlying interests, a compromise between the two nations in the Aegean
is possible and can accommodate many of Turkey's concerns (i.e. freedom of navigetion),
without encompassng Gresk territories in Turkish functiond jurisdiction.

Political choices & home are intricatdy linked with choices abroad. The forces that
support fiscd consolidation, the reduction of the role of the State, the opening of Greek society
to its multi-culturd origins, and the internationdization of the economy are those who support
the idea that Greece's credible deterrence of Turkey is important but not sufficient and should
be supplemented with anew dynamic and proactive palicy thet damsthet:

Turkey is not a monalith but a complicated and rgpidly changing redlity with a variety of
condituencies Some of them think of the Greek-Turkish antagonism as a missed opportunity
for the cooperation of the two most powerful Balkan dates to the benefit of the whole region
and are willing to engage in an honest didogue with the Greek dde to this end. Turkey is
experiencing a phase of rgpid socid, political and economic plurdization, with the opening of its
economy, the proliferation of private media outlets, the further urbanization of great number of
former pessants etc. During this process of seeking and achieving a new pos-Kemdigt
equilibrium, there is arisk of destabilization and tensons may grow, but great opportunities are

aso being created for growing cooperation with Greece through Turkey's emerging non-state

Dimitris Keridis “Conduson,” in Security in Southeastern Europe and the U.S-Greek
Rdationship, 201. For a compromise scenaio see Theodore Couloumbis and Louis Klarevas,
“Progpects for Greek-Turkish Recondliation in a Changing Internationd Setting,” in Security in
Southeastern Europe and the U.S.-Greek Rdationship, pp. 129-146.
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economic and socid agents (the market and civil society), above and beyond officid
government channels.

Gresce has no interest in isolating its grest neighbor and in exduding it from the
European sructures. On the contrary, Greece has only to gain from the Europeanization of
Turkish sodety and the disssmination and further rengthening of European dvic vaues indde
Turkey. A stable, democratic and peaceful Turkey with a market double the size then of dl the
other Bakan countries combined and with strong culturd links with Greece (in folk culture,
music, cuisne, language, mentdity etc) offers the best partner for the joint condruction of the
new European Balkan and Near Eagtern order. Within this framework, there is an urgent need
for the adjusment of the Greek educationd system and the broader public discourse on Turkey
that would am a identifying common spaces and amilarities between the two countries rather
then their differences.

Ultimatdy, the normdization of Gregk-Turkish rdations will hdp, if it is not the
precondition, for the modernization of Greek and, to large extent, of Turkish society aswel. As
long as the Turkish threet, red or percaived, exigs and grows, Turkophobe and nationdist
supporters of introverson gan legitimecy. Furthermore, Greek defensveness, Sege mentdity,
and intranggence are bound to increase thus thwarting al atempts a overcoming the politica
culture of populigmnationdism and promoting a new Greece. The new Greece does not
underegimate its fallures. Having overcome its victimization syndrome, it does not undervaueits
great historical success as the only successor-date of the Ottoman Empire thet is a full member

of the European Union that enjoys stable democratic inditutions, an affluent economy, and a,
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more or less settled nationd quedtion. This is in dark contragt with dl of its other Bakan
neighbors.

Currently, Pime  Miniger Codas Simitis firmly shares this Strategic vison and
gncedy bdieves in a Gresk-Turkish accommodation. However, he faces two man
impediments. Frg, he is far more reform-oriented than the maingream of his paty (and of
Greek society as a whole, which seems unprepared for what such an accommodation might
involve). The vast mgority of PASOK'srank and file and mogt of the cabinet members are far
more traditiond in their foreign policy outlook. This, of course, does not include the hard-line
nationdids of “patriotic’ PASOK, who fed nogtagia for Papandreou's nationdist coronas of
the 1970s and early 1980s and fiercely oppose any conciliatory move on the part of Greece
vis-avis Turkey .

Second, Smitis is well-known for his inexperience in and fear of foreign policy issues
His adminigration got off to a bad gart with the Imiacriss of January 1996 which amost cost
him the premiership. The trauma of Imia and Simitiss inexperience generdly make him rductant
to undertake a mgor palicy initigtive towards Turkey or even, to respond condructively to a
Turkish initictive to end the current galemate. Simitis has focused mogt of his attention and
goent mogt of his political capita on the economy and Greece' s participation in the European
Monetary Union by the year 2001.

While PASOK s divided among its modernizing, patriotic and moderate wings, New
Democracy, the main opposition party and the only credible governing dternative at this time,
uffers from its own divisons. Since it was ousted from power in 1993, New Democracy has

uffered a prolonged identity crigs, torn gpart by three different trends a modernizing Euro-
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liberd minority assodiated with former Prime Miniger Mitsotekis, a conservative “Gaulligt”
maindream of cautious and rductant reformers associsted with the current Karamanlis
leedership and a smdl but colorful and vocd populig-nationdist extreme of monarchy
sympathizers. This tripartite divison of New Democracy confuses its message, weskens its
electord goped and perpetuaes an internd crigs the recent victims of which were two
prominent former minigters, Stephanos Manos and George Souflias, and four other deputies.
The criss of New Democracy that, unlike that of PASOK, cannot be papered over through
government hand-outs, is atestimony to the shalowness of its*“modernization” in the 1980s that
affected parts of the top echelons but did not penetrate deep into its rank and file.

All other parties, with the exception of the newly founded Liberds of Stephanos Manos,
are, to different degrees, nationdist. The Greek Ieft in particular, comprised by the gdinist
Communidgs (CP), the Euro-communigt Codlition and the populist DIKKI, conflate “Turkish
aggresson” with “Turkish militarism” and “ American imperidism.”

Beyond the parties, there lies the market and civil society. Since the mid-1980s a new
dynamic, export-oriented private sector has emerged that has seized the “Bakan chdlenge’
successfully and has established Greece as a prime trader and investor throughout Southeastern
Europe. However, Greek-Turkish economic ties remain absurdly week despite the proximity,
9ze and complementary naure of the two economies There is a promigng Space for
cooperdion in tourism, shipping, banking, energy, teecommunications, light manufacturing and
ged products, but the promise remains to be fulfilled. Greek business understands the potentia
benefits of cooperation but, it often seems captive to its own nationdist Sereotypes and

reluctant to dienate the Greek public and leadership.
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Deveopments in Greek civil society are dominated by the media explosion of the past
10 years with the end of the state monopoly in broadcasting and the proliferation of private
media outlets and, TV and radio dations. The new privaie dectronic media play a very
influentia role in contemporary Greek palitics, setting the agenda and often recyding a distorted,
nationdig discourse in purauit of sensationd gories in order to aitract atention. There are few
journdigts who are both trained in internationa politics and cgpable of amore criticd andyss of
Greek-Turkish relations and they themsdlves are often condrained by editors and owners who
areonly interested in high ratings and palitica influence.

The one promising development in Geek divil sodiety has been the emergence—out of
the Macedonian debacle of the early 1990s—of asmal congtituency of scholars, journdists and
politica activigs who, having redized the danger of nationdist mythologizing, are producing an
dternative dscourse on Turkey. This group, which strongly supports Prime Miniger Simitis, is
smdl but influentid enough to undertake a variety of projects from criticaly reviewing Greek
primary and secondary schooling aming a a more open and friendly gpproach to neighbors
(see the work of Thdia Dragona and Anna Fragoudeki ) to a number of conferences,
publications and articles (see the work of Nikiforos Diamandouros, Nikos Mouzdlis, Loukas
Tsoukais, Stephanos Pesmatzoglou, Richardos Someritis and others) that am a a Greek-
Turkish understanding and eventua rapprochement.

Thar discourse—emphadzing the enhanced importance of human rights in post-Cold

War Europe and demanding the de-ethnicization of the Greek identity—is evident in aseries of
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proposed congtitutiond amendments for the complete separation of church and gate and the full
protection of minority rights Recently ther efforts bore fruit, when Athens repeded the
infamous artide 19 of the Citizenship Law that was usad in the pagt to deprive members of
ethnically dien minorities of ther Gresk atizenship and esablished a fairly liberd immigration
palicy legdizing thousands of modly Albanian immigrantsin Gresce.

Overdl, the obgtacles to a Greek-Turkish rapprochement on the Greek sde can be
summarized by the fallowing points: the continuous srength of Greek nationdist schoaling, the
painful memories of the destruction of the Greek community of Congantinople and the Turkish
inveson of Cyprus the hodile populis and sensationdis media, the limited and wesk
economic links between Greece and Turkey that make a deterioration in relations cost-free for
Greek bugness interedts, the lack of strong political leadership with a vison larger than EMU
integration, the limited political cgpitd of the Smitis adminidration given the demands of
dometic sructurd reforms, the weskening of party discipline that makes life eeser for maverick
backbenchers, and an overdl absence of a serious, critica discourse on Turkey. What might
fadlitate the rgpprochement is the emergence of a samdl anti-nationdist dite in academia,
journdism, business and poalitics, the unsudtainability of Greek-Turkish antagonism in the long-
run, the demands of globdization for fisca consolidetion at home, and for a better understanding
of neighbors abroad.

Greek policy towards Turkey has often been accused of being reactive rather than

proactive. However, it has not been made clear, to the degree necessary, that the “ defensve’

AnnaFragoudaki and Thalia Dragona, eds,, Ti Eina | Patrida Mas?- Ethnokentrisnos gin
Ekpadeus [Wheat is our Homeand?- Ethnocentrism in Education] (Athens Alexandria
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and “daic’ naure of Greek foreign policy is the product, to a large extent, of the Greek
political sysem and culture. The prerequisites for the successful coneeption and implementation
of a politicd drategy are long-term planning and the willingness to take risks and withstand the
political cogt involved in decson-making. Greek politica leadership, aways proneto populism,
has proved many timesin the padt (i.e. in Cyprus or Macedonia) that it is unable to take up the
respongbility to produce and implement a coherent, long-term policy. Ingtead it has found
refuge in heroic dedarations and legd formaiams with little connection to redity. A good
example of this is the mishandling of the Macedonian question. Until today, the threat of the
accusation of aandoning the “ancient indienable rights of Helleniam”, has inhibited politicians
from working for its resolution, dthough everyone recognizes that the continuing dalemate is
harmful to the Greek nationd interest.

Today's Greece of Maadtricht redlizes the cogt of the Greek- Turkish antagonism for its
economic convergence with Europe, for its role in the Bakans and the Mediterranean, and for
the settlement of the Cyprus issue. Politicad will is crudd if recent progress is to yied long-
lagting pogtive results rather than yet another episode in the Greek-Turkish feud. However,
Turkey in the 1990s is a primaily military-guided democracy with undable codition
governments that are left to use Greek-Turkish tensions for domestic consumption. In Greece,
for years now, there has been an impresson tha Turkish aggresson should be exdusvdy
handled through military deterrence and the legdization of differences.

The Greek paliticd dite, with few exceptions, has proved its ingbility to produce and

implement a palicy, any palicy. In the 1980s, Greece refused to conduct a didogue with

Publishing, 1997).
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Turkey, preferring to disengage from internd Turkish developments. Greece can no longer
afford such luxury. Greece should be present and try to positively influence, to the degree it can,
the great changes and redignments that Turkey is presently experiencing.

Internationd law is the ssfest guide for a sattlement of the Greek- Turkish dispute.
However, the Gresk leaders should stop teking refuge in legdiams and displacing Al
responsbility for a settlement to third parties, be it the International Court of Justice, Europe or
the United States. Both the multiple political facets of the Greek-Turkish rdaionship aswdl as
the politica use of internationd law make the existing Greek drategy insufficient.

Greek palitica leaders have some (perhaps more then they think) room for maneuver if
they decide to teke advantage of it. The modernization of the Gresk political system and its
democrdic culture means firgd and foremost the ability to produce and effectivdy implement

polices. Inthis sense, Turkey remains Greece's great chalenge.
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7. Concluson

During the last years an internationa consensus has emerged according to which Greek-
Turkish rivary is detrimentd to the sability of Southeastern Europe and the cohesion of NATO.
In the absence of an dl-encompassing Soviet threet to dampen intra-dliance tensonsand in the
presence of proliferating regiond sources of conflict, the settlement of Greek-Turkish
differences has become a priority. This settlement is supported by the modernization of the
Greek and Turkish palities as they druggle to adjust to globdization, increased economic
competition and the devolution of Sate sovereignty to new supraand sub-netiona agents.

For Turkey the chdlenge is summarized in the question of how to democratize the
republic. This means divilian contral of the military, repect for human and minority rights, and
the peeceful resolution of bilateral disputes. For Greece the chalenge is to consolidate recent
progress and move further towards a tolerant, civic-minded and prosperous society fully

integrated into Europe.
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In this process, the European Union can be the catayst. Despite the weskness of its
Common Foreign and Security Policy, Europeis helping the structurd transformation of Greece
and Turkey through expanding trade, political, socid and educationd networks. It isin Europe's
interest to remain engaged and invest the necessary resources for Greek-Turkish detente,

Turkey is a pvotd dae in Europe's periphery. Its Europeanizaion is a Western
drategic interest. The US and the EU agree on this dthough they often appear to disagree on
how to bring this about. The US is more interested in the srategic vaue of the country and has
developed dose rdations with the Turkish military through NATO. The EU is more concerned
with Turkey’s domedtic Stuation, snce it will be the one to suffer the consequences of a
possible premature accession of Turkey to the EU. Having agreed on the broader strategic god,
the US and the EU should be able to coordinate their efforts and use ther congderable
resources efficently to achieve this,

The time may come when Greek- Turkish détente is turned into an entente and the two
countries teke full advantage of dl potentid synergies in economic, paliticd and cultura

cooperation for their own benefit and for the benefit of the whole region.



