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The Security Dilemma in Greek-Turkish
Relations: Theory and Practice

Panayotis J. Tsakonas*

It is usually said that a dilemma is worse than a problem, because it
necessitates a choice between two equal, mostly equally undesirable,
alternatives. The notion of the security dilemma in world politics
seems to be one of the most significant and pervasive features of rela-
tions berween states seeking the transcendent value in international
politics and governments’ first and foremost obligation, namely secu-
ricy.

Theorists agree that a security dilemma exists when the military
preparations as well as the foreign policy behaviour of one state create
an irresolvable uncertainty in the mind of another state as to whether
those preparations and/or behaviour are for ‘defensive’ purposes only
— in order to enhance its security in an uncertain world — or
whether they are for offensive purposes; i.e., to change the stazus giio
to its advantage.’ Indeed, whatever the actual intentions of a state
engaging in military preparations or joining particular alliances, it is
the irresolvable uncertainty in the mind of the other state about the
meaning of the first state’s intendions and capabilities which creares
the dilemma. Precisely because it is impossible for the other to see
inside one’s mind it can never be certain as to one’s intentions.

The idea of the security dilemma holds, in essence, that one nation
will feel insecure if it makes no effort to protect its security, while any
effort to do so will threaten the security of one or more nations. As a
consequence, the first nation faces a dilemma: it will be insecure if it
does not act as well as if it does.’ Thus, at one horn of the security
dilemma is a self-defeating quest for security while ar the opposite
horn are the risks attendant upon not responding to the perceived
threat. In the words of Booth and Wheeler, this genuine dilemma

University of the Aegean {Greece)

** The theme of this special issue will be complemented by ather articles published in the
spring 2002 issuc of Etudes helléniques/Hellenic Studies.
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takes the following form: “should the other’s military preparations be
matched and so risk an arms race and the further build-up of mistrust,
danger, and cost, or should a wait-and-see policy be adopted thereby
risking exposure to coercion or attack as a result of relative weakness?”™

This 1s actually the ‘tragedy’ of the security dilemma and the reason
—according to neo-realism— that it cannot be either solved or abo-
lished, but only ameliorated.* In an anarchic international system
when a state decides to increase its security by, for instance arming
itself, the security of other states decreases automatically. Thus, one
state’s gain in security often inadvertently threatens others. This is
merely due to the fact that although it is difficult to draw inferences
about a state’s intentions from its military posture and capabilities,
states do draw such inferences, even when they are unwarranted.
Thus, as a prominent ‘security dilemma’ theorist suggested “govern-
ments believe that other governments see them as they see themselves,
i.e., they find it difficult to see themselves as a threar.™

The Evolution of the Concept

The notion of the security dilemma is as old as human history. In
his book on the Peloponnesian war, the Greek historian Thucydides,
claimed that “what made war inevitable was the growth of Athenian
power and the fear which this caused to Sparta™.® His phrase lies at
the heart of the security dilemma. The Greek philosopher Xenophon
has also pointed to the concept when describing a scenario in which
two people can go to war despite neicher wanting such an outcome.”

Thomas Hobbes, the seventeenth century English philosopher is the
one most associated with the idea of politics being a struggle for secu-
rity in a hostile environment. In such a “Hobbesian state of narure —
where life is ‘nasty, brutish and shor’— the drive for securiry becomes
the dominant preoccupation. Although from different philosophical
starting points, Rousseau, the French philosopher, highlighted the
notion of the security dilemma by pointing out the central role of
trust in international relations by introducing the parable of the stag
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hunt.* In the example of the stag hunt, Rousseau has shown how fear,
mistrust and mainly uncertainty about others, real intentions (the
key-notion of the security dilemma) in relations between stares
destroy the prospects for cooperation and increase the pressures for
confrontational conflict. Indeed, often the behaviour of some states
resemble Rousseau’s Stag Hunt in that each side would prefer mucual
cooperation, but is driven to defect solely by the fear thar the other
side has or will develop a different preference.

However, the term ‘security dilemma’ was first coined by John Herz
and the concepr started gaining widespread usage in the 1950s
through the writings of Herbert Butterfield. Undoubredly, the bipo-
larity of the Cold War gave the security dilemma its urmost poignan-
cy. Butterfield’s notion of the ‘irreducible dilemma’, which counts for
all past and present conflicts was at the root of all the tensions of the
present day. In addition, Butterfield considered the inability to ‘enter
onto the other man’s counter fear’ as the central feature of the securi-
ty dilemma. His phrase ‘Hobbesian fear’ became a useful shorthand
for the dynamic driving security dilemmas. He has eloquently
described the situation he called ‘Hobbesian fear’ by writing: “...you
know that you yourself mean him no harm, and that you want noth-
ing from him save guarantees for your own safety; and it is never pos-
sible for you to realize or remember properly that since he cannort see
inside your mind, he can never have the same assurance of your inten-
tions that you have. As this operates on both sides the Chinese puzzle
is complete in all its interlockings —and neither party sees the nature
of the predicament it is in, for each only imagines that the other party
is being hostile and unreasonable.™

Working along similar lines, John Herz argued that the security
dilemma is the natural product of an anarchic international system
and it always existed in a situation where there was interaction
between men and groups in the absence of a higher political authori-
ty. For Herz, the quest for more and more power ~in order to escape
the impact of the power of others— renders in turn the others more
insecure and compels them to prepare for the worst.” Thus, both Herz
and Butterfield believed that the search for security through military
power tends to provoke insecurity in others.
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Based on assumptions of flawed human nature and the sin of
humanity, Reinhold Niebuhr pointed out that although security is so
much desired, it can never be achieved. Security cannot be achieved,
because although so scrongly desired it is power that is soughr ro gua-

“ . “ .
rantee it. But the more it is sought the greater the problems of main-
raining whatever levels of power or security are desired.

By distancing himself from analyses based on the sin of humanity
Kennerh Waltz has introduced to students of international polirics an
influential analysis arguing that the security dilemma is the inevitable
consequence of the structure of the international system. More specif-
ically, Walrz described the security dilemma as “a condition in which
states, unsure of one another’s intentions, arm for the sake of securiry,
and in doing so set a vicious circle in motion. Having armed for the
sake of security, states feel less secure and buy more arms because the
means to anyone’s security 1§ a threat to someone else who in turn
responds by arming”." In Waltzian logic, anarchy was seen as
inevitably creating a sense of insecurity of governments.

Game theory, through the influential work of Thomas Schelling, has
also helped to clarify the dynamics of insecurity. By discussing the
dynamics of mutual distrust, the ‘compounding of each person’s fear
of what the other fears’,”* Schelling has developed a ‘nervousness
model’ to argue that by the dynamics of mutual distruse, rational deci-
sions (rational calculation of probabilities or a rational choice of strat-
egy) can produce irrational outcomes (mutual destruction).

The Contemporary Problematique

What is of catalytic importance in the contemporary security dilem-
ma literature is the -not always clear- differentiation berween ‘inad-
vertent, “structural or ‘system-induced seciirity dilemma’ on the one
hand and ‘deliberate or ‘state-induced security dilemma on the other.



Etudes helléniques / Hellenic Swdies

Inadvertent

In an ‘inadvertent’, or ‘system-induced’ security dilemma, two
states are engaged in a struggle over security, yet their security is not
under threat since both have benign intent; their conflict is based
upon a false, illusory incompatibility." In this case the security dilem-
ma is the wnintended product or the “tragic consequence” of the anar-
chic nature of the international system since “the unintended and
undesired consequences of actions meant to be defensive constitures
the security dilemma”.”” It could be thus argued chat the dilemma is
created in the one of the two governments’ mind by the other’s failure
to act carefully on security marcers, by the other’s forwarding of unin-
tended signals and/or by the other’s insensitivity to the security needs
of the other state. Indeed, “.. .statesmen ...rarely...consider seriously
the possibility that such a policy will increase the danger of war
instead of lessening it”.'

This is in fact the classic version of the security dilemma at
work and a representation of Robert Jervis’ —by far the most prolific
writer of the security dilemma and the first who examined the inter-
play between the pressures [constraints] created by the structure of the
system and the behavior of the units in the interstace system— ‘spiral
model’."” Jack Snyder also refers to this aspect of the security dilemma
as a ‘scructural” security dilemma and argues that because states per-
ceive each other as a threat, a war can occur: ‘a status quo state may
choose to attack another stasmus guo state, though both would prefer a
stable compromise to war”."

To give an example, in the case of ‘inadvertent security dilemma,
the Greek-Turkish arms race would be the result of inadvertent actions
of either the Greek or the Turkish government whose defensive mili-
tary preparations to enhance its security in an uncertain world (but
with no intention to overthrow the military status gro) have increased
the sense of insecurity felt by the other. This stems from the fact that
no matter what the real intentions are, the fundamental problem is
that governments can never fully know the minds of others.” So if
either Greece or Turkey perceives the ‘defensive’ preparations of the
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other as potentially threatening and offensive, then an inadvertent
security dilemma arises.

In this classic version of the security dilemma neither state is able to
exhibit the ‘defensiveness’ needed, namely determine each other’
intent accurately or provide for their own defense without creating
fear in each other. It is worth noting thac the reaction of one state to
another state’s deployment could be affected by the ‘defensiveness’ of
the forces and by the uncertainty of the states on whether offense or
defense hold an advantage as a means of waging war. The security
dilemma is thus intensified by the states’ inability to distinguish
between offensive and defensive weapons and mainly by their uncer-
tainty about whether offense or defense has the advantage. When
offense has the advantage over defense in military technology, the spi-
ral is tightened and the incentive to launch pre-emptive attack increas-
es because states see a preventive advantage in fighting now, rather
than later. In such a case, “stanus-gio powers must then act like aggres-
sors; the fact that they would gladly agree to forego the opportunity
for expansion in return for guarantees for their security has no impli-
cations for their behavior”.* To make things worse, especially if a stare
comes to believe that the other state is such a menace thart the former
can be secure only if the latter is crippled, if not destroyed, then con-
flict and deadlock appear the best or the only route to the former
state’s security. Thus, if a level of miscrust is at such a level, and the
offense is so dominant, a state may even decide to pre-empt what is
interpreted as an inevitable atcack by the other. This fear of surprise
attack is the most potent and most dangerous driver of the spiral.”

Deliberate

The security dilemma may also be the product of an intended stare
policy rooted in the ideological beliefs and goals of man and the stace
and their orientation towards the international political and territori-
al sratus guo. Therefore, unlike the case of ‘inadvertent security dilem-
ma’, where it is the anarchic system that induces conflict between
states who have benign intentions, in the case of ‘deliberate security
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dilemma’, conflict between the states is a result of one of the two
states’ desire to expand. Still the ultimate goal of the state’s desire to
expand is security, achieved through either expansionism or military
superiority.

It is worth noting at this point the difficulty to equate secirizy with
the preservation of the statiis guo.* It seems that only few states in the
world are completely satisfied with the szatus g10 and will not rake any
measure to improve their position, especially when the risks attendant
upon this action are minimal. Moreover, motivated by the dictum
‘that which stops growing begins to rot’, some states have to expand
in order to feel secure.” If we consider change as inevitable, the main-
tenance of szarus quo by the opponent is seen as source of conflict. As
Jervis has put it: “If each side can feel secure only when it has a larger
army than the other, an abstract agreement on a willingness to forgo
advantages so that both sides can gain security will be illusory”.* In
such a case states will be forced to compete even if their primary goal
is security.

By extension, it is also difficult to contrast expansionism with securi-
ty-seeking, in the sense that the expansionism may in fact be pursued
as a route to security-seeking and thus a state’s ‘expansionist’ behav-
iour can be ‘defensive’ in nature. Of course sometimes such beliefs are
bur rationalizations for more purely predatory drives; at other times
they are not, and is extremely difficult for later analysts, let alone con-
temporary observers, to tell which is which. However, even of the
motives are defensive the pursuit of superiority is itself bound to per-
petuate a security dilemma.

A deliberate security dilemma therefore exists where one state
believes it can only be secure if others are insecure® In thar case the
dilemma is created in a government’s mind as a result of the deliberare
actions of another state. In Booth and Wheeler’s reasoning these delib-
erate actions may be of two kinds, though.

Firstly, they may be from a milirarily status guo state which adopts
deliberately ‘offensive’ strategies in order to deter another, because it
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sees itself in an adversarial relationship with it. In this case, the second
state may be thrown into a dilemma as a result of the apparent con-
wradiction berween the first declared defensive intentions and ics
(threatening) military capabilities.

Secondly, they may be from a revisionist or revolutionary state,
which wishes to change the sratus guo and which adopts a posture
designed to lull the other state into a false sense of security. In that
case, the other state may be thrown into a dilemma as a result of the
apparent contradiction between the revisionist’s state declared policy
(reassuring) and its actual military capability (over-arming) and
behaviour (threatening).*

Alternatives to ‘security dilemma’

Given that a security dilemma situation exists only when behaviour
cai be explained in security terms, the most obvious alternative to a
security dilemma is a situation in which one state seeks to expand in
order to achieve non-security goals, meaning thar this state is inber-
ently expansionistic. As an alternative to the security dilemma, this
situation is close to John Herz's description of policies motivated by
interests that go beyond security proper (our emphasis). By referring to
policies motivated by such interests Herz meant thar all states pursue
security, yet some pursue security plus ambition. Hitler’s behaviour in
the 1930s is the most vivid example of this type of behaviour. With
regard to Hiter’s behavior Herz has put it bluntly: “it can hardly be
maintained thar it was a German security dilemma which lay at the
heart of that conflict, bur rather one maus, or one regimes ambition ro
master the world ™ (our emphasis).

Benign inrent becomes a rather crucial criterion in tracking down
alternatives to the security dilemma. For example, if a predatory stare,
motivated by non-security expansion and absolute gains, exists there
is no security dilemma. Such a situation resembles to Jack Snyder’s
‘imperialist dilemma’. By that Snyder refers to an aggressor state,
which seeks a goal that would require the targer state to forfeit a valu-
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able asset, e.g., territory, sovereignty. “In order to achieve its expansive
...goals, the aspiring imperialist state develops offensive military
forces for the purpose of conquest or intimidation. [the imperialist
dilemmal is thus a by-product of the comperition over non-securizy
"** (our emphasis). In Snyder’s model the imperialist state does
believe that the other state intends to do it harm and, therefore, it
arms not only to acquire its original role, but also to protect itself.
However, although the states in Snyder’s imperialist dilemma may be
in a dilemma, the situation 75 not a security dilemma since one of the
states, or even both, actually intend harm to the ocher. Needless to say
that in such a situation any attempt by the other state to accept rea-
sonable settlements of key issues (e.g. arms control) and greater con-
ciliation would have been useless and might have even invited pressure
by the other side.

1557165,

By extension, a second — logical — alternative to the security dilem-
ma, that is consistent with classical views of human nature viewing
humans as harbouring original sin and being driven by the will to
dominate, would depict both sides as seeking to alter the starus guo,
obviously with the aim of achieving non-securizy goals. Such a view
would be likely to result in a portrayal of both sides as aggressive or evil.

A Research Agenda

In the field of international relations and security studies, cthe secu-
rity dilemma has proved to be a fruitful diagnostic tool to analyse rela-
tions and to explain conflict emerging between states operating in an
anarchic international system — especially with regard to the US-
Soviet relationship during the Cold War.”

However, the most critical conflict in the Mediterranean basin,
namely the Greek-Turkish dispute, acquired much less theorertical
actention. Indeed, although this enduring conflict makes headlines for
the last twenty-five years in both states’ media — and all over the world
— its examination by using the diagnostic tool of the security dilemma
has been totally overlooked by both the Greek and Turkish incerna-
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tional relations scholars. As a marter of fact, the decision made by
Hellenic Studies to publish a special issue on the Greek-Turkish secu-
rity dilemma is the first attempt for Greek-Turkish reladions to be
analysed and for the Greco-Turkish conflict to be explained in terms
of the security dilemma.”

In the present special issue of Hellenic Studies/Etudes helléniques
an atcempt is made by a group of Greek and Turkish international
relations experts and security analysts to examine particular case stud-
ies, which fall into the three basic manifestations of the Greek-
Turkish, or the Turkish-Greek, conflict in the post-Cold War era. As
theory and practice suggest, the security dilemma manifests icself (a)
in arms-race {as the core of the action-reaction phenomenon charac-
terizing the armaments dynamics}; (b) in crisis scenarios {in a low
degree of crisis stability evidenced in vicious circles of “reciprocal fears
and surprise attack™}, and (c) in competitive alliance formation {i.e., a
tendency toward a continous struggle for “preemptive alignment”}.

Pairs of Greek and Turkish scholars examine a variety of cases that
stem from the history of the Greek-Turkish conflict with reference to
the three aforementioned thematic areas and reflect upon certain
instances of the Greek-Turkish conflict since the end of the Cold War.
Needless to say that in analyzing the Greek-Turkish conflict, country
representation is considered as necessary. Assessments are often
formed or influenced by the Greek and Turkish perceptions of the
cases under examination. Indeed, behaviour underlying the security
dilemma is shaped not simply by the strategic situation or the cir-
cumstances that constitute the security dilemma; i.e., anarchy and
offensive advantages, but also by the participants’ perceprions of that
situation and their expectations of each others’ like behaviour in that
situation. Indeed, cognitive dynamics impact on the security dilemma
in crucial ways. In examining a particular case study, contributors may
try to capture the way cognitive dynamics can intensify the security
dilemma.”

The first thematic area, devoted to anns races, is analyzed by the
contributions of Christos Kollias and Gunlay-Gunluk Senesen. Given
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that even during the post-bipolar period - at a time when other
NATO members have been trimming their defence spending— Greek
and Turkish military expenditures have continued to grow in real
terms, Kollias addresses some methodological issues, which hinder the
empirical examination of the Greek-Turkish armaments race with the
aim of identifying whether the issue of an action-reaction régime
berween Greek and Turkish milirary spending can be established and
a systemaric Greek-Turkish arms race can be empirically verified.
Along the same line of reasoning, Senesen attemprts to identify
whether Turkish defense expenditures during 1983-2000 (the choice
of the period is based on availability of detailed dara on Turkish
defense expenditures) and relations with Greece in the same period
have a common pattern. It seems that recent empirical literature on a
long-run arms race between Turkey and Greece is inconclusive and
Senesen attempts to find out to whar extent the continuum of per-
ceived threats upon which Turkish defense decisions react are actrib-
utable to threats emanating from neighboring Greece.

A particular crisis scenario, namely the Imia (Kardak for Turkey)
incident of 1996 is the focus of the analyses provided by Kostas Ifantis
and Gulden Ayman. Structural factors along with the revisionist,
predatory (non-security) goals of Turkey are highlighted by [fancis as
the major causes of the Greek-Turkish conflict while the Turkish con-
duct in the Imia incident is explored with the aim the above men-
tioned premise to be empirically verified. In her contribution Ayman
explores various crisis models to show how crises lead to conflict and
even war. Models are contrasted with the example of the Kardak cri-
sis. Factors such as history, policy, strategy, social pressures, and diplo-
macy are considered while the impact of the particular crisis on
Turkish-Greek relations is also discussed.

The tendency of the states leaving under the security dilemma
roward a continous struggle for the formartion of “preemptive align-
ment” is another thematic area under consideration. Antonia Dimou
and Marios Evriviadis explore Turkey’s search for pre-emptive align-
ments and a hegemonic role in the Eastern Mediterranean and the
wider Middle East, as it reflected on the Turkish-Israeli alliance. The
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alliance’s background, its modern version and the motives behind its
formarion are thus analysed while the Greek and Cypriot concerns —
and responses — to this partnership are also discussed.

Making Assessments that the Security Dilemma is at Work

Before discussing the criteria that should be used for making assess-
ments that in an adversarial relationship the security dilemma is or it
is not at work, one should refer to a series of difficulties and ambigu-
ities inherent in such a discussion.

Undoubrtedly, the difficulty in assessing accurately the other side
intentions always appears as the most difficult enterprise, and the
essence of the security dilemma situation. It is also possible that a gov-
ernment, which objectively faces an inadvertent security dilemma,
may misperceive it, and as a result it may deal with the other state as
facing a deliberare security dilemma, thus choosing to emphasize a
‘deterrent” response. The latter might include offensive weapons and
doctrine. In this case the result might be to exacerbate tension further.
This misperception, however, can hardly be doubted —and thus cor-
rected—Dbecause it is simply rather hard to doubt the reasonableness of
decision-makers. Moreover, the reasonableness of decision-makers,
who are, by definition, commicted to defend the national interest, can
be hardly criticized. There are many times decision-makers are wrong
about the other’s side intentions, yet they prefer to take a friend for an
enemy racher than pay the costs of mistaking an enemy for a friend.
Who could really blame them for doing so, given the ambiguous
nature of the evidence available and mainly the (probably unbearable)
costs their country has to pay because they incorrectly believed that
the other side was not hostile.

In addition, one may also observe ambiguities as far as the basic
concept of security is concerned. Thus when it remains unclear what
is the object of security (e.g. the state, the individual, the régime) one
can hardly doubt the relativity of the content of the terms that are
commonly used to characterize states and their behavior: e.g. “expan-
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stontst”, “starus-quo”, “security-seeking”, “opportunity-driven” etc.
While discussing the content of the ‘deliberate security dilemma’ we
noted - and further explained - the difficulty to equate securiry with
the preservation of the status guo as well as the difficulty to contrast
expansionism with security seeking. Difficuldes also appear when one is
called upon rto distinguish between revisionism and aggressiveness.
There are states, which may regard the status guo as unacceprable and
they are also willing to pay a high price to change it. In both cases, one
may refer to revisionist states, yet it is the second case that can be
regarded as being aggressive. Thus, aggressive behavior should not be
regarded as entailing only a desire to expand, buc a willingness 1o
indertake high risks and dangerous efforts - even risk the state’s survival
- to change the status gio.** (our emphasis) This is a rather imporrant
criterion. Actually, to the extent that the empirical findings of the case
studies indicate that either Greece or Turkey was willing to pay a high
price to gain superiority in order to coerce the other into changing the
starus gio the security dilemma analysis will be misleading,

Most imporrantly, the empirical research and examination of the
particular case studies should also make some logically sound infer-
ences about a series of issues:

(a) What do empirical findings suggest about Greece and Turkey?
Are they ‘status-quo states’, ‘security-seekers’, ‘power-maximizers,
‘opportunity-driven states’, ‘aggressive states’?

Although all the above terms are problematic and it is difficult to say
which stare fits into each category, they give a usable, if rough, dis-
tinction. As a result, what does empirical research suggest abour
Greece’s dictum that Turkey is ‘inherently expansionistic’ or/and
‘inherently aggressive’? Are there clear indications — if not proofs —
that Turkey has been willing to undertake high risks and dangerous
efforts — even risk the state’s survival — to change the starus guo in
the Aegean or elsewhere?

The Cold War analogy makes an interesting point here. A recent
explanation of the US/Soviet rivalry through the use of the diagnos-
tic tool of the security dilemma suggests chat Soviet leaders were 70z
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willing ro risk whar they had achieved in order to get more, yet they
did want, expect, and seek more. However, the American belief that
the Soviet Union was inherently expansionistic ruled out coopera-
tion, precluded the adoption of a purely defensive posture by che US
and led to the conclusion that demonstrations of resolve were cru-
cial while the only way to underscore US resolve was by prevailing
in crises.*’

(b) Is the Greek-Turkish conflict a security dilemma (or a security
problem)? If it is a security dilemma what is actually che type of this
dilemma? Inadvertent or Deliberate? Were there instances or periods
when both rypes of the security dilemma were at work?

[n refining the criteria that should be met for a security dilemma to
be at work, one should have in mind thar each side will not be will-
ing to pay a high price to gain superiority in order to coerce the
other into changing the status quo. More specifically, in a deliberate
security dilemma situation one of the two states could be either
‘expansionistic’ (e.g., Greece by desiring to expand its territorial
waters in the Aegean) or ‘security seeker’ (e.g., Turkey, although the
value of security may be seen as achieved by either hegemony,
expansionism or the existence of asymmertry in military might)
because it is driven by nightmares of inferiority (not by hopes for
gain).

The Greek-Turkish state of affairs cannot be classified as simply a
‘security problemy’, but indeed as a security dilemma only after veri-
fying that the threat posed by one state to anocher, be it inadvertent
or deliberate, has not been accurately perceived by the potential or
actual rarger state. The empirical findings of the particular case-
studies should also demonstrate thar the Greek-Turkish security
dilemma is comprised by both dilemmas of interpretation (i.e., are
the other’s policies defensive or oftensive?) and then dilemmas of
response (i.e., should these policies be matched and so risk an arms
race, counter-alliances or/and crisis escalation or should a wait-and-
see policy be adopted thereby risking exposure to coercion or even
attack as a result of relative weakness).

18
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(c) What inferences can be drawn by the case-studies with regard to
the primary concerns and fears of the two states in conflice? Are they
driven by ‘absolute’ or ‘relative gaing’ concerns?

As realism suggests, the states’ concern is often not thar the other
side is currently aggressive or that the current situation is threaten-
ing, but that it may become so in the future as others change their
capabilities and intentions. The fact that others or their successors
can change, are at the heart of the security dilemma. Thus it is not
correct to argue that security concerns and the security dilemma will
disappear if states could be certain of others benign intentions.
[ndeed, the fact that the opponent may change its intentions, com-
pel states to always seek to compare their absolute gains with those
of other states. In these circumstances, unilateral gains from defec-
tion may lead to the accumulation of relative advantages, which
serve as a hedge against future defection by the opponent.** As a
consequence, even if none of the states starts with predatory
motives, the desire to protect one’s future position under conditions
of the security dilemma can transform a situation from the Stag
Hunt into the Prisoners’ Dilemma, in which exploiting the other
side is preferred to mutual cooperation.*

[t is worth noting that recent empirical findings on the two super-
powers rivalry suggest that in US/Soviet relations chere have been
instances (mostly related to the Third World) where the security
dilemma was at work because the Soviet Union was merely taking
advantage of opportunities - rather than creating them - with the
aim of weakening the US influence and position. (our emphasis).
Thus, in many cases cooperation is inhibited both by fears that the
other side will cheat and by hopes to gain a berter distribution of the
values in dispute.

(d) Were there instances in post-Cold War Greek-Turkish relations
when a deep security dilemma was at work?

Robert Jervis has described the situation of a ‘deep security dilem-
ma as a state of affairs where, unlike one based on mistrust thar
could be overcome, there are no missed opportunities for radically
improving relations. In such a situation, both sides may be willing
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to give up the chance of expansion if they can be made secure, bur
a number of other factors — the fear that the other’s relarive power is
dangerously increasing, technology, events outside their control, and
their subjective security requirements — put such a solution out of
reach.”

(e) To what extent the Greek-Turkish conflict resembles the US-
Soviet competition during the Cold War? Are there analogies in
Greece/US, Turkey/US behavior?

With regard to the US/Soviet Union rivalry, it is worth-noted that
in the beginning of the Cold War, the United Scates wanted to freeze
the szams guo. At any point in the Cold War — with the significant
exception of its final years when victory was in sight — the United
States would have been happy to sacrifice the possibility of further
gains in recurn for a high degree of security. At the start of the Cold
War, the image of the Soviet Union was as uremittingly hostile (if
cautious). [t can be argued that although the US was a securiry seek-
er and did not want to run major risks to roll back the Soviec influ-
ence, it was not hesitant to exploit opportunities to weaken US
influence. Most interesting is the fact that these efforts were indis-
tinguishable in their effect from expansionism, and very much
resemble to what is called “deep” security dilemma, in the sense chat
although the US primarily sought security the unintended effect was
to preclude mutually acceprable arrangements.*

Undoubtedly, credible answers on whether a security dilemma is at
work can better be provided if both the Greek and the Turkish
archives could be examined. However, contrary to other conflicts —
such as the one between the superpowers in the Cold War era that
have been possible to be examined through archival research — the
Greek-Turkish one is still in progress while access to both Greek and
Turkish archives of the post-1974 period with regard to the two startes
foreign relations is not allowed.

The basic aim of the project is, after empirically analysing cerrain
aspects of the Greek-Turkish conflict, to sound out whether a securi-
ty dilemma has been or still is at work. Of course, state behaviour
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alone cannor say whether a security dilemma exists. A hostile attitude
can be the product of the hope for gain or the fear of loss, of offensive
drives as well as of defensive responses. Moreover, as it has already
been stressed complexity and ambivalence are also present when one
asks whether Greece and Turkey are driven primarily by fear rather
than the hope for gain, as security dilemma analysis expects. It is not
thus expected that the empirical evidence, whatever this may be, will
yield an wnambigious conclusion. As a marter of face, if che academic
community still cannot decide whether World War I was the result of
the security dilemma, it would be surprising that this special issue to
come up with some unambiguous conclusions about the acrual type
of a conflict, which is scill in progress.

Yet, the diagnosis of the existence of elements or/and particular
types of the security dilemma in the Greek-Turkish conflict is poliri-
cally attraccive and useful. This is actually where the policy-relevance
of this project lies, namely to identify the ways for che amelioration of
the Greek-Turkish conflict and provide a good basis for a credible and
mainly viable conciliation. Most importanly, the theoretical conclu-
sions and policy implications of this project can in fact go beyond an
interpretation of the conflict by creating a solid basis for the next step
in the debare berween Greek and Turkish ‘epistemic communities’,
namely a critical definition of the security dilemma. Such a definition
will reflect the contested nature of a politically contingent reality and
recognize that Greece and Turkey are not actors thar pursue a partic-
ular view of radionality.

As the official rapprochemen, initiated by the two states’ Foreign
Ministers and greatly facilitated in 1999 by the carastrophic earth-
quakes that shook Turkey and Greece, has aptly demonstrated, groups
within both states disagreed — and still disagree — on the desirability
and possibility of cooperation. Indeed, particular groups argued — and
still argue — that cooperation is impossible, conciliatory gestures naive
and a strong defense posture necessary. Some other groups, however,
have seen  greater possibilities of cooperation and advocate policies
designed to facilitate cooperation. Dealing with the security dilemma
in a critical way, namely as a political dispute over whar constituces the
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state’s (either Greece or Turkey) interests and how best to pursue those
interests, reveals the possibility that uncertainty can be transcended
and that the Greek-Turkish security dilemma can be ameliorated.

With the exception of the most doctrinaire realists, there is a wide-
spread belief — especially among more sophisticated neorealists — that
humans do have some choice on the matter of the security dilemma
and as a consequence the impact of the security dilemma can be mit-
igated through “improved anarchies”™ and by the development of a
mature society of states. The crucial question as to the Greek-Turkish
conflict remains whether reassurance can be possible as well as
whether mutual security is a goal that can be attained and under what
particular circumstances. To that end, the analysis of the Greek-
Turkish conflict with the diagnostic tool of the security dilemma can
offer valuable insights as to the policies that need to be developed in
order for arms competition to be reversed; crisis stability, increased
and arms reduction, encouraged between Greece and Turkey.
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Power Politics, Security Dilemma, and Crisis
Behaviour: The Case of Imia

Kostas Ifantis*

RESUME

Cerarticle cherche a cerner la nature du dilemme séeuriraire greco-ture a travers le
comporment des acreurs de la crise d'Imia, tout en démélant les événements qui con-
stituent certe crise. Selon auteur  les facreurs structuraux revérent une impormnu
capitale ainsi que les objectifs revisionnistes de la 1L|I’L|L1|(_ déerits commie n'étant pas
liés 2 la séeurité de cet Erat, constituent une source majeure d'instabilité et de conflic

ABSTRACT

This article unravels the string of events surrounding che Imia Crisis while seek-
ing o address the nature of the Greek-"Turkish security dilemma with respect o cri-
sis behaviour. The analyrical framework is defined along dear neo-realist lines,
where insecurity and conflict is caused by the inescapable self-help nature of the sys-
rem and the emergence, thus, of balance of power and/or power politics state behav-
iour. T'he author argues that the structure of Greek-Turkish relations alone, defined
as the discribucion of c_‘apabilirics and the anarchic nature of the system, cannot
account for the security dilemma (and its intensity) which exists berween the two
states. Structural Facrors are cxrrt.mcly important, but equally imporcant are che revi-
51()|1|"t g("ﬁl]ﬂ LILSLrlh(.d as n()ﬂ-sLLll]‘lt) L.XP(\“‘JQH Uf’ one ()F{h(. WO actors — lUlkLy
as a major cause of instability and conflict. The predatory, power maximization
Turkish behaviour has resuleed in power politics. This premise is supported empiri-
cally by a review of Turkey's crisis conduct in the Imia incident of 1996.

Background

Since 1980 Greece and Turkey have been in a relationship of low
intensity conflict ‘disrupted’ by shorter or longer dérentes. This sicua-
tion has also been described as a relationship of manageable tension.
Regardless of terminology, there exists the disturbing potential of esca-
lation leading to a more serious crisis with alarming destabilizing
effects ar a regional level.

* University of Athens
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In January 1996 a team of Turkish journalists removed a Greek flag
from the islet of Imia in the Dodecanese complex and hoisted a
Turkish one. Greek troops replaced the Greek flag. The Greek Foreign
Ministry considered the affair closed undil the Turkish Prime Minister
Tansu Ciller laid an official claim on that and many other Greek islers
and commenced a confrontation that almost escalated to warfare. The
crisis was defused through US diplomatic intervention burt yet anoth-
er item was added to the overburdened agenda of Greek-Turkish prob-
lems.' According to Mavridis and Fakiolas, the Imia Crisis, “marked,
primarily, a change in the way Turkey pursued coercion. Using mili-
tary force for the first time, Ankara explicitly challenged Greek rerri-
torial integrity. The bloodless occupation of the western part of che
Imia islets coupled with the military, diplomatic, and political man-
agement of the ensuing escalation lead to the conclusion that the
Turkish leadership had adopted new policies in order to serve its
objectives.” These objectives have been clearly perceived by Greece as
revisionist, causing major security problems.

[ronically, despite the end of the Cold War and resulting overnight
transformation of the military situation in Europe, Greece experi-
enced the change less intensely than all its neighbours and allies. The
post-bipolar order did not change the basic parameters as these have
been consistently articulated by both Greek élites and public opinion.
The Greek point of view treats Greece as ‘status quo’ country and
Turkey as an adversary who has never stopped pursuing revisionist
policies in Cyprus, the Aegean, and Thrace as well as aiming at alcer-
ing the balance of power and interests in the region.

Argument and Context

This article seeks to address the nature of the Greek-Turkish securi-
ty dilemma with respect to the crisis behaviour. The analytical frame-
work is defined along clear neo-realist lines, where insecurity and con-
flict is caused by the inescapable self-help nature of the system and che
emergence, thus, of balance of power and/or power politics state
behaviour. My argumenc is that the structure of Greek-Turkish rela-
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tions alone, defined as the distribution of capabilities and the anarchic
nature of the system, cannot account for the security dilemma (and ics
intensity) which exists between the two states. Structural facrors are
extremely important, but equally important are the revisionist goals,
described as non-security expansion, of one of the two actors — Turkey,
as a major cause of instability and conflict. The predatory, power max-
imization Turkish behavior has resulted in a power politics Greek-
Turkish inceracrion, which finds vivid expression in the numerous
recurring crises in the Aegean and Cyprus. This premise is supported
empirically by a review of Turkey’s crisis conduct in the Imia incident

of 1996.

The neo-realism perspective on international politics derives from
its two core assumptions: the centrality of autonomous states wishing
to survive and rthe salience of international anarchy.’ Because world
politics takes place within a self-help realm, states must rely on their
own resources to protect themselves and further their interests.
Whether they desire safety or opportunistic expansion, states are bet-
ter served by superior, not equal, power. For this reason, statesmen are
usually more concerned with relative advantages than with absolute
gains. The problem of uneven gains giving advantage to one side or
another makes international cooperation difficult to achieve and hard
to maintain. The neo-realist paradigm is built on a fundamental belief
in strong links between anarchy, security, and relative gains. Though
states are not in a constant state of war, anarchy means that nations
must constantly fear enslavement or extincdon. Because the conse-
quences of a mistake can be catastrophic, states must be cautious in
assessing the incentions of both foes and allies, since today’s friend
may be tomorrow’s enemy.

In the neo-realist perspective, the security dilemma refers to the
notion that a state’s efforts to increase its security, by threatening
another state which then responds with steps to increase its own secu-
rity, paradoxically erodes the first state’s security.' The two stares,
without intending to do so, thus find themselves in a spiral of mount-
ing hostility and arms buildup. The intensity with which the security
dilemma operates depends upon a number of conditions: the degree
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of trust between states; the extent to which uncertainty and incom-
plete information produce misperception of intentions; whether
offensive or defensive forces would have the advantage; and whether
states can distinguish between others’ offensive and defensive arma-
ments.” The operation of the security dilemma is one of the key rea-
sons that peace under anarchy may not be stable. Even if no states
have explicitly aggressive intentions, anarchy fuels the security dilem-
ma and can produce spirals that lead to growing hostility and, ulti-
mately, to conflict. “The possibility thac force may be used to settle
disputes, even among peaceful, status-quo powers means that states
cannot escape the security dilemma-an increase in one state’s security
decreases the security of others. Insecurity and the use of force, realists
argue are enduring attributes of the self-help incernational system”.
The logic of the security dilemma arises from the anarchic structure of
internarional relations.

Indeed, structure matters. However, in the absence of a rigid bipo-
lar distribution of power in the wider international system, more
attention should be paid to unit-level variables. When dealing with
regional conflicts, like the Greek-Turkish competition, while struc-
ture-level variables are extremely important, studying unit-level vari-
ables becomes necessary. This means that, differences in state goals-
whether states seek the minimum power required for security or addi-
tional power for goals other than security-have ro be accorded an
equal consideration along with anarchy and the distribution of capa-
bilicies. The atcempr in this paper, thus, is to bring the concepr of the
revisionist state back in the neo-realist context. At bottom, the con-
cept of the security dilemma in international politics rests on the fun-
damenral assumption that some states are perceived ro be either cur-
rently harbouring aggressive designs, or that they may become aggres-
sive in the future.

Predatory states motivated by expansion and absolute gains are
mainly responsible for power politics behaviors — instead of the more
‘benign’ security-seeking balancing behavior - that can prevail in inter-
national relations. The aim of revisionist states is “self-extension”,
which often requires power enhancement. “Goals of self-extension
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generally place an extremely high premium on the resort to power as
a means. The chances of bringing about any major change in the
international srrus guo by means other than power or even violence
are slim indeed. Because it is also true that self-extension is often
sought passionately if not fanatically and by actors of various sorts of
motivations, the tendency is toward frequent and intensive quests for
enhanced power by nations belonging to this category™.” Aggressive
states trigger recurring power politics turmoils (crises). Therefore, the
level of system stability depends on unit-level variations, namely on
the strength of revisionist (status-quo) forces. In the following section,
the extent to which the power politics expectations on revisionism and
aggressive conduct in crises are confirmed empirically wichin the con-
text of the Greek-Turkish crisis over the Imia islers is examined.

Power Politics: Aggressive Turkish Behaviour in the Imia Crisis

As a school of thought in international relations, power politics
makes an almost unqualified equation of the Hobbesian state of
nature with international politics. Each state is, at least potentially, in
the situation of a war against all others. State-to-state relations are
dominated by conflict. The very basic assumption is the state quest for
maximization of power. Thus, power is seen both as an end and as a
means. Power is not only a crucial means for achieving security, but
also a key objective for its own sake.* According to the power politics
perspective, states, wishing to maximize their power and seeking supe-
riority, will embark on expansionist foreign policies and adopt offen-
sive military doctrines. In times of crisis, such inclinations are likely to
result in aggressive, or force-prone, behaviour.”

The popular image of Greek-Turkish relations meets nicely the
expectations of the power politics perspective concerning aggressive
security and power-maximizing state behaviour. This appears to be
especially true during recurring crises in the Aegean and in Cyprus in
which Turkey either used military force or threatened to do so and
thereby posed a serious threat to regional peace. Turkey’s crisis behav-
iour seems to have been especially competitive and confrontational.
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During the Imia Crisis elements of aggressive Turkish conduct are
rather easy to point out.

The beginning of the incident dates back to December 26, 1995,
when a Turkish freighter ran aground on an uninhabited rocky islet
group, called Imia, just off the eastern coast of the Dodecanese Island
of Kalymnos*® and about four miles off the Turkish coast. The
freighter caprain’s refusal of Greek assistance coupled with the position
of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs that the Imia Islets are in
Turkish territorial waters constituted an indirect challenge to Greek
territorial integrity. The verbal note submitted to the Greek embassy in
Ankara, on December 29, stating “thar Kardak rocks are an integral
part of Turkish territory™" was a direct challenge and thus represented
quite a confrontational Turkish attitude aimed clearly at provoking a
crisis. Indicative of this fact is the Turkish Foreign Ministry’s not offer-
ing any credible argument or evidence to back its claim.

The Greek response came ten days later with a verbal nore dared
January 9, 1996, stating thar the Imia islets belonged to Greece, and
making a detail reference to the 1932 agreements berween Italy and
Turkey, which provided for the delimiration of the ltalo-Turkish
boundary between the Dodecanese islands and the Turkish coast.” It
was a moderate diplomatic response, and a clear exhibition of Greece’s
commitment to the status quo and its ability to react.”

Although Turkey had not yet replied, on January 16, Greece sud-
denly increased surveillance measures in the area of the islets, an unan-
ticipated action given the political language in the Greek verbal note.
“This partial mobilization was not explicitly linked to the dispure over
the salvage, in the sense that the Greeks had failed to give prior warn-
ing to Turkey of the military implications of its stance. The mobiliza-
tion could be taken as an unreliable indication of deterrence. In fact,
the military warning of deterrence seemed to be inconsistent with the
political warning of deterrence”."

Meanwhile, Costas Simitis, having formed a new government on
the January 22, tried to reshape the Greek strategy of deterrence. The
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main feature of his approach was to keep a low profile and convey a
clear indication of deterrence through diplomatic channels. The
Greek minister of foreign affairs openly voiced the opinion thar the
entire issue was not worthy of debate. His statement clearly demon-
strated Greece’s will to avoid escalation of the dispute, while the new
Greek verbal note, communicated to Ankara on January 26, aimed at
placing emphasis on the seriousness of the issue for Greek interests.
On January 27, the Turkish newspaper Hirriyer sent a boatload of
journalists to Imia, where they took dawn the Greek flag, recently
placed there by the mayor of Kalymnos, and hoisted a Turkish one.
Media in each country took up the issue, in several cases with exag-
gerated, jingoistic coverage. Forced by events, the Greek government
expanded the military measures of deterrence in tandem with the
intensification of its diplomatic efforts. On January 28, a naval vessel
was ordered to restore the Greek flag and a contingent of commandos
landed on the islets giving a clear military warning of deterrence.
Compared to the mobilization during the first phase, this move was at
least timely and was linked to the ongoing incident. The Greek min-
ister of foreign affairs briefed the ambassadors of the European
Union’s member-states and the United States of America on the inci-
dent, presented a new verbal note to Ankara, on January 28, and made
it clear that the Greek government was determined to re-examine its
position on the issue of Turkey’s customs union with the EU.

The Greek actions, however, had no effect on Turkey’s behavior. On
January 29, Ankara issued another verbal note to Athens challenging
Greek sovereignty over not only Imia, but numerous other Aegean
islets as well, and demanding the removal of the Greek troops and flag.
The Greek response came the same day in the Greek Parliament by the
Prime Minister himself, who rigorously rejected the Turkish demands
and demonstrated Greece’s will to counter Turkish revisionism.

From that point onwards, Ankara increases the pace of response,
thus, escalating the tension. Turkish naval forces become increasingly
challenging and its conduct racher ‘reckless’, while Turkish air force
violates Greek airspace. On January 30, Turkish National Security
Council adopts a hard and rather aggressive stance. Moreover, Prime
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Minister Tansu Ciller via the US President demanded the settlement
of the dispute within the next two hours. According to Mavridis and
Fakiolas, ‘this move aimed to force Greece to conform to Turkish
claims by political means. It represented an escalation since it trans-
formed the low-intensity crisis into an all-ouc crisis. [t was a political
ultimatum, which substantiated a scrategy of the escalation of crisis
with brinkmanship diplomacy’." After the expiration of the deadline,
Turkish troops established a foothold on one unguarded (Imia) isler,
while the Turkish government suggested a mutual disengagement and
the initiation of negotiations. It becomes profoundly clear that the
majority of the political and military leadership in Ankara is not inter-
ested in diffusing the crisis but aims at initiating an armed conflict in
the Aegean.” An armed conflict thar would almost certainly lead to a
situation where Greece — even after ‘winning’ - would negotiate on
what Turkey describes as ‘outstanding issues in the Aegean’, after a
forceful US intervention. The ‘reckless’ readiness with which Turkey
employed chreats to use force, and actually used force is worth noring,
‘Recklessness’ in chis case does not spring from a misperceprion of the
balance of interests, miscalculation of a rival’s resolve, or miscalcula-
tion of relative capabilities; rather, it is similar to aggressive conduct in
being prone to resort to force quickly.

The Imia Crisis should be then understood as a clear demonstracion
of Turkish revisionism. A revisionism that was reinforced by changes
in the function of the Turkish state caused by an alarming neo-author-
itarianism and a nationalisc hacred brought about by the Kurdish
problem.” As Kourkoulas has indicated, the military campaign in
Southeastern Turkey has resulted in a situation where the use of force
or the threat to use force has become torally accepred as a legitimare
foreign policy behavior by large parts of the Turkish society. The dom-
inant position of the military in Turkish political life reinforces these
tendencies."

In Imia, Ankara saw an opportunity “to fabricace a case so as to pur
forward the idea of ‘grey areas’ and push Greece to the negotiations
table™ in order ro revise the status-quo in the Aegean. The Turkish
position during the crisis “became a much wider challenge to Greek
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sovereignty over small islets along the maritime border, as well as to
the border itself ™. * The issue of ‘grey areas’ in the Aegean had never
been raised by Ankara before the Imia Crisis. It should be seen in the
context of Turkey’s fear of the extension of Greek territorial waters™
from six to twelve miles. The Turkish argument was that Turkey would
lose out with regard to its Aegean high sea rights. The importance of
this issue for Turkey was evident in its threat to Greece that any exten-
sion would be a cause of war.

Knowing well the weakness of its case, Turkey was reluctant to take
the martter to The Hague. In such a context, it seemed thart the foreign
policy and defence establishments in Ankara invented the nodon of
‘grey areas’ — choosing thus to stoke tension in the Aegean — in order
to put more pressure on Greece. As Athanassopoulou notes, “if Turkey
could push its borders westwards and cthus strengthen its position
regarding such questions as the delimitation of the continental shelf,
the extent of national air-space and territorial waters.” In the months
thart followed Imia, Ankara pursued the concept with rigour.

In an article published on 13 June 1996, the Turkish daily Milliyer
listed the inhabited islets of Farmakonisi and Agathonisi as ‘gray
areas’. Along with disputing Greek sovereignty over islets close to its
coast, Turkey in June 1996 also disputed Greece’s sovereignty over the
island of Gavdos, which lies off the southwest of Crete and is inhab-
ited by some three hundred Greek fishermen. During the planning of
the NATO exercise Dynamic Mix, the representative of the Turkish
general staff submitted a statement according to which Turkey
opposed the inclusion of the Greek island of Gavdos in the exercise
‘due to the disputed situation regarding sovereigney’. It should be
noted that the régime of Gavdos Island has nothing to do with the
Treaty of Lausanne, since it is under Greek sovereignty in accordance
with the arrangements of the 1913 Treaty of London.*

This Imia aftermath steeled Greek public opinion enormously.
However, with Gavdos, Ankara appeared to push its luck too far. The
reaction of Athens, this time fully supported by Washington, was
strong and Turkey seemed to have withdrawn its claim. It should be
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noted, however, that Ankara had indicated clearly its intentions to
raise the stakes over the issue of the Greek territorial waters — in the
first given instance — art least two years before the 1996 crisis. Ankara
continued and intensified the policy of blocking the operationaliza-
tion of the NATO Commands in Greece, which had been decided
back in December 1992 (COMLANDCENT, 7ATAF, MND-
SOUTH), while in November 1994 openly attempted to ‘increase the
heat’ in the Aegean by transferring the most important annual Turkish
military exercise Deniz Kurdu 2-94, from the Black Sea to the Aegean,
and re-scheduling it for the period 14-24 November 1994. 16
November 1994 was the date of entering into force of the New
Convention of the Law of the Sea. At the same time, Turkey rein-
forced its troops in the occupied northern part of Cyprus.*?

The Imia Crisis was defused through US diplomaric intervention
and a return to srarns-quo anre was secured, and, in that context, the
outcome of the crisis — contrary to its management — was satisfacto-
ry for Athens. The US role and intervention should be interpreted as
one of the most influential structural factors in the Greek-Turkish
conundrum. [t is important to note that the overall American scrate-
gic interests in the area have almost inevitably drawn the US into the
dispute. The Washington approach was always a pragmartic one, since
no American initiative has succeeded in achieving the normalization
of Greek-Turkish relations. That is why the US has not been as
involved in the search for a solution as actively as one might have
expected. Moreover, during the Cold War, successive US administra-
tions felt that the Aegean issues were not as acute as others and there-
fore placed them low on Washington’s list of priorities. Although the
dispute was recognized as posing a threat to NATO’s southeastern
flank, the primary objective of US foreign policy elites has been to
control Greek-Turkish tensions and the administracion of the impli-
cations of the problem for the function of the alliance.

For decades, a major failure of US foreign policy has been the inabil-
ity to get its two allies astride the Aegean to settle their differences
through compromise and cooperation. Washington’s efforts have not,
of course, been entirely fruitless. In January 1996, American diplo-
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matic intervention prevented the crisis over Imia from escalating into
violent conflict. In the framework of NATO, the augmented empha-
sis placed on the Mediterranean stability necessitated, more than ever,
a cohesive southeastern flank free from the Greek-Turkish impasse. In
what appeared to be a critical step in easing an extremely strained rela-
tionship — after the 1996 crisis — the US in the backstage of the
Madrid NATO Summirt in 1997 pressured the two countries to sign
the Madrid Joint Declaration, whereby they committed to engage
themselves to a peaceful and consensual secdlement of their differ-
ences. ‘If both sides indeed adhered to it, the communiqué portended
a significant step in advancing scability and security in the eastern
Mediterranean.™ Bur the expected shifts in relations did not follow.
The Cyprus issue, noc specifically alluded to in the Madrid
Declaration, offered the setting for new-old tensions during the same
year. Joint Greek and Greek Cypriot military exercises a few months
later were ‘enriched’ by intense and quite alarming ‘doghights’ in the
Greek and Cypriot airspace.

Ameliorating the Security Dilemma: The Rapprochement

International anarchy and the security dilemma make cooperation
among sovereign states difficule. Objectively, there can be little scrace-
gic rationale for premeditated conflict berween two state actors like
Greece and Turkey. Open conflict would pose enormous political risks
for both of them, quite apart from uncertainties at the operational
level. Yet the risk of an accidental clash remains, given the continuing
armed air and naval operations in close proximity and the highly
charged atmosphere surrounding competing claims.” The Aegean and
especially Cyprus are sensitive national questions par excelleice.
Moreover, with both countries modernizing cheir milicary capabilities,
the potential for destructiveness and escalation is far greater today
than in the past. A Greek-Turkish clash would have profound impli-
cations for Turkey and the West. It would also have operational con-
sequences for the US. In strategic terms, conflict under current con-
ditions might result in an open-ended estrangement of Turkey from
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the West, since the Cold War imperatives thac argued for rescraint in
sanctions against Turkey in 1974 are absent today. More broadly, a
Greek-Turkish conflict might encourage ‘civilizational’ cleavages in
the West. ‘Even Israel might be sensitive to the political consequences
of too overt a military relationship in the context of a conflict over
Cyprus, especially if Israeli weapons were used, and might look for
ways to scale back its cooperation.”® The risk of a clash and che likely
strategic and operational consequences make risk reduction an imper-
ative for the US (and NATQ). The same is true for the EU. However,
the EU has all the necessary systemic properties to turn an actor from
an aggressive power-maximizer to a less threatening security-seeker.

Normalization, even at an embryonic level, represents a change in
Greek-Turkish relations that is indeed strategic in nature. The Greek
decision to support the offer of EU candidacy to Turkey at the
December 1999 Helsinki summit — although emphasizing particular
conditions favorable to Greek interests — reflects a new, strategic
approach to the future of relations with Ankara, and ic cercainly rep-
resents a major step rowards dampening the sources of unitended spi-
rals. The stracegic motivations for the Helsinki compromise and the
Greek-Turkish raprochement were facilicated by a series of proximare
factors. There was a perception on both sides in the wake of the Imia
crisis, the 1997-98 tension over the planned deployment of S-300 sur-
face-to-air missiles on Cyprus, and the Spring 1999 Ocalan affair, thac
brinkmanship had reached very dangerous levels. As noted earlier, an
accident or miscalculation in the Aegean could easily escalate to large
scale warfare. “This sense of peering over the brink, palpable in 1996,
was arguably noc unlike che effect of the Cuban Missile Crisis on US-
Soviet relations more than 30 years earlier”.” The Helsinki decisions
proved to be instrumental in reversing the deterioration in EU-
Turkish relations that had followed the Luxembourg and Cardiff sum-
mits and offered a path toward closer Turkish integration in Europe,
reducing, thus, the Greek-Turkish rension.

The EU, as a collective security entity, can ameliorate the security
dilemma since by nature promotes and deepens cooperation. Over
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time, repeated acts of cooperation alter expectations and foster trust
and confidence. As states come to expect each other to reciprocate
concessions, rather than to exploit them, the wariness that fuels the
security dilemma gradually subsides. Moreover, the EU engagement,
by increasing transparency and thereby reducing uncertainty and the
chances of misperception, decreases the likelihood of unintended spi-
rals. Uncertainty is one of the key factors fueling the security dilem-
ma.

Greece and Turkey cannot easily escape systemic-seructural impedi-
ments, but they should make every effort to achieve a relatively high
level of cooperation by exploring the opportunities offered by the col-
lective security environment of the EU. The challenge for Greece (and
Turkey) is enormous. As Jervis notes, it is impossible to eliminate the
security dilemma, but it can be ameliorated: “The ideal solution for a
statis gno power would be to escape from the state of nature. But
escape is impossible. The security dilemma cannot be abolished, it can
only be ameliorated. Bonds of shared values and interests can be devel-
oped. If actors care about what happens to others and believe that oth-
ers care about them, they will develop trust and can cooperate for
mutual benefit.™ The conditions that make collective security possi-
ble indeed ameliorate the security dilemma to a certain extent.
Uncertainty about motives would be reduced. When the actors hold
compatible views of an acceptable bilateral, regional and internation-
al order and share a minimum sense of political community, ideation-
al change has already mitigated the suspision and competitiveness that
fuel the security dilemma.

However, the European challenge for Turkey is without precedent.
So far, Turkish élites have not had to confront the dilemma posed by
a strong nationalist tradition and a powerful attachment to state sov-
ereignty, on the one hand, with the prospect of integration in a sover-
eignty-diluting EU, on the other. Even short of full membership, can-
didacy implies a great institutionalized scrutiny, convergence and
compromise. From the least political issues (e.g. food regulations) to
high politics, a closer relationship with formal EU structures will pose
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tremendous pressures on traditional Turkish concepts of sovereigney at
many levels. For an EU member state, pursuing nationalist options
ourside the integration context has become almost impossible.

If there is a ‘Helsinki spiric’, that more than anything else reveals the
need — for both countries — for a more ‘strategic’ approach towards
each other. Both countries have a longer-term stracegic interest in see-
ing Turkey’s EU vocation succeed. Such a success has the porential of
changing Greece’s perception of threat, and fostering political and
economic reform in a Turkey reassured about its place in Europe. The
US and Europe will benefit from a more effective and predictable
strategic partnership with Turkey. A key task for US foreign policy
élites will be to make sure that Greek-Turkish brinkmanship no longer
threatens broader interests in regional détente and integration. The
stakes of bringing to fruition this strategy of reciprocal accommoda-
tion are extremely high. Lasting rapprochement would yield enormous
benefits for everybody involved.*

However, such a rapprochement remains nascenc and fragile for three
main reasons. First, most of the changes have come on the Greek side.
There has been no major shift in Turkish policy. Without a Turkish
gesture to match Greece's lifting of its veto to Turkey's EU candidacy
it may prove difficult for Athens to maintain domestic support over
the long run. Indeed, the Greek government operates with the bene-
fit of the doubt even within its own party confines. Second, so far the
rapprochement has been limited to less-concroversial areas such as
trade, the environment, and tourism. The really sensitive issues have
yet to be addressed. The current climate will prove its durability only
when these issues are included in the reconciliation agenda. Finally,
there is the issue of Cyprus. While Cyprus is technically nor a bilater-
al dispute, it is an integral element of the broader fabric of the rela-
tionship and cannot be ignored. Although Athens has made a politi-
cally costly effort to downplay the linkage, without progress on
Cyprus the current mpprochement will be impossible to sustain over
time.”

More than anything, however, the current détente is intimately
linked to the evolution of the broader Turkish-European relationship.
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Stagnation or deterioration in relations between Brussels and Ankara
would complicate and perhaps threaten the improvement in Greek-
Turkish relacions. Even relative stagnation in EU-Turkish relacions
would almost certainly result in a sense of disappointment and uncer-
tainty, and would make Turkish behaviour towards Greece more
unpredictable and perhaps harder for the US to control. Athens has a
high stake in ensuring that Tuerkey’s EU candidacy does prove real.
The longer the relationship between Turkey and the EU remains over-
shadowed by uncertainties, the more the US remains ‘the only and
undisputed’ arbiter in an essentially balance of power game. The